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Foreword

This report is one of a series of reports on the enviAfrica and the implications and consequences of policy
ronmental and economic implications of agriculturalreforms vis-a-vis pest management in Cameroon,
policy reform and trade and promotion policies inKenya, and Uganda.

sub-Saharan Africa completed for the U.S. Agency We hope that this report will assist in the process of

for International Development’s Bureau for Africa. . o .
changing policies and programs to promote the mini-

Pest.|C|des arg .the particular fo'cus of this ano! re_late%ized but responsible use of pesticides and the devel-
studies. Pesticides are recognized as essential inputs

i O opment, availability of, and access to integrated pest-

to promote agricultural productivity, but they are also hnolodi h 's utility for i

; icultural inputs in the potential riSI(Smanagement technologies. The report’s utility for its
uhique among agricu p P _intended users will determine it effectiveness.
they pose to human and environmental health. Major
economic restructuring has been sweeping sub-Sa-

L : . . David Hales

haran Africa in the past five years, yet little attention i o
has been paid to the implications of these reforms folpeputy Assistant Administrator

the use and distribution of pesticides. Center for the Environment ]
Bureau for Global Programs, Field Support, and
Several dilemmas and challenges for the development Research

process have been introduced by the withdrawal of) 5. Agency for International Development
government from a role in the distribution of pesticide

inputs and by the associated restructured pricing anferome Wolgin

subsidy policies. In part, the dilemmas are unique to thig)jrector

subsector, simply due to the intrinsically toxic proper-office of Sustainable Development

ties of pesticides, which sets them apart from othegyreau for Africa

agricultural inputs and from other commodities of com- 5. Agency for International Development
merce such as fertilizers. For these reasons alone, pes-

ticides deserve a special examination. Bill Sugrue

This report is directed at analysts, decision-maker&irector
and policymakers having a stake in these issues, faffice of Environment and Natural Resources
interested governmental and nongovernmental orgd=€nter for the Environment
nizations, as well as among donors and internation&ureau for Global Programs, Field Support, and
financial institutions. Related reports examine pesti- ~Reésearch
cides and the agrichemical industry in sub-Saharal-S. Agency for International Development
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Executive Summary

This analysis examines the policies of bilateral donoment on what the obligation involves. This quandary
agencies in regard to the environmental consequencpsovides much of the justification for the present
of policies designed to promote agricultural trade ostudy. Increased reliance on policy-based assistance
production in sub-Saharan Africa. Rather than examincreases pressures to address environmental impacts
ining all potential environmental consequences ofesponsibly, and difficulties in identifying and moni-
such policies, the analysis focuses on the relatiotoring these impacts underscore the desirability of
between such activities and their potential implica-examining the policies of donor institutions in regard
tions for pest management, the use of pesticides, ad assistance for agricultural trade and promotion.

integrated pest management (IPM). Donors’ assistance often focuses on policy reforms

Traditional forms of donor assistance have emphadesigned to stimulate agricultural production and the
sized specific and geographically discrete projectsjevelopment of crops for export. Success with such
such as the construction of roads or health clinicsventures is typically associated with intensification of
However successful these projects are, they do ngroduction and increased reliance on agricultural inputs,
address the root causes of economic stagnation thiatluding pesticides, which can contribute to increased
retard development. Consequently, many donor agemproductivity. This study thus focuses on pesticides, pest
cies have shifted their emphasis to program aid omanagement, and opportunities to manage pests in the
nonproject assistance. Such assistance is not directedntext of IPM and examines these questions: What
at specific development projects but rather at policyenvironmental policies or procedures govern donors’
and institutional reforms, both at the macroeconomi@fforts to stimulate agricultural trade or promotion poli-
level and in certain sectors, including agriculture. Alicies in Africa? If obligated to do so, how do donors
the donor agencies discussed in this report suppoattempt to identify and mitigate the potential adverse
provide one or more forms of nonproject assistanceenvironmental impacts of their policies designed to stimu-
each of which is intended to change a government’te agricultural trade and production? If environmental
policies in order to encourage development. conditionality is a component of nonproject assistance
. . in the agricultural sector, how is it monitored and en-
The effects of nonproject assistance can pervade efm 47 To what extent do d i
entire economy and are rarely subject to donorg0ced? 10 whatextent do donors consider or encourage

direct control. This characteristic of policy-based as_re::;?;:e on IPM as a viable strategy for pest manage-

sistance is potentially significant in regard to assess)
ing impacts and consequences, which become moreTo address these questions in comparative perspec-
difficult to predict and observe and, crucially, to link tive, interviews were conducted with representatives
directly to the assistance. of institutions with responsibility for bilateral devel-

. . - . . opment assistance in France, Germany, Japan, the
Given this characteristic of nonproject assistance, " _ i L]

. United Kingdom, and the United States. The institu-
many donors find themselves accountable for the

identification and mitigation of the environmental tions share similar developmental goals, but they dif-

. . s . . fer in their institutional evolution, approaches to de-
impacts of their activities in developing countries.

Demands for such accountability are probably WeIIvelopment, adherence to ideological preferences, and

placed. Nonetheless, accepting an obligation to btehe need to be responsive to domestic constituencies.

. . : . Perhaps more important, as this study indicates, do-
environmentally conscious does not imply rigorous ) :

. . L nors embrace different perspectives on the role of
compliance with such an obligation or even agree-



agrichemicals in stimulating agricultural productiontions on recipients and places primary responsibility
in an environmentally sustainable manner. This stataipon recipients for the consideration of the potential
ment is applicable to other development institutionsenvironmental impacts of the usage as well as for
such as the World Bank, the African Developmentmonitoring any outcomes. In contrast, the U.S. Agency
Bank, and the International Fund for Agricultural for International Development (USAID) is disinclined
Development, but they are not discussed in this repotb donate pesticides to developing countries, except
due to constraints on the author’s time and resourcem emergencies. With one exception, USAID has not
An increase in agricultural production is a priority donateql any pest'|C|des as part of nonprolect as§|s-
tance since the mid 1970s. Among the five countries

for Africa’s economic development. Raising the pro- . .
. . examined, the United States has the oldest and most
duction of land already cultivated offers the best

opportunity for much of the region. One route todetailed provisions for environmental assessment.
intensification relies increasingly on pesticides. When France, Germany, and the United Kingdom all spon-
intensification is associated with the production ofsor considerable research on and technical assistance
crops for export, the incentives to use pesticides carelated to the improved management of pests, and the
be exceptionally strong. However desirable pesticidethree countries are hesitant to donate pesticides. Ger-
may be, their use creates a risk that additional agricumany and the United Kingdom occasionally do so but
tural production will be neither sustainable nor envi-only after consideration of potential environmental
ronmentally benign. consequences. France no longer donates pesticides
for routine agricultural use, and it appears to have the

Bilateral donors have responded in different way t developed q ¢ . tal
to the challenges and opportunities associated wit 73 .eve oped procedures for e.nV|ronmen a asgess-
ment in the context of both project and nonproject

efforts to promote agriculture in sub-Saharan Africa.
For years donors supported recipients’ efforts to progssstance.

vide pesticides at subsidized prices and, in many Despite differences in approaches to pesticides (and
instances, without charge to farmers. Although suchiPM), there are many unfulfilled opportunities for
subsidies are gradually being eliminated in conjuncenhanced cooperation among donors. Informal dia-
tion with sectoral and structural adjustment programdpgue does occur, but a common agenda and ap-
donors retain considerable influence over the choicproach are absent. The consequence is that bilateral
of pest-management strategies in many developindonors, though seeking similar goals, occasionally
countries. As an illustration, Japan donatedrustrate or duplicate the efforts of other donors and
agrichemicals upon request from many African counprovide mixed signals to governments and farmers in
tries. Japan is thus one of the largest sources of pedeveloping countries. Given the size of the donors’
ticides in Africa; in some countries Japan provides aprograms and their emphases on transforming Afri-
much as 75 percent of all pesticide imports. Japan’san agriculture, such a situation is deleterious to do-
assistance program imposes few substantive condiors and recipients alike.
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National Environmental Policy Act (United States)
Nongovernmental organizations
Natural Resources Institute (United Kingdom)

Overseas Development Administration (United Kingdom)
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Prior Informed Consent

United Nations Environment Programme

United States Agency for International Development
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1. Introduction

The primary purpose of this analysis is to examine ther nonproject assistance. Such assistance is not directed
policies of major bilateral donor agencies in regard t@t specific development projects but at policy and insti-
the environmental consequences of policies or activitutional reforms, both at the macroeconomic level and in
ties designed to promote agricultural trade or produceertain sectors, including agriculture, in order to pro-
tion in sub-Saharan Africh.Rather than examining mote and encourage development. As an illustration, the
all potential environmental consequences of suclgoals of some nonproject assistance might include a
activities, the analysis focuses attention on the reldiberalization of markets, reductions in government sub-
tion between such activities and their potential impli-sidies for food and agricultural inputs, or enhancing the
cations for pest management, the use of pesticideayailability or effectiveness of credit. The donors’ usual
and integrated pest management (IPM). expectation is that removal of intrusive government
involvement in an economy will spur production and

Such an analysis is particularly timely. Donor agen- i 7 , i
create entrepreneurial activities that either do not exist

cies play a significant role in the economies of many i .

. ; . or that are stifled because of a government’s policies.
African countries and bear some responsibility for the
current state of African agriculture and its typically low The World Bank’s structural adjustment loans are,
productivity (Office of Technology Assessment 1988;perhaps, the best examples of nonproject lending. In
Lele 1990). Favored countries find themselves as bemddition to policy-based loans that donors provide in
eficiaries of well-intentioned largesse and many formsupport of the World Bank’s loans, many donors are
of training and technical assistance. Without exceptiomlso involved with sector adjustment loans, which
the goal of development assistance is an end to suébcus on narrower segments of an economy, such as
assistance; the assistance is intended to allow countriagriculture or industry.

0 grao!uate toaIeV(_aI of social, economic, gnd political "\ ereas project-based assistance has discrete and
well-being to the point where assistance is no longer

i ] ] readily identifiable objectives and outcomes that are
required. Although donor agencies can point to suc-

i i ) reasonably subject to the donors’ control, such is not
cesses on the African continent (e.g., in Ghana, Ugand

grways the case with nonproject assistance. No govern-

Tanzania, and Zimbabwe), relatively few countries hav?nent willingly cedes responsibility for policy formula-

graduated over the last several decades. Indeed, matng . . :
ian, implementation, or enforcement to foreign donors.

African countries have regressed. Their incomes anfj . .
. o i ) ndeed, governments are highly protective of these func-
agricultural productivity have declined while there popu-,

tions and, to the extent that donors encourage or espouse

lations have spiraled. For this and other reasons, don8r . ) . .
emocratic values, donors will avoid excessive interfer-

agencies have reassessed their strategies and approacehn%sé with domestic policymaking in countries in which
to development.

they operate. In turn, however, donors and lending insti-
Traditional forms of donor assistance typically em-tutions want assurances that their assistance will lead to
phasized specific and geographically discrete projectsiesired changes in policies and programs and, desirably,
such as the construction of roads or health clinics dio improved social and economic performance. To ad-
other projects designed to eradicate malaria. Howevealress these potentially competing preferences, many
successful these projects are (or have been), they do rinors rely on the phased distribution of assistance in
address the root causes of economic or agriculturahstallments (or “tranches”) that are linked to the accom-
stagnation that prevent or retard development. Morgplishment of mutually agreed objectives. The imposi-
recently, therefore, many donor agencies have shiftetbn of conditionalities substantially increases donors’
their emphases to what is commonly called program aitbverage, at least as long as donors stringently enforce



the conditions associated with their assistance or, altelave sufficient resources or professional expertise to
natively, as long as recipients readily adhere to theonsider the reasonably foreseeable environmental
conditions attached to the assistance. impacts of development activities. Under these cir-
8umstances, if donors do not assume responsibility
for assessing the potential environmental impacts of
tggr activities, then no one will, or so it can be

%rgueo(? Unfortunately, as well, some developing

At least one other facet in nonproject assistanc
requires attention. Unlike the situation with project-
based assistance, where the outcomes and effects

the activity are reasonably observable, such is ofte

not the case with nonproject assistance. Project-basc?t‘.ﬁiltlonS may be disinclined to consider environmental

lending tends to have geographically discrete effects'fnpaCtS if such consideration risks the loss or per-

just the opposite obtains for nonproject assistancec.e'wad discouragement of development. Finally, ad-

The effects of nonproject assistance can pervade é/rc])cates of an enlightened environmental policy argue

. . that the standards for environmental quality applied
entire economy and, equally important, are rarely

subject to the direct control or influence of donors of" assisted countries ought to be no less stringent than

lenders. This characteristic of policy-based assistanggose applied domestically, for example, in Germany

is potentially significant in regard to assessing im" the United States.
pacts and consequences, which become more diffi- Recognizing or accepting an obligation to be envi-
cult to predict and observe and, crucially, to linkronmentally conscious does not necessarily imply
directly to the assistance. As the U.S. Office of Techrigorous compliance with such an obligation or even
nology Assessment (1988, 146-147) once concludedigreement on what the obligation requires substan-
The swift rise in funding for policy reform has outpacedtively' This quandary provides much of the justifica-
efforts to evaluate its impacts. Programs have beeHon for the present study. When used wisely, pesti-
based on hypotheses regarding responses to poliggides represent effective weapons in the quest to
changes rather than on actual responses....Results frot'ﬁ‘anage pests and, thus, to enhance agricultural pro-

initial evaluation have not yet confirmed the theoretical y ;i “pespite the potential appeal and utility of
benefits for resource-poor agriculturalists and in some

cases have proved the initial assumptions used are wrong€sticides, the implementation of policy reforms as-

sociated with sectoral and structural adjustment pro-

Although the level of knowledge about the |mpactsgrams appear to discourage the use of essential inputs

Oof p?llcyt;based_ assistance hads mcreellseggsmce t%?/ inflating their costs and reducing their availability
| TA'S (_)” sf_ervatr:on (e.lg., Rear on_ et al. 1994), a:a(Reardon et al. 1994). The resulting limitation in
ysts still find themselves at a disadvantage w er?;mcess to these resources is occurring at the same time

they attempt to relate such assistance to changes #at the capacity of both the public and private sector

agricultural practices and conditions (Thrupp 1999_’"(0 deal with the special needs attendant to pest man-

Gibbon, Havnevik, and Hermele 1993) and to enVI'agement is compromised due to fiscal constraints in

ronmental impacts (World Bank 1994; Rock 1995)'thetransition period following the adoption and imple-

Given this characteristic of nonproject assistancementation of policy reforms. Likewise, constraints on
many donors find themselves accountable for thgovernment budgets and rationalization of bureau-
identification, monitoring, evaluation, and mitigation cracies prevent or preclude the development or spread
of the environmental impacts of their activities in of nonchemical means to manage pests (Matteson,
developing countried. Demands for such account- Meltzer, and Knausenberger 1995). In the context of
ability are probably well placed. There are manypesticides, institutions that are ill-equipped to cope
instances in which donor-funded activities have haavith these issues and challenges place humans and
significant adverse environmental consequences (U.$he environment at considerable risk due to the intrin-
Senate 1990; Rich 1994). Moreover, due to the naturgically toxic properties of pesticides.

of POI't'CaI apd econ9m|c de,"e"’pm?”t’ many devel- In short, increased reliance on policy-based assistance
oping countries (again, particularly in Africa) do not.

increases pressures and expectations to address poten-



tial environmental impacts responsibly, and difficultiesinstitutions with responsibility for bilateral development

in identifying and monitoring these impacts suggest thassistance in France, Germany, Japan, the United King-
desirability of examining the policies of major bilateral dom, and the United States between October 1993 and
donor institutions in regard to agricultural trade andlune 1994. Appendix 1 lists the people contacted. In
production. The goal is not to make value judgmentsddition to the interviews, correspondence and scores of
about the efficacy or effectiveness of these policies, alocuments, reports, and guidelines were reviewed.

of which are arguably well intentioned, but rather to Through their generous assistance programs, these
identify alternative approaches, to highlight SUCCESSeS:  ~ountries provide the overwhelming majority of

0 compgre anq con_trast experl_e_nces among the _do%)lrlateral assistance to sub-Saharan Africa. Equally
community, to identify opportunities for collaboration

important, all five countries have policies, projects,

and further analysis, and to suggest how these pohu%sf programs directly relevant to the promotion of the

mlght be improved. Cons_.equentl_y, aft_er a brief mtro_'region’s agriculture. To the extent that increased pro-
duction to the state of agriculture in Africa, the analysi

i i Quction is dependent on development assistance and
will focus on such questions as these: . .
its related programs, these countries are the ones that
B What environmental policies or procedures gov-will influence approaches, priorities, and areas of
ern donors’ efforts to promote agricultural tradeemphasis. For these reasons, the five countries have
or production policies in Africa, and what is the considerable opportunity to influence the quest for
relation between intent and implementation?  sustainable agriculture in Africa.

B How do donors attempt to identify and mitigate The institutions examined in the five countries share
the potential adverse environmental impacts okimilar developmental goals, but they differ profoundly
their policies designed to stimulate agriculturalin their approaches to and philosophies about devel-
trade and production? opment, adherence to ideological preferences, and

B [f conditionality is a component of assistance in thethe need to be responsive t_o Ieglslature.s, special in-

. . .. terest groups, and domestic commercial pressures

agricultural sector, are environmental conditions Box A). Perh . fant this stud
included, and how are they monitored and enforcced_(.§e_e ox A). Perhaps more |.mpor ant, as ',S study
indicates, donors embrace different perspectives on

B |f assistance for agriculture includes the procurethe role of agrichemicals in stimulating agricultural

ment or provision of pesticides: production in a safe and environmentally sustainable
a. do donors impose limits or restrictions on theManner (see Box B). For these reasons, among oth-

pesticides that are provided and how they ar&"S: direct comparison of institutions may not be ap-
used (including distribution, storage, and propriate; indeed, it may be misleading. As an illus-
disposal)? 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-
B As donors encourage and African government$ions among two or more organizations.

to implement policy-reform programs that affect ag the reader will observe, the extent of coverage
agriculture, to what extent is consideration given,aries among countries. On the one hand, some donor
to the indirect implications for pesticides? agencies are more actively involved with issues af-
B To what extent do donors consider or encouragéecting the environment and pest management than
reliance on IPM as a viable strategy for pes@re others and, while the environment is an area of
management? concern to all donors, their policies on environmental

] ] ] assessment are still evolving. In contrast, by way of
To address these questions in comparative perspecs

five. intervi ducted with i fomparison, most of USAID’s procedures for envi-
ive, interviews were conducted with representatives o .
P ronmental assessment have been in place for almost

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



Box 1.1 Domestic Politics, Agriculture, and Foreign Assistance

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 commaodity 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 commaodity; 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 commaodity” (USAID 1986, 2-3). Crops and
products that might be subject to such review include cotton, soybeans, tobacco, and leather.

20 years. Accordingly, differences in levels and meanachievements or accomplishments. Donor agencies also
of attention to environmental and pest-related issuegry considerably in their ability or willingness to pro-
explain part of the variation in coverage among thezide materials. USAID is subject to nearly full disclo-
countries. Greater attention is also devoted to USAIBure of its documents and a Freedom of Information Act
because of the considerable material available on thbat mandates the public availability of all but the most
subject and to Japan because it is the largest bilatersénsitive information in the agency’s possession. Donor
donor of pesticides in Africa. agencies in some other countries do not face such re-
On the other hand, the literature on donor programgu'remems, and have con.S|de.rany less gxperlence with
. . . . gor enthusiasm for) public disclosufeGiven these
and the environment varies considerably in coverag ) e i )
I . . - . .—constraints and the limited amount of time to meet with
and availability. Relatively little material is accessible in } i
sseveral of the agencies, this report attempts to present

English on French assistance programs, and what 1

. . . concise but comprehensive summaries of the issues
available is largely outdated. Moreover, donor agencies

, . . __surrounding the environmental and pest-management
can provide glossy brochures that extol their environ=" i X :

. HO“CIeS of the five countries, which are the largest and
mental efforts, but these brochures rarely provide muc

. . most influential bilateral donors in sub-Saharan Africa.
substantive or procedural detail or allow one to assess



Box 1.2 Politics, Pesticides, and the Plague of Locusts

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.







2. African Agriculture and
Donor Assistance

Bilateral donor agencies devote considerable assis- These policies led in many cases to highly distorted
tance to increasing the production of food and fiber in  €conomies in which goals and services were allocated

Afri The desired f h . by administrative decisions rather than by markets re-
rica. The desired outcomes of such assistance are sponsive to relative prices. Frequently, these economies

obvious; increased production of crops for consump- were characterized by a dual price structure in which
tion and export will address problems of malnutri- prices on the free market were much higher than official
tion, economic development, and political stability. ~Prices prevailing in the public distribution network.
However desirable it is to provide such assistance, 'S 9aVe rise to extensive rent-seeking activities to the

. . . detriment of more directly productive economic activi-
even WeII-lntent.loned efforts to expand. production e Institutional structures and business procedures
can have undesirable effects on the environment and became seriously distorted.

human health. Given the policy-based explanation for Africa’s

Agriculture represents the most important source ofigricultural problems, nonproject assistance that at-
employment and production in sub-Saharan Africatempts to alter the distortions that result from flawed
In some countries agriculture provides a livelihoodpolicies would seem to provide an appropriate rem-
for up to 80 percent of the population and, in manyedy. Indeed, as already suggested, donors now funnel
countries, produces the largest share of gross domasiuch of their assistance through sectoral adjustment
tic production (FAO 1993a). Success in the agriculprograms and other forms of nonproject assistance in
tural realm is important not only because of the needrder to “correct” policies affecting agriculture in
to feed Africa’s fertile population but also because ofsub-Saharan Africa. These programs attempt to en-
the widespread recognition that agriculture providegourage sustainable agricultural growth so that con-
the single best (and, perhaps, only) hope for ecasistent supplies of food are available to whomever
nomic development for millions of Africans. An in- needs them. Other programs attempt to increase or
crease in agricultural production is an absolute priorintroduce the production of high-value cash crops for
ity for Africa’s economic improvement as well as for export. Recent research (e.g., Oehmke and Crawford
continued social and political stability (USAID 1991a). 1993; Gardner and Reinstma 1994) suggests that many
In too many African countries, agricultural produc- of these programs have met with considerable suc-
tion has not kept pace with growth in populations,cess in Africa and that the economic benefits of in-
and per capita consumption has declined. To addresgstments in African agriculture are often significant.
domestic food deficits, many African countries have . . .

, . In years past increased production could be achieved
had to encumber themselves with massive debts tt‘ﬁ

, . . rough the traditional African method for doing so—
foreign lenders, which stagnant economies prevent . L

) . expansion of the land under cultivation rather than
Africans from repaying.

increased productivity per hectareinfortunately, as
There are several explanations for Africa’s rela-urbanization and population growth in Africa increase
tively dismal agricultural production in the 1970s andat unparalleled rates, this option becomes less viable
1980s, but public policies that discouraged producand more environmentally harmful. Furthermore, as
tion are among the most important. In various formsncreasing concern for the protection of biological
such policies overvalued exchange rates, subsidizetlversity and tropical forests leads to the protection of
consumer prices at farmers’ expense, and authorizegtologically vital habitats, there is further diminution
governments to monopolize agricultural trade. Asof land available for agricultural expansion. Conse-
Stryker and Baird (1992, 423) explain: qguently, raising the production per hectare of land



already cultivated offers the best opportunity for muctsociated with the production of crops for export, the
of sub-Saharan Africa (Fontaine 1991). Such an apncentives to use pesticides can be exceptionally
proach will require changes in existing agriculturalstrong. In fact, pesticide use is closely correlated with
practices or technologies, and prior research has dertive production of high-value crops for export (OTA
onstrated that farmers’ adoption of new practices in1988; Thrupp 1993; Szmedra 1994). Crops such as
volving inputs is often dependent on agriculturalrice, cotton, maize, fruits, and vegetables account for
policies (FAO 1993a). the bulk of pesticide use (FAO 1993a). When these
In other parts of the world, intensification of agri- crops are intendgd for export and thu.s important to
national economies, governments typically are un-

culture has been achieved through improvements in

irrigation or increased use of new seed varieties. Thesvtva'”mg to risk disruptions in production. In Kiss and

alternatives offer mixed prospects for success in Af!vI eerman’s (1991) words, African "governments of-

rica. Frequent droughts, generally flat Iandscape:[sen encourage high levels of pesticide use through

. . . . . ]subsidies and other incentives at considerable na-
outside of East Africa, and inconsistent supplies of, o i i
L .__ tional expense on the misguided premise that there is
water often preclude expanded irrigation in Africa, . i .
. . a direct correlation between levels of pesticides used
especially for small landowners. Due partially to

Africa’s ecological conditions, new seed varieties areand crop yields.”

not always available; when they are, African farmers Pesticide subsidies create a potential dilemma for
often face unequal access to them. In addition, due wonors. Through such means as easy access to credit,
policy reforms associated with structural adjustmenteduced rates, or tax exemptions, subsidies allow
in many countries, the price of seeds has increasddrmers to obtain pesticides at less than their real
whereas access to credit to purchase them has dmssts. Subsidies typically encourage overuse and con-
creased (Reardon et al. 1994). sumption of pesticides that would not otherwise oc-
cur while discouraging consideration of alternative
I;]:)est-management strategies, including IPM (Repetto
1985; Waibel 1993; Farah 1994). Such subsidies are

An alternative route to intensification relies in-
creasingly on pesticides (see Box 2.1). Intensificatio
implies reliance on monocultures, reduced fallow

periods, elimination of crop rotations, and increaseglrequent targets of donor-assisted policy refofms.

. . . ... Excessive use of pesticides is never desirable, but one
use of fertilizers, all of which create ideal conditions P

for the development of pest populations (Kiss and"®Y wish to remain open-minded about their use in

Meerman 1991; FAO 1993a; Farah 1994) and dete’e‘fnﬁ% Perhaps " other part of t(;‘e W:f”_d SLgfe;Z
riorating environment8. When intensification is as- 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.




production is lost to weeds, diseases, and pests. Bfie most persistent and environmentally harmful of all
forts to manage these problems are thus imperativegsticides.

and pe;stlmdes. gre likely 10 be a corerstone of such In contrast, to the extent that farmers or commercial
efforts® If subsidies are removed or lowered substan-

agricultural estates are able to rely on modern pesti-

tially and prices rise, many subsistence farmers maé(ides, they will find themselves dependent on active

f|r'1d that their already low use 9f pesticides ,W'” de'ingredients created or manufactured in the developed
cline even further, thus hampering efforts to increase , . .

. _ N _ World. All of the world’s largest agrichemical compa-
productivity through intensification. Having noted

thi tation. it is also i ant to ob h nies have their headquarters in Europe, Japan, or the
IS expectation, 1t1s aiso Important fo observe abnited States. These companies are thus subject to

the removal of subsidies does not always support tht‘la*ue regulation of the same governments that make
conventional wisdom about their impact on conSUMPYecisions about policies on foreign assistance. This

tion (see Box 2.2). situation thus provides donors with potential oppor-

The removal of subsidies can have other importartunities to influence the use of pesticides in develop-
consequences that must be considered. As an illustring countries (Szmedra 199%).
tion, some researchers argue that the removal of subsi-

. : L i ) However desirable pesticides may be, their use
dies for inputs diminishes agriculture’s productive ca- . o . )

L : . creates a risk that additional agricultural production

pacity in Africa (Lipton and Paarlberg 1990; Netherlands

. ) ) ) . will be neither sustainable nor environmentally be-
Ministry of Foreign Affairs 1991). Research in Thailand _. . . . .
nign. The use of pesticides in developing countries is

]EBarbpr al?d B;u.rges;s %992) re\:je?:]ed (;hat h'%hfr prlcei‘?equently associated with inappropriate training re-
or agricuitural Inputs increased the demand 1of NeW,, o 14 the application or disposal of these pesticides.

cropland, and research in Ghana (World Bank 1994b?he flawed use and disposal of pesticides also places

found that increasing agricultural prices (which wouldin jeopardy not only farmers and their neighbors

be associated with increases in the cost of production) . .
Ivving near treated areas but also nontarget species,

had the same effect. Research for USAID (Johnston _?r%cluding those that may be natural enemies of the

al. 1992) suggests that when reliance on pesticides "Wnwelcome pests. Contamination of groundwater can

creases productivity, pressures for extensification are . . . .
also occur. Given the increased opportunities for in-

diminished. In contrast, to the extent that farmers find . . . )
appropriate or marginally discriminate use of pesti-

themselves depending on the use of unsubsidized pesaaes and public policies that overtly encourage or

cides, these farmers are likely to rely on cheaper, Iocaugubsidize their use, the prospects for environmental
formulated, outdated products whose patents have eé'amage cannot be’ ignored. This problem is com-
pired (FAO 1993a). Many such pesticides are among '

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.




pounded when one recognizes that the institutionatitute 1992a). Farmers must assume a key role in
structure overseeing the use of pesticides in manynplementing IPM, but their decisions to do so are
African countries is among the weakest in the wéfld. subject to many influences, including domestic and
Despite these potential difficulties, little research haslonor policies that either encourage or discourage
examined the social or environmental costs assoclPM’s use. Research to date indicates that implemen-
ated with the intensification of agriculture (Capalbotation of IPM requires a favorable policy environ-
and Antle 1989; Antle and Just 1991), and much ofnent, and that IPM benefits from active government
the literature that does exist is of limited relevance tsupport and commitment. As an illustration, subsi-
Africa. In arelated observation, Louis Emmerij, presi-dies for pesticides, regulation of cropping practices,
dent of the OECD’s Development Council, assert@appropriate pricing systems, and support for credits
that there is limited awareness of the impact of strucand inputs, all of which are subject to a government’s
tural adjustment programs and their new economicontrol and donors’ influence, affect the adoption and
rules on the supply and use of agricultural inputsffective utilization of IPM.

(Fontaine 1991). Moreover, few studies examine the . . -
: ' ) .. In short, efforts to increase agricultural productivity
relations among donor assistance, policy-reform ini-

tiati d strateqies f o th s th ttand profitability in Africa present both challenges and
'atives, and strategies O_r manag!ng € pestsiha ooopportunities to donor agencies, governments, and the
frequently devastate Africa’s agriculture.

private sector. Challenges arise because pesticides seem-
Without an increased awareness of these linkagesgly offer a quick fix to low levels of productivity

Africans risk seeming success with short-term inwhereas efforts to intensify African agriculture risk fur-
creases in agricultural productivity but long-termther exploitation of many ecosystems that are already
environmental damage. Such damage will diministoverstressed. Moreover, some research suggests that
any hope of sustained agricultural growth and imposeoncerns for ecological sustainability are virtually ab-
unacceptable health and environmental costs on Akent in efforts to modernize agriculture in developing
rica and its residents. countries (Development Cooperation, Ministry of For-

o " . . eign Affairs 1993). In contrast, increased dependence
Having identified an undesired alternative, namely , ) "

o . . .. -on policy-based assistance creates opportunities for donor
the indiscriminately increased use of pesticides, it is ) i - .
. . ) agencies to influence decision making through the use
important to recognize a far more desirable alterna-

tive—integrated pest management. IPM attempts tgf conditionality and the provision of financial resources

" . . to facilitate the introduction of policy reforms that ratio-
maintain pest populations at levels below that which™ .. ) e
nalize the use of pesticides, discourage or eliminate the

causes economically significant losses (Natural Re- - ) .

. . inimAlSe of subsidies that encourage excessive pesticide use,
sources Institute 1992a). IPM emphasizes the minimal™ "~ | i ) i )

- . oo ._and increase reliance on IPM. Having made this point,
use of pesticides while maximizing natural regulatlngt X Iy i ant t hasize that policv-based
mechanisms, both biological and cultural. The social', IS equally Important 1o emphasize that policy-base

. . . ' ]assistance is not intended to be permanent. Its success
economic, agricultural, and environmental benefits o il lead to its demise. Accordinal h ot
IPM are well described elsewhere (e.g., USAID 1990?’\'I cad fo _' S demise. Accordingly, such assistance
hould be viewed as a phase that parallels or precedes

Kiss and Meerman 1991; Natural Resources Institut?eh forts of ; d th vat or i
1992a) and need not be repeated here. e efforts of governments an e private sector in

developing countries to create and strengthen indig-
Despite IPM’s inherent advantages and acknowlenous capacities in the agricultural sector.
edgment that it can contribute to environmentally

. . . In addition to reliance on nonproject assistance,
sustainable agriculture, IPM is not used as exten- ) .
. . . o . donors can also increase their support for research on
sively as its merits would suggest. This is particularly ) i )
; : . and extension of IPM through traditional project-
true in developing countries. There are many reasons )
S . . based assistance. As Meltzer, Matteson, and
for this situation, including research that often is tooK b 1994) ob thout “ ¢ ¢
theoretical and that devotes too little attention to the nausenberger ( ) observe, without “investments

feasibility of implementation (Natural Resources In-" research, development, and extension to identify

10



and promote alternative pest-management practicaaon, but successes with IPM in most developing
and technologies, there is little chance of alteringeountries are equally uncommon, particularly in sub-
existing, undesirable patterns of pesticide use in angaharan Africa (Natural Resources Institute 1992a;
meaningful way.” Such recommendations are comKnausenberger, personal communication, 1994).
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3. France

Perhaps more so than any other major bilateral donoFrench colonies in sub-Saharan Africa. In all but one
France concentrates most of its foreign assistance of these countries, France has traditionally been ei-
Africa, particularly among those countries that haveher the largest or second largest donor. As an illus-
long-standing historical ties to France. Althoughtration, of all such assistance provided to sub-Sa-
France no longer has any colonies in Africa, coloniaharan Africa in 1988-89, 95 percent was given to
ties still explain much of what France does with itsambit countries. Equally significant, about two-thirds
assistance and how it organizes it administrative amf all French assistance goes to sub-Saharan Africa,
rangements for distributing this assistaf€e. which is far above the norm for other bilateral donors.

These administrative arrangements are comple>z|.—he nearly 100 nonambit countries are primarily in

As one recent USAID (1992a, D-4) analysis observed:o‘S',a’ North Afrlca, and Latin America, but seyeral
African countries (e.g., Ghana, Kenya, Tanzania, and

F_rench as_s?stgnce is admini;tereo_l by_a bewildering Vazimbabwe) are also included in this category, pre-
riety of ministries and agencies with little apparent co- blv b thev d th historical
ordination. There appear to be three separate assistan%gma, y .ecau'se €y do not have any historical or
programs, each with its own independent policies, apcolomal ties with Franc& Table 3.1 attempts to

plicable to specific recipient countries depending on thesummarize the division of these responsibilities.

nature of their relationship with France during the colo- . o .
nial period. As the figure suggests, the Ministry of Cooperation

Thi lexity di lizat b é}MC) provides technical cooperation, budgetary sup-
'S complexity discourages generalizations abou ort, and project aid, which is financed and adminis-

the overall nature of French assistance. Nonethelesf%red through the Fonds d'aide et de coopération

any attempt to understand this assistance requir?EAC)_ The MC also has some responsibility for

some discussion to explain the different rEESpons'b”"French military assistance. All of the MC'’s assistance

ties of the major actors in France’s aSS|stan§e P95 in the form of grants to ambit countries. In the early
gram. Both ge(.)g.raph_y and the n_a'FL_lr_e of a55|stancle9905' the Ministry had about one thousand employ-
determine administrative responsibilities. ees, with approximately one-quarter of these attached
On the one hand, France makes a distinction amorig French embassies in about 30 recipient countries.
organizational responsibilities based on the type ofn nonambit countries, the Ministry of Foreign Af-
assistance provided. Some agencies have responfiirs’ Directorate General for Cultural, Scientific, and
bilities for loans and others for grants and technicallechnical Relations has comparable responsibilities
assistance. and thus provides technical cooperation in such places

On the other hand, France also makes a distinctio%s Tunisia, Algeria, and Morocco (USAID 1992a).

between ambit (le champ) and nonambit (pays hors Until 1990, the French Development Fund (the
champ) countries. The former include 30 countries ifCaisse frangaise du développement, or CFD, which
sub-Saharan Africa and seven in the CaribBéan. was then known as the Caisse centrale de coopération
Among the former French colonies in this group,économique, or CCCE) provided capital loans to the
ambit countries (e.g., Burkina Faso, Cote d’lvoire,public and private sector only in ambit countries.
and Senegal) achieved independence peacefully aiince that date, however, the bank has also provided
thus remained loyal to France in the transition tgoroject aid, subsidies, long-term, low-interest loans,
independence (Claus 1992). This loyalty is reflectedind sectoral- and structural-adjustment assistance in
in the distribution of French assistance, which totalegupport of economic and social development to ambit
$7.9 billion in 1993 and which heavily favors former countries and certain nonambit countries, primarily

13



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).

in Africa (plus France’s overseas territories and dethat governs French assistance and of a single agency
partments, Laos, Cambodia, and Vietnam). with responsibility for the assistance. Efforts to over-

The bank had approximately 1,600 employees in eariSome this deficiency have floundered in the past (Claus
’ ¥992; USAID 1992a; Wilson 1993), but there does

1994, with about half of these working in 42 overseas ) . , )

} ) . seem to be considerable desire to rationalize and reorga-
field offices that are separate from and independent ot " it d struct OECD 1994b

French embassies and diplomatic staffs. These offices2® e exISting aid structure ( )
have considerable responsibility for project design and Second, having at least four institutions responsible
policy dialogue (Wilson 1993). To complicate under-for assistance frustrates efforts to achieve effective
standing of France’s foreign assistance efforts, the CFEbrmal cooperation among the institutions. In its as-
disburses resources from the FAC, implements somsessment of the operations of other donor agencies, as

FAC projects, administers some subsidy programs oan illustration, USAID (1992a, D-5) noted that at the
behalf of the Ministry of Foreign Affairs, and occasion-field level:
a.lllly. compines its financial.r(.esources for. assistgnce aC- there is no comprehensive cooperation policy, and the
tivities with those of the Ministry of Foreign Affaits. conflict of interests between foreign policy, develop-
Finally, the Ministry of Economic Affairs provides loans  ment policy, and external economic policy has not been
and food aid to nonambit countries, guarantees the CFD’s resolved. At the embassies each policy has its own

. . . representatives, assigned and controlled by their respec-
structural adjustment loans, and is responsible for mul- . L :

] ) ) ] tive ministry. They are subordinate to the Ambassador,
tilateral development cooperation, with the exception of - \hq wields considerable power but is unable to coordi-
those agencies associated with the United Nations. The nate their activities.

Ministry of Foreign Affairs has responsibility for the

latt Despite the absence of formal coordinating mecha-
atter.

nisms, there is regular and considerable informal
The division of responsibilities along functional cooperation, which is achieved through secondment
and historical lines has several important consefrom one agency to another and through interagency
guences. First, policies and procedures governing thepresentation on several committees that decide the
implementation of French assistance can be considealocation of assistance (Claus 1992; Castaing, per-
ably different in adjacent countries. As one commensonal communication, 1994).

tator (Claus 1992, 27) has observed: Third, the existing structure fosters an independent

For each group of countries there are specific strategiegpproach to development. The French parliament
specific administrative structures and specific ins””'grovides multiyear appropriations with minimal use

ments. One could almost speak of separate French d : K d fund . ilabl il d1
velopment policies for three categories of countries 0! €arMarks, and funds remain available untit used. in

This is not undisputed in France. contrast to the ministries that are dependent on such

. L . appropriations, the French Development Fund raises
This situation is exacerbated in the absence of a com—p brop P

. o . [(nost of the funds it needs for loans through national
prehensive legislative mandate or strategic framewor! . . . .
and international capital markets. This arrangement
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increases the CFD’s autonomy and reduces thi@ans with interest rates capped at 5 percent. Like-
government’s influence in determining the CFD’swise, the distinction between budget subsidies (for-
borrowers as well as its policies and preferences. merly provided by the MC) and assistance from the
French Development Fund have been abolished. Eli-
Sgible countries now receive a single assistance pack-
age that the Fund implemenfs.

Finally, division of responsibility among four orga-
nizations discourages effective collaboration or cros
fertilization of ideas (OECD 1994b). Experience
gained in the ambit countries, for example, is not Regardless of the format of the assistance, it has
readily transferable to nonambit countries (or viceseveral common features. Despite some past reluc-

versa) even when the issues are similar. tance to attach conditions to French nonproject assis-
tance (USAID 1992a; Wilson 1993), this attitude is

ERENCH ASSISTANCE AND changing. All nonproject assistance is now provided

DEVELOPMENT PREFERENCES in the context of adjustment programs, and (since

1989) the assistance is conditioned on compliance

o . . with precise timetables that specify the reforms or
France's bilateral assistance and technical coopera-

. o . restructurings that are supposed to occur in exchange
tion tends to be limited to relatively few sectoral _g PP 9
. . for the assistanc¥,

areas, namely health, education, agriculture, rural
development, and public infrastructure. The loan In the absence of compliance, further support is
portfolio is much more varied and does not concendelayed or withheld. To assist in compliance, techni-
trate on any particular sectors. cal assistance is frequently providédmbit coun-

. tries in sub-Saharan Africa remain the largest benefi-

French development assistance relies on both project

. . . . _claries of nonproject assistance. In contrast, nonambit
and nonproject assistance. Prior to 1990, nonproject prol

. . ﬁ%)untries tend to receive nonproject assistance in the
or program assistance was provided through the Fren?orm of food aid or schemes to reorganize external

Development Fund for:
velop u debts.

B structural adjustment loans to ambit countries to

accomplish reforms in agriculture and banking;FRENCH ASSISTANCE. THE

B structural adjustment loans coordinated with thos&ENVIRONMENT, AND PESTICIDES
of World Bank or other lenders to both ambit and

nonambit countries; and, France is an active participant in international fora on
B special structural adjustment loans on a bilaterai’® environment and, for example, proposed the es-
basis. tablishment of the Global Environment Facility. At

_ the bilateral level, France has also increased its atten-
The first category of loans was the most popularjon 19 environmental issues, albeit in a way that

For the five-year period beginning in 1985, for ex-gjtfers from the approaches of other donors.
ample, slightly over $1 billion was provided for all
adjustment loans; of this amount, over 80 percent N 1989, both the MC and the French Development

were devoted to structural adjustment loans to ambffund decided to give increased attention to environmen-
countries. tal issues. This decision led to a directive requiring that

o ' potential environmental impacts be considered at every
Significant changes were made in France’s approacfiage of the project cycle. The two institutions are sup-

to nonproject assistance in 1990, largely as a result gfyse to conduct studies on the environmental impacts
consultations with African recipients. For the pooresty projects that the OECD (1986) believes can have
countries, all program or nonproject assistance ha$ajor impacts on the environment. Few such assess-

been in the form of grants since 1990. Middle-incOMé&yants had been conducted previously, even on projects
countries continue to receive structural adjustmentyyopying roads, dams, or mines.
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Along with the procedural changes, an environ-attaches any environmental conditions to its loans.
mental representative covering both institutions wasurthermore, as one CFD employee explained, “we
appointed, but no single office was given responsibildo not interfere with the purchase of pesticides...this
ity for monitoring the environmental implications of is the job of the cotton companies and such decisions
French assistance. In contrast, increased attention wase made after discussions with appropriate research
given to staff training, and responsibility for environ-institutes” (Borderon, personal communication,
mental issues was initially given to whatever official 1994)21 The reluctance to impose restrictions on the
happened to be managing a projéct. purchase of pesticides may be tied to the Fund’'s

More recently, in 1991, the MC established anbellef that the successful growth of some crops, such

administrative office for natural resources and theé> cotton, requires the use of pesticides. While the

. . . .. Fund is amenable to the use of pesticides, it is not
environment. This office has not produced any guide- . ) )
peouraging their use. Indeed, the Fund’s focus is

. . . e
lines for environmental assessments (Crépin, personal o
moving away from activities that seek to expand

communication, 1994), but every project appraisal is , .
. . . . . Sproduct|on of cotton and toward projects that attempt
required to discuss potential environmental impacts.

Having mentioned this requirement, it is important tOto develop app_rop_rlate facilities and infrastructure
(such as new ginning plants).

note that most of the MC’s grant-financed projects
tend to be small. The typical range is from $1 to $3 The Fund is aware of the advantages associated
million; presumably, in the French view, such projectswith IPM, but some of its staff believes that IPM
have relatively little negative impact on the environ-techniques are too sophisticated for most cotton farm-
ment. ers in Africa. From the farmers’ perspective, they

Similarly, there are no special environmental re_supposedly find IPM difficult to understand, they are

. . . . . (rjesistant to recommendations from research institutes,
guirements associated with agricultural projects, an

the MC has not conducted any studies that examinaend they see little or no economic advantage associ-

the environmental impacts of pesticides. There is gted with the use of IPM (Borderon, personal com-

. . . .. munication, 1994). In some African countries the
ready explanation for the latter situation. The Minis- lanation for thi tion is linked directly t
try does not fund or subsidize the purchase of any Pranaton for tis perception 1S finked directly fo

. . . he ready availability of pesticides. In Cbte d’lvoire
pesticides for routine agricultural purposes and has ’ ) i
late 1993, as an illustration, farmers could obtain

not provided any pesticides to combat infestations of o )
locusts or grasshoppers for at least five y&ar pesticides for cotton without cost to themselves. In-

the words of the director of the MC’s natural re_deed, pesticides were so readily available that Ivoirian

. farmers were selling them to their neighbors in Burkina
sources office, enough other donors are already pro- i X
- . “ .Faso, but without telling the buyers what they were
viding pesticides for such purposes, and “there is i 7
. . . .. ..~ . purchasing (Borderon, personal communication,
plenty to do without having to give pesticides” (Crépin, ; ) o
o 1994). This leads to the misuse of pesticides not
personal communication, 1994).

properly formulated to suit local conditions of pest
Like the MC, the CFD does not yet have guidelinesnfestations.

for environmental assessment but is developing them.

The CFD anticipates that it will have an internal ) i ] i
efforts on ambit countries, most of which are in sub-

directive that links concern for the environment with ) i
. ) . Saharan Africa. Thus, the MC’s and the Fund’s envi-
all stages of project design by 1995. In the meantime,

however, the lack of guidelines is potentially prob_ronmental procedures 9'0 not apply to Ioan.s .o.r grants
. . ; to most of the nonambit countries. For activities and
lematic. The CFD does not routinely consider the

. L . technical cooperation that the Ministry of Foreign
environmental implications of efforts to increase ag-

ricultural production, either through intensification Affairs sponsors, it has established an office with sole

or extensification. The Fund neither imposes any rer_esponS|b|I|ty for the environment. In contrast, the

strictions on which pesticides can be purchased no'\r/IInIStry of Economic Affairs, through its Directorate

As noted above, the MC and the Fund focus their
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for External Economic Relations apparently does notvorking with French development agencies on ap-
address environmental concerns or conduct envirorproaches to stimulating agricultural production and
mental assessments of its loans. increasing the quality of products intended for export

. . T . from Africa. Of necessity, much of this research fo-
Finally, if the situation in the environmental arena X
cuses on pests and their management.

is similar to other topical areas, then French develop-
ment agencies have devoted only limited attention to CIRAD’s research on cocoa and coffee provides a
systematic monitoring and evaluation (USAID 1992a) relevant illustration. Efforts are underway to develop
The French perspective has been a highly practicddiological pest controls and means to encourage reli-
one; given limited resources, it is far more importantance on IPM. Despite these efforts, CIRAD’s scien-
to address problems that field staff can readily identists are not optimistic about prospects for either ap-
tify than it is to spend time or effort completing proach in the near future. Echoing comments
formal evaluations or project appraisals for the infrequently heard elsewhere, these scientists believe
tended consumption of bureaucrats in Paris. that IPM is beyond the practical or economic reach of

This situation is changing. The Ministry of Coopera_most of Africa’s small-scale farmers. As one scientist

tion established a Mission for Studies, Evaluation, an&\xplamed (Duris, personal communication, 1993),

Prospective Analysis (MSEPA) in 1989. Each year itIPM is “more expensive than pesticides for all pests

. . . affecting coffee.” The spread of IPM is extremely
assesses French assistance in one or two recipient coun-

) . . . deendent on knowledgeable extension workers, but
tries and six to eight assessments for various sectorfa o be found in Africa. Unlike thei X
activities (OECD 1994b). Independent, multidisciplinary' v &€ 10 b€ found in Alrica. Uniike their counter-

teams are used. The country surveys attempt to be cor%qrts in Latin America, who often have university

. ) . e|ducations, extension agents in sub-Saharan Africa
prehensive in nature; rather than assessing individual "

projects or activities, the MSEPA examines the role OprlcaIIy have only a primary education. In addition

. . . ... to their limited education, some of these agents are
French assistance in the context of all French activities ) . o
menable to bribery from pesticide distributors and

that relate to the recipient (OECD 1994b). Results of ved by th e th
these country assessments are not available to the pl%—e percelved as corrupt by the people Ih€y are sup-

lic. The other major institutions responsible for FrenctPosed to help, atleast according to some of CIRAD'’s

assistance also evaluate their activities but with consicﬁr—e searchers.
erable variation in their rigor, scope, and comprehen- For many African farmers, pesticides appear to be

siveness. the weapon of choice in fighting pests. This prefer-
ence brings with it considerable irony. While declar-
FRENCH RESEARCH INSTITUTES ing that increased use of pesticides is essential for

increased production of coffee and cocoa in Africa

L over the next five to ten years (Decazy and Duiris,
French ministries and departments often have perma- L. ,

. . o i ersonal communications, 1993), CIRAD’s research-
nent relations with research institutes working o

. . . ers uniformly acknowledge the significant misuse of
projects of common interest. In many instances as . . . . .
o . . pesticides now marketed in Africa. In Burundi and

well, these institutes are responsible for the imple- .
. . . . Rwanda, for example, governments have required
mentation of technical assistance. Such is the case -
. . . . cocoa and coffee farmers to use pesticides on a cal-
with pesticides and IPM, so brief mention of these .
. endar basis in July and August. In the former country,

efforts is in order. Perhaps the most relevant of thesfe . , .
o . . . armers that do not comply are fined. CIRAD’s sci-
institutes is the Centre de coopération internationale . . . .
) , entists also noted many instances in which farmers

en recherche agronomique pour le développement

(CIRAD, International Cooperation Center for Agri- were spraying pesticides well after the intended tar-

o et pests had departed. Use of inappropriate pesti-
cultural Research for Development), which is Iocatecgideg (e.q., DDT :ndrin and he tachpllgr) iz comrFr:on'
in Montpellier. CIRAD has scores of researcher 9. ' ' p :

siindane is widely available in Cameroon, Coéte d’lvoire,
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Ghana, and Nigeria (Decazy, personal communicathe vast array of agricultural research institutes that
tion, 1993). Rarely are there any efforts to assess ttare affiliated with the government, France is well
environmental implications of using these pesticidespositioned to provide leadership on pest-management

Efforts to protect farmers from the adverse healt>>">" In many instances it has. At the same time,

effects of the pesticides are likewise difficult. Farm_however, the evidence suggests that France devotes
. . . less attention to the potential environmental conse-
ers in Cameroon reportedly object to wearing proper : i
. . o . guences of its assistance than do some other donors.
protective clothing even when it is provided freeTh i itV of F h instituti ith ibil
(Matteson and Meltzer 1994b). . e |ver.3| y o- rench institutions with responsibil-
ity for this assistance compounds the problem; no
single organization is suitably placed to assume a
CONCLUSIONS leadership role in developing appropriate guidelines
that would cover all the institutions. To the extent that
France demonstrates considerable influence in subhis situation precludes proper attention to potential
Saharan Africa, and French assistance programs ag@vironmental impacts, this is an area that would
reflective of this influence. The region is by far thebenefit from increased attention from French
single largest recipient of French assistance and, witholicymakers.
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4. Germany

The organization of Germany’s foreign assistance
program is relatively straightforward. The EggggSRLEIQ'}JOCI\ITION LOAN
Bundesministerium far Wirtschaftliche

Zusammenarbeit und Entwicklung (BMZ, Federal 1 .
Ministry for Economic Cooperation and Develop- The KfW's creation predates that of the BMZ. The

ment), which was established in 1961, has responsﬁqW was founded in 1948, years before Germany

bility for policymaking, the establishment of priori- began its fo.reign aid progranj, ir.1 an effgrt to assist the
ties, development of a proposed budget for foreigtJieconstructmn of Germany’s industrial base. The

assistance, and the distribution of appropriated fund&mph"leis on the financing of domestic industrial ca-

which totaled $6.8 billion in 1993. In contrast to thePacity remains today; about three-quarters of the
KfW’s staff of approximately 1,600 work on domes-

BMZ'’s role, primary responsibility for implementa- " ) i
tion is divided between the Deutsche Gesellschaft f[’ﬁ’c_ Issues, including efforts to strengthen the econo-
Technische Zusammenarbeit (GTZ, German Agenc{)ﬁ”es_o_]c the former stat.es O_f East Germ&%yT_he

for Technical Cooperation) and the Kreditanstalt fgfémamning staff focus primarily on the KfW's finan-

Wiederaufbau (KW, Reconstruction Loan Corloora_cial cooperation with developing countries and with
tion). The KfW is a development bank with respon_the countries of Eastern Europe and the former Soviet

sibility for financial cooperation, primarily through Ynion- 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-
FEDERAL MINISTRY FOR ECONOMIC ing countries can import German capital goods and

COOPERATION AND DEVELOPMENT equipment (World Bank 1992; KfW 1993). In addi-
tion to such loans, the KfW provides untied grants
The BMZ is relatively small, with a staff of approxi- and loans with federal budget funds to developing
mately 500. These staff members are divided amongountries to finance projects and to improve sectoral
two substantive directorates and another, largely adonditions through structural aid. Structural or sectoral
ministrative directorate. Virtually all of the BMZ's adjustment assistance is normally tied to similar ef-
employees are located in Germany. One recent esforts of the World Bank. To finance projects and
mate suggests that the BMZ's total overseas staffrograms, the KfW has relied exclusively on grants
numbers less than 25 and that these people exercigince 1989) to the least developed countries whereas
administrative rather than policymaking functionssubsidized loans are offered to developing countries
(USAID 1992a). As a result of its limited overseaswith stronger economi€¥. The grants and loans are
presence the BMZ handles consultations with repregenerally intended to increase or better utilize the
sentatives of developing countries through Germarecipients’ industrial and agricultural potential through
embassies. These embassies had about 100 peoplgject assistance (KfwW 199%).
with responsibility for development assistance in 1990.

loans and grant®

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 adjustmerttased approach used in Japan. Governments that
loans. For most projects the KfW engages consultantgould like to receive the GTZ's assistance submit a
to assist borrowers with planning and implementingproposal for promotion to the local German embassy,
these projects. The KfW relies on its own staff for thewhich provides an initial appraisal before forwarding
appraisal, supervision, and evaluation of projects. the request to the German Foreign Office in Bonn. As
with Japan’s assistance, therefore, the GTZ's approach

Ownership of the KfW is divided between the ¢ V. to th test extent ol host
federal government (80 percent) and Germany’s statg '© '€V, f0 Ihe greatest extent possible, on hos

governments (20 percent). These governments thl%overnments to plan and implement projects.

provide share capital, which is supplemented by fed- After an assessment of the foreign policy implica-
eral budget funds, bond issues, and borrowing iions of the proposal, the Foreign Office sends the
open markets. 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-

As its name indicates, the GTZ is responsible for . . P . g .

) . . . . ommendations in the form of a project appraisal to

most of Germany’s technical cooperation projects in . .

. . . . . the BMZ, which must decide whether to support the
developing countries. In addition to its primary fund-

) 0 ject. If a f [ hed, the BMZ
ing from the BMZ, however, the GTZ, which is a project. If a favorable decision is reached, the

. . asks the GTZ to submit a proposal and, at the same
nonprofit corporation that the German federal gov-. . .
. time, requests the Foreign Office to reach agreement

ernment owns, can also subcontract with other gov- . o
. . . ., with the host government about the project’s goals,

ernments or international organizations to provide . Lo
. . L . the respective contributions of Germany and the re-
technical assistance. Such subcontracting is subject

9 _ " “Cipient, and the terms of cooperat®nOnce agree-
to the BMZ’s approval. In addition to the technical P P 9

assistance that the GTZ provides, it also has resporment 's reached, the BMZ asks the GTZ to begin

. . . - . Implementation in collaboration with a partner insti-
sibility for bilateral food assistance, providing equip-

. ) . ) . tution in the developing country. The entire process,
ment and materials (including agricultural inputs) for . : .
. . S from design to implementation, can take as long as
the projects with which it is involved, and the coor-

L ) .. four years and is actually more complicated than this
dination of research, development, and dissemination .
rief summary suggests.

related to appropriate technology (GTZ 1992a; Worl
Bank 1992). The provision of all technical assistance
to developing countries is grant-based. OVERALL POLICY ON DEVELOPMENT

Compared to the other donors’ development agenASSISTANCE

cies, the GTZ is relatively large, with approximately . ) L
Through the publication of “Basic Guidelines for the

2,800 staff. Slightly over half of these work in devel- )
. . : . Development Policy of the German Federal Govern-
oping countries with approximately 4,500 host-coun-

try nationals (GTZ 19928 Of those who work at ment” in March 1986, the BMZ enunciated as its goal

the GTZ's headquarters, which is near Frankfurt,the |mprov§n_1ent_ of the eco_nomlc and_ SOC"?I situation
f people living in developing countries. Five years

substantive organization is principally along regionalO ) o
. . . _later the BMZ provided greater specificity and an-
rather than technical lines. A department for planning i ) .
ounced that it would emphasize creative growth and

and development, which includes technical expertsr,' R
. self help. Thus, beginning in late 1991, the BMZ
supports the various country departments.

provided five criteria to guide the allocation of Ger-
The process of accessing the GTZ's assistance (anghan assistance. These include: a) respect for human
as well, that of the KfW) is similar to the request-rights; b) public participation in a country’s political

THE GERMAN AGENCY FOR
TECHNICAL COOPERATION
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processes; c) government by the rule of law; d) develnd staff with similar checklists in 1983. By January
opment of market economies; and e) government988, however, the BMZ declared that all of the
actions that are prodevelopméftTo operationalize KfW’s and the GTZ’s proposed projects would be
these criteria and to move toward its goals, Germangubject to an assessment of potential environmental
has thus decided to focus its aid on education, popimpacts3! The purpose of such assessments is to an-
lation, the alleviation of poverty, women in develop-ticipate projects’ environmental impacts on human
ment, and protection of natural and environmentahealth and the natural environment and then to deter-
resources. In its efforts to address poverty, Germanmine whether harmful impacts can be avoided or
has identified African agriculture as a sector in neednitigated. The BMZ has not prescribed a specific
of considerable attention. More generally, agriculturdormat for assessments, but the GTZ and the KW
is an important sectoral portfolio within the GTZ but have developed internal guidelines to implement the
of declining importance within the Kfw. ministry’s requirements and both have provided train-

Either through the KW or the GTZ, Germany ing for their staffs in the use of the tools and methods

provides assistance to about 75 counttds. the for environmental assessments.

late 1980s, about one-third of all German bilateral These requirements mandate concern for environ-
assistance was devoted to sub-Saharan Africa, amdental impacts throughout the life of a project, not
two-thirds of all German assistance typically is pro-just during its design. Consequently, consideration of
vided to countries in the lowest income categoriesa proposed project’s environmental impacts typically
German assistance tends to place considerable r®llows a series of steps, including screening and
sponsibility on recipients (USAID 1992a). This reli- scoping, environmental assessment, appraisal and
ance on recipients (and thus decentralization of reranking, and follow-up during implementation. Dur-
sponsibility for implementation) contrasts with ing the first, informal stage project staff will make an
Germany’s centralization of decisionmaking, prima-initial assessment of potential impacts based on expe-
rily through the BMZ. Given a limited in-country rience and through reference to the OECD’s (1985)
presence, the tendency of many of Germany’s assigdentification of projects with potential adverse envi-
tance projects is to impose rigorous requirements arbnmental impacts (KfW 1994b). Although this ini-

precise procedures. tial screening is usually completed without involve-
ment of representatives from the country receiving
GERMAN ASSISTANCE AND THE Ephe a.ss.![.st;ance, ertten cI:ons.ent :‘rom ;hem| is the ntorr?.
ASSESSMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL e initial screening also invo ve§ evelopment o
IMPACTS 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
Germany has long been an advocate of effective con- .

. includes members from the country, policy, and en-
cern for the environment, and such concern has been

. s ineering departments. When appropriate, the project
a policy priority since 1975. In that year the Germa X g cep . . Pprop P J.
_neam can receive assistance from a sectoral policy
. . . . eC;(pert dealing with environmental issues or special-
the environmental impacts of federal actions. Five . . -
. . . 1zed expertise from the environment and health divi-
years later, the government issued a major policy. S . .
ion, which is part of the engineering department.
. ) . . tWithin the GTZ, a special staff works with the envi-
but this policy statement did not require an assess- L . .
. . ronment division for scoping and screening (KfW
ment procedure for German-funded projects in devel—994b)
oping countries (OECD 1982). Despite the absence '
of an official requirement for environmental assess- Both the GTZ and KfW usually rely on outside con-
ments, the KfW developed an environmental checksultants to conduct the investigations associated with the

list in 1972. The GTZ provided all of its consultantssecond stage of the review process. The investigation,
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which represents the actual assessment of environmemany and the host country agree to proceed (BMZ
tal impacts, attempts to forecast, quantify, and evaluat£989).

these impacts and then to identify potential means for In the case of the GTZ, this appraisal report is

mitigating undesirable environmental effetsTo the forwarded to the BMZ, which decides whether to

extent that local standards are available, they are app“esgjpport the proposed project. If the BMZ approves

,(KfW 1994b)' In their absence, .German or prevalllngthe project, the GTZ then works with representatives
international standards are applied. . .
of the host government to develop an implementation
At the conclusion of the field work and after con- plan, including measures for addressing the damages
sideration of other relevant material, an appraisal iforecasted in the environmental assessment.
made and then a judgment is made about a project’s

i ) For the GTZ'’s projects or loans that are supported
overall environmental effects. The proposed project o .
) : i . and when control or mitigation measures are required,
is then assigned to one of the following environmen-

, they are supposed to be monitored on a regular basis
tal categories: X o . I
during the project’s implementation. In addition to
EO Insignificant environmental impact. consideration of environmental consequences in a
project’s design, all other project documents (e.g.,

E1 Environmental impact possible or to be antici- _ ]
. i semiannual progress reports to the BMZ, evaluation
pated; impact tolerable; no separate measures

. . reports, and final reports) must discuss: a) anticipated
necessary for environmental protection. , _
environmental impacts; b) proposed measures to re-

E2 Environmental impact to be anticipated; impactduce harmful impacts that were anticipated:; c) changes
tolerable after introduction of required measureshat have arisen; d) the success of protective mea-
to protect environment; monitoring necessary;sures; and e) possible unanticipated environmental
risk of unforeseen impact and/or improper imple-impacts34 In the event of the latter, additional miti-
mentation and operation of measures is low. gation requirements can be added during any stage of

E3 Environmental impact to be anticipated; impactMpPlementation.

tolerable after introduction of required measures To ensure the effective execution of the environ-
to protect environment; intensive monitoring mental-assessment procedures within the GTZ, it
necessary; risk of unforeseen impact and/or imestablished and recently strengthened a Coordination
proper implementation and operation of mea-Office for Environmental Protection and Conserva-

sures is high. tion of Natural Resources. In addition to implement-
E4 Environmental impact to be anticipated; impacfnd, monitoring, and evaluating the procedures, this
intolerable (GTZ n.d.). office provides advisory services to the technical di-

_ o _ visions in the planning and implementation of projects,
Any project receiving a rank of 2 or higher must;hiements pilot projects related to the environment
provide evidence of a thorough environmental asynq patural resources, and liaises with other national

sessment, which is attached to the project's appraisghq international organizations involved with envi-
report. In addition to a discussion of anticipated enq mental issues.

vironmental effects, the assessment report must, for _
projects in categories 2 or above, identify the planned G€rmany’s approach to the assessment of potential
protective measures and the monitoring and evalu£nVironmental impacts is both thorough and exhaus-
tion measures that will be used (GTZ n&¥.)Miti- tive. Concern for the environment is reflected in all

gating measures are required for all projects receiv3t2ges of a project, from design through final evalu-
ing a rank of 2 or 3. Projects receiving a rank of gation. To ensure that the GTZ learns from its experi-

which indicates unacceptable ecological impacts, ar8NCes; it also enters the results of its environmental
either restructured or abandoned (World Bank 1992j"onitoring into a central data base for ready access
and are not pursued unless the governments of Gy Other project managers.
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Germany’s commitment to environmental qualitythere is no conditionality in respect to reform mea-
was further strengthened in the early 1990s when theures), only pesticides in the World Health
minister of development cooperation announced thaDrganization’s (WHQO) classes Il and Ill are
Germany’s aid would henceforth emphasize environacceptablé® Although no written guidelines govern
mental protection as a priority area. This emphasisa borrower’s acquisition of pesticides (and, therefore,
the minister declared, would be reflected in increasedo not specifically require compliance with the FAO'’s
budget allocations and earmarks. The environmentode of Conduct), the KfW does have several proce-
(and poverty) are deemed to be of such importancgures to insure proper use of the agrichemicals that
that countries not otherwise eligible for grants carare acquired with its funds.

receive them for projects in these two sectors. Ger- As already noted, all proposed projects undergo an

many has also used debt forgiveness as a means to . . . .
assessment of potential environmental impacts, which

advance environmental protection. In 1990, for ex- . . .
consider the potential human and ecological conse-

ample, Germany agreed to forgive the debts of Ethio- . . .
o K d Zaire | h ‘ uences of the use of agrichemicals. If this assess-
bla, henya, and calre in exchange for an agreemetip ., i gicates that the use of pesticides will lead to

to use local currency for environmental and natural- . . .
negative environmental consequences, the KfwW will

resource activities. Germany further demonstrates its__ . . o
provide assistance to mitigate these consequences.

concern for the environment through the sectoral aILikewise, before the KAW will allow the use of its

location of its assistance; of Germany’s total bilatera‘tunds to purchase pesticides, borrowers must justify

assistance in 1990, slightly less than one-quarter YaReir request, demonstrate that the use of the pesti-

devoted to projects specifically concerned with the._. . : . L .
) cides is consistent with the recipient’s national exten-
environment or natural resources.

sion policy, provide information on how the products
In accordance with this environmental emphasiswill be stored, handled, and disposed of, and specify

the German government has declared that it will comwho the potential users will be. If the KfW is not

ply with the FAO’s (1990) International Code of satisfied with the responses, it will not finance the

Conduct on the Distribution and Use of Pesticidespurchase of pesticides.

This decision afffac.:t.s both domestic use of pes_ticides A request for pesticides does not ensure the KAW’s

as well as the activities of the KfW and GTZ (Fleischer

responsiveness; some requests are denied (especially

1993). In addition, however, the BMZ has 'Ssuedrequests for pesticides in WHO classes la and Ib,

guidelines on plant protection and IPM and reempha\;vhiCh are deemed to be “extremely hazardous” and

S|_zed that German assistance will bg in accordanqx—F1igh|y hazardous,” respectively), and alternatives
with the Code of Conduct. The following paragraphs

. o . are usually considered. Despite its willingness to
discuss the implications of the BMZ's decisions for . . .
consider alternatives, the KfW does not now consider
the KfW and GTZ.

the safety and effectiveness of these alternatives un-
der local climatic and environmental conditions (KfwW

The KfW's Pest-Management Pocli&s 1994a).

Funds from the KAW can be used to finance the When asked whether the KfW attempts to ensure

purchase of pesticides in developing countries throughhat the benefits associated with pesticide use are

commodity aid, structural and sectoral adjustmengreater than the direct and indirect health and envi-

ronmental costs associated with this use, the KfW
programs, and sector-related programs although the ded b ing the difficulty i ina th
amounts financed tend to be small. For the first thre{eGSpon €ad by holing the difficufty In measuring these

. L . costs. Consequently, while the KfW is interested in
forms of assistance, a negative list applies because . )

. ) tt{ese costs, it is forced to rely on currently available
the goods and services to be financed are usually no

- - information and to include appropriate advisory ser-
explicitly specified. For sector-related programs, . . ) , .
vices in its packages of financial assistance. Perhaps

where goods and services are specified (and where o
because of the same difficulties, the KfW does not
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attempt to demonstrate that the cost of the pesticidemental consequences is limited and problematic
is warranted on the basis of the likely benefits agPischke, personal communication, 1994). The KfwW
determined by potential increases in yields and thbas not yet financed any activities designed to dis-
actual value of the crops. Similarly, like most otherpose of pesticides, but it is willing to respond posi-
donor agencies, the KfW has not evaluated the effedively to requests for assistance in doing so.

tiveness and consequences of using agricultural cheml—In regard to IPM, the KfW promotes the technol-

cals or assessed the impacts of pesticides used géy in principal and prefers the approach, but it does

agriculture on long-term sustainable developmenthot have any permanent staff who are IPM experts

Nonetheless, the Kf\_N_does exercise profe_sgionaljudgzpischke’ personal communication, 1994). The KW
ment before authorizing the use of pesticides. is a lending institution with limited responsibility for
When the KfW provides pesticides it does not nortechnical assistance, so it cannot initiate IPM-related
mally require that they be part of the development oactivities unless they are part of one of the KfW's
implementation of an IPM program. Despite the abinvestment programs. For the same reason, the KfwW
sence of such a requirement, past environmental adees not finance any training programs related to
sessments have led the KfW to alter the design dPM (Fleischer 1993), it has no plans to establish
projects involving pesticides. In the late 1980s, as apolicies or procedures for the development and use of
illustration, the Government of Egypt requested aiological control agents, and it has not examined
loan from the KfW to strengthen its agricultural sec-how nonproject assistance affects opportunities to
tor. The Egyptians intended to use some of the loamtroduce IPM as an alternative to increased reliance
to purchase pesticides. The KfW agreed to allow then pesticides (KfW 1994a).
purchase of some pestic_ides, but its appraisal repg{.rhe GTZ's Pest-Management Policies
encouraged reduced reliance on pesticides and in-
creased emphasis on IPM, the creation of a prograrhne GTZ takes a pragmatic approach to the use of
to monitor the pesticides’ use, and ongoing asses§esticides. While recognizing that “it will not be
ments of the economic efficiency of that use (BMzpossible to renounce the use of chemical pesticides”
1989). For its part, the KfW promoted ground sprayin developing countries (GTZ 1992b, 22), the GTZ
ing in lieu of aerial spraying, the establishment ofwants to ensure that such chemicals are used prop-
thresholds, scouting and wide introduction of ultralowerly. Thus, when pesticides are used in the GTZ's

volume spraying, and the training of field staff. ~ Projects, which is infrequent, it attempts to procure

them in accordance with the FAO’s Code of Conduct.

When the KIW's funds are used to procure pesu'Factors other than price are thus considered in the

cides, 'the recipient country is allowed 'tc') determmeprocurement process. These include product quality,
the prices charged and how the pesticides will b

%pportunities to reduce risks associated with use, the

distributed to farmers. In both instances, however, the .. . | . .
pesticides’ appropriateness in the country of use, and

KIW's gppralsal will con§|d§r these factors, and _thecompliance with national and international regula-
KfW will attempt to use its influence to correct dis-

tions governing pesticides (Kern 1994). To ensure

torted prices or to provide additional assistance Witl?hat pesticides procured through or with the GTZ’s
distribution if problems develop. Despite these good

) i i _assistance are appropriate, the GTZ:

intentions, the KfW has no mechanism to enforce its

preferences effectively unless the consequences 8 provides clear technical specifications in tender
pesticide pricing, handling, and use are so harmful documents so that proposals can be compared
that a termination of the procurement of the pesti- fairly and fully;

cides is imperative. Due to the nature of pesticidqg
application (i.e., dispersed application by many us-
ers), the KfW’s attention to the effective implemen-
tation of pesticide-related conditions and environ-

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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B provides only those pesticides that are registered Finally, in early 1994, the GTZ initiated still an-
for use in the recipient country; and, other pesticide project, this one focusing on the ef-
fgcts 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.
Appendix 2 provides the process and information

requirements that the GTZ imposes before tenderersAIthongh GTZ_r(_ecognl_zes the need e_md potential
. . dangers of pesticides, its preference is to rely on
can procure pesticides using GTZ funds.

biological rather than chemical controls. This has
As noted above, an assessment of potential envbeen a long-standing preference; The GTZ has made
ronmental impacts will precede a decision to providg@PM a central theme of all of its agricultural projects
pesticides as part of a GTZ project. If the assessmeBince 1981 (GTZ 1992c). From GTZ’s perspective,
forecasts potential negative impacts, then monitoringhemical pesticides are acceptable for use in an IPM
and evaluation will be required, but no formal proce-approach only after:
dures for these processes have been established

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

] trained local extension workers have made the associ-
(Fleischer 1993) ated risks and side-effects clear to the farmers. More-

The GTZ's interest in pesticides is not limited to ~ 9Ve'» C7oP protection chemicals may only be sprayed if
the safety guidelines stipulated in the FAO'’s code of

their procurement.- Thrgugh a range of projects, the penayior are observed when trading and using them. It
GTZ also emphasizes improved management of ex- is also important for the pesticides to be of certified
isting stocks, strengthening and improvement of pes- quality and adequately labeled (GTZ 1992c).

ticide legislation in developing countries, enhance- 7 g putting these principles into practice in

ment of these countries’ capabilities to MoNitorgeyera countries. In the early 1990s, for example, the
pesticide residues, the disposal of outdated stockgyt7 nad more than 40 plant and postharvest protec-
and the remediation of areas contaminated by pestijo, proiects in developing countries. Several of the
cides (GTZ 1992b). Indeed, the GTZ is a pioneer inyqiects focused specifically on IPM, with relevant
the focus on pesticides. It began a pesticide Service sivities in such countries as Argentina, Egypt,
project in 1973, and it continues into the 1990s. ThisMadagascar, and Tanzania. The GTZ initiated a re-
project has focused on pesticide quality and the conyiona) project in East Africa on biological controls
trol of residues, training programs, and assistance IRr fruits and vegetables in late 1993. The GTZ had

disposing outdated pesticides. In 1979, the GTZ eSyjtiated a research project on the integrated biologi-
tablished a worldwide project on the production of .| «ontrol of locusts in 1989.

natural pesticides, especially neem. More recently, in

1991, the GTZ initiated a separate worldwide project Rather than attempting to develop new IPM-related
on the disposal of pesticides in developing countried€chniques, the GTZ’s preference is to concentrate on
which emphasizes the registration of aged stocks, tH8€ implementation of existing methods and tech-
development of suitable disposal techniques, assiéologies. This approach has the advantage of low
tance to countries that wish to dispose of these stock&2St: dependence on indigenous knowledge, and rela-

and methods or procedures to determine when pesfiveé ease of implementation.

cides become obsolete. The disposal project is part of The GTZ’s considerable experience with pesticides
the GTZ's overall program on pesticide managemenignd |PM has provided its staff with a commendable
Consequently, disposal operations are linked to presxpertise on pest management in developing coun-
ventive measures to avoid stocks of obsolete pestjrjeg38 Among the lessons it has learned, the GTZ’s
cides in the future. The GTZ's procedures for thestaff believes that for IPM to be successful, donor
procurement of pesticides reflect this concern. agencies must focus on farmers and a bottom-up

approach as opposed to agricultural officials and a
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top-down approach (Réttger, personal communicaassessment of potential environmental impacts, care-
tion, 1993). Despite this conclusion, the GTZ hadul oversight of these impacts during project imple-
encountered some difficulties convincing farmers ofmentation, and increased reliance on IPM. In addi-
the merits of IPM because of problems in demonstration, the GTZ can point to a well-integrated
ing the economic feasibility of the approach. Topest-management program. Through central manage-
counter this difficulty, the GTZ is encouraging edu-ment and direction from its headquarters outside of
cational efforts related to IPM among children inFrankfurt, the GTZ has initiated many relevant activi-
some developing countries. ties throughout the world.

Although other donors may have a general sense of
CONCLUSIONS Germany’s emphasis on and successes with pest
management, much remains for these donors to learn
Germany’s assistance program clearly demonstratdgom Germany’s successes and accomplishments. This
a comprehensive awareness of and commitment teonclusion suggests both the desirability of and the
the need for appropriate oversight of the use of pespportunity for increased donor coordination in re-
ticides in developing countries. Through a wide rang@ard to pest management, and Germany may wish to
of long-term activities involving pest management,assume a proactive role in initiating this collabora-
Germany has developed a wealth of relevant expertion. Such an effort could lead productively to in-
ence from which other donors can benefit. This expecreased concurrence among donors on policies for
rience reflects a pragmatic and comprehensive aghe donation of pesticides, the linkages between policy
proach to pest management. While recognizing thateforms and agricultural inputs, and opportunities to
pesticides have wide appeal in developing countriegncourage the integration of IPM into activities de-
Germany’s assistance program emphasizes thorougiigned to stimulate agricultural production.
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5. Japan

Several features of Japan’s foreign assistance deserdapanese officials often participate, avoids the need
attention and help to put its efforts into comparativedo spend considerable resources on the design and
perspective. First and perhaps foremost, Japan’s rotievelopment of projects, as typically occurs within
in providing foreign assistance has changed rapidlyJUSAID. For the Japanese, their approach means that
In the first years of providing such assistance, in théheir priorities for assistance coincide closely with
mid-1950s, Japan provided war-related reparations tihe recipients’ development policies. Equally impor-
ten nations in Asia. More recently, the size and gecotant, the approach means that responsibility for the
graphic scope of this program has broadened to thése of the assistance is given to the recipient (Hanabusa
point that Japan now provides some form of assist991).

tance to more than 150 cpuntries, probably mgre than Third, more so than any of the seventeen other
any other donor. Japan is the largest donor in more

member countries of the OECD’s Development As-

tzhoan:;Q cohuntrlles antc)i the Tﬁcolnd Iargtjest n ;n(_)re tha?ri]stance Committee (DAC), Japan devotes a greater
- Asia as. ong e.en € largest bene |C|.ary 0proportion of its bilateral assistance to loans than to
Japanese assistance; in contrast, Japanese aid to saLllp

Sah Africa, | bstantially below th fI “other forms of assistance. Among all bilateral
aharan X fica 1S substantially below the average 0assistance provided through these countries in 1991,
other major donors.

for example, more than 85 percent was in the form of
In addition to increasing its scope, Japan has alsgrants. In contrast, 60 percent of Japan’s aid was in
increased dramatically the value of its assistance. Ithe form of loans in that year, and that percentage
the first two years of the 1980s, as an example, theepresented a significant increase over the mid-1980s.
average amount of bilateral aid disbursed was $3.Japan’s rationale for this preference is straightfor-
billion; in 1993, it was $11.3 billion. Japan has beerward. Japan is willing to assist countries to develop
the world’s largest bilateral donor since 1991. Sig-economically, but it also believes that countries should
nificant further growth is anticipated; between 1993help themselves and must become self-reliant. The
and 1998, planned expenditures for development asepayment of loans demonstrates a commitment to
sistance are expected to total $70 to $75 billion (Yerself-help, which is an important ingredient of eco-
Aid Watch 1994). nomic development, at least in the view of the Japa-

Second, a prevailing Japanese view has been that~° government.

development assistance should be devoted to activi- Due to the preponderance of resources devoted to
ties that stimulate economic growth and encouragans, Japan lags most other DAC members in the
private investment (as opposed to projects directed amounts allocated to technical cooperation. Whereas
the elimination of poverty). Consequently, much ofFrance and Germany emphasize such cooperation,
Japan’s assistance has historically been provided fadiapan devotes considerably less attention to it, per-
large-scale infrastructure projects such as the corraps because of language difficulties. Of the techni-
struction of dams, power plants, roads and railroadsal assistance that Japan does provide, most goes to
cement and fertilizer plants, and facilities for sewagéAsia.

treatment and water supply. Furthermore, Japan dis- Fourth, the administrative apparatus for Japan’s

tributes its bilateral assistance in response to specifi : .
P P &evelopment assistance is complex, at least for an

requests from recipients rather than initiating pl’OjeCtSOUtside observer. On the one hand, there is no single

and then deciding that they are appropriate for thF . .
. , ) - Jaw or agency that governs Japan’s assistance pro-
recipients. This request-based approach, in which
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grams, supposedly because of opposition from théMIOF), which has overall authority for the foreign-
government bureaucrats charged with administeringssistance budget. Other key institutional actors in-
the assistance (Forrest 1991). There is also relativeljlude the Ministry of International Trade and Indus-
limited oversight from Japan’s Diet. The Diet allo- try (MITI) and the Economic Planning Agency (EPA).
cates resources to the appropriate ministries and thém addition to these four cabinet-level entities, two
allows these ministries substantial freedom in deterether organizations are involved with official devel-
mining where the resources will go and how they willopment assistance — the Japan International Coop-
be used (USAID 1992a). In addition, the Diet pro-eration Agency (JICA) and the Overseas Economic
vides relatively little oversight and leaves most policyCooperation Fund (OECF). Table 5.1 presents a sim-
making to the ministries, an approach that is consisplified diagram of the relations among these institu-
tent with the powerful bureaucracies that exist intions.

9
Japart The agencies included in Table 5.1 are responsible

These bureaucrats have traditionally devoted scaffior approximately 90 to 95 percent of Japan’s bilat-
attention to long-term strategies, development phieral assistance. More than a dozen other ministries
losophies, or country development plans. There arand agencies (e.g., the Ministries of Posts, Education,
several reasons for this, including Japan’s requestnd Labor, and the National Police Agency) control
based approach to assistance, a limited overseas prése remainder.
ence (which is discussed below), and annual versus

) o Decisions about foreign assistance are highly cen-
long-term funding for many activities.

tralized, and JICA’s and OECF’s overseas staffs have
On the other hand, the structure of Japan’s foreighmited authority in terms of project identification and

assistance bureaucracy is potentially perplexing. Indesign. Combined with the request-based nature of
deed, this bureaucracy was described in the earlgssistance, the highly centralized nature of Japan’s
1990s as “the most complicated and confusing in thassistance may provide some explanation for the
world, the only system to have two main bilateral aidneager staff resources associated with the adminis-
agencies, directly overseen by four Cabinet-levetration of Japan’s assistance efforts, both in Japan and
ministries, and influenced by a total of 16 ministriesoverseas. Although Japan’s foreign-assistance bureau-
and agencies” (Forrest 1991, 24). Among these mireracy has grown (and the OECF trails only the World

istries, the most important include the Ministry of Bank in volume of loans), the increase has not kept
Foreign Affairs (MOFA), which attempts to coordi- pace with the amount of assistance disbursed. In 1980,
nate assistance policy, and the Ministry of Financelightly 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 ofhe potential environmental impacts of it loans. For

Japan’s bilateral and multilateral assistance. Elevethe purposes of this report, the guidelines have at
years later, after a 250-percent increase in the amoulatast two interesting features. First, rather than the
of assistance committed annually, the aid bureauOECF's application of the guidelines, they are in-

cracy was less than 40 percent larger. As a consg¢ended for use by prospective recipients and “cover
guence the average Japanese aid employee manadkdse environmental items which should be consid-
almost $9.2 million in assistance commitments inered by the Borrower at the stages of project planning
1991 (compared to $3.7 million in 1980). For field and preparation....” (OECF 1989). The guidelines are
staff, the amounts are significantly higher. not mandatory and, consequently, reflect Japan’s belief

Most people employed in the assistance prograr;[what it should not impose its political goals or policy

work in Japan. The OECF has only 16 field offices preferences on recipients (Hanabusa 1991). Policy

all but three of which are located in developing Coun_dlalogue and persuasion are the preferred instruments.

tries. Less than 50 people staffed these field offices in Second, the guidelines are intended primarily for
1991. Less than one-quarter of JICA’s one thousantirge, capital projects, such as those noted above. Of
employees work in developing countries, so most othe 16 major sectors addressed, only one, irrigation,
the agency’s employees are administrators with littlés directly related to agriculture. The neglect of agri-
or no experience in developing countries, especiallgulture is not surprising. There are few opportunities
Africa. One consequence of this sparse staffing is thdbr large-scale agricultural infrastructure, and the
nearly 100 countries that receive Japanese assistam@&CF commits only a small portion of its loans to
do not benefit from the presence of Japan’s foreignthat sector. Moreover, few of these loans are granted
assistance professionals in JICA or the OECF. Aso nations in Africa. For these reasons, no further
noted below, this situation has important implicationsattention is given to the OECF in this report.

for Japanese donations of agricultural inputs. JICA did not issue its environmental guidelines on

agricultural projects until late 1992 (JICA 1992). These
THE ENVIRONMENTAL BASIS OF guidelines comprehensively discuss their application
JAPANESE ASSISTANCE to a wide range of site-specific development studies.
Such studies represent a discrete area of technical
Japan announced in early 1991 that four guidelinesooperation for JICA and involve pre-investment stud-
would govern the distribution of its foreign assis-ies that examine the feasibility of proposed projects
tance. These include efforts to promote democratizeer the formulation of master plans for regional or
tion and market economies, and unfavorable trendsectoral development. Although the guidelines rec-
a) in military expenditures; b) in the development andgnize that increased use of agrichemicals can have
production of weapons of mass destruction; and c) inegative environmental consequences, the guidelines
the trade of military arms. The following year the do not apply to the Japanese program that provides
Japanese Cabinet approved an Official Developmer&gricultural inputs to developing nations.

Assistance Charter, which reinforces the guidelines
but which also adds g governing principle that “enVi'GRANT AID FOR INCREASED FOOD
ronmentql conservation and development should b&RODUCTION

pursued in tandem.”

The Charter's emphasis on the environment wadapan’s foreign assistance takes many forms. Among
not Japan’s first or only substantive indication ofthese, the most relevant to the present discussion is
concern for that issue. Several years earlier the OECFapan’s Grant Aid Program. Through this program,
(1989) had published environmental guidelines inJapan provides financial assistance in nine catego-
which it noted that it had for several years consideredes, including aid for food, fisheries, cultural activi-
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ties, debt and disaster relief, and increased food prantensification, Japan relies heavily on pesticides, and
duction. its farmers use far more per hectare to grow rice than
all other nations in Asia to achieve about the same

A brief review of the development of the latter .
- . .. level of productivity (Szmedra 1994; Gallagher, per-
grant program puts it into perspective and explains its o
sonal communication, 1994).

rationale. During the mid 1960s, international nego-
tiations on trade under the auspices of the General The 2KR program also reflects Japan’s view that it
Agreement on Trade and Tariffs were informally should assist developing nations to achieve their goals.
called the Kennedy Round. One component of thes€hus, since shortages of food are typical in many
negotiations focused on international trade in graingjeveloping countries, Japan seeks ways to assist local
including that with developing countries. In an effortefforts to increase productivity. If productivity can be
to ensure that exports did not have a negative effeaicreased, then many shortages can be alleviated.
on agricultural production or the international tradeFrom Japan’s perspective, therefore, low productiv-
of these countries, sixteen developed countries, inty is partly due to an absence of sufficient inputs into
cluding Japan, devised a Food Aid Convention irthe production process. Japan’s response to this situ-
1967 (JICA 1994a). Subsequent international agreeation has been to provide such inputs, including pes-
ments on food aid were negotiated in 1971 and 198@icides. The explicit assumption inherent in this re-

sponse is that increased agricultural production is at

Under the terms of these agreements, the signatorg i .
. . R least partially dependent on the use of pesticides. In
nations agreed to provide certain minimum amounts

of grains to developing countries each year. Due t(t)he words of one recent report, agricultural produc-

. . tion cannot be increased “without a certain amount of
Japan’s situation as a net importer of food, however

Japan was allowed to meet part of its annual obligal[—)es'[ICIde application” (JICA 1994c, 1; see also JICA
tion by providing funds that developing nations could1993’ 1.

use to purchase grain on the world market. To comple-

ment its f°°‘{' aid program, Japan e§tab_lished a grfiﬁ'lne Operationalization of the 2KR Program

program for increased food production in 1977; this

program is often referred to as 2KR aid, after thelhe key issues associated with the 2KR program
Second Kennedy Round of trade negotiationsi_ﬂVOlve the selection of recipients, the kinds of pes-
Through its 2KR program, Japan offers such agricuﬂiCides provided to them, and the environmental im-
tural inputs as fertilizers, agricultural chemicals, anddlications associated with the use of the pesticides.
farm machinery to developing nations in Asia, Af- These issues are addressed in the sections that follow.

rica, and Latin America.

Japan’s rationale for this grant program is straightgg|ection of Potential Recipients
forward. The desire to strengthen agriculture in de- o S
veloping countries reflects Japan’s historical experi- N order to be eligible for participation in Japan's
ence as well as its relatively high ratio of population?KR Program, potential recipients must be “making
to agricultural land. In John Mellor's (1989, 9) view self-reliant efforts to increase food production” (JICA

as an illustration, “Japan is the classic case of the ud@94b). Once this initial criterion is met, four other

of agricultural development to transform an economy/@ctors are considered:

from one that is low income and primarily agricul- B the situation of supply and demand for staple
tural into a major industrial power.” Japan achieved  foods and agricultural inputs;

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 th@8 whether the donated products will be used in an
chosen route to increased production. To achieve this “effective way in accordance with a well-defined

the past record of agricultural commodities that
Japan has supplied;
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plan for increasing the country’s food produc-tified, requested, and justifi€d.It is equally impor-
tion” (JICA 1994a); and, tant to note, however, that Japan facilitates the pro-
cess by which countries identify the agricultural in-

B relations between Japan and the potential recipi- i ,
ent puts they would like to receive.

Between 1988 and 1993, 60 countries received Japanese embassies provide prospective recipients

some 2KR aid, although not necessarily in each yea\r'\.'Ith a “Standard List,” which identifies almost 40

Japan has suspended aid to some countries (e.fertlllzers and nearly 150 different pesticides (in over

Liberia, Sierra Leone, and Zaire) because of poIitica%40 formulations) that can be requested. In order to

S . . .. be on the list, a pesticide must be registered with
turmoil, violations of human rights, or excessive mili-

tary expenditures. Of the 60 countries, most are igapan s Ministry of Agriculture, Forests, and Fisher-

sub-Saharan Africa (35); Asia has the second Iarge's_efs_' The toxicological data required to reg|§ter a pes:-
. . . ..~ ticide in Japan are comparable to the requirements in
number of recipients, with 13 countries receiving

2KR aid. The value of the aid ranged from ¥150most other developed countries, including France,

million per year to as much as ¥3.15 billion per yeargermany, the United Kingdom, and the United States.

- . . . In notable contrast, however, the same cannot be said
The four largest recipients are Asian nations — Phil- )
n regard to test data on the environmental fate of

ippines, Sri Lanka, Indonesia, and Pakistan. The datq > , . , ,
in Table 5.2 illustrate the regional distribution of this pesticides or their potential environmental impacts on

aid between 1988 and 1993. W|IdI|f_e and r_wontarget organlsm_s (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

Many nations are potential recipients of Japanesgy,gies, 16 from mobility studies, 14 from dissipation
assistance, including Grant Aid for Increased FOOGig|q stydies, and 9 from accumulation studies. Japan
Production, but only nations specifically requestingyoes not require any of these tests before a pesticide
assistance receive it. In Japan's view, this approacliy pe registered. Similarly, Japan is the only nation
insures that the activities associated with aSSIStan%Ong the 18 that does not require any ecotoxicity
reflect the recipient’s priorities rather than the donor'sg;,dies. which are used to estimate a pesticide’s po-
As Koppel and Orr (1993, 9) have asserted, howevefepia| impacts on nontarget species, including birds,

this approach “allows Japanese companies to advigammals, aquatic vertebrates, and pollinators (U.S.
the recipient government as to which kind of funding,general Accounting Office 1993a).

grants, [and] concessional or non-concessional loans,
Tokyo would be most willing to providé’® Some The Standard List, which is not intended to be exhaus-

anecdotal evidence supports this view; several peoph®: Provides an interesting mix of pesticides. None of
interviewed alleged that Japanese pesticide manufafl® pe.st|C|'des on the Standard List are in WHO's cla§s
turers solicit potential orders from recipients of 2KkR!2 Which is reserved for “extremely hazardous” pesti-

aid. These claims are not readily substantiated. Theldes. In contrast, the list contains many pesticides that
proportion of Japan's total pesticide exports to subYWHO places in class Ib, which is reserved for products

Saharan Africa represents less than 5 percent of all gt are “highly hazardous.” Among the Ib pesticides on
its pesticide exports (Szmedra 1984put Kuroda Japan’s Standard List are edifenphos, a fumigant, zinc

(1993) reports that 2KR aid accounts for 90 pelrcent;)hosphide, a rodenticide, and eleven insecticides:
of these exports to Africa. benfuracarb, carbofuran, dichlorvos, fenthion,

isofenphos, isoxathion, methidathion, methomyl,
Whatever the source of encouragement for requeSFﬁonocrotophos oxamyl, and thiometon.

for 2KR aid, the Japanese government insists that it

provides only products that these nations have iden- 1N€ inclusion of these pesticides on the Standard
List, which one JICA official referred to as a “shop-

Requesting Assistance
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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.

ping list,” is potentially troublesome. When used in1994a, 1994b; Meltzer, Matteson, and Knausenberger
developed countries, pesticides in class Ib typically{i994) suggests that many farmers in developing ar-
have stringent restrictions placed on their use. Wheaeas, especially in Africa, do not or cannot meet these
they are used, only specially trained and certifiecexpectations. Given this situation, there is cause for
applicators are normally allowed to apply the prod-concern. Pesticides provided through the 2KR pro-
ucts, and then usually only with protective clothing orgram are explicitly intended for small-scale farmers
equipment. Indeed, the Ib pesticides are so poterand production intended for domestic consumption
tially harmful that the World Bank (1985b, 2) con- (e.g., rice, maize, beans, and potatoes), not large-
tends “that under no circumstances should [class dcale agricultural operations producing crops for ex-
pesticides] be made available for use by small farmport (Abe, personal communication, 1994). Perhaps
ers or the general public.” The FAO (1994) similarlybecause of the FAO’s recommendations and more
recommends that small farmers or untrained workergeneral concerns about the effects of |b pesticides,
in developing countries not use any Ib insecticideshe Ministry of Foreign Affairs and the Economic
under any circumstances. The FAO'’s Code of ConC€ooperation Bureau decided against further donation
duct (1990, 13) further recommends that: “Pesticidesf such pesticides, beginning in fiscal year 1993. A
whose handling and application require the use gpanel of experts that JICA (1994d; Hemmi, personal
uncomfortable and expensive protective clothing anddcommunication, 1994) convened recently concluded
equipment should be avoided, especially in cases @s well that it is “inappropriate” for JICA to purchase
small scale users in tropical climates.” pesticides in class Ib.

The FAO is more tolerant of the use of Ib fumigants In addition to the Ib pesticides, the Standard List
and rodenticides but only under extenuating circumeontains other pesticides whose use in the United
stances, “provided that adequate precautions can Is&tates has been restricted (e.g., alachlor,
taken for safe handling and that use will occur undedichloropropene, fenitrothion, methyl bromide, plus
strictly controlled and supervised conditions involv-several class Ib pesticides). At least seven pesticides
ing trained operators” (FAO 1994). Considerableon the List (i.e., ametryn, butachlor, carbosulfan,
evidence (e.g., Szmedra 1994; Matteson and Meltzesthofenprox, fluazifop butyl, propineb, and thiometon)
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are not registered for use and cannot be sold in th@ommunication, 1994). Although JICA may be in-
United State43 At least 18 other pesticides on the listvolved with the field survey that assesses the need for
(including captan, chlorothalonil, cyanazine,the requested inputs, JICA’s involvement with imple-
dimethoate, metolachlor, propiconazole, thiodicarbmentation begins only after an exchange of notes and
and trifluralin) have been identified as probable oran agreement that Japan will provide the inputs.
potential carcinogens (International Access Corpora-

tion, 1994).

- Procurement
A far larger number of pesticides on the Standard

List are pesticides that the WHO (1994) places iffonce an exchange of notes has occurred, the recipient
class I, which is reserved for active ingredients thagovernment can issue a tender notice. Although some
are moderately hazardous. Despite their less harmfdppanese critics (e.g., Kuroda 1993) have complained
nature, the FAO (1994, 3) recommends that class khat the 2KR program is a poorly disguised means of
pesticides be provided to developing countries “onlysubsidizing the export of Japanese agrichemicals, any
if it can be demonstrated that users adhere to tHedmpany manufacturing pesticides in a member coun-
necessary precautionary measures” and: “The prdty of the OECD can respond to a tender notice (Abe,
curing agency may require, as a condition of théersonal communication, 199%) Thus, only about
contract for the supply of such formulations, thathalf of all pesticides provided through the 2KR pro-
there be adequate supervision at all stages of trangram in recent years were produced in Japan; the rest

port to the final destination and/or storage location.came from Europe and the United States, at least

. . ) i according to JICA’s staff.
Once a potential recipient decides what it would

like to receive through the 2KR program, a formal Once a supplier has been identified and has pro-
request is submitted through diplomatic channels t¥ided the products, JICA arranges payment to the
the Japanese embassy, which then forwards the réupplier. At the same, however, the recipient country
quest to the Ministry of Foreign Affairs in Tokyo. In IS obligated to set aside an amount of local currency
addition to identifying the desired products, the rethat is equal to at least two-thirds of the value of the
quest must detail the condition of agriculture and’apanese donation. These counterpart funds are to be
food production in the country, identify the targetused for agricultural development projects within the
areas of the aid, and provide reasons for the selectidgcipient country after consultation with Japanese
of the desired inputs. If the request is deemed suigfficials. These funds can be used to purchase addi-
able, the Ministry of Foreign Affairs seeks approvaltional agricultural inputs. In Kuroda’s (1993) opin-
from the Japanese Cabinet. After the Cabinet's ap’on, however, there is considerable uncertainty about
proval, the Ministry of Foreign Affairs arranges anhow the counterpart funds are used; he believes that
“exchange of notes” with the recipient country. Thefollow-up studies are rarely conducted. JICA’s own
notes outline the terms of the donation and the recipgnalyses suggest much the same. In one report (JICA
ent country’s responsibilities. These responsibilitiest994d), a panel of experts recommended the develop-
are largely procedural rather than substantive. As afent of more detailed plans on the use of counterpart
illustration, a typical responsibility includes the re-funds. Existing plans, the panel noted, are not suffi-
guirement that a recipient government ensure theiently accurate to “facilitate the effective and effi-
unloading and customs clearance of the product&ient use” of the funds.

Such notes also require, however, that the recipient

maintain and use properly the products provided.
Distribution of Pesticides
Until an exchange of notes is completed, JICA has

only an advisory role; all negotiations and deliberaOnce the donated pesticides arrive in the recipient

tions about responding to a request are in the hands 6puNtry. the host government assumes all responsi-
the Ministry of Foreign Affairs (Machida, personal bility for their storage, sale, distribution, and dis-
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posal. The price is determined in consultation with In JICA’s estimation, Japan donated about one-
the Japanese government, presumably through diguarter of all pesticides imported into sub-Saharan
cussions with officials at the Japanese embasswfrica in the early 1990s. In several countries, how-
Matteson and Meltzer's (1994b) research in Kenyagver, JICA officials believe that the volume of 2KR
which included interviews with JICA staff in Nairobi, pesticides constitute as much as 50 to 75 percent of
found that the donated pesticides are sold at heavilptal pesticide imports. Other evidence
subsidized prices. The Ministry of Foreign Affairs’ (Knausenberger, personal communication, 1994) sug-
internal evaluations of 2KR assistance indicate th@ests that in some African countries the percentage
same. One such evaluation (Ministry of Foreign Af-may be even higher. In addition, the value of Japa-
fairs 1993, 35) noted that pesticides donated tmese donations vastly exceeds the FAO's estimate of
Mozambique “are sold to small farmers at cheaghe total value of all pesticides imported into some of
prices” through that country’s Ministry of Agricul- these countries. African countries receiving the larg-
tures est value of donated pesticides from Japan include

Whatever the means of distribution, the volume OfS(.an'ega.I (with an estlmatgd donated v.a!ue of $4.7
million in 1992), Mozambique ($4.1 million), and

donated pesticides can be large, particularly in sub-

Saharan Africa. For example, between April 1, 1992Fote d’lvoire ($3.7 million). Other major recipients,

and March 31, 1993, which corresponds with Japan"sn_ order of the value of' pesticides received, include
1992 fiscal year, 49 countries received a total of ¥2%I|ger, Uganda, Burundi, and Cameroon.

billion in 2KR aid. Of this amount, slightly over ¥7.1

biIIio.n_(or about $57 million) W‘?S used to pur,ChaseMonitoring the Use and Environmental Impacts of
pesticides; ¥?.2 billion fgr' agricultural machmery; Donated Pesticides

and the remainder for fertilizers. As the data in Table

2 indicate, however, the proportion of this aid de-Although Japanese agencies with responsibility for
voted to pesticides in Africa is far in excess of theforeign assistance have developed requirements for
average, which was 26.4 percent. In fact, nearly hagnvironmental assessments in many substantive ar-
of all 2KR aid to sub-Saharan Africa in 1992 (or€as, Grant Aid for Increased Food Production is not
about $44 million) was used to procure pesticides. ORmong them. In some respects this is surprising. Japa-
all the program’s money devoted to pesticides througH’Jese officials, including those within JICA and the
out the world in that year, more than three-quarterMlinistry of Foreign Affairs, are aware that pesticides
was spent to acquire pesticides for use in that regioflave potential adverse effects on the environment
Twenty-six countries in sub-Saharan Africa requestedJICA 1994d). As an illustration, JICA’s in-house
pesticides in fiscal year 1992, and all but one requeg@urnal on development issuebechnology and De-

was honored, although not necessarily for each sp&elopment,published an article (Hashimoto 1990)
cific item in the request. summarizing the recommendations of the OECD’s

Environment Committee (OECD 1986). The com-

The major explanation for the preponderance O];nittee had prepared guidelines for the environmental

donated pesticides in Africa reflects the nature of the . .
assessment of development assistance projects. De-

process associated with requests for 2KR aid. If %elopment projects most in need of environmental

country does not request pesticides, it will not rece'V%ssessments, observed the committee, include those

thgm.. ,frl.can na.tlons almlostdalwaysKreqLéest fge;;'i'nvolving substantial changes in farming and the in-
cides; Asian nations rarely do so. Kuroda ( )(roduction of agricultural chemicals. Without provid-

suggests that among the nine Asian recipients ofzK%g an explanation, Hashimoto (1990, 14) identified

aid in 1991, only Laos and China requested pesu'fhese areas as ones “likely to be subject to great

c!dels. Thg Phlllpr;lzelfl’? Wh(;Chh 'S, bytfar, thetla(;gestresistance domestically as projects or programs most
smgt.e.dremplen ° ald, has not requested any, heed of environmental assessments as in the case
pesticides in many years. of developing countries.” During discussions with
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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 A7 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.

JICA officials (Abe, personal communication, 1994),wisely and appropriately. To do so, many donor agen-
there was an acknowledgment that pesticides caties require the establishment of some kind of moni-
cause undesirable environmental impacts. Nonethdering system, conduct periodic evaluations, and re-
less, these officials emphasized that if a receivinguire reports that relate goals and accomplishments.
country concludes that a pesticide’s use is environAmong the donor agencies examined in this report,
mentally acceptable, then JICA (and, by extensionlSAID’s monitoring and evaluation requirements may
the Ministry of Foreign Affairs) accepts such a judg-be the most comprehensive; Japan’s may be the least
ment® In the words of one senior official within comprehensive, at least in regard to its Grant Aid for
JICA, “We can't get into any information on how Increased Food Production.

pesticides affect the environment. On the one hand, before responding to requests for

More broadly, Japan’s stance on the assessment ofher forms of assistance, for example, JICA officials
the potential environmental implications of pesticidegor consultants working for JICA) will visit the nation
raises larger issues about the overall monitoring athat has made the request to discuss it with officials
actual consequences. In addition to environmentadf the host government and to prepare a design study
effects, for example, pesticides can cause probleniin order to compile an optimum draft proposal nec-
with human health. Arguably as well, donor agenciegssary for the implementation of the grant aid project”
will want to ensure that their assistance is used botfdJICA 1994e). Only infrequently are such visits con-
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ducted before pesticides are provided (Kuroda 1993kan recommend that further donations of pesticides
Similarly, there is no evidence that JICA conducts arbe terminated. JICA planned such visits to about ten
assessment of the potential environmental risks assédrican countries in 1994 (Abe, personal communi-
ciated with the pesticides it donates or that Japaoation, 1994).

imposes any (environmental) conditionalities on the Other evidence suggests that Japan’s experience
recipients of pesticides (Machida, personal commu-

e . , with pesticides is not environmentally atypical. Nearly
nication, 1994). JICA’s Technical Committee on In-

i 40 percent of the “environmental monitors” from

creased Food Production (JICA 1994d) has recoms , . . .
ded that all ios that ) icides f Japan’s Environment Agency believed that the envi-
mended that all countries that receive pesticides rONbnment did not receive full consideration in assis-

Jgpan be requested to manage them in accordant%%ce activities; another one-fifth believes that Japan’s
with the FAO’s Code of Conduct (FAO 1990).

assistance is destructive to the environment in devel-
On the other hand, it appears that Japan defermping countries (Yen Aid Watch 1994).

almqst .completely to Fhe recipient governments JICA's relative lack of emphasis on monitoring and
monitoring and evaluation, to the extent that such

o 7 o evaluation is not unexpected, given the history and
activities occurt’ Recipient governments are re-

) perspective of Japanese foreign assistance. As noted
guested to monitor and evaluate the progress of thelr_ . . . .
: earlier, JICA is a small agency without a large field
2KR grants and to provide annual reports to Japan’s . L

Mini ¢ Foreian Affairs. JICA (1994b presence. Unlike USAID, which infrequently pro-
inistry of Foreign glrs. ( ) s'uggest.s vides assistance to countries in which it does not have
that these reports, which are often submitted with . . .
i i a presence, Japan typically provides 2KR aid to many

requests for new 2KR assistance, discuss:

countries without JICA offices or staffs. In sub-Sa-
B the “distribution record” of the donated inputs; 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
B data on how the donated inputs have contributed|CA does have a field presence, it tends to be small.

to increased food production; and, 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
The panel of JICA experts referred to above (JICA;e person each in that year (Inukai 1993).

1994d) noted that some countries have not provided o
even this rudimentary information, perhaps because On€ consequence of such organizational arrangements

“it is difficult to monitor the conditions of distribu- 'S that many of the Japanese officials with responsibility

tion and use.” Among reports that have been refor foreign assistance have little familiarity with eco-

ceived, the panel considers some to be insufficient. m)gical. and environmental con.d?tions in deve.loping
response, the panel encouraged the Japanese gové;ﬂgntrles. Thus, some large recipients of 2KR aid, such
ment to monitor more actively the use of pesticides i#S Mozambique, receive, store, formulate, repackage,
donates to developing countries. The proposed methdliStrioute, use, and dispose of donated pesticides from
of doing so is to have field surveys conducted in eact@P@n in the absence of any oversight or monitoring by
recipient country every five years. The field survey‘]|CA- In such situations, JICA 'off|C|aIs in TO.|Q/O must
team would examine the countries’ national agricul/€ly 0N the good graces of their colleagues in Japanese
tural development plans, discuss the need for agricup_mba35|es, where such embassies exist in recipient coun-
tural inputs with officials of the host country, and tries. Some evidence suggests that this is the case; sev-

then make recommendations for 2KR aid for the nex?ral JICA officials noted their dependence on Japanese
five-year period. If the survey teams finds that pesti embassies for information on the use of 2KR donations,

cides have been used inappropriately, then the tearificluding pesticides. This arrangement has led to what
Nuscheler (1992, 29) labels as “serious quality flaws” in

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

B the amount of money in the counterpart fund.
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Japan’s monitoring and final evaluation of its foreign

assistance projects. In a comparative study of othecr‘AMBODIA: A CASE STUDY

donor programs, USAID (1992a, D23) cites Japan’'s ] . o ]

foreign assistance program as having “fairly weak project No smgle source of mformatlon is available thét
evaluation, primarily aimed at cost effectiveness.” Forres_?ur_nr_narlzes the_operatloQ ‘?f th_e_ZKR program n
(1989) provides a similar assessment when he notes tﬂﬁg'v'dual countries, thus it is difficult to describe

when the Ministry of Foreign Affairs conducts an evalu-hOW all the “pieces” of the program fit together. One

ation of a foreign assistance activity, no social or enviSxception is found in Cambodia, where the contro-

ronmental factors are considered. Equally important\,’erSial nature of Japanese grant aid has led to consid-

many of these evaluations are brief. It is not unusual foc?rable attention from the mfed|a a”‘?' from_NGOs n
an evaluation team, which may include only one persor‘?apan and Cambodia. JICA's experience in Cambo-

to assess three or four multiyear loans and projects ﬁ]fa r.ngy not _be illustrative _Of how the progr'am 'S_
WO countries in two weeks or less administered in other countries, but the experience is
at least suggestive of the process.
Japan’s outlook on monitoring and evaluation is ) ) ) o
also reflective of its view that foreign assistance is Japan did not provide any grant aid to Cambodia in

provided to sovereign entities. As Lewis (1993, 38)the mid or late 1980s and did not consider doing so

observes, Japan is a “strong defender of the principléfgqtil it re’ceiv.e_d a requgst for _assistance from
of sovereignty and nonintervention.” In respect OfCampodlalehlstry of Agriculture in February 1992
this sovereignty, Japan typically minimizes the at_(Hadfleld 1993; Kuroda 1993). Once the request was

tachment of substantive conditions to its assistancreece'ved’ the Japanese government moved quickly to

on the presumption that such efforts would represer{FSpondj J_ICA dispatched 'an assessment Feam to
unwelcome meddling in the domestic affairs of othercambOd'a in March and April 1992, to ascertain how

nations (USAID 1992a). From an American perspec:{he requested items would support the country’s ag-

tive, the Japanese may exercise this deference to tngltural efforts. This assessment did not involve

extreme. In an assessment of other donor programg9n5|derat|on of potential environmental effects or

for example, USAID cites an instance in the midthe appropriateness of the pesticides for Cambodia’s

1980s when allegations of corruption with Japan’sagricum""’lI system (Kuroda 1993). As a spokesper-

foreign assistance to the Philippines prompted somg>" for the Ministry of Agriculture noted, his col-

members of Japan’s parliament to propose audits fd?agues recognized that the use of pesticides can have
all activities funded through assistance. The Ministry€9ative effects on the environment, “out there’s 'been
of Foreign Affairs rejected the proposal, and the as_Do r.esgarch or monltorlng O_f the |mpact—the.re. s ho
sessment (USAID 1992a, D23) observed that mang;stltutlon here [in Cambodia] to test the pesticides”

Japanese legislators “believe that Japan should ha eahn and Colm 1993, 1, 12). Afterthe initial visit, ar?

no interest in how a recipient uses aid funds unle:s@((:h""r"-qe of r?otes occqrred in May _1992’ and this
was followed in June with another visit to arrange
and facilitate implementation of the aid. The first

Moreover, whereas other donors often have ideoghipments arrived in March 1993.

logical strings attached to their assistance, Japan’s ) .

emphasis has, until recently, focused on the develop- The grgpt-ald package totaled ¥500 m|II|or1 (or about
ment of commercial opportunities for its business$3'78 million dollars at the exchange rate in effect at

community, which is not surprising for a nation Short'[hat time). In addition to fertilizers and agricultural

of natural resources and heavily dependent on e)gpachinery, the Ministry of Agriculture requested

ports#8 Finally, as many other donors have discov-‘o’o’_000 .Iiters of three insecticides, digzinon,
ered, project aid, such as that provided through ch,&enltrothlon, and fenvalerate, all for use on rice, plus
and the 2KR program, is rarely an effective instru-Spraying equipment with which to apply the pesti-

ment for inducing changes in policy (Lewis 1993). Cldes:

corruption has occurred.”
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The WHO places all three insecticides in class Il, In response to concern about the donated pesti-
which indicates that they are “moderately hazard<cides, the Ministry of Agriculture decided to store the
ous.”™ Regardless of their classification, Japan’spesticides until a training campaign could take place.
decision to provide the insecticides sparked considebBespite a belief that Cambodia already had sufficient
able attention and opposition (e.g., Fahn and Colrmexpertise, the Japanese government elected to pro-
1993; Hadfield 1993; Mallet 1993). Japanese NGOwide training on the safe use of pesticides to three
claimed that Cambodia was an ill-suited recipient ofCambodians (Hadfield 1993). Soon thereafter, the
the pesticides. To buttress their case, these NGQmpanese ambassador to Cambodia asked his govern-
noted that Cambodia had neither legislation government to delay further shipments of pesticides until
ing pesticides nor any effective means for insuring]lCA sent agricultural experts to Cambodia to assist
their safe use; the Ministry of Agriculture was allegedin explaining how the pesticides should be used.
to be corrupt and barely functioning (Mallet 1993).

h ined th fth ) The Ministry of Foreign Affairs and JICA initially
The NGOs gained the support of the FAQ's Ime_r'defended their actions, but an internal review of the

country Programme for Integrated Pest Control ""cambodian program caused these agencies to alter

Rice in South and Southeast Asia, which questlone%eir perspectives. After conducting field research in

the merits of .usmg pesticides on rice in CambOOI'aCambodiain late 1993, JICA acknowledged that send-
Indeed, the director of the FAO program (Kenmor

1992 2 d to hi . hat the level of emg pesticides to the country had been a mistake
+ 2) argued to his superiors that the level of pes ainichi Daily News 1994). Citing the absence of

in Cambodia was within tolerable levels and WaSaws controlling pesticide use and farmers’ beliefs

gxpepted to stay .that we}y unless the ecolog.y. IS p%at pesticides are not required for rice, Japan decided
into imbalance with the incorrect use of pesticides.”,

o . . to suspend further shipments. For pesticides already
He further noted that diazinon an.d fenltrothl.on are rovided, the Ministry of Foreign Affairs indicated
grganophosphates whose use requires protective clot at it would monitor their use closely.
ing to prevent adverse effects on humans’ nervous
systems. As Kenmore explained, however, such cloth- The reader is again reminded that Japan’s experi-
ing would be so uncomfortable to wear in tropical€nce in Cambodia may not be subject to generaliza-
climates that the pesticides “cannot be applied safelfjon elsewhere. Nonetheless, the experience has caused
by small farmers” (Ma”et 1993) Perhaps because dﬁoth officials within JICA and the Ministry of For-
similar concerns, Indonesia banned the use of botgign Affairs to reconsider their policies and the re-
pesticides in many formulations for use on rice insponsibilities associated with donating pesticides to
1986 (Gallagher, personal communication, 1994). developing countries. Some FAO officials openly
) criticized the effort, and disparaging commentaries

V\/hep rgpresentatlvgs of thg Japanese NGOS pressggpeared in magazines or newspapers in Japan, Cam-

their Ministry of Foreign Affairs to explain how the bodia, Thailand, and the United Kingdom. Officials

three pesticides were chosen, the NGOs were tOIﬁom JICA and the Ministry of Foreign Affairs found

that the ministry had not been involved in the Selecfhemselves on the defensive in interviews with the

tion process; that task had been the Cambodian’s . - .
news media and at several well-publicized meetings

(Kuroda 1993). Similarly, Japanese government Offl'in Japan. Whether the Cambodian experience brings

cials exp.)lai.ned. that they did no.t have respon.si.bilityabout any change in the 2KR program remains to be
for the distribution or safe handling of the pest|<:|deS'S

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).
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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-
In recognition of the need to use pesticides safelyticides in several African countries reached the same
JICA has recently begun an annual training prograngonclusion (e.g., Matteson and Meltzer 1994a, 1994b;
devoted to the safe use of pesticides (JICA 1993Meltzer, Matteson, and Knausenberger 1994).

The four-week course, which is presented in English, In spite of this relative lack of information, it is still

is intended to improve the effectiveness of adminis'p_ossible to gain a sense of JICA’s perspective on IPM

tr_atlve system§ designed to ensure_ safe use (_)f pesﬁ’frough a review of a brief report on rice production
cides and officials who are responsible for the |mple:,;mol IPM in Indonesia (JICA 1994c). With the FAO's
me.ntat|on of such systems.. The 1994 training s_eSS'OEupport, many of the rice-growing nations of South-
which took place at the offices of Japan’s Society Ofeast Asia have attempted to reduce their use of pes-
the Agricultural Chemical Industry n To.kyo, de- ticides on rice. In many instances, such reductions
voted one week to each the following topics: have occurred while production has remained stable
B pesticide administration, including law, regula-or even increased. Considerable research in the re-
tions, and administrative measures for the safgion, especially by the International Rice Research
use of pesticides; Institute (IRRI) (e.g., Rola and Pingali 1993), reveals
_ . that the use of some pesticides on rice fields can
B safety assessments of pesticides and environmen-
tal protection: produ_ce a rt_esurgence gf pests_and frequent large-
scale infestations of previously unimportant pests such
B pesticides in general, including discussion of theas brown plant hoppers (BPH). Rola and Pingali thus
types of pesticides, development and manufacrecommended that national governments should im-
ture of safe products, and safe transportationpose stringent restrictions on resurgence-inducing
and, pesticides for use in rice production. When Indonesia
Ibanned the use of more than 50 pesticides, including
the three donated to Cambodia (Hadfield 1993), in
1986, pesticide use declined as did infestations of
A review of the course prospectus does notindicat@pH. |n contrast, production continued to increase,
that any attention was devoted to alternatives meangq increasingly large numbers of farmers in Indone-
of pest management, such as integrated pest managgs now rely on IPM. It is significant to note that IRRI
ment. now considers the use of insecticides in tropical Asian
rice to be unnecessary in normal years (Rola and
Pingali 1993).

OTHER PESTICIDE-RELATED
INITIATIVES

Training

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

Integrated Pest Management
JICA’s reaction to this experience may be instructive.

No Japanese agency involved with fo_reign assistan(iﬂ a brief report reviewing this experience (JICA 1994c),
a_nppearg to have de_voted much attention to OPPOrtUNiRe authors reject the hypothesized relation between
ties to .lncr('ease rell'ance on IPM. For examplg, Whe'|3esticide use and outbreaks of BPH. In their estimation,
ask.e.d.m mid-1934 if JICA had funded any projects Olhe prevention of a predicted infestation of BPH in
activities that encourage the use of IPM, agency off,qqnesia in 1987 was due less to IPM than to the use
f'?'als were nOF a}ble to provide any e>.<arr.uﬂ@els|ke- of buprofezin, an insecticide that Japan provided. Fur-
wise, these officials were not able to indicate whethe .. ore the authors note. even if a farmer prefers to
JICA or the Ministry of Foreign Affairs has a policy rely on IPM, such reliance is “not realistic’ without

on the relative role of IPM. Discussions with mem-,oqiciges. As the authors concluded, although IPM is a
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“desirable and ideal model,” the practical application of These appealing features notwithstanding, Japan’s
IPM is yet to be established because of the many prolassistance program operates in the context of (and
lems associated with it. One such problem, the authoeccasionally in competition with) other donors’ pro-
indicate, is that alternative pest management strategiggams. All donors are interested in eradicating pov-
to replace insecticides are still being developed. As therty and in stimulating economic development, in-
chairman of JICA’s Technical Committee on Increasedluding that associated with increases in agricultural
Food Production similarly noted (Hemmi, personal comproductivity. How these goals are achieved is subject
munication, 1994), the achievements associated witto debate and disagreement. USAID, for example,
IPM to date are far short of what is required to providdargely eschews the use of pesticides to spur agricul-
adequate supplies of food: “I cannot expect people diral productivity; Japan’s approach is obviously a
the developing world to live without the use of pesti-polar opposite. Both preferences have policy conse-

cides in the near future.” guences. For the Japanese, as an illustration, their
willingness to donate large amounts of pesticides
CONCLUSIONS 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
Japan’s role in providing foreign assistance to devel-

. . . ... _environments in which pesticides are subsidized.
oping nations reflects its preferences and hIStOI‘ICa;

. X . ubsidies create disincentives to acquiring the skills
experiences. These experiences are considerably dif- . . - ,
. . associated with IPM. Similarly, other donors’ efforts
ferent from those in Europe or the United States, s

o . 0 reduce or eliminate subsidies for pesticides (and
the same criteria for evaluation or assessment m

. . rtilizers) are foiled when governments in develop-

not be readily applicable. Moreover, no country wel-, . N : .
. - . . ing countries find it in their economic interest to
comes or appreciates criticism of its generosity. None- . .
. . , ._request these agricultural inputs from Japan. At what-
theless, the size and influence of Japan’s foreign . . .
. . . ever price the inputs are sold, governments are virtu-
assistance program provide the Japanese with enor:

mous ooportunities for influence. With increasin ally assured of a profit. In order to avoid competition
PP ' gWith private vendors, whose costs will be much higher

amounts of untied assistance and a long-standin .
. . . an those of their governments, the latter have an
reluctance to impose conditions on its use, Japan IS

. . . ) incentive to sell donated pesticides and fertilizers at
likely to find that its assistance programs are popula]r :

. ess-than-market prices.
among recipients.
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6. United Kingdom

Unlike the organizational arrangements for foreigndustrial, and commercial interests in the distribution
assistance found in France and Japan, such arrangd-its aid.

ments in the United Kingdom are straightforward and
seemingly easy to explat.The Overseas Develop-
ment Administration (ODA) and the Commonwealth

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
Development Corporation (CDC) are the primary, 5 i ihe jate 1970s (Burnell 1991: OECD 1994a).

actors; the former is responsible for the overall pIan:I.he majority of this staff is located in the United

n_mg, control, and admln!stratlon of developmept askingdom. This distributional pattern suggests that
sistance; the CDC provides long-term loans in th

e .. . . . .
tecision making is centralized, and other evidence

public and private sectors in developing Coum”essupports such a conclusion. On the one hand, diplo-

(USAID 1992a). Regardless of the apparent ease in _,. . . .
o matic missions administer development programs on
explaining these arrangements, they too reflect th

. R ) gday-to-day basis in developing countries and repre-
country’s political and economic priorities, just as is

) . ; T sent the ODA's interests with recipient governments,
the case in the other countries discussed in this repoﬂius 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-
THE OVERSEAS DEVELOPMENT Lo basis i doveloping countries, one estmat fom
ADMINISTRATION ’
the early 1990s (USAID 1992a) placed that number

. - . at less than one hundred. Many of these are located in
First created as a Ministry of Development in 1964, S .
five overseas development divisions or regional of-

the ODA makes policy, provides financial assistanc«;iCeS in Lilongwe, Malawi: Nairobi, Kenya: Bangkok

and technical cooperation, and oversees the distribu- . . g .
. ) P L . . Thailand; Bridgetown, Barbados; and, since mid-1993,
tion of the U.K.'s contributions to multilateral insti- . . . )
. Pretoria, South Africa. With the exception of the
tutions such as the World Bank, the European Com-. . . . . Qe
. . . . ) . division in Barbados, their responsibilities involve
munity, and the United Nations. Since its creation the . . . . :
L . olicy making and implementation of assistance ac-
ODA has seen its size, structure, and relative organ|- ... ) .
. . . ivities. Each of the five development divisions has
zational prestige change several times. Although a

. experts on various issues, such as economics, educa-
minister for overseas development heads the ODA, it P

has been part of the Foreign and Commonwealt Ion, engineering, environment, and natural resources.
Office and thus subject to the secretary of state for In addition to its own staff, the ODA relies on
foreign and commonwealth affairs since 1979. BeCrown Agents for Overseas Governments and Ad-
fore that time the Ministry of Overseas Developmenministrations for disbursement of some loans and
was a separate entity. Some commentators (e.cggfants. Crown agents serve some recipient countries
Winpenny 1991; German 1993) have speculated thdty assisting in the development of tender notices and
the ODA’s change in institutional status reflected an procurement. In some countries, these agents are
preference that political, industrial, and commercialso trusted that they are given responsibility for man-
objectives should govern the distribution of the U.K.’saging aid on behalf of the recipients (Bendix 1987).
development assistance. Indeed, the year after the

reorganization the government announced that it in-

tended to give greater consideration to political, in-
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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

The CDC is a public corpqration gstabli;hed in _194% country or territory outside the United Kingdom, or
to make loans and to provide equity capital for flnan-,[he welfare of its people.”

cially viable investments, primarily and increasingly _ _ _
to the private sector, in developing countries in order The Foreign Affairs Committee of the House of Com-
to improve their public and physical infrastructure.MoNs requires a report each year from the ODA and also

The CDC has about 20 overseas offices and aboggrutinizes plans for expenditure and activities. The
400 employees. 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
bro_a(_j_er ge_ographlc mandate, many O_f the CDC’§992a). The Parliament’s knowledge of individual bilat-
activities still focus on sub-Saharan Africa. Most Oferal projects is meager, and parliamentary debates on
the CDC's support c?an be catggorized as F?”?jeCt rath%reign assistance are rare. According to Burnell (1991),
than as program aid. In addition to providing Ioans1‘0r example, the first parliamentary discussion about the

and equity, the coc prowdgs management Serv_'cen%lation between aid and the environment did not occur
for some projects and occasionally provides Servicegntii mid-1990

related to purchasing, marketing, and personnel. The

CDC operates outside of government-to-government With the election of a Conservative government in
channels, and its financial activities are not approprit979, there followed a change in emphasis. As noted
ately classified as official development assistance, s8P0Vve, increased attention was given to commercial
defined by the OECD's Development Assistancdhterests, and this is best reflected in the additional
Committee33 The CDC is legally required to insure "ésources devoted to the subsidization of exports from
that its expenditures do not exceed its income on §1€ United Kingdom to credit-worthy countries
year-to-year basis (ODA 1991). According to thethrough foreign assistance as part of the Aid and
OECD, such assistance must have a minimum levdirade Provision (ATP). In first year (1978) after the
of concessionality; not all of the CDC’s loans doProvision's approval, approximately 5 percent of the
because of the government's reluctance to subsidiZéDA’s resources were used for the program; by the

the private sector in developing countries. 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

THE COMMONWEALTH
DEVELOPMENT CORPORATION

The CDC'’s portfolio was limited to countries in the
Commonwealth until 1969. Although it now has a

THE UNITED KINGDOM’S support to export their products; in turn, the depart-
PERSPECTIVES ON FOREIGN ment uses the ODA’s funds to subsidize requests
ASSISTANCE deemed suitable. There are also claims that such com-

mercial aid, which faces time constraints in its distri-

Major parliamentary declarations of the United bution, does not receive appropriate environmental
Kingdom’s strategic policies relevant to foreign as-review and that it benefits nations that can afford to

sistance are infrequent. The last such docunidrg, Purchase technology from the United Kingdom at the
Changing Emphasis in British Aid Policies: More €xpense of nations that canftA review of the
Help for the Poorestwas issued in 1975. It empha- ATP in the early 1990s led the ODA to refocus the
sized the government's commitment to alleviate thesubsidies on low-income countries.

worst poverty over the long term through increased Notwithstanding this element of the U.K.'s for-
reliance in bilateral aid to the world's poorest coun-gjgn assistance and the lack of a recent parliamentary
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statement of strategic objectives, it is possible tcefficiency, the conservation of forests and biological

discern policies and priorities for foreign assistancaliversity, population issues, and sustainable agriculture.
through an analysis of the ODA'’s annual reports andtfforts to achieve these agricultural and environmental
documentation submitted to the OECD’s Develop-objectives are discussed below.

ment Assistance Committee. These policies have

evolved, most recently as a result of the U.N. Confer-

ence on Environment and Developmentin 1992. After
this conference, the ODA conducted an internal reTHE FORM AND DISTRIBUTION OF
view of its assistance strategy and concluded that it§HE U.K.'S OFFICIAL DEVELOPMENT
emphasis on the poorest countries should continuASSISTANCE
For these countries, the ODA decided that it would
extend assistance on the most concessional ternMuch of the United Kingdom’s assistance is targeted
because these countries have the fewest opportunitiasthe least developed countries. Among the approxi-
for generating domestic resources for developmenmately 135 countries that receive aid in a typical year,
For middle-income countries, assistance would béowever, the members of the Commonwealth find
limited to technical assistance or expertise; their fithemselves in a favored position. In the early 1990s,
nancial needs can be more readily met through acceta example, over 80 percent of bilateral aid from the
to international financial institutions. provided through the ODA went to countries with per
. . capita incomes of less than $730; approximately 70
Programmatically, the review concluded that for- P L $ PP y .
. . ) : percent went to countries in the Commonwealth. Asia
eign assistance from the United Kingdom should fo- . . . ,
) . : . as the single largest regional recipient of the U.K.’s
cus on the “promotion of sustainable economic an . . . .
social development, in order to improve the quality OTaSS|Stance until the mid 1980s. Since then, however,
’ more than half of all bilateral aid has gone to Africa,

life and reduce poverty, suffering and deprivatigh. although India is the largest recipient. During the

Allled.wnh this sta'tement.of PUrpose are seven prlor_early 1990s, approximately half of all bilateral aid
ity objectives, which aspire to:

was devoted to technical assistance, all of which was
B promote economic reform; provided through grants that do not require repay-
ment>® The amounts of assistance remained rela-

B enhance productive capacity; ) - )
tively stable throughout the 1980s but declined in real
B promote good government; terms and as a proportion of gross national product

The United Kingdom provides an unusually large
share of its foreign assistance through multilateral
B promote the social, economic,legal, and politicalinstitutions, especially the European Community (EC).

status of women; and Among all members of the Development Assistance
a?ommittee, the average multilateral contribution was
slightly over 30 percent. In contrast, the United King-
dom devoted almost half of its official development
Not all seven priorities are pursued in every counassistance, which amounted to $2.9 billion in 1993, to

try; the choice of priorities attempts to match recipi-multilateral organizations (OECD 19944).
ents’ needs.

promote human development;

B to help recipients address national environment
problems.

In addition to differences in the allocation of re-
Within the second focus area, one subject for emphaources among regions and institutions, foreign assis-
sis includes the support of agricultural research anthnce from the United Kingdom has typically taken
extension. Within the environmental area, attention is tdifferent forms from one region to the next. Project-
be given to the goals of Agenda 21, particularly energy
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based support directed at poverty and ATP and CD@rms of the distribution of assistance, this has not
projects tend to predominate in Asia. In contrastalways been the case. In the 1972, for example, the
program assistance directed at macroeconomic andnited Kingdom supported 740 agricultural special-
structural reform increased considerably in the latésts in Africa. By 1985, there were only 154 (Howell
1980s as the vehicle for distributing assistance in sul#988). Excluding technical assistance and measured
Saharan Afric&8 Between 1984 and 1989, as anin current dollars, the United Kingdom committed
illustration, the bilateral expenditures for programonly $8 million to agricultural activities in 1983 com-
assistance for the region increased more than spared to $53 million in 1979 (OECD 1986, 186).
Fimes, from $37 millign to $266 million (as mgasured A similarly dire perspective on the U.K.'s support
in 1988 dollars). Agriculture and manufacturing were

for African agriculture appeared in a comprehensive

the wo sectors that benefitted the most from thereport onUK Aid to African Agriculturethat the All

program assistance in the late 1980s, but total prcbarty Parliamentary Group on Overseas Develop-

gram a!d for agrlcultur(.—:‘ §uffered a preC|p|to.u.s drop Mhent (1985) produced. The Group was established to
1990 (i.e., to £2.9 million from £12.5 million the

examine important issues of development policy, and

previous year). The amounts devoted to teChnIC""African agriculture was selected as the first topic for

assistance have increased in recent years at the X Lo o . .
i i , ~Study. In reviewing the distribution of bilateral aid
pense of program aid, which declined as a proportion

¢ total bilateral i ts during th v 1990 within the agricultural sector from 1979 to 1985, the
ot fotat briateral commitments during the early S'Group found that aid of direct benefit to agriculture

All program aid is linked to the World Bank’s struc- was focused on high-value crops intended for export
tural adjustment loans, and nearly all of it is policy(e.g., tea, coffee, and sugar). Much of the emphasis
related. In the agricultural sector, the provision of pro-on these estate crops reflected the priorities of the
gram aid has typically been linked to changes the BankDC, which must seek a return on its investments.
has required in policies affecting prices, input subsidied)uring the first half of the 1980s, as an illustration,
outputs, and export earnings. As the amount of monegne-third of agricultural assistance from the United
devoted to program aid has increased in sub-Sahar#fingdom to Kenya was devoted to the tea industry
Africa, the amount devoted to project aid has decrease(All Party Parliamentary Group 1985). Similarly, much
There has been considerable scrutiny of the merits aff agricultural aid to Sudan was directed at cotton and
program aid within the government in recent years, andias used to import agrichemicals. In the Group’s
this scrutiny has suggested the desirability of allocatingpinion, the CDC had been “extraordinarily success-
greater resources to sectoral adjustment rather thanfid in its development of export crops” (All Party
broader structural adjustment programs (OECD 1994aparliamentary Group 1985, 51).

Sectorally related programs combine policy reforms In contrast to this success, the Group drew attention

with advice, technical assistance, and conditionalit)f . . . )
. o : .10 a discouraging trend in the overall allocation of
(ODA 1992a). Despite the conditionality, program aid . . i
resources to African agriculture. The government’s

IS usually. not released in tranches due to the Smarlhetoric in the early 1980s supported increased atten-
amounts involved. . : , .

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

. rojects and limited amounts devoted to agricultural
Agriculture has had a checkered pattern of suppoﬁ ) g

o ) . ) research and subsistence farming. In contrast, re-
within the foreign aid program. Although it appears . . . .

. . . .sources were increased for projects involving power

to be an important sector in the mid-1990s, at least in L . )

and communications. In the Group’s view, increased

ASSISTANCE TO AFRICAN
AGRICULTURE
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attention to these areas revealed a preference f® for projects with potentially adverse effects on
commercial opportunities among firms in the United  the environment, require the CDC to determine
Kingdom. As advocates for African agriculture, the  whether its involvement will create an opportu-
Group concluded that such a preference was incom- nity to improve the situation;

patible with increased attention to agriculture. . . o . .
B require a balancing of social, financial, economic,

Beginning in the mid-1980s, however, with the ad- and environmental factors; and
vent of the U.K.’s involvement with program aid, atten- g
tion to agriculture once again increased only to fall again
sharply in the late 1980s and early 19%048s noted
earlier, however, the U.N. Conference on Environment
and Development spurred further attention to sustain-
able agriculture. Given this renewed attention and the The CDC further requires that none of its projects
purposes of this report, it is now appropriate to considegontravene any relevant environmental legislation in
the CDC’s and ODA's integration of agricultural and the host country or any relevant international agree-
environmental values. In reviewing this integration, it isments or conventions to which either the United King-
important to note the informal distribution of responsi-dom or the host country is a signatory.

bility for agricultural assistance between the CDC and |, terms of procedures to comply with these poli-
the ODA. The former generally !'m'ts its loans to coM-¢jes each stage of project investigation, implementa-
mercial estates that are producing for export; the latigf,, and operation requires explicit consideration of

now emphasizes the needs of small farmers and &, ironmental issuei. For example, appraisal teams

alleviation of poverty. 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
Thg _CDC published aﬁtatement of Environmental or equity investments with prospective recipients, the
Policies and Procedurds August 1993 (CDC 1993). CDC reserves the right to obligate compliance with

The document, which is not intended for public dIS'environmental conditions and reporting requirements.

s.emlnatlc.)n, emphasizes .that the CPC IS an organizay, post-project evaluations must also consider envi-
tion required to operate in a financially sound man-

) <" “ronmental impacts.

ner, but that this mandate does not preclude combining

economic development with respect for the limita- The CDC’s environmental policies are impressive,
tions of environmental resources. In this regard, th@s they are intended to be. The CDC's preference is
policy statement encourages the sustainable use ¥f be involved with model projects, so the CDC is
environmental resources and discourages investmerffdus willing to assign more weight to environmental
in projects where the environment affected by the/alues than other commercial investors might do. To
development is not adequately considered by thEe extent that there are weaknesses in the policies,

project design. To achieve these objectives, the cpcgeveral exist. First, the policies were developed only
policies: recently, so projects initiated before publication of

the policy statement may not have benefitted from the

B seek to ensure that the e”V'rO_”me”tal effects Oépplication of similar or comparable policies or stan-
development projects are considered at all stage§a ds

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§90

THE CDC’S ENVIRONMENTAL
POLICIES

B attempt to ensure that environmental resources Second, the policies allow for a balancing of poten-

are used sustainably;
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tially competing economic and environmental valuesmental Appraisa(ODA 1992a), is a comprehensive
There are instances in which these values are compatecument that provides attention to virtually all areas
ible, but large-scale infrastructural development of-of environmental review. The manual is intended to
ten has some undesirable environmental effects. The user friendly and provides citations to relevant
the extent that the CDC's balancing process relies oliterature as well as the names of organizations and
cost-benefit analysis or a similar methodology, therODA units that can provide additional information on
environmental values not easily monetized sufferspecific issues. Each ODA project manager is re-
Unfortunately, there are many such values, such aguired to attend a training course related to the manual.
that of an endangered species or the potential capac-

. . ) The manual begins with ten principles that are
ity of tropical forests to produce nontimber forest.

intended to govern all that the ODA does. Among the

products. A balancing process also assumes that On;'%inciples are the following:

environmental assets with a measurable economic
value should be entered into the cost-benefit calcul®
tions.

Third, although the policy statement recognizes
that environmental assessment is necessary whd
chemicals are used in agriculture, the CDC has no
special guidelines on the procurement of pesticides
(Killick, personal communication, 1994). Absent suchg
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 wel
the ODA suggested that it would consider the deve
opment of operational guidelines for the environmen
tal assessment of its activities (OECD 1982). Suc

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

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

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

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;

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 82 and,

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).

I,In a logically sequential manner the manual pro-
I9eeds from initial screening (for which project man-
agers are responsible), to ecosystems and environ-
Ir]nental concerns, to environmental appraisals (which

guidelines did not appear until early 1989, The ODAinclude professional environmental specialists), and

subsequently revised them in early 1992 after seekin@en to environmental impact assessments. The latter

comments from scores of reviewers in other donof'® requwgd Wr;]en thehlaws of th? reC|p|enIt gover.n-l
agencies, multilateral banks, and nongovernmenteﬂ]ent mandate them, when an environmental appraisa

organizations. The end resultManual of Environ- “yields disturbing results,” or when an appraisal makes
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a strong case for further investigation (ODA 1992agcase-by-case approach for monitoring is used, but the
19). Environmental impact assessments are rarelierms of reference for any project involving pesti-
conducted. cides will require both monitoring and evaluation of

For each topic the manual discusses, it also proe_nwronmental effects. In spite of this requirement,

vides a checklist of issues to be addressed. Unlikg> e of the NRI's staff believe that donors, including

USAID, the ODA does not impose a virtual prohibi- the ODA, devote_ msufﬂuenF attention to monitoring _
. - . ... _the use and environmental impacts of donated pesti-
tion on the use of pesticides for agricultural activities, id

so it is worth considering what the ODA'’s proceduresCI €s

involve in terms of pesticides. First, decisions about Like USAID’s reliance on environmental monitor-
whether pesticides will be part of an assistance activing, evaluation, and mitigation plans (Hecht 1994),
ity are made on a case-by-case basis and in accdahe ODA recognizes that implementation of projects
dance with the FAO’s Code of Conduct. often leads to unanticipated environmental conse-

Second, project officers are given authority to geduences. For this reason, the manual recognizes the

cide whether pesticides should be used, but thesneeed to collect baseline data that describes the envi-

officers are expected to consult about the risks anaonmental situation before a project begins. The

benefits with specialists at the Natural Resourcegnanuals emphasis on monitoring appears to reflect a

Institute (NRI) (see below) before reaching a deci"W emphasis on the subject within the ODA. Much

sion. In turn, the specialists are expected to answeroa{ the responsibility for monitoring in the past relied

series of questions about the need for and envirorp-_rlmarlly on diplomatic personnel assigned to embas-

mental consequences of pesticides. These questioﬁ'ses: systematic completion of end-of-project reports

. . did not occur until the late 1980s (Healey n.d.). In the
can be found in Appendix 3. ) i
words of one assessment of the U.K.'s assistance, this
Third, when pesticides are provided for agricultural|ess rigorous approach” to monitoring is due to his-
purposes through either project or nonproject assigorical reliance on efficient colonial administrators
tance (and this rarely occurs now compared to th@nd, more recently, to a small, an overburdened field
1970s and early 1980s), products in WHO's class Iktaff (USAID 1992a, D-17) (See Box 6.1).
or Ill are preferred? Pesticides in class la or Ib are

. . . This discussion suggests that neither the CDC nor
occasionally provided when target pests are resistant .
the ODA are opposed to the use of pesticides to

to other, less formidable products. Furthermore, i )
) .dstlmulate agricultural production. Indeed, at least one
whereas organochlorines are precluded from consid-

. . . . . s(?nior ODA official noted his belief that there may be
eration as suitable agrichemicals, pesticides governe

by the FAO’s provisions on prior informed Consentmstances in which there is no alternative but to use
(PIC) are among the pesticides that the ODA Wi”pesticides (e.g., with cocoa pests in Ghana). Having

conside* Such pesticides may be provided, butnoted this perspective, it is equally important to point

. . . . out that assistance from the United Kingdom seeks to
only when no suitable alternatives exist and then in

full compliance with the PIC-related requirements Onstrengthen the capacity of developing countries to use

notification of the recipient’'s designated nationalpeSt'C'deS safely, to improve their control and man-

authority. As this flexibility suggests, the ODA has ager_m_ent, and to research alternatives to reliance on
. o . gestludes (ODA 1992b). Perhaps more so than most
neither guidelines on the procurement of pesticide

nor on the management of pests (Fleischer 1993 _ther bllatera.l donor agencies, the ODA is parch-
arly well equipped to do so because of the expertise

Nonetheless, the environmental manual does recom-" "~ ) i
. . available through its Natural Resources Institute
mend consideration of IPM. (NRI)
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
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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.

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
The NRI provides the ODA with considerable eXpemsesystems, and food science and crop utilization. In

and technical proficiency. As now organized, the I\IRI'[erms of IPM, the NRI has internationally recognized

was created in 1987 by the mgrger of the Tmp'caéocial and natural scientists who are experts on sev-
Development and Research Institute and the Land Rz | crops grown in the tropics, alternative manage-

SO-U!’CGS Development Centr.e, ?Ut .the NRI can trace I technologies (e.g., microbial agents, pheromones,
origins, through predecessor institutions, to the late 18008,¢ varietal resistance), and the role of crop protec-
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 an illustration, the Production Systems Economics
as well as those outside it. The NRI's status as afection of the NRI's Social Sciences Group examines
may have some implications for staffing levels, whichhave explored the economic and institutional factors
have been declining over the last decade. If the chang@ffecting adoption rates of pest management technolo-

lead to a smaller staff, the NRI's expertise may pdies in Honduras, Nepal, and Vietnam. Other research
diminished. has assessed farmers’ perceptions and knowledge of

pests and their natural enemies in Kenya, Malawi, and

W'th_ approxmatel)’/ 500 staff merr]bers (or a_bOUtUganda and studies of the economics of pest resistance
one-third of the ODA's total), the NRI's purpose is to to chemical pesticides.

promote sustainable development of the natural re-

sources sector in country’s receiving assistance from Discussions with several of the NRI's pest-manage-
the United Kingdom (ODA 1989). The NRI thus Ment experts depict a less-than-optimistic situation with
focuses its efforts on assessments of land and watk§gard to the prospects for the extensive adoption of
resources, the environmental consequences of devdPM in Africa. Although the NRI has several successful

THE NATURAL RESOURCES
INSTITUTE

ion in a social and economic context.

48



IPM projects in the region, widespread adoption of IPM
as the management strategy of first choice is not foreseg—ONCLUSIONS

able in the near future, at least in the opinions of those _ _ _ o
interviewed at the NRI. As several NRI scientists com- 1S review of the United Kingdom’s policies sug-
mented, there are few incentives for farmers to adopt tH€StS @ willingness to adopt a utilitarian approach to
technology, and it may be too complex for Africa.th_e donatl'on and use.01.c pesticides in developlpg coun-
Knowledge of pest regimes in many African countriesmes_' While em_pha_s'z'r_]g the neet_:i to coh5|der the
is deficient, and government information on crop losse§nvironmental implications of policy choices, the
is often of limited value. Extension services are typicaIIy_O DA's project folcer§ gppear to have 'con3|derablt'a
understaffed and underpaid. As an example, many eﬁ{]depgnden.ce in dec'd_'”_g_ Wheth?r to include pesti-
ployees in Cameroon’s plant protection service onc&'des in as_5|sta_nce act|V|t|e_s._UnI|ke l_JSAID, for ex-
went 15 months without pay. In Mali, during the Ias‘,[ample,.V\./hlch V|rtual'ly prohibits .the direct pgrchase
outbreak of locusts and grasshoppers (i.e., 1987-19923],c pestlmdes fqr agncultural prOJects.and which pro-
the plant protection service devoted most of its resourcd¥P!tS @ balancing of social, economic, and environ-
to crop losses associated with locusts and grasshoppdiiental considerations, the United Kingdom adopts a
As a result, less attention was devoted to what othd" more flexible approgch that aIIovx{s case-by-cgse
major pests exist or how much they contribute to crof€ciSions and a balancing of potentially competing
losses even though Mali's agricultural research systery?ues- One justification for this approach is found in
includes a strong pest-management component. IPM EEE technical expertise available through the staff of

doomed to failure without such rudimentary informa-the _NRI' Mandgtory coqs_ultatlon with this staff o_n
tion about major pests and their impacts on crops. deuspns affecting p.est|C|des plus a comprehenswe
commitment to exploring alternative to pesticides place

In contrast to the potentially discouraging situationthe OpA (though not necessarily the CDC) in an
with IPM, several of the NRI staff offered reasonsenyiable position among the community of bilateral
why the use of pesticides appeals to many Africagjonors. Having noted the positive aspects of the United
farmers. In some countries pesticides are dlstrlbutegingdom’S assistance program, it is important to note
for political reasons, and farmers are gncouraged e fluctuating but declining support for agriculture
use them. In times past, donat.ed pesticides from somgyq the pressures on the NRI to find external sources
donors were available for routine use even though thg support for its activities. This situation may create
pesticides were donated to control episodic locusty demand-driven research agenda for the NRI as
related emergencies. This situation has changed {gpposed to one that identifies and attacks crucial

and frequencies of donations. inadequate reliance on IPM.
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7. United States

Third, NGOs probably exert more influence on
USAID than do comparable organizations vis-a-vis
donor agencies in the other countries discussed in this
) ) ] _ report. American NGOs find themselves with many
Several important points about U.S. foreign aSSIs‘<'.'Jpportunities to influence U.S. assistance policy due

tance are worth noting. First, USAID is responsibley,. 5y the relative ease of access to the legislative

for administering and implementing the U.S. aSSiS'process; b) their large membership and effective lob-

tance program, but the agency is subject to conside{)—ying skills; c) the ease with which such groups can

able influence from the U.S. Congress. The Congresgge e judicial process to require USAID's respon-
approved the Foreign Assistance Act in 1961, Whicfy e ness to statutory mandates: and d) the openness
provides authority for USAID's activities. The For- ¢ i American political system and its governmen-
eign Assistance Act (and nearly 100 subsequent, jqencies. One result of the NGOs' influence is that
amendments since 1961) governs and restricts whap o riations of funds for foreign assistance often

USAID is required or allowed to d&.Through these respond to the preferences of domestic constituencies

amendments, an annual process of appropriationgy yhe occasional detriment of sound policy (U.S.
and frequent congressional hearings, the Congrei‘f‘eneral Accounting Office 1992)
typically specifies exactly how funds for U.S. assis-

tance to developing countries can be used, where theyFourth, USAID favors a relatively large, staff-in-

can be spent, and on what projects or activfiles. tensive in-country presence, at least when compared

to other major donor® A large presence supposedly

Second, most U.S. assistance is devoted to relat'vehécilitates policy dialogue with host governments,

few countries. For strategic reasons, Israel and EQyRf;ows proper management and oversight of its ac-
normally receive almost half of all U.S. bilateral aSSiS'tivities and improves understanding of local condi-

tance. Although the total amount of U.S. assistanc%ns (USAID 1992). USAID's overseas staff has
declined significantly in the early 1990s (to $9.0 bi"ionconsiderable responsibility, including that for the
and 0.14 percent of gross domestic product in 1993), tr’ae

s ' evelopment of new activities. This staff is the larg-
number of new commitments (particularly to the SUC%st of all bilateral donor agencies. In 1992, for ex-

cessor states of the former Soviet Union) has restricte&tnple USAID had almost 11,000 employees and

or prevented increases in other areas. One result is thal, .. os offices in more than 100 countries; approxi-

USAID decided in 1993 to reduce the number of Counfnately three-quarters of USAID's employees are lo-

tries in which it has missions and projects. Many of th%ated outside the United States. A typical USAID
missions to be closed are in sub-Saharan Africa. Cour}rﬁission has 15 to 25 U.S. nationals and about twice
tries in that region typically received about 15 percent Of‘hat number of locally hired staff. In addition to people

U.S. bilateral assistance in the 1980s, but that proportio[rpIat USAID has hired as employees, approximately
increased at the end of the decade due to the creationltg 000 more work for USAID indir(’ectly through

the Development Fund for Africa (DFA§Much of the NGOs, grantees, contractors, or other U.S. govern-
money allocated for the DFA is used to provide incen?nent agencies.
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.

HOW U.S. FOREIGN ASSISTANCE IS
STRUCTURED®®
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yields.” Tropical forests and biological diversity were
identified as issues of special concern, but the policy

o _ _ paper also emphasized the need to devote attention to
USAID has the distinction of having developed poli-g,stainaple production (including sustainable agri-

cies and procedures for environmental assessme@alture), the maintenance of natural ecosystems, and

well before it had clarified what its overall policies onp | o heeds in regard to the degradation associated
the environment would be. This means as well, O(Nith urbanization and industrialization

course, that these procedures predate USAID’s wide-

spread use of sectoral adjustment programs that in- The agency’senvironmental Strateg{1992b) re-
volve policy reforms. Consequently, whereas thdained an emphasis on tropical forestry and biological
agency has had procedures for environmental assedliversity but formally added several additional topics
ment since the early 1970s, its overall developmeri@ the agency’s environmental agenda. These included
philosophy and approaches to development assistang@sustainable agricultural practices, environmentally
have changed considerably over time, due both tgnsound energy production and use, urban and indus-
legislative requirements that USAID direct its atten-tfial pollution, and degradation and depletion of wa-
tion to certain issues and to the agency’s changink§’ and coastal resources. Reflecting the theme of the
preferences for alternative strategies. One recent eS-N- Conference on Environment and Development,
timate (U.S. Government Accounting Office 1993b)the 1992 document also advocated environmentally
indicates that the Foreign Assistance Act r(;)quire§ustainable development. In practical terms, this re-

USAID to devote its resources to more than 30 objecduired the integration of environmental concerns into

. ] _ ties designed primarily to protect the environment.
In the late 1970s through the mid 1980s in particu-

lar, the Congress added several environmental man-Recognizing the importance of the regional distri-

dates to USAID’s portfolio, including insistence that bution of responsibilities within USAID, th&nvi-

it address biological diversity and tropical forestry infonmental Strategyalso discussed each of the five

developing countries, that USAID ensure that it conl€gional bureaus’ separate environmental priorities.
sider the potential environmental consequences of it&/ithin the Bureau for Africa, unsustainable agricul-

activities in other countries and, more recently, that ifural practices, tropical forestry, and biological diver-

address the long-term environmental implications ofity were identified as key concerns. TWC_’ regional
its efforts to reform economic policies in developingPureaus, for the Near East and Latin America and the

countries. Caribbean, also identified sustainable agriculture as a

] ) ] priority issue.
In response to such instruction, USAID has issued

a series of policy statements over the last decadeMore recently, USAID issuedtrategies for Sus-
relevant to the environment. Brief attention is de-ainable Developmer(1994). This policy statement
voted to the three most recent, namely those issued ¢S @ broader focus than the two previous policy
1988, 1992, and 1994. The frequency with whichdeclarations, which focused on the environment as
new statements are issued suggests the dynamic af@e of many concerns within the agenByrategies,

transitional nature of USAID’s perspectives on theln contrast, attempts to articulate a comprehensive
environment. 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-
. o “'mental problems were not among what the agency
Iong—tgrm economic growth by assisting de\_’ebpmgconsidered to be its major challenges. The 1994 policy
countries to conserve and protect the environment ;e ment places concerns for the environment at the
and manage their exploited resources for sustainab@anter of the agency’s objectives. Within the overall

USAID’'S ENVIRONMENTAL POLICIES

The AID Policy Paper: Environment and Natural
Resource$1988a, 1) emphasized the agency’s com
mitment to the promotion of “environmentally sound
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theme of sustainable developmer8irategies for ated that they were guests in the countries in which
Sustainable Developmergbmmits USAID’s atten- they operated. Even if concern for the environment
tion and resources to four areas: a) stabilizing worldhad been an important value in the 1960s, USAID
population growth and protecting health; b) encourwas understandably reluctant to impose American
aging broad-based economic growth; c) building devalues or policy preferences on recipients of U.S.
mocracy; and d) protecting the environment. Theassistance. Thus, although Rachel Carson’s Silent
application of the new strategy is intended to produc&pring brought the indiscriminate use of pesticides to
measurable results, and those implementing USAID’&mericans’ attention in 1962, respect for national
environmental programs are expected to be able tgovereignty governed USAID’s policies on pesticides
answer such questions as these: throughout the 1960s. During the decade, USAID
Has the use of inappropriate pesticides beerfllowed all recipients of its assistance to purchase any
ended?....Have integrated pest management techniqupgsticides they desired and to determine how they
been disseminated and adopted? Have government swyould be used within their borders (USAID 1977).
sidies or other policies encouraging environmentally

harmful agricultural practices been reformed? (USAID However meritorious this position, much would
1994, 14) change in the 1970s, particularly with the passage

Having informed the reader of USAID's overall and approval of the National Environmental Policy
V\/Act (NEPA) of 1970. NEPA requires all U.S. govern-
fent 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

USAID’'S EARLY POLICIES ON activities do not disrupt the harmony between hu-
PESTICIDES, 1961-1970 mans and the environment (Ernsdorff 1992).

philosophy toward environmental issues, it is no
possible to examine one aspect of this philosophy i
substantial detail.

To ascertain the potential environmental impacts of
USAID’s policies on the procurement, provision, anda proposed activity, agencies normally complete an
donation of pesticides have changed considerablgnvironmental assessment (EA). EAs are supposed to
since the agency'’s creation in 1961A review of the  discuss the need for the proposed project, alternatives
changes places the agency’s record in some perspag-the action, and the anticipated environmental con-
tive; equally important, however, the reasons for thgequences of the action. If an EA concludes that a
changes provide much of the explanation for theroject will not have a significant impact, no further
agency’s current policies and procedures for environenvironmental review is required. In contrast, for all
mental review and assessment. Unlike the situatioproposed actions that will have a significant effect on
with other donor agencies discussed in this reporthe environment, an agency must prepare an environ-
where general environmental procedures precedeag@ental impact statement (EIS). The purpose of an
specific guidelines on pesticides, concern about thg|s is to provide a full and complete discussion of a
possible misuse of pesticides led to more genergjroject’s anticipated environmental impacts and to
guidelines on environmental assessment. inform interested parties of reasonable alternatives.
In the early 1960s few nations placed a high prior_RegardIess of the finding in an EIS, agencies are not
ity on the relation between development and the erf€92lly required to change their proposed projects
vironment. Although donor agencies recognized thapecause of anticipated adverse environmental impacts.
their projects often had environmental impacts, no NEPA provides a broad framework applicable to
nation mandated a prospective assessment of thg federal agencies, but the act is not sufficiently
potential damages that a planned project might causgpecific about how agencies should address their re-
At the same time, however, these agencies appreciponsibilities. Consequently, these agencies must
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develop their own procedures for implementation. Irtion of pesticides abroad under the U.S. Foreign As-
response to NEPA, USAID issued a Manual Circulasistance Program.” The circular thus emphasized the
on the “Consideration of Environmental Aspects ofneed to “evaluate carefully every proposed use of
U.S.-Assisted Capital Projects,” in August 1970.pesticides and consider available alternatives.” Fur-
Thirteen months later, the agency issued a relatetthermore, before USAID financed pesticides for use
Manual Circular on the “Procedure for Environmen-in a developing country, the agency’s staff was ex-
tal Review of Capital Projectd? As the titles of the pected to consider the recipient’s ability to use the
two circulars indicate, the emphasis was exclusivelynaterials safely and effectively and the level of aware-
on capital projects such as roads, dams, or irrigationess of the hazards associated with the pesticides.

sys.tems. As the first IC|rcuIar noteq, it was USAIDSI The nature and scope of USAID’s procurement of
policy “to require, during the planning stages of capi-

tal act iderati q ¢ of th ({_)esticides in the early 1970s puts these recommenda-
al projects, c9n5| eration an assesgmen ot the Qtons into some perspective. Through the agency’s
rect or potential effects of [the] environmental as-

o Commodity Import Program (CIP), a form of

pects of each project. nonproject assistance, USAID developed, in 1971, a

Despite the limited nature of the agency’s procedurdlpositive list” of commodities, including pesticides,
guidelines, the agency made clear that factors other thaimat were eligible for agency financifgThe list of
the environment would also be considered. In the 197festicides was modified frequently, and by late 1974,
circular, for example, the agency noted its intention tadhe approved list of pesticides exceeded more than 90
comply with NEPA, but then declared that “final deci- different active ingredients available in almost 275
sions concerning [proposed] projects are not properldifferent packages and unit sizes (USAID 1977).

the responsibility of the United States, but of the re- o .
i ) _ _~ Among these active ingredients, the agency devel-
guesting country or agency....There is no intent to im-

o , _ oped two categories of pesticides that could be pur-
pose U.S. standards, priorities, or solutions on a foreign ; . .

) ) chased. The first category included pesticides, such
government through this procedure. 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

L . . ._host government’s written certification and then ap-
Although the agency maintained its aversion to im- g P

. . roval from the agency’s headquarters. lllustrative
posing U.S. standards on other nations, USAID wag gency d

. é)esticides in the second category included DDT, al-

concerned about the safe and proper use of pesticid o

o L _ B rin, dieldrin, lindane, heptachlor, and methyl bro-
as indicated in still another Manual Circular, on “Pro-_.
curement and Use of A.l.D.-Financed Pesticides,’
which was issued in early 1974 Stressing that the  Although the agency made a distinction among
control of pests is essential, the circular stated that thgesticides, it seemingly made little effort to ensure
use of synthetic-organic pesticides had “contributedhat the pesticides would be used wisely, safely, or
significantly to increased agricultural production andappropriately. As the agency later acknowledged
the eradication or control of many diseases” over th€USAID 1977, 17):
previous 25 years. Despite these successes, the CircU-here were no...requirements regarding labeling, direc-
lar warned of the potential health and environmental tions for use, or safety precautions for conditions pre-
hazards associated with the misuse of pesticides. To vailing in developing countries, and there were no re-
address the possibilities, the circular recognized that duirements for labels and use directions to be supplied
“increased attention must be devoted to the distribu-

USAID’S POLICIES ON PESTICIDES,
1971-1975

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-EGAL CHALLENGE

special safety considerations such as explosive hazards

were not mentioned. Two years later the agency was required to defend this

Regardless of the agency’s policies outside thgosition. Led by the Environmental Defense Fund (1975),
United States, the agency was not immune to dome#sur environmental groups filed suit against USAID
tic pressures. Following the U.S. Environmental Pro-alleging that the agency had been negligent in consider-
tection Agency (USEPA), for example, USAID sus-ing the potential environmental impacts of its financing
pended the procurement of dieldrin in fiscal yearand procurement of pesticides for use in developing
1972 and of aldrin the next fiscal year. After thecountries. The environmental groups were concerned
USEPA canceled the registration of DDT for agricul-because USAID had provided pesticides through both
tural purposes in mid-1972, USAID also discontin-project and nonproject assistance without a meaningful
ued financing of that pesticide except for uses (suchssessment of the likely environmental impacts (Com-
as for the control of malaria) that the USEPA ordemittee on Health and the Environment, vol. 1, 1988).
did not preclude. Despite these actions, USAID’sThe environmental groups asked the court to require
procurement of pesticides was still substantial (se&JSAID to produce meaningful guidelines on the envi-
Table 7.1). The agency estimated that it had financenmental assessment of all of the agency’'s relevant
the purchase (and use in more than 25 countries #@ctivities and to complete a programmatic EIS on its
Asia, Africa, and Latin America) of more than $100 procurement and distribution of pesticides.

million in pesticides between July 1, 1969, and June The agency was either unable or unwilling to con-
30, 1975 (USAID 1977). During this period the a9€NCWince the court of the merits of its position. Respond-

financed all of the pesticides that Ethiopia, Bangladesr?ng favorably to the environmental groups, the court
and South Vietnam imported from the United Statesrequired USAID to complete a detailed program-

As the agency’s administrator once informed the U.S

, ) matic EIS on its international pesticide activities and
Senate (1975), in order to meet the diverse needs BEst management program within ten monfasvi-

recipient countries, “every effort is made torovide & onmental Law Reportet976). The court was ex-
Sl_JfﬁCientIy wide range of eligible pesticides to COpetraordinarily explicit in specifying the topics that the
with most problems.” EIS would have to address. These included:

Whatever the intentions associated with these agy
tions, USAID did not believe that NEPA required any
formal assessment of the environmental impacts of
using these pesticides. The agency asserted that, sirfe A description of the scope and nature of current
any impacts occurring in foreign countries would not ~ @nd reasonably anticipated pest management pro-
significantly affect the environment in the United grams;

States, no EIS was required (U.S. Senate 1975). Dgg A comprehensive assessment of these programs’
spite this belief, the chairman of the Council on En-  anvironmental impacts (e.g., effects on humans
vironmental Quality, which has responsibility for using pesticides; effects on flora and fauna, ef-
overseeing agencies’ implementation of NEPA, wrote  fects on pesticide residues in food; and effects

to USAID’s administrator in early 1973 urging the caused by the cumulative impact of pesticides);
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 bel An analysis of reasonable alternatives to current
coming increasingly difficult to defend both to Con- programs (e.g., terminating or suspending tem-
gress and to the public” (Train 1973). porarily all or part of the pest management pro-

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

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

55



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 where possible, to obtain the agreement of host coun-

management other than the use of pesticides). tries and/qr international and regional prganlzatlops, for
the establishment of such data-gathering mechanisms as

The court also required USAID to discuss within ~ might be necessary and appropriate to monitor or pre-
the EIS the pesticides that it would or would not vent potential adverse environmental impact associated
. , . o with pesticide activities collectively and individually
provide as part of the agency’s assistance activities.

- - (Environmental Law Reporte¥976, 20122).
For pesticides that the agency would finance, the
court required USAID to specify: Once decisions were made about what alternatives

o ) the agency wished to pursue in its pest management
the limiting factors applicable to those th t furth ired th ¢
pesticides...including, but not limited to, conditions re-Programs, the court further require € agency 1o

lating to use, climate, flora, fauna, or geography ofdevelop regulations governing the procurement and
areas where each pesticide may be used, handling anse of pesticides.
packaging, and those efforts which will be undertaken,
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donors with less stringent environmental requirements

INTERIM PESTICIDE PROCEDURES continued to do so. As USAID explained:

Pending completion of the EIS and new regulations, the 1€ Net result of the application of domestic United
States pesticide regulations and restrictions to AID’s

agency issued “Interim Pesticide Procedurégdgral activities in less developed countries may not be the use
Registerl976a) that were designed to guide its employ-  of environmentally more benign pesticides, but a switch
ees and to provide clarification about how and when to other sources of supply....If AID withdraws from

pesticides could be financed. The procedures super- Such projects, then the Agency also forgoes the oppor-
seded the “positive list’ of pesticides. As the court had UMY 0 assist less developed countries in avoiding

] ) ) ) unintended and adverse effects of the pesticides con-
required, USAID suspended virtually all financing of  cerned (jtalics added; USAID 1977, 110)

DDT, aldrin, dieldrin, chlordane, heptachlor, and 2,4,5- ) ] ) ) )
This last point raises an issue that remains today. If

T. Although USAID missions in developing countries h , lati ) hat
could still finance the procurement of other pesticide t e agency's regulations are so stringent that few or

the approval process was far more cumbersome than'IP pesticides are provided for ggrlcul.tural use, but
had been in the past. Virtually every effort to financeother sources of supply are readily available, does the

pesticides would require review in Washington; the?9ency thereby surrender an opportunity to advance

exceptions were few in number. With the concurrencdS environmental goals? Similarly, is it desirable for

of one of the agency’s assistant administrators, a miégSAID to finance some pesticides as part of a envi-

sion director could approve the use of a pesticide forronmentally sound pest management strategy or, al-

health purposes, but only when “significant health prob'gernatively, for other sources of supply to provide

lems [would] occur without the use of the pesticide”large guantities of pesticides in the absence of any
(Federal Registefl976a, 1297). Pesticides could alsostrategy? Given the incentives for pesticide manufac-
be provided for pest outbreaks that constituted an emetHrerS to_fmd n_ew me_trkets for their produ_cts and the
gency, but only with a prior written determination from need to lntgn5|fy agricultural proQuctlon n muc.h of
USAID's administrator that “the benefits of using thethe developing world, such questions have particular
pesticide outweigh the potential adverse effects and th([ﬁlevance to USAID’s choices.

no preferable alternative is availabl&&fleral Register

1976a, 1297).

The interim procedures satisfied the need for chang§;HE DEVELOPMENT OF USAID’'S
but the results were probably far less than anticipatedENVIRONMENTAL PROCEDURES
After eighteen months of operating under the interim
procedures, USAID concluded that they were toaithin three months after issuing its interim pesticide
cumbersome. Indeed, the procedures “had the effegrocedures, USAID announced its intention to issue
of stopping all requests for...restricted pesticides [andgomprehensive regulations governing environmental
the complete procedure [had] never been invokedssessment of all of its activities. Although the regu-
since the effective date of the interim regulations”jations were intended to place USAID in compliance
(USAID 1977, 110). There was considerable irony inwith NEPA'’s requirements, the announcement made
such a situation. In agreeing to issue new guidelineglear that the regulations were being proposed as a
on the financing of pesticides and to complete an ElSdirect result of the Environmental Defense Fund's
the agency’s goal was to ensure that only appropriatawsuit. When the final regulations were published
pesticides would be provided to developing countriegFederal Registet 976b), what is commonly referred
and that the environmental implications of doing sato as “Regulation 216" came into forée.The
would also be considered. In fact, however, the inregulation’s purpose is to “ensure that the environ-
terim guidelines had the opposite effect, at least imental consequences of AlD-financed activities are
USAID’s view. Although USAID was no longer fi- identified and considered by AID and the host coun-
nancing restricted pesticides like heptachlor, other
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try prior to a final decision to proceed and that appro- |IEEs are usually completed at the mission level, but
priate environmental safeguards are adopted.” the Bureau Environmental Officer (such as for the

The requirements inherent in Regulation 216 are Wef?ureau for Asia or Africa) must review them. Absent

discussed elsewhere (e.g., Siew 1988; Ernsdorff 199 ,'S officer's approval of an IEE and its threshold

so only a brief summary is provided h&fanith few ecision (especially if it is negative), a project will

exceptions, USAID is responsible for considering thenOt be funded unless an assistant administrator de-

. . ) ; cides otherwise. Despite the mandatory review pro-
potential environmental impacts of all new projects,

L cess, the procedures associated with IEEs have been
programs, or activities that the agency has approved or

authorized. The exceptions fall into two categories. Firs §ub1ect to criticism from those (e.g., Emsdorff 1992)

. o o L who argue that Regulation 216 provides insufficient
upon written justification, activities involving interna-

. . A . r%uidance to the people who are responsible for pre-
tional disaster assistance and other emergency circum- | ) i

. paring them and almost no discussion of what they
stances are exempted from the review process. Seco ﬁi

. S . S ould contain. Regulation 216 is also vague in defin-
a categorical exclusion is given to projects that do ng , L
. . Ing what constitutes significant effects that would
have an effect on the natural or physical environment. o L ,
ause a positive threshold decision. Regulation 216

Projects in this category include research, training, mo§t . o
. . . . simply states that “a proposed action has a significant
programs involving nutrition, health care, and family

. ; ) . . .~ effect on the environment if it does significant harm
planning, and projects in which the agency is a minor

. . . to the environment.”
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, wherd HE PROGRAMMATIC EIS ON USAID'S
past experience has demonstrated a high likelihood @EST-MANAGEMENT PROGRAM
adverse environmental impacts, detailed and compré-
hensive EAs or EISs must be completed. An EA is &s a result of the lawsuit brought by the Environmental
detailed study of “the reasonably foreseeable signifiDefense Fund in 1975, USAID had agreed to complete
cant effects, both beneficial and adverse, of a proa detailed draft EIS on its pest management program by
posed action on the environment of a foreign countnaugust 21, 1976, and a final EIS no more than fifteen
or countries.” EISs are required when a proposedveeks later. The draft EIS was finished in late Septem-
action may have environmental impacts “on the Unitedber 1976 (USAID 1976) and then circulated for review
States, the global environment, or areas outside thend comment to special interest groups, the WHO, the
jurisdiction of any nation.” FAO, and to all governments that were potential recipi-
ents of USAID-financed pesticides. After receiving

More typically, analysis of a new project or activity ) )
begins with the preparation of a brief initial environ-_Scores of comments, the agency published the final EIS
in May 1977 (USAID 1977).

mental examination (IEE). The IEE’s purpose is to
provide a first review of “the reasonably foreseeable The final EIS was long, substantively comprehen-
environmental effects of a proposed action on th&ive, and remarkably frank in recognizing the defi-
environment.” An |IEE leads to a threshold decisiongiencies associated with the agency’s pest manage-
which is either positive or negative. A positive deci-ment program. In accordance with the court’s directive,
sion means that the proposed action will have a sighe EIS discussed the program’s history, an assess-
nificant effect on the environment and that an EA omment of the likely environmental impacts of it, and an
EIS must be completed. A negative threshold decianalysis of reasonable alternatives, of which there
sion indicates that the agency does not anticipate thatere five (see Table 7.2). The alternatives ranged
the proposed activity will lead to or cause significantfrom a continuation of activities as they were prior to
effects on the environment. Nonetheless, monitoringhe lawsuit to a complete elimination of all pest-
requirements are often imposed in these cases.
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Table 7.2 Alternatives for USAID’s Pest Management Program

Alternative Program Elements Regulatory Restrictions

A Pesticide Activities,2 Training / USAID RegulationsP plus
Technical Assistance, Research, and USAID Environmental
Other Pest Management Activities Procedures (Regulation 216)¢

B “Modified” Pesticide Activities; with Regulation 216, 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, 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 216°¢
Training/Technical Assistance,
Research, and Other Pest Management
Activities.

E No pest management program. Regulation 216¢

aPesticide 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.

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

¢ Federal Register 1976b.

dThe 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 aa given pesticide in any AID activity will be governed
thorough evaluation of each alternative, Alternativeby its current [USEPA] regulatory status.” As an ex-
B was deemed to be the most desirable. ample, if a country requested financing for pesticides, it
Alternative B included the continued financing of would be gngouraged FO use prqducts registered for the
. . same or similar uses in the United States. If no such
pesticides on a case-by-case basis (and not on the basis : . ) ,
. products existed, the environmental review requirements
of an approved commodity list) and then only after d b el i ¢
specific additional evaluation that would “consider the V! ecome plrogresswe.zy more stringen ?S one
moved from previously registered to never registered

potential benefits conferred by the use of the proposed ticid Table 7.3). E ) h s
pesticide, the availability of efficacious substitutes (pesl—o _es icides (see Table 7.3). Even given the varloug re-
iew stages, the EIS further noted that USAID’s first

ticides or pest management activities), costs of controY, . i
. , . response to a request for pesticides would be to discour-
and the extent of human and environmental risks in-

volved” (USAID 1977, 281). Furthermore, the “scope_age such g request unless t_he pesticides were “to be used
p economically and ecologically sound [IPM] systems”

and depth of the evaluation required for the approval 0
(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 IEEP

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

2. Projects involving demonstration or use of IEEDP
pesticides for specified use:

(a) Pesticide registered for same or similar uses? |IEEP
in the United States without restrictions.

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

(c) Pesticide registered for same or similar uses? |IEE plus EA or EIS®
in the United States, restricted on basis of
environmental hazard.

(d) Pesticide registered for same or similar uses® IEE plus EA or EIS,® 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 EIS®
similar uses? but cancelled for environmental

hazard.

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

similar uses? but cancelled for health reasons.

(g) Pesticide registered for a different use in IEE plus EA or EIS®
United States.

(h) Pesticide not registered for any use in United IEE plus EA or EIS®
States, but tolerances established.

(i) Pesticide not registered for any use in United IEE plus EA or EIS®
States, no tolerances established.

aSimilar 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.

bpesticides 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.

¢ 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.
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This scheme had several appealing features. On tlogdes, and efforts to exert a greater degree of U.S.
one hand, Alternative B recognized that pesticides haveadership among the international community. Finally,
a potential (though not necessarily primary) role inthe EIS indicated that USAID would no longer finance
managing pests in developing countries. This observdhe procurement of pesticides through nonproject assis-
tion may have particular relevance to Africa. Many of itstance (i.e., through its Commodity Import Program)
farmers use either no pesticides or substantial amourggcept in emergencies or in other special circumstances.
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 regio®SAID’S POLICY ON PESTICIDE
that is especially prone to pest-related crop losses. ASUPPORT
the EIS observed, pest control on plots of subsistence
farmers “can result in substantial increases in productiohhe EIS on the agency’s pest management programs
yields....” (USAID 1977, 273). Moreover, USAID’'s admitted a major deficiency in the agency’s opera-
financing of selected pesticides in the context of an IPMions. While acknowledging that USAID had financed
system would partially address the problem noted abovée purchase of millions of dollars of pesticides
namely that USAID would forfeit any opportunity to throughout the developing world, the agency con-
influence pest management strategies if it was not ageded that it had done so in the absence of a compre-
actor in the process. hensive pest management policy. In lieu of such a

. . olicy, the agency confessed that it had operated on
On the other hand, the alternative recognized th y . g o y . . P .

. . . .~ the basis of a “number of essentially isolated pesti-
pest problems in developing countries do not mlrrorCiole and pest management activities which had di
exactly those found in the United States. Whereas P g

some pesticides might be entirely inappropriate fOP/erse origins and objectives” (USAID 1977, 338).

use in the United States and thus not registered with To remedy this deficiency, USAID took two major
the USEPA, these pesticides might be ideal for tsetsgieps. First, it revoked the interim pesticides procedures
flies or desert locusts in Africa. Similarly, developingissued in January 1976 and revised Regulation 216
countries have crops, diseases, habitats, and oth@rederal Registerl978) to add supplemental proce-
pests that are not found in the United Stdfeshe dures for the environmental assessment of all proposed
implication, of course, is that the registration status oprojects involving assistance for the procurement and
pesticides in the United States should not routinely ouse of pesticides. These procedures can be found in
automatically apply to developing countries becauséppendix D. The new procedures outlined the environ-
the conditions in them are often considerably differ-mental review procedures that would be associated with
ent than in the United States. the financing of pesticides through project assistance. In

many respects the procedures reflected the intent of

The EIS also discussed the agency's intended fumr,glrtternative B in the programmatic EIS. In all instances

pest management strategies. IPM was placed at the he . . . ) .
. B . an IEE is required, and it must “evaluate the economic,

of these strategies. As the EIS declared, “Establishment . . . )
. - social and environmental risks and benefits of the planned

of integrated pest management systems and promotion

: o R sticide use to determine whether the use may result in
of integrated pest management concepts, principles, a

, . significant environmental impact.” If this IEE indicates
methods will be an integral part of USAID’s future pest 'gnit Vi 'mp ! el

L ._that the use of pesticides “will significantly affect the
management activities” (USAID 1977, 333). According ) P y . g . y
\ human environment,” then either an environmental as-
to the EIS, other elements of USAID’s future strategy . .
. . .~ sessment or an environmental impact statement may be
included the strengthening of pest-management infra-

. . . . . required. If pesticides are deemed suitable for use, then
structures in developing countries, improvements i

. . .._USAID can provide only products that are registered

schemes for regulation of pesticide usage, the monitor- . o . .
i of the human and environmental effects of esti(preferably with the same or similar use without restric-
g PeStions) with the USEPA.
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For project assistance, exceptions to the assessmetdcument declared that USAID’s policy would be to
procedures involve: a) emergency conditions, such asstablish wherever possible “programs aimed at as-
a pest outbreak or “when significant economic probsisting developing countries in designing and operat-
lems will occur without the prompt use of the pro-ing economically and environmentally sound [IPM]
posed pesticide”; and b) projects in which USAID issystems and procedures in which pesticides will be
a minor donor.” For nonproject assistance, there areused only when necessary” (USAID 1978, 4).

only two instances in which pesticides can be pro- Although again noting that the agency would no longer

vided, and both require written approval from the, g . :

s administrator. Emergencies constitute Ongnance pesticides through nonproject assistance except
agenf: y sa o g“ i ) Ih emergencies or “cases of compelling circumstances,”
condition; the other involves “compelling circum-

¢ h that fail ‘ ide th 'g\e policy statement did not preclude USAID financing
S arllctes... sue Id a _a| ulre_ ° pijov'the tf -propOfec%f pesticides through other means, such as project assis-
assis ange wou. ser!ougy 'mpede ? a 'alnmen Ynce. The explanation for this preference was consis-
U.S. foreign policy objectives or the objectives of thet

: i . ency with past concerns. The policy statement recog-
foreign assistance progranfFdderal Registed978; . . . .
B ) - i . nized once again that many developing countries can
1980)/° Compelling circumstances include “only

) ) ] . i obtain pesticides from U.S. manufacturers without
those most serious situations in which no other way, , . . . .
i . . SAID’s assistance and without having to comply with
exists to provide the pesticide except through the . , . g
‘act assist > (USAID 1989. 122 or subscribe to the agency’s environmental criteria. If
nonpro.Je.zc assis énce program ( o )these countries obtained pesticides with USAID’s assis-
In addition, consideration of these situations mus% .
| id foty of X ‘ icides in th ance, then at least some environmental concerns would
asg _Cor:SI er tsa €ly of past use ot pesticides In e considered. Without USAID’s direct financing, the
recipient country. agency could not make such assurances.
While the revised regulations may be well-suited for
instances in which the direct procurement of pesticides
is considered, the revised procedures are less relevart
and helpful for nonproject assistance involving policyRECONSIDERATION
reforms. The regulations implicitly consider nonproject
assistance to be limited to the direct purchase of conBy 1985, seven years after the issuance of the policy
modities (including pesticides), but the procedures dstatement on pesticides, USAID’s experience with imple-
not satisfactorily address USAID’s obligations when amentation led it to consider revisions. Both the guide-
recipient uses cash transfers to procure pesticides (ines and the Regulation 216 strongly discourage the
uses these transfers to free other resources that are tfacurement of pesticides through nonproject assistance.
used to purchase pesticides). The procedural barriers to doing so are high and, as

. . noted earlier, the agency’s administrator is required to
Second, USAID issued a seven-page “Policy on gency g

. i rovide written approval for each request. Thus, through
Pesticide Support” in May 1978 (USAID 1978)In P approva’ d g
o . . w1985, only one justification had been approved, and that
its introduction, the policy statement declared “that . : .

. - .was for the emergency use of pesticides in a disaster
the proper selection and use of pesticides can contrib- . . o )
. . . . elief program in Bolivia (Brady 1985; Committee on
ute to increased agricultural productivity and improve .

. . . . . ealth and the Environment, vol. 1, 1988).
public health.” Having noted this as well as the like-
lihood of a large increase in pesticide consumption in Due to the infrequency of approval and requests from
developing countries, the policy statement stressedSAID/Egypt and USAID/Mozambique (see Box 7.1)
the need to de-emphasize the exclusive reliance da procure pesticides through nonproject assistance,
pesticides in managing pests. Much of the rest of thelSAID established a Task Force on Pesticide Procure-
document reflected the intent (and, in many instancesyent under Commodity Import Programs in early 1985.
the exact wording) of the EIS in regard to the agency’'he Task Force’s purpose was to provide guidance to

strategy for pest management. As an illustration, ththe agency’s administrator on how to evaluate such
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requests. Concluding that, “when properly used, pestef USAID’s policies on industrial and agricultural chemi-
cides can play an important role in increasing agriculeals recommended approval of such a change “espe-
tural productivity,” the Task Force recommended thatially in the face of substantial evidence that other coun-
the agency approve the procurement of pesticides througities provide pesticides readily if the U.S. does not”
nonproject assistance when ‘it is legally acceptable, ifCommittee on Health and the Environment, vol. 1,
misuse can be prevented under non-project assistand®88, 661

and |t.|s useq !n a creatwg \(vay 0 p.romote an. 'MPIOVE- 14 achieve the desired change and to allow USAID
ment in conditions of pesticide use in developing coun:

. . _ to provide pesticides more easily through nonproject
tries” (Brady 1985). A subsequent, independent review

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 tioides and IPM. Subsequent documents either restate
have the support of the environmental communitygxisting policies (e.g., USAID 1990, 1991c, 1991d;
especially the special interest groups that had sudgdonsortium for International Crop Protection 1991) or
the agency in the mid 1970s. Such support was na&ubsume consideration of these issues as part of larger
forthcoming. There were concerns that “safe” pestidiscussions about the need to manage natural and envi-
cides could not be readily defined, that there were nconmental resources sustainably (e.g., USAID 1992b,
means to guarantee adequate funds for or attention 19€94). This situation has important implications for
IPM or pesticide safety, and apprehension about theonproject assistance that attempts to increase agricul-
agency'’s ability to impose and enforce environmentatural production. Despite an unparalleled dependence
conditions on the recipients (Committee on Healthon a policy-based approach to nonproject assistance
and the Environment, vol. 1, 1988). In the face ofsince the late 1980s, USAID has not re-examined its
such opposition, the agency withdrew its proposal t@pproaches to pest and pesticide management during
loosen the requirements associated with the procuréhat period. Consequently, USAID’s current procedures
ment of pesticides through nonproject assistance. are largely directed toward the control and management
of commodity-based nonproject assistance rather than
toward policy-based reforms.

FURTHER CLARIFICATION AND
RE-EMPHASIS

USAID AND IPM

USAID’s (1988a) policy paper on environment and
natural resources stated the agency’s intention to ensutkSAID can point to substantial and sustained in-
that all of its development-assistance activities benefitolvement with projects designed to increase reliance
from environmental review. More specifically, the policy on IPM in developing countries. Indeed, the agency’s
paper also emphasized that sustainable agriculture éxperience began at least in the early 1970s with the
dependent upon proper use, storage, and disposal eégtablishment of an “Integrated Pest Management
agricultural chemicals. Declaring that USAID’s policy and Environmental Protection Project.” Although the
is to support increased reliance on IPM, the policy paparame of the project has varied since its inception,
indicated that this would lead to efforts to: related activities continued until 1990. When the
Iproject was established, it purpose was to assist
USAID to develop, implement, and evaluate projects
related to pest management (USAID 1990). In the
B use only those pesticides which are proven to bgytter phase, the project conducted training programs
safest to the environment and people; for over 5,000 participants, provided technical assis-

B discourage general requests for pesticides, and a&"C€ 0N pest programs, and provided research re-
sure that pesticides are used in conjunction witti2t€d to IPM in developing countries.

natural control programs (USAID 1988a, 7). Perhaps one of USAID’s more successful efforts

This statement recognizes the utility of pesticidegVith IPM is found in Indonesia, where the agency’s
but interestingly does not make a distinction betweefUPPOrt for a multidonor effort has enabled thousands
their use through project versus direct procurement §If farmers to reduce their use of pesticides on rice

pesticides through nonproject assista¥fcén con- while increasing their productivity. Other IPM-re-
trast, and as noted above, USAID’s environmentald€d programs that USAID supports are found in
procedures do make such a distinction. Central America, where, since 1983, the agency has

supported activities related to training, research, and

Equally important, the Policy Paper representgytension. A major accomplishment of this initiative
USAID’s most recent declaration of its policies on pes-

B reduce the use of chemical pesticides to the ful
est extent practicable;
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is the establishment of an undergraduate program in it is. clear that neither the foice of Foreign Disaster

pest management at the Panamerican Agricultural ASSistance..., nor AID's Africa Bureau, were prepared

School. Th hasi IPM (USAID 1990 to meet the challenge of a major pest infestation. Bu-
chool. The program emp as'zefs ( ) )- reaucratic inertia and a lack of leadership delayed the

In late 1993, USAID started still another project, a creation and implementation of an effective insect policy

Cooperative Research Support Program on IPM, (U.S. Senate 1989, 91).

through which it will provide $7.5 million over five

years to several organizations to promote the deve{

OPme”t and utilization of I_PM in developing cogn- ermanent IPM task force “to coordinate and execute
tries. Many other IPM projects can be summarize lanning and research on the problems of insect in-

(.., see USAID 1990; 1993), but they all point tofestation, with a special focus on Africa” (U.S. Sen-

substantial efforts to increase its de. ate 1989, 90¥* The Senate also stressed that the

There is considerable irony in USAID’s efforts. On United States has the capacity to provide leadership
the one hand, as already noted, the agency can dein-developing long-term pest-management strategies
onstrate a long-standing commitment to concerns fofor Africa. In order to do so, however, the Senate
potential impacts on the environment as well as sudelieved that USAID would be required to make
tained interest in and support of IPM. On the othef'significant changes” in its approach and to strengthen
hand, there has been considerable critical review dfs in-house scientific capability.

USAID’s efforts. In 1988, as an illustration, the Com- A report by the Office of Technology Assessment
mittee on Health and the Environment (1988) and th%lggo, 89) reached similar conclusions, namely that
Conser\(ation Foun_dation completed a rePorqP“ the “changes needed to improve USAID’s approach
portunities to ASS_'St Developing Cogntrles "_1 theto pest management are substantial enough to require
Proper Use of Agricultural and Industrial Chemicals a shift in the way the agency views the goals of pest
in response K_) 6,‘ requirement in the Foreign ASSiSr'nanagement and the ways in which those goals are
tance Appropriation Act of 1987. Although the reportimplemented.” Furthermore, the OTA report judged

com.m.endeq the agengy’s efforts. to reduce the use %at many USAID officials do not believe that IPM is

pesticides in developing countnes_ and labeled th@m effective strategy for controlling agricultural pests.
ag.ency as *one of the most enylronmentally CONs;iill another independent assessment of USAID’s
scious members of the international devel()pmenbolicies on pesticides and IPM (National Research

assistance .comrr?u.nlty," the rgport also noted tha&ouncil 1992) also concluded that a lack of recogni-
USAID had insufficient professional staff and eXPer-ton of IPM's importance among USAID officials at

tlgg to implement its IPM p?"c'es effectlvgly. In ad- all levels deters further use of the technology.
dition, the report observed, in order to avoid USAID’s

stringent environmental standards associated with [N addition to devoting resources to the develop-
Regulation 216, some USAID staff in developingment and spread of IPM, USAID can also point to its

ticides for USAID-funded projects. International Agricultural Research and many bilat-
eral and regional farming-systems and agricultural

The following year, the U.S. House of I:erresemafesearch projects. All of these initiatives provide op-

tives’ (;989) Comm’|ttee on Approprlanons similarly portunities to influence and encourage environmen-
recognized USAID’s commitment to IPM but then tally appropriate agricultural technologies.

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:

To remedy this and other perceived deficiencies,
he Senate recommended that USAID establish a
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EMEMPs will address satisfactorily the problems and
concerns that have lead to their creation. One diffi-

culty already encountered, however, is that of estab-

Although there exists considerable ,reqw.re.rr.\ents ffishing a relation between assisted program activities,
the evaluation of nearly all of USAID’s activities, the especially policy reforms, and environmental out-

agency has been criticized for the lack of a COMPrez ) as (World Bank 1994; Rock 1995).
hensive evaluation system for measuring the results

of its efforts (U.S. General Accounting Office 1993b).

At least through the late 1980s, this problem wag

evident with USAID’s consideration of the environ- CONCLUSIONS

mental impacts of its activities. As noted above;

USAID must assess the reasonably foreseeable enviyg review of USAID's policies on the environment

ronmental impacts of most activities it intends tog,q4 pest management suggest several conclusions.

implement, but such assessments are normally COxmong the most important is the realization that

ducted before projects begin and represent prospeggap probably has the most thorough and most
tive judgments about what impacts might occur. INgyingent procedures for both environmental assess-
contrast, there has not been an effective systém ifent and the provision of pesticides (Committee on
evaluate environmental consequences systematicallaaith and the Environment, vol. 1, 1988; Office of

after projects have been completed. As an illustrarechnology Assessment 1990). Regulation 216 speci-
tion, after reviewing more than 200 evaluations Offies in considerable detail what USAID must do if it

agency activities, the agency’s Center for Developyishes to provide pesticides to developing countries.
ment Information and Evaluation concluded thatitpq procedures are especially stringent in regard to
“Environmental and natural resource management aifonproject assistance. No other bilateral donor is
not generally addressed fully during design, implexpiect to such detail or procedural hurdles, yet sev-
mentation, or evaluation of A.I.D. projects” (USAID (4| of these donors provide pesticides. Here again
1988b, 91). A subsequent report (USAID 1989) eXyhere is irony. While there is widespread recognition

amined nearly 300 evaluations and found that threg, ot pesticides, when used safely and wisely, repre-
quarters ignored environmental issues entirely; ansgnt g potentially valuable weapon in the quest to
other 17 percent addressed these issues onlynquer pests, USAID’s preferences and procedures
minimally. have virtually prevented the tool's use. The paradox

Given USAID’s commitment to sustainable devel-is complicated further because USAID is increas-
opment, the agency can ill afford to ignore the enviingly turning to nonproject assistance and associated
ronmental consequences of its activities. Equallypolicy reforms to stimulate agricultural production in
important, USAID is also obligated legally to con- Africa. If USAID is unwilling to provide pesticides
sider these consequences, at least in regard to @éectly to achieve such increases (or to allow reli-
policy-reform initiatives in Africa. The legislation ance on them through policy-based reforms), this
that established the Development Fund for Africadoes not mean that other donors (with potentially less
requires USAID to protect “long-term environmental figorous environmental guidelines) are also unwill-
interests from possible negative consequences” dig to approve their use. As JICA’s experience in
policy reforms. In response to this mandate, thé\frica reveals, however committed African govern-
USAID’s Bureau for Africa is encouraging its mis- ments may be to reductions in the risks inherent in the
sions to develop and implement comprehensive envise of pesticides, or to increased use of IPM, these
ronmental monitoring, evaluation, and mitigation plansgovernments still value pesticides, routinely request
(EMEMPs), especially for major activities involving them, and expect their farmers to use them. Conse-
nonproject assistance (Hecht 1994). Such efforts bétuently, however successful recommended policy
gan in 1992, so it is not yet possible to judge whetheieforms may be, USAID may not achieve a desired

MONITORING AND EVALUATION
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objective, safe use of pesticides, when other donorsgency field officers are arguably reluctant to raise or
pursue policies that may undermine this objective. address pesticide-related issues and interventions.

This situation suggests the desirability of USAID’s Moreover, to the extent that pesticides are a megnmg—
ful component of IPM (Natural Resources Institute

reconsideration of its present policies on pes;ticidesl.992 q ¢ USAID poli inimize th
The framers of Regulation 216 did not intend to a), does curren policy minimize the

agency’s opportunities to increase the technology’s

prohibit the use of pesticides via nonproject assis- o1 th ) tation is that USAID should
tance, but that has been the result. Over the last e € recurring expectation Is tha shou

. . Hrovide global leadership in regard to pest manage-
years only one request to provide pesticides throug i i 2
. . m{ent, can it do so when its officials are reluctant to
nonproject assistance has been approved, and tha

was for an emergency. If changes in policies regar(f-mgage in dialogue and “automatically” decline re-

. . . ._quests for assistance, however meritorious or neces-
ing agricultural production are dependent on policy

. . -, ? i
dialogue, does USAID strengthen its position bysary. Other bilateral donors are no less concerned

) . : o . _..”about the environmental consequences of pesticides
imposing a virtual ban on pesticides, and can it ratio-

. - . and increased agricultural production, yet they find it
nalize the use of pesticides through policy reforms , . o )

. . . 8055|ble to reconcile the use and indirect funding of
alone? Policy dialogue can occur without reference t

or application of Regulation 216, but its requirementéaesnmdes with sound environmental management. Is

. . -
appear to create such a formidable barrier that sorﬁ[gls also possible for USAID
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8. Summary and Conclusions

Major bilateral donors readily agree on the need tgotentially unanticipated consequences. These rea-
stimulate agricultural trade and production in Africa,sons provide at least part of the explanation for the
but there is considerably less consensus about holack of detailed studies that examine the relations
this should be done and how much (and what kind ofipetween policy reforms in the agricultural sector and
attention should be devoted to the environmentathe implications of these reforms on pest manage-
consequences of doing so. Moreover, donors’ apment. At the least, appropriate methodologies are
proaches to nonproject assistance are as varied asalssent or the cost of assessing the possible pest-
the form of assistance itself. Nonproject assistanceelated implications of agricultural trade and produc-
can involve the direct donation of pesticides (or othetion policies is deemed to be exorbitant.

commodities) as well as assistance linked to policy How do donors attempt to identify and mitigate

reforms; similarly, nonproject assistance can involv . . : .
y proj Ghe potential adverse environmental impacts of their

either loans or grants._Th_e various permutafﬂ(_)ns thuSolicies designed to stimulate agricultural trade and
preclude easy generalization. Nonetheless, it is useful

) ) ) ) production?
to summarize briefly how the five donor nations “an-

swer” the six questions raised in the first chapter. All five nations attempt to ensure that the poten-
tial adverse environmental impacts associated with

What environmental poI|C|es.or procedures 9OVeMy eir foreign assistance activities are identified. Hav-
donors’ efforts to promote agricultural trade or pro-. L
X o . . . ing reached such a conclusion, it is necessary to add
duction p_OI'C'eS N Afrlca, and V\_'hat Is the relation an important caveat. No donor wants to be associated
between intent and implementation? with adverse environmental impacts (or to fund ac-
Germany, the United Kingdom, and the Unitedtivities that cause them), but donors also assume vary-
States have detailed guidelines or regulations thahg degrees of responsibility for potential impacts as
mandate donors’ attention to environmental issues atell as for their mitigation. If, for example, an envi-
all stages of a project cycle. Japan has specializadnmental assessment identifies a potential negative
guidelines that apply to certain types of agriculturaimpact, whose responsibility is it to mitigate that
projects, but the expectation is that the recipient courimpact? This is a central question, and donors’ an-
try will apply the guidelines and then judge whetherswers do not necessarily agree. One perspective places
the potential impacts are acceptable. In contrast, Francesponsibility with the recipients of assistance and
has yet to promulgate specific environmental assesassumes that, as sovereign entities, they should be
ment procedures for its foreign assistance involvingllowed to determine what level of adverse environ-
agricultural trade and production. mental impact they are willing to tolerate in their
It is easy to identify the existence of appropria'[equ(_:‘St for developmgnt. ‘]_ICA 'S a prlmg gdvocate of
such an approach; it believes that recipients should

policies but far more difficult to ascertain their effec- . . . .
. ) . have prime responsibility for assessing potential en-
tiveness. Donors’ environmental assessments are fre-

guently not available to the public, and no effectiveylromm_:‘maI impacts and for judging whether these
. . I impacts are tolerable and acceptable.

way exists to provide independent verification of

reported results. More important, even the best envi- A competing perspective suggests that donors should

ronmental guidelines are deficient in regard to assesapply their environmental values and assume respon-

ing the likely environmental implications of policy- sibility for preventing especially egregious environ-

based reforms, which typically have diffuse andmental harms. Germany, the United Kingdom, and
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the United States (after the 1960s) have adopted thisAs donors encourage and African governments to
approach. These countries will typically not fundimplement policy-reform programs that affect agri-
activities if they deem potential environmental harmsculture, to what extent is consideration given to the
to be significant or irreversible. In addition, Germanyindirect implications for pesticides?

and the United States emphasize the need for moni-

. . . To the extent that the pesticide-related implications
toring of anticipated environmental consequences.

of policy-reform programs are readily evident, all
If conditionality is a component of assistance in thedonors consider these implications, although the level
agricultural sector, are environmental conditions in-and detail of effort varies among donors. Despite this
cluded, and how are they monitored and enforced8tatement, it is also the case that donors typically give
Lack of comparable information from the five coun-far less attention to the indirect implications for pes-
tries makes this questions difficult to answer. Noneticides. Policies designed to stimulate agricultural
theless, to the extent that donors’ policy-based assitrade or production do not necessarily have goals that
tance is linked to the World Bank’s structural orare primarily environmental; the quest is to stimulate
sectoral adjustment loans, all five donors rely orproduction by changing the rules of the agricultural
some conditionality (although not necessarily relatedyame. Although donors have some sense of what
to the environment). France and Japan appear to beles should be changed, there is usually much less
the least enthusiastic about the imposition of environeertainty about the secondary and indirect conse-
mental conditions whereas the United Kingdom andjuences of the changed rules, particularly because
the United States are more willing to do so. multiple donors typically seek multiple changes in
policies. Accordingly, it is difficult to separate the

If assistance for agriculture includes the procure:

ment or provision of pesticides: a) do donors imposé:onsequences of one policy change from that of other

limits or restrictions on the pesticides that are pro_related changes. As an illustration, the removal of

vided and how they are used; and b) at what point iﬁubSIdleS can discourage pesticide use while an em-

the use cycle do donors’ obligations end? phasis on crops for export is likely to encourage
pesticide use. In such a case, the total volume of

Japan is the single largest donor of pesticides, angesticides may remain relatively stable, but there may
it imposes few (or no) environmental constraints orpe considerable changes in the location and nature of
their use. Japan’s expectation is that donated pesthe pesticides used. Similarly, the removal of subsi-
cides will be used wisely and in an environmentallydies may mean a diminished role for governments in
sound manner, but JICA is not well equipped toa country’s agricultural sector but farmers may look
determine whether such use actually occurs. Oncglsewhere for pesticides. A donor concluding that
JICA donates pesticides, it cedes responsibility fopesticide use has been rationalized because of this
their appropriate use, storage, and disposal to thgecreased government role may reach a wrong con-
recipient government. In contrast, France and thelusion if inappropriate pesticides are used in greater
United States do not provide pesticides for routingyuantities by farmers who no longer have access to

agricultural purposes, but both have been active playsroper equipment for applying pesticides or who ac-
ers in the disposal of outdated stocks in sub-Saharajuire pesticides from dubious sources.

Africa. Germany and the United Kingdom are occa- )

. . . To what extent do donors consider or encourage
sionally responsive to requests for pesticides but then i

provide limited quantities only after rigorous review reliance on IPM as a viable strategy for pest manage-
and assessment and in accordance with the FAongent?
Code of Conduct. The GTZ assumes that it has a The United States and the European donors are
continuing role to play after it donates pesticides; thactive advocates of IPM, although the latter in par-
GTZ has been involved with the disposal of obsoleteicular appear to be skeptical of the feasibility of
pesticides even when it did not supply them. 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, arabout the wise use of pesticides in Africa, and do-
the United Kingdom agree that IPM is not a schemaors’ apprehension about pesticides and the environ-
that can be easily or readily transferred to most Afriinent may reflect domestic political priorities as much
can farmers. JICA appears to share this skepticisnas legitimate concern about the pesticides. To counter
which seemingly discourages the agency’s support dhis trend, the researcher recommended that donors
projects to support IPM’s diffusion or application. adopt a pragmatic approach, consider the recipient’s
tperspective, and assess comparative risks rather than

L : .making blanket rules that consider pesticides in iso-
implications for the advocates of IPM in deveIolomglation from the other variables affecting African ag-

countries. While critics can rightfully contend that o

. ._riculture and livelihoods. Here the example of DDT
not enough resources are devoted to IPM in Africa b | ¢ Most d . hibit th
(and that donors have failed to impose IPM-related 2y € relevant. VIost donor-agencies prohibit the

conditions on their agriculturally related policies),purcrase of tTefpetStthIde baS(T)ch_)rn resebarch " tem-
the issue is not one solely of finances or good inter2 ' ¢ areas. in fact, Nowever, may be appropri-

tions. If this were the case, the use of IPM would beate for tsetse flies when there is no appropriate and

. o affordable substitute. Admittedly, alternative tech-
widespread throughout much of Africa, in large part logies for th trol of tsetse fl b .
due to the concerted efforts of the British, French,no og|e§ or e.con rol o .se se lly are becoming

. o Increasingly available. Despite these advances, DDT
and Germans. IPM’s limited application has many . .
still has accepted uses in malaria control and serves as

explanations, and not all of these are subject to do- )
o - an effective repellant when used to treat the walls of
nors’ direct (or even indirect) control.

dwellings.
Answers to these questions neither exhaust the

) . . . Second, donors should increase their understand-
possible comparisons among the five donor nations

nor the need for further analysis. To the extent that 9 of the pesticide-related implications of structural

these donors wish to be more environmentally con‘gldJUStment programs (and, by extension, nonproject

scious in their agriculturally related activities, there iSaSS|stance). Increased reliance on IPM or other pest-

much they can do collectively. First, there is an Obvi_management technologies (such as microbial pest-

ous need for improved coordination (which is aIwaysC'deS) is contingent upon considerable research, edu-

the case with foreign assistance). As an iIIustration(,:at'on’ and the strengthening of local institutional

capacity. Research is often a victim of the budget cuts

recipient governments rarely receive a clear messa%e ; X i
. hat adjustment programs impose on African govern-
from donors about preferred strategies for pest man-

. X ments. This is unfortunate because many innovations
agement. Donors routinely convey different messages,

and recipients can be selective about which messag'eos pest management have their source with basic

research, which is primarily the domain of the public
they choose to hear. ) ) i
sector. In the short run, private industry seemingly

This issue reflects a larger concern as well. Alhas little incentive to develop technologies that will
though pest management and the proper choice @éduce the sales of pesticides.

pesticides may be of central concern to certain do- , ) .
In contrast, if adjustment programs have their in-

nors, the use or misuse of pesticides is not seen as a . ) i
. . . tended effects on policies and economies, African
major environmental problem in many parts of Af-

rica. Far more people die or become ill because Offarmers may find that they have more money to pur-

malaria, dysentery, or AIDS, and the virtual absencé:hase pesticides. For example, if price controls are

of information on the ecological effects of pesticides“ﬁed on food crops, then farmers will have an incen-

masks whatever problems exist. As one of the NRI’%'Ve to produce more. Increased reliance on pesticides

researchers emphasized, the use of pesticides shodlgY produce a quick way to do so, particularly be-

be viewed from an African perspective rather than.cause the use of pesticides among small-scale farmers

. . In Africa is low by virtually any standard. Similarly,
from a European or American one. In this researcher's " ™ g .
S . . . privatization may increase the range of products avail-
opinion, “everyone in Europe is strong on preaching

This common conclusion has potentially importan
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able to farmers, but only if the products are affordablenanaged or even how the assistance will affect the
and available. Given the multinational agrichemicalneeds for different approaches to pest management.
industry’s mm'lmal mtgrgst in Africa (Szmedra 1994), Although there is much more that donors can do, it
farmers seeking pesticides may turn to loosely regu- .

) Is equally important to note that other key actors
lated local formulators or to the virtually unregulated

exist. Chief among these are African governments.

and informal cross-border trade in pesticides that AR\l donor assistance is intended to be temporary, and

|mprop§rly labeled and |der.1t|f|ed. T_O the. extent tha,toy definition all policy-based assistance requires the
agribusinesses do express interest in Africa, they W”éonsent and cooperation of recipient governments. It

likely c_onc_entrate th_elr _aCt'Y't'es in areas where de?s these governments that will ultimately decide which
mand is high and distribution costs are low. Thus

A _— agricultural projects will move forward and how and
farmers living in remote areas will likely have less . . .
. . whether their implementation will affect pest man-
access to pesticides than in the past.

agement. The evidence to date suggests that nonproject
Third, donors can attempt to address some of thesgssistance has not yet had a major impact on prefer-
potential problems with pest management in a morences for pesticides in most African countries. Many
systematic manner than they have in the past. Severfrican governments routinely ask for donated pesti-
donor agencies can be applauded for their emphasigddes from the Japanese, and other donors’ policy-
on pest management and the diffusion of IPM, bubased assistance for agriculture often neglects con-
such efforts are only occasionally linked to nonprojectern for pest management. For pest-management
assistance that attempts to stimulate agricultural tradgtrategies to improve and for there to be greater reli-
or production. Although the existing evidence is bothance on IPM than now exists, African governments
mixed and inconclusive, some data do suggest thatill have to take the lead. Donors can prod and
agriculturally based nonproject assistance proceedsjole, but Africans must decide whether and how
without much attention devoted to how pests will bethey wish to improve their management of pests.
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Notes

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).

For example, Section 496(h)(2)(B) of the U.S. Foreign
Assistance Act requires USAID to ensure that policy9.
reforms include provisions to protect "long-term envi-
ronmental interests from possible negative consequences
of the reforms."

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

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.

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).

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 income12
for the short-term the long-term result was environmen-
tal degradation. Food crops were displaced and forced
onto marginal land."

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 anti4.

1992 found that 24 of them were expected to reduce or
eliminate subsidies for these inputs.

As the members of the FAO noted when they adopted the

International Code of Conduct on the Distribution and 15.

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
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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).

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.

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.”

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).

In addition, these colonial ties also provide much of the

explanation for France’s continuing commercial ties with

sub-Saharan Africa. Seeconomist(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.

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.

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),



16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

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

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 theComité d'orientation et de programmation de
'aide (Committee for Guidance and Programming of As-
sistance), whose purpose is to facilitate cooperation among

the organizations and to ensure policy consistency in th@1.

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).

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.

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. Approximately23.

7,000 other coopérants worked abroad under the aus-
pices of the Ministry of Foreign Affairs in 1990.

As an example, a three-day training program on environ-

mental issues was organized in Paris and abroad in 19924.

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 the5.

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
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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.

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.

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 fur Internationale Entwicklung (Ger-
man Foundation for International Development), and
Brot fur die Welt (Bread for the World).

On October 1, 1994, the KW 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.

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
Céte d’lvoire, 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.

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)....”

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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32.

33.

34.

35.
36.

commercial basis and recovers it costs by levying feeg87.

for services on individual GTZ projects in the country.

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).

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.

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

When other sources of Germany’s official developmentyg

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.

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.

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 ary
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).

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-41

ronmental category 3 (BMZ 1989).

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. 42

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

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 of3:

providing certain pesticides to countries that may be ill-
equipped to store, use, or dispose of them. Pesticides in
classes Il and Ill are deemed to be “moderately hazard-
ous” and “slightly hazardous.”
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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 commaodity 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.

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.”

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.”

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.”

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.”

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 herlééderal 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.”

This statement may merit some qualification. Information51.

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.”

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

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 manufactureds3.

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 a54
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).

For example, in an evaluation of 2KR assistance >

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.

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 getg7,

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
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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.

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.

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.”

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.

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.

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).

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.

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.

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 articlEcgnomist
1994c) suggests that multilateral agencies distribute more
than half of all of the United Kingdom’s assistance.

Program aid in the United Kingdom involves support for65.

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.).

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).

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).

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

The ODA’'sManual of Environmental Appraisaoes 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 69.

initiatives likely to affect the environment, introduction or
intensification of use of pesticides or fertilizers, major changes
in land tenure, large infrastructure).

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,70.

which the author has no reason to challengelMtaeual

of Environmental AppraisglODA 1992, 13) notes that:
“It is commonplace to supply such items as fertilizers,
pesticides, animal vaccines” as part of program aid.

PIC refers to “the principle that international shipment of

a pesticide that is banned or severely restricted in orderl.

to protect human health or the environment should not
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68.

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.

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.

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, séeonomist(1994b).

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.

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.

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.

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 theederal Register
(1972, 22686-87).

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

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). 20

These regulations are codified in@ade 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- 81.
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 proceé2
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 mandatorg3.
action-forcing procedures, agency discretion can, and does,
relegate environmental considerations to a low priority”
(Ernsdorff 1992, 144).

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

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

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 Kederal Registerl978) and then

modified in 1980 Federal Registed980). 84.

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
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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 2Eéderal 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).

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

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

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.

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.

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.

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

P.No.:
Project:
Country:

Product Requirements

1. Product requested
(active ingredient)

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

WP,DP,GR,UL,etc)

3. Quantity to be ordered:

4. Field of application:

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

6. Application technique:

7. Type of packaging:

(container/package size)

8. Labelling:

Item No.:
BANF:

Alternative products (active ingredients) which also meet the
specifications may be proposed.

The labelling should be in...........ccoovivvviiiiccenn,
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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No ok

normal conditions

© ©

First-aid measures and directions for the doctor

WHO hazard classification or similar information (color coded)

Date of manufacture, batch no. and relevant information on storage product

If the product cannot be stored for more than 2 years, details as to how long it can be stored under

Directions on how to dispose of empty containers
Name and address of manufacturer

Product-Specific Requirements:

- with the offer

1. Registration:

2. FAO Code of Conduct:

3. Supervision:
4. Packaging:

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.

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.

A representative in the country or region shall be named.
Specifications of the packaging envisaged.

- on receipt of order but prior to delivery:

1. Analysis certificate for
the product:

2. Specimens to be
supplied on request:

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.

-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

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?

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

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

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

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

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?

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?

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

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, Q2R Part 216.
8§ 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.l.D. to ensure that environmental factors and
values are integrated into the A.l.D. decision making process. These procedures also assign responsibility
within the Agency for assessing the environmental effects of A.l.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.l.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.l.D. provides
development assistance in the form of technical advisory services, research, training, construction and commodity
support. In addition, A.l.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.l.D. policy to:

(1) Ensure that the environmental consequences of A.l.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.l.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 8§ 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;

() 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,
() 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.

(i) 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 (8 216.6(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 8 216.3(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 Procedure3.he 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.l.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.L.D. is a minor donor, as defined in §216.1(c)(12) above, to a multi-donor project.

(i) 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.l.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 Assistanceln a very few limited number of circumstances A.l.D. may provide non-project
assistance for the procurement and use of pesticides. Assistance in such cases shall be provided if the A.l.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: 22Code of Federal Regulatiorsl6
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