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PREFACE

Senegal'is distinctions are many. It is one of Africa's few multiparty democracies. It is also one
of the world's Doost heavily aided countries; aid inLows in recent years have amounted to some 20
percent of Gross Domestic Product (GDP). Its economic growth since independence in 1960 is the
slowest of any African country untouched by war or civil strife. It has a long record of formal effort in
policy reform aimed at structural adjustment; its 1980 structural adjustment loan (SAL) was one of the
first granted by the World Bank.

Perhaps because of all these d"<!tinctions, it has become one of the world's most studied countries.
As olearly 1990, there had been no fewer than four official reviews of Senegal's adjustment program
by the United States Agency for International Development (USAID). The French government had
sponsored at least three assessments by that date, and in 1989 the \\Torld Bank completed a lengthy
internal study of the Bank's lending to Senegal since 1960 - tbemost intensive in a long series of Bank
reviews. The Overseas Development Institute in London included a major chapter on Senegal in its 1988
study of structural adjustment in African and Latin American agriculture. And there are an unknown
number of other studies in gestation.

This report thus comes onto an already crowded stage. Some - perhaps much - of what it says
will be familiar to those most concerned with Senegal's economic development or structural adjustment
in poor countries. But, at the same time, we have been able to draw on these previous assessments and
benefit fr(\m their insights. We have also differentiated our approach to explore areas not so well covered
in existing studies.

Most evaluations of structural adjustment or policy reform are concerned primarily with the
effects on ultimate economic outcomes - rates of inflation or growth of output or exports, for example
- or in such intermediate macroeconomic outcomes as budget and balance of payments behavior and
investment rates.

Economic impacts· are given considerable attention in this study. In the first chapter, on
macroeconomic policies, and in the concluding chapter, we review growth trends and consider Senegal's
present competitiveness, given its domestic cost (especially labor cost) structure and the spe-:-,i.Jfeatures
of its exchange rate situation. In Chapter Two, on the. state enterprise sector, we look forimpaets of
reform on productivity of state enterprises, and at more qualitative indicators ofperformance. And in
Chapter Three, on agricultural policy reform, we examine trends in fann output and try to discern
intermediate effects of the policy changes introduced during the decade of policy reform. Chapter Four
has something to say about the impact of the New Industrial Policy on employment and output in that
sector. In Chapter Six, we explore political effects of the adjustment experience. In several of the
chapters, and in the conclusion, we address the broad issue: have the reforms led to structural changes
that could be \.~alled "adjustment."
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Our main. concern, however, is less with eronomy-wide output effects of the policy reforms than
with microreform at the sectoral and subsectoral level, with emphasis on the input side ofthe refonns.
Our main questions are:

• Were the diagnoses and prescriptions of the sectoral reform programs soundly conceived?
Was their analytic basis ·firm, and were their priorities right?

• Was the program well designed? Were instruments and targets well linked,
implementation properly sequenced, administrative feasibility (or institutional absorptive
capacity) considered, local involvement sought?

• Was the program implemented? To what extent was conditionality adhered to?

We chose to focus on .these questions for a number of reasons. The inpu~ and implementati()n
side. of adjustment lending bas not received much detailed •attention in the form of. case studies.
Implementation has been looked at mainly in comparative analyses, as in the World Bank's two reports
on adjustment lending (1988 and 1990). The political economy literature on implementation tends to look
at the interplay of political forces in reform. The internal report by the World Bank's Operations
Evaluation Department (71t2 World Bank and Senegal. 1960-1987) addresses some of the inputand
processissues, but does'so partially and mainly in agriculture, and is necessarily much less detailed than
the present report.

It can be argued that study of input issues is more relevant.than the study of outcomes. The
enormous methodological problems of linking output changes to particular reform programs are well
known. Results of such studies are rarely credible. But, more important, improvement of the quality
of reform programs requires more. detailed case study analyses of past effort. .And moreover, thereis
not much point in assessing the effectiveness of policy reforms by looking at economic outcomesjfthe
reforms are poorly implemented.

Neglect of this last-mentioned, simple point has resulted in much misleading controversy..Out
ofrecent debate on the relative weight of ;idee and nonprice .factors in explaining changes in farm output
bas come a consensus view .that better prices alone cannot get agriculture moving. The corollary
conclusion is that World Bank or USAID reform programs in the 1980s concentrated too muchonprice
policy..

That maybe so. But it is notproved by cases like that of Senegal, where the policy prescriptions
on incentive pricing and appropriately altered relative prices were not consistently implemented.. R~
agricultural prices were not higher in the 19808 than in the 1970s,and r~groundnutprices were only
sporadically bigher during the decade than they had been in 1980. It is wrong to say, then, as is
sometimes said, •that Senegalese agriculture has not responded to positive prieepolicychanges.
Senegalese agriculture has not reaUy been "tested."

Closer analysis of implementation is thus a priorcondition of meaningful analysisof relationships
between policy change and.output, or even between policy change and intermediate outcomes. Moreover,
assessment of reform· program diagnoses and prescriptions is useful in a way that analysis of output
effects is not: it may help improve the quality of future reform efforts.
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It has to be quickly noted that in this study we have not always achieved our methodological
intentions. We succeed imperfectly in the assessment of program design and impiementation.•.Much
of .the history of design debate escaped us. We could not cover everything, even in the sectors we
studied; and we had to leave out important areas of reform such as public investment programming .and
financial sector changes. SAL IV came along too late to be adequately incorporated into our analyses,
although we do make some reference to it.

The principal conclusions of this report are sobering. We point out that the effort has broUght
many improvements in poliCies and institutions,but not much real adjustment. .The title sums. up our
principal conclusion: that most of the hard adjustment decisions that Senegal needs to make were put off
in the 19808.

Thus, given the lack of an exchange rate policy lever and a low rate of inflation iea"ted loWest
African Monetary Union membership, domestic labor costs should have been directly reduced by
estabUshing greater flexibility in labor markets and restraint in public sector wage policy. This, however,
was not. done. The· result is that Senegal's economy is now no more competitive than it was a decade
ago; itis probably less competitive.

The state sector, moreover, has only begun to disengage, and improvements m. state enterprise
performance are not observable. Agricultural strategy remains.problematic; in the keygroundnutsector,
efficiency-raising liberalization measures remain stalled. The major industrial and trade policy reforms
of 1986 and 1988 were significantly dismantled in 1989.

It is no surprise that the output data do not indicate that Senegal has moved to a sustainable higher
growth path, or that the.economy·has been made .significantly more productive and flexible than it was
a decade ago. Many factors lie behind this unhappy result. We concentrate on two in this report:
deficiencies in diagnosis. and program design, and lack of implementation.

We find that the main underlying reason for lack of implementation is the erosion·of Senegalese
political will and capacity to implement reforms because of the aid environment within which reform has
operated: lots of donors, lots of money, and ano-sanctions/soft-budget-eonstraint atmosphere. Two
dilemmas exist. The first is that Senegal may need more aid to .address its postponed adjustment
decisions, while aid levels are already so substantial that they undermine the will to reform. Thesecond
pertains to conditionality and struCtural adjustment lending. The heavy explicit conditionality attached
to the policy loans of the 1980s has proved ineffective and often counterproductive. It has not assured
implementation or compliance, prevented growth of local "ownership," and is institutionally intrusive.
The dilemma is that conditionality-reducing changes are required in aid arrangements, while management
of aid agencies and their legislative bosses are disposed toward greater use. of conditionality.

This study is the work ofmany hands. George Baldwin had primary responsibility for Chapters
Four and Five, and contributed to the working out of other parts of the report. Louis. Goureux •was
responsible for Chapter One, on macroeconomic policies. Elliot Berg, the study director, drafted
Chapters Two, Three, Six,and Seven. Anne Marie Geourjon contributed a background paper on trade.
policy reform, and Patrick Plane a paper on reform of the public enterprise sector. Gerard Chambas
prepared two background papers on social dimensions of adjustment and French government adjustment
programs. Mme. Geourjon and Messrs. Chambas and Plane are with the Center for Research on
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International Development, University of Clermont, in Clermont-Ferrand, France. Sarah Keener assisted
with the research on USAID policy reform programs; her work is incorporated in Chapter. Five. Ann
McDermott assisted with Chapter Two. David Warren was responsible for editing.

The Swiss Federal Office of External Economic Affairs provided supplementary tinancingJor this
study, mainly .for supporting the work of Chambas on social dimensions, and •for the addition. of two
Swiss team members. Mme. Regula Frey-Nakonz prepared .a background paper on sociopolitical aspects
of the adjustment process; much of it is incorporated in Chapter Six. Q~ter. Three benefitted from. a
background paper on the groundnut sector by Bruno Stockli. Helpful comments on. earlier drafts \\,ere
provided by staff ofthe Office of External Economic Affairs.

The main study team was in Senegal for four weeks in mid-1989. Elliot Berg returned for short
stays in September 1989 and June and September, 1990. We wish to express our appreciation for the
generous cooperation received from USAID's Dakar office, and the sympathy and encouragement we
rec.eived from Harold Lubell and Sarah Jane Littlefield, then Program Economist and Director
respectively ofUSAID. As should be evident, World Bank staff were most forthcoming.• We. also
received gracious help from other donors and from many busy Senegalese officials ••• andprivate
individuals. USAID staff commented extensively on the draft report, which helped us· to clarify
arguments and avoid errors.

ElliotBerg
Study DirectOr
October 1990



v

TABLE OF CONTENTS

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

CHAPTER ONE

xv

MACROECONOMIC POLICIES . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. 1

INTRODUCTION .,............................................ 1
FROM INDEPENDENCE TO ADJUSTMENT " 2
STABILIZATION RESULTS 5
GROWTH AND COMPETITIVENESS '... 10

The Discrepancy between Domestic' and International Prices . . . . . . . . . . . . .. 10
Labor Costs in the Modern Sector . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. '" 12
The Crisis of the Modern Sector . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. . .. 16

FUTURE PROSPECTS 18

CHAPI'ER TWO

MIEUX D'ETAT, MOINS D'ETAT:
PARAPUBLIC SECTOR REFORM AND PRIVATIZATION . . . . . . . .. 23

THE PUBLIC ENTERPRISE SECTOR ..' ' . . . . . . . . . .. 24
DIAGNOSIS ,........ 26
REFORM EFFORTS 28

Approach of the World Bank . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .'. . . .•. .. 29
Assessment . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . " 30

EXPLANATIONS FOR THE FAILURE OF REFORM EFFORTS . . . .. .• . . . . . . .. 36
Putative Reasons . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. 38
Fundamental Reasons . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . " .. 39

CONCLUSIONS . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. . .. 58
Recommendations . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . " 60

CHAPTER THREE

AGRICULTURAL POLICY REFORM AND TIlE NAP

I~'TRODUCTION .. . . . . . .. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .• . ... 61
DIAGNOSIS .. 62
OBJECTIVES, AND PRESCRIPTIONS . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. . . . . . . . . . . .. 67

Prescriptions,. . . . . . . . . . • . . . . . . . . . . . .' . . . . . . . . • . .• . . . . . •.. .. 67
WorldBankRoJe , " .. 67
Divergent Views Among Donors . .. . . . •. . . . . . . . . . . . . .. . . .. . . . . . .. '69



vi

IMPLEMENTATION . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. 71
Prices and Cereals Policy 71
Market Liberalization . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . '.' . .. 79
Fertilizer Subsidy Reduction and Privatization of Distribution . . . . . . . . . . . .. 81
Responsabilisation of the Peasantry .......•....... _. 0 0 0 0 • • • • • • 0 •• •• 86
Disengagement de 1'Etat 0 • • • • • 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 • • • 0 0 • 0 • • • 0 • • • 0 0 • • 0 • .0. 90

ASSESSMENT .. 0 • 0 0 0 0 •••• 0 0 • 0 •• 0 • 0 0 •• 0 ••• 0 • 0 •• 0 • 0 •• 0 • 0 ••• • ••• 93
Weak Analytic Foundations . 0 0 • 0 0 •• 0 0 •• 0 •• 0 0 0 ••• 0 • 0 ••• 0 ••• 0 •••• 96
Analytic Foundations Unjustly Criticized 0 •••••••••••• 0 •••• 0 • 0' • 0 • •• 99
Other Deficiencies of the Sectoral Adjustment Program 0 • 0 0 0 0 • 0 0 102

CONCLUSIONS .. 0 0 ••• 0 0 •• 0 • 0 ••• 0 • 0 • 0 0 • 0 0 0 ••• 0 • 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.' 0 •• 103
Growtlt ...........................................:............ .:. .. .. ., ..... .. 105
Softer Criteria Assessment . . 0 • 0 0 0 0 0 • 0 0 0 0 • • • 0 0 • 0 0 • 0 0 • • 0 0 • 0 • 0 • 0 107
Why so Little Success'? 0 0 • • • 0 • 0 • 0 • • • • 0 0 • 0 0 0 • 0 • 0 0 • 0 o. 0 0 0 • • 0 -0 o' 108

CHAPTER FOUR

STRUCTURAL REFORM IN INDUSTRY .. 0 • " ••• 0 HI

INTRODUCTION ..... 0 •••••• 0 •••••• 0 ••• 0 ••• 0 00 • 0 ••••• '.0 0 • 0 •• 11 I
History 0 0 • 0 • • • • • • 0 • • • • • • • 0 • 0 • 0 0 0 0 0 • • 0 • 0 0 0 0 .0 0 • • 0 0 • o. • o. 113

DIAGNOSIS 0 0 • 0 0 0 0 0 ••• 0 • 0 •••• 0 •• 0 • 0 0 • 0 0 0 • 0 • 0 0 • 0 • 0 • 0 • 0 0 • 0 • o. 115
Overprotection . . . 0 0 • 0 • • 0 • • 0 • 0 • 0 0 • • • • • • 0 0 0 0 • 0 0 • 0 0 0 • 0 0 0 • •• 0 115
Labor Market Inflexibility. 0 • 0 • 0 • 0 0 0 • 0 • 0 • 0 0 0 0 0 0 • 0 ••• 0 ••• 00 • o' 117

Pi .CRIPTION: CONTENT AND. PROCESS . 0 • 0 •• 0 0 • 0 0 0 • 0 •• 0 ••• 0 '.0 o. 119
The New Industrial Policy 0 ••••• 0 • 0 0 ••••• 0 • 0 • 0 •••• 0 • o. 120
The Reform Dialogue ...•...... 0 0 • 0 • • • • • • • 0 • 0 • • • • o. • • o. •• 0 125
Different Views on the Reforms 0 ••• 0 • 0 ••••••• 0 0 •• 0 • 0 • 0 0 ••• 0 • •• 126

IMPLEMENTATION 0 • 0 •• 0 ••••• 0 ••••• 0 ••••••••••••••• 0 • • •• ••• 127
Deprotection 127
Conventions Speciales .. 0 0 0 • • • • • • • • 0 • • 0 , 0 • • • •• • • • • • •• '. o. •••• 132
Labor Market Reforms . 0 o. . 0 • • • • • •• • 0 0 • • • • 0 • • .0 • • 0 • 0 .0. • 0 • • • •• 132
Reducing the Costof Nonlab9r Inputs .. 0 •• 0 •••• 0 •••••••0 •••• 0 •• 0 133
Liberalizing Prices and the Channels of Distribution . . ... 0 • • • • • • 0 0 0 • 134
Investment Code and "One-Stop Window" .... 0 • 0 •••••••• 0 • 0 •• 0 •• 0 •• ; 134
New Financing Facilities .• 0 0 ••••••• '0 ••• 0 ••••• " 0 •••••• o. ••• 0 134
Export Subsidies and Duty Drawbacks .... 0 • • • • •• •• 0 0 .' • • • • • 0 0 • • • .0.0 135
Summary ............• 0 • 0 -. • • 0 • 0 • 0 0 • • • •• • • ; 0 • • • • • 0 • 0 • o. 135

IMPACT AND REACTIONS 0 ••••••••• 0 0 •••• o •••• 0 •• o •••• 0 135
CONCLUSIONS 0 • • 0 • • • • • • 0 • 0 • • • • • • • • • 0 ••• • • ••• 0.' • • ••• • 0 139

A Summary Scorecard . 0 • 0 • • 0 0 • • • 0 • 0 • • • 0 • • • • • • 0 0 • • • • • • '. 0... 0 139
Diagnosis, Design,and Compliance 0 0 ••••••• 0 ••• 0 ••• 142
A Summing Up: 13 Questions, 13 Answers 0 ••• 0 ••• 0 • 146



vii

CHAPTER FIVE

THE FRENCH AND U.S. STRUCTURAL ADJUSTMENT PROGRAMS 0 0 0 0 0 147

INTRODUCTION o. 0 • 0 • 0 •• 0 0 0 0 0 •••• 0 ••• 0 • 0 '0 • 0 • 0 • 0 0 0 ••• 0 0 • 0 • •• 147
THE FRENCH ROLE IN STRUCTURAL ADJUSTMENT . 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 •• 0 ,0 0 0 o. 150
POLICY-BASED ASSISTANCE FROM THE UNITED STATES 0 0 0 • 0 • 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 .' 0 '54

The Africa Economic Policy Reform Program 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.0 o' 0 155
PL 480: The Self-Help Measures of Title I, an'~ ....._:.. Common Fund 0 0 0 00 0 0 0 156
The Economic Support Fund . 0 • 0 0 0 0 0 • 0 • • 0 0 • 0 0 0 0 • 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 o. "0 0 0 159

CONCLlTSIONS 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 • 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 • 0 0 0 • 0 0 • 0 • • • 0 0 0 '0 171

CHAPTER SIX

SOCIOPOLITICAL DIMENSIONS OF ADJUSTMENT 0 0 0 • 0 0 0 • 0 0 171

INTRODUCTION 0 ••• 0 0 0 • 0 0 0 • 0 0 • 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 •• 0 • 0 • 0 0 0 0 0 • 0 ••• 0 171
THE SOCIAL DIMENSIONS FACTOR IN SENEGAL'S ADJUSTMENT

PROGRAM .. 0 '.0 • 0 • 0 0 • 0 0 •• 0 • 0 0 • 0 • 0 " •• 0 0 0 • 0 0 0 • 0 • 0 0,0 0 • 0 •• 0 172
THE SOCIOPOLmCAL DYNAMICS OF ECONOMIC REFORM 0 0 0 • 0 0 • 0 • 0 0 • 0 174

The Bureaucracy (Fonetionnaires) 0 • 0 • 0 0 0 0 0 • 0 • o ••• 0 0 •• 0 0 0 0 0',0 0 0 0 o. 175
Employer Groups ... 0 • 0 • 0 • 0 • 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 • e. 0 • o' 0 • 0 00 0 o ••• 0 0 176
Trade Unions. 0 • 0 ••• 0 0 • 0 • 0 0 0 0 0 • 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 • 0 0 0 0 0 0 • 0 0 •• 0 0 o. 177
Farmer Organizations . . 0 •• • 0 0 0 0 0 • 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 • 0 0 0 0 0 0 • 0 • 0 0 •• 0 0 0 0 0 178
Marginalized Urban Populations 0 0 • • 0 0 0 0 0 • • 0 0 0 0 • 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 • 0 0 0 0 0 179
Women 0 0 0 •••••••••••••••••••••• 0 • 0 • 0 0 •••••• 0 0 • 0 ••••• o. 180

THE EFFECTS OF THE ADJUSTMENT PROGRAM ON EDUCATfON AND
HEALTH . 0 • 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 • 0 0 0 • 0 ••• 0 0 • 0 • 0 0 0 0.0 0 0 0 • 0 0.0 0 0 0 0 0 o' o' 0 0 181
Data Limitations . 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 • 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 • 0 0 0 0 0 0 • 0 • 0 0'0 181
Changes in Shares of the Operating Budget and GDP ... 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0'0 0 0 0 182
Changes in Levels and Composition of Public Expenditure 0 0 0 0 00 0 0 00 ... 0 0 0 0 184
Changes in Levels of Physical Inputs 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 .0 0 0 ., 0 0 • 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 00 0 0 184
Changes in Outputs and Quasi-Outputs: Education and Health Status 0 0 0 0 0 0.0 0 185
Declining Public Expenditure and Improved Performance 0" 0 0 • 0 • 0 0 0'0 • 0 189

ADJUSTMENT POLICIES AND INCOME DISTRIBUTION 0 0 • 0 • 0 0 0 • 0 0 • 00 0 • 0 192
Implementation . . 0 0 0 00 • 0 0 0 0 0 • 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 • 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 193
Employment Creation 0 0 0 • 0 0 0 0 0 0 • 0 • 0 0 0 0 0 0 • • 0 o. 0 • 0 • 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 • 0 0 196

CONCLUSIONS . 0 0 • 0 •• 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 • 0 0 • 0 0 0 • 0 0 0 •• 0 0 0 • o. 0 • 0 0 0 0 203



vm

CHAPrER SEVEN

CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 207

OUTCOMES . 0 0 0 0 • 0 • • • • 0 • 0 • • • 0 • • • • • • 0 • • •• • • • • • • • • • • 0 0 • 0 • • 0 • 0 209
Growth .. 0 •••••••• 0 ••• 0 • 0 •••••••• 0 • 0 •••••••••••••' 0 •• 0 209
Changes in Institutional Arrangeme,nts .... 0 0 • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • '0 0 • 210
Learning 0 • • • 0 • • • • • • 0 • • • • • 0 • • 0 • 0 • • 0 • • • • • • • • 0 •• 0 • 0 • 0 • ••• 0 211

IMPLEMENTATION 0 0 • 0 •• 0 ••• 0 •••••• 0 •••• 0 • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • .212
REASONS FOR POOR PERFORMANCE 0 ••••••••• 0 •••••••• 0 • • • 214

Difficulty of the Task 0 • • • • • 0 • • 0 • • • • • • • • • • • • • 0 • • 0 • • • • • • • • • ., 214
Exogenous Factors ...•. 0 • • • • • 0 • • • • 0 • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • •• 214
Senegalese Inaction .... 0 ••• 0 •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• , 214
Donor Presence ..................................•........ 215
Deficiencies of World Bank Policy and Programs ..... 0 •••••••••••••• 218

IMPLICATIONS FOR SENEGALESE ECONOMIC POLICIES. . . . . . . . . . . . . . •. . 221
IMPLICATIONS FOR AID DONORS . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . '. . . . . . . . . ... . . 223

Dilemmas of Policy-Based Lending .. . . . . . ., . . .. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .• 223
What Should Donors Do? .. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 0 • • • • • • • • • • • • ••• • • 225

BmUOGRAPHY

ANNEX ONE: AGRICULTURAL CONDITIONALITY IN SALS I-m

ANNEX TWO:· ESF CONDmONALITY BY SECTOR

231

1-1

2-1



ix

LIST OF TABLES AND FIGURES

TABLES

1.1 Population, GNP per Capita, and Terms of Trade, 1968-1989
1.2 Money, Domestic Credit, Cost of Living, Nominal

and Real Wages, 1970-1989
1.3 Selected Macroeconomic Indicators
1.4 Labor Cost and Emp'loyment in the Modem Sector

of Senegal, 1986
1.5 Labor Costs.in Manufacturing and Per Capita GNP
1.6 GOP per capita and Cost of Civil Servants, 1987
1.7 Rates of Depreciation of the Currencies of Sub-Saharan

African Countries< and the USA in Relation to the
SDR, end-1982 -end-1989

1.8 Reducing Production Costs With and Without Devaluation
2.1 Magnitude of the Public Enterprise Sector, 1981-87
2.2 Parapublic Sector, Aggregate Net Income and

Government Subsidies, 1977/78 - 1981/82
2.3 Economic and Financial Performance of the Parapubl ic

Sector, 1978-87
2.4 Productivity of Selected Public Enterprises, 1980-88
2.5 The Evolution of Prices for Public Services, 1979-88
2.6 Enterprises to be Privatized under SAL II
2.7 Enterprises to be Privatized or Liquidated under SAL II
2.8 Financial Account of Privatization Operations
3.1 Agricultural Output and Productivity of Major Crops,

1960/61-1986/87
3.2 Classification of SAL Conditions Relating to Agriculture
3.3 Nominal and Real Producer Prices, 1970-1989
3.4 Other Indicators of Policy Towards Agriculture
3.5 Indicators of Rural/Urban Terms of Trade
3.6 Nominal and Real Consumer Prices, 1970-1989
3.7 Indices of Relative Producer Prices
3.8 Fertilizer Program
3.9 Personnel in Major RDAs
3.10 Financial Position of Major RDAs, 1981-1986
3.11 AgriculturaLProduction ofMajor Crops, 1975-1989
4.1 Industrial Firms With Conventions Spectales (end-1987)
4.2 Overview.ofthe Structural Adjustment Program for

Industry

Page

4
6

13
14
15

17
20
25

27

33
35
37
51
53
54

62
63
71
73
75
76

86
93
95

106
117

120



x

4.3 Comparison of Tariff Rates
4.4 Implementation Performance of the NIP
5.1 Official Development Assistance to Senegal, 1978··87
5.2 French Aid for Structural Adjustment
5.3 Some Details ofFrench Structural Adjustment Loans
5.4 USAID Structural Adjustment Grants, 1983-89
5.5 Compliance with ESF Conditionalities
5.6 Amount of Donor Participation
6.1 Budge· Expenditures on Health and Education
6.2 Inputs and Process Indicators for Education, 1978-1988
6.3 Inputs and Outputs for Health, 1975-1988
6.4 Gross Primary School Enrollment Rates by Region
6.5 Morbidity Rates for Several Major Diseases
6.6 Indicators of Private Sector Wage Changes and

Rural-Urban Terms of Trade, 1970-1989
6.7 Indicators of Public Sector Wage Changes, 1970-1989
6.8 Employment Changes, 1970-89
6.9 "Insertion" and "Reinsertion" Program,

November 1987-February 1989
6.10 Regional Distribution of the 228 Approved Projects

for "Insertion" and "Reinsertion" Program,
November 1987-February 1989

6.11 M"aitrisard Program Results as of April 1989

FIGURES

1.1 Fiscal Performance
1.2 Fiscal Deficit
1.3 Net Domestic Credit
1.4 Real Growth and Adjustment

128
139
148
149
151
153
160
165
182
185
186
187
189

193
194
197

199

200
201

8
8



ACC
BCEAO
BCG
BCS
BIAO
BICIS
BNDS
BOM
CAA
CCCE
CCP
CEAO
CEM
CEP
CESAG
CFP
CNCAS
CNP
CNTS
CNTDS
COF
COSENAM
COUD
CP
CPI
CPP
CPSP
CSA
CSS
CSPT
CVCCEP
DAC
DRSP
DTAI
ECA
EEC
EFF
EP
ESAF
ESF

xi

LIST OF ABBREVIATIONS AND ACRONYMS

Agent Comptable Central
Banque Centrale des Etats de I'Afrique de l'Ouest
Boston Consulting Group
BanqueCommerciale du S~negal

BanqueJinternationale de I'Afrique Occidentale
Banque J[ntemationale de Commerce Industrielle du Senegal
Banque National du D6veloppement· Senegalais
Bureau d'Organisation et Methodes
Caisse ·Autonome d'Amortissement
Caisse Centrale de Cooperation Economique
Cellule de Contrats Plans
Communaute Economique des ·Etats de I'Afrique de l'Ouest
Country Economic •Memorandum
Centre des Etablissements Publics
African Center for Advanced Management Studies
Contr61e Financier de la Presidence
Caisse Nationale de Credit Agricoledu Senegal
Conseil National du Patronat .
Confederation Nationale des Travailleurs S~negalais

Centre· National du Tht.3tre Daniel. Soran
ContrOle des Operations Financi~res

Compagnie·Senegalaise de Navigation Maritime
Centre des Oeuvres Universitaires de Dakar
Contrat-Plan
Consumer Price Index
Country Program Paper
Caisse de Per~uationet de Stabilisation des Prix
Commission de la Securite Alimentaire
Compagnie Sucri~re Senegalaise
Sociae Nationale des Phosphates de Taiba
Commission de Verification de ContrOle des Comptes des Etablissements Publics
Development Assistance Committee
Delegation ~ laReforme du Se...--teurParapublic
Direction du. Traitement Automatique des Informations
Economic Commission for Africa
European Economic Community
Extended Fund Facility (lMF)
Btablissement PublIe
Enhanced. Structural Adjustment Facility
Economic Support Fund



FNE
GES
GESP
GOS
ICOR
ICS
IMF
ISRA
ITA
LDP
LM
LONASE
MADIA
MEF
MOF
MOP
NGO
NPI
NPA
ODA
OECD
OED
OHLM
OMVS
ONCAD
OPT
PAD
PAML
PCR
PE
PES
PIP
PPTA
PREF
QR
RNCFS
RDA
SAED
SAES
SAF
SAFAL
SAFCOP
SAIH
SAL
SAR
SERes

Xli

Fond National d'Emploi
Groupement~Economiques Senegalais
Groupe d'Etudes du Secteur Parapublic
GovernmeI:lt of Senegal
Incrementall Capital-Output Ratio
Industrie C.himique du Senegal
Internatiomal Monetary Fund
Iostitut Senegalais de Recherches Agronomiques
Joslitut Technologique Alimentaire
Letter of Development PoHcy
Letter of Mission
Loterie Nationale du •Senegal
Managing Agricultural Development in Africa
Minist~re dl~ l'Economie et des Finances
Ministry ofFinance
Ministry of Planning
Nongovernmental Organization
Nouvelle. Politique lndustrielle or New Industrial Policy (NIP)
Nouvelle Politique Agricole or New Agricultural Policy (NAP)
Overs.eas Development Assistance
Organization for Economic Co-operation and Development
Operations Evaluation Department (World Bank)
Office des Habitations ~ Loyer Modere
Organisation Pour la Mise en Valeur du FleuveSenegal
Office National de Cooperationet d'Assistarlce pour Ie Developpement
Office des Pastes et Telecommunications
Port Autonome de Dakar
Programme d'Ajustement·~Moyen et Long Terme
Project Completion Report
Public Enterprise
Public Enterprise Sector
Public Investment Program
Parapublic Sector Technical Assistance Project
.Programme de Redressement Economique et Financier
Quantitativ~Restriction
Regie National des Chemins deFer du Senegal
Rural Development Agency or Societe de Developpement Regional (SDR)
Societed'Amenagementet d'Exploitation des terres du Delta
Syndicat Autonome des Enseignants du Superieur
Structural Adjustment Facmty
Societe Africaine de Fonderieet d'Alum~~.ium
Societe Africaine de Commercialisation des Produits de la Mer
Societe Africaine Immobili~re et Hotel iere
Structural Adjustment Loan
Societe Africaine de Raffinage
Societe d'Exploitation Ferrovi~re des Industries Chirniques du Senegal



SEm
SEM
SENELEC
SENOTEL
SERAS
SICAP
SIDEC
SISCOMA
SMIG
SN
SNPT
SNSSS
SNTI
SODAGRI
SODEFfrnx
SODESP
SODEVA
SOE
SOFIDI
SOFISEDIT
SOFRIGAL
SOMIVAL
SONACOS
SONAR
SONATEL
SONATRA
SONED
SONEES
SOTEXPA
SOTRAC
SPHU
SPT
S5PT
STN
SUDES
SUTSAS
TA
TOFE
UNDP
UNICEF
UNIDO
USB
WAMU

xiii

Societ~ Electrique et Industrielle de Baol
Societe d'EconomieMixte
Societ~ NationaJe de rElectricite
SocieteAlnnyme de Gestion Immobiliere et Hoteliere
Societe d'Exploitation des Ressources Animales du Senegal
Societe Immobiliere du Cap Vert
Societe de Distribution et d'Exploitation Cinematographique
Agricultural Machinery Corporation
Salaire Minimum Inter-Prof 'essionnel Garanti
Societe Nationale
Societe N' .lnale de Postes et Communications
Societe Nouvelle des Salinsdu Sine Saloum
Societe Nationale.de·Ja.Tomate Indlstrielle
Sucit~t6de Developpement Agricole et lndustiielle
Societ~ de Deve!oppement des Fibres Textiles
Societe deD~ve!oppement de Ja Zone Sylvo-Pastorale
Societe de Deveioppemem etde. Vulgarisation Agrico1~

State-Qwned Enterprise
Societe Fipanciere pour Ie DeveloPQement Industriel
Societ~ Financi~re Senegalai~~ pour Ie Developpement Industriel etC~ Tourisme
Societe des Frigorifiques dll Senegal
Societe de la Mise en Valeur de laCasamance
Societe NationaledeCommerciaJisation des Oleagineux de S(~negaI

Societe Nationilled'Approvis]()n1lement Rural
Societe Nationale de Telecommunications
Societe NCltionaIe de Transport Aerien
Societe Nationale d'Etudes de Developpement
Societe Nationale d'Exploitationde'} Eaux du Senegal
Societe de Textile
Societe de Transport en Commun du Cap Vert
Societ~ Proprietaire de I'Hotelde I 'Union
Societe de Publiciteet Tourisme
Societe Senegalaise. des· Phosphate de Tnies
Soeietedes ·Terres· Neuves
Syndical Unique et·Democratique des. E1l3eignants du Senegal
Syndicat Uni des TravaiIleurs de Sante et de I'Action Sociale
Technical Assistance
Tableau des Operations. Financieres de I'Etat
United Nations Development Programme
United Nations International Children's Fund
Unitecll Nations Industrial.Development Organization
Union.Senegaiaise de la Banque
West African Monetary Union



xv

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

This study of structural adjustment in Senegal is different than most others in that it is concerned
less with theimpaets of the reform program than with the nature of the reform program itself. Impacts
are not ignored. We assess.the observable effects of the adjustment program on gr0wth,on Senegal's
competitiveness, on productivity in state enterprises, and in the agricultural and industrial sectors. Also,
we· explore the effects of adjustment on sociopolitical groups, including the rural poor.

But most analytic attention in this report is given to the input side of the reform program. The
main questions asked are: were the diagnoses and prescriptiorJ.3 of the sectoral reforms soundly
conceived? Was the program well designed in terms of priorities, Cll~ministrative feasibility, attention to
"ownership" concerns? Was the program actuallyimplemented?

The main conclusions ofthe~itudyare rather somber. Despite many positive changes, little real
adjustment took place in Senegal over the decade, and many of the policies setout. ingovemment
statements or loanagreelllentswere weakly. implemented.

We underscore three main sources offailure: (1) lack of "ownership" -- much ofthe political
clas~remainsunconvinced about the suitability of key elements in theadjusnnent agenda; (2)the large
volume.of aid money combined with the unwillingness of donors to sanction.nonperformance created.a
"soft-budget" environment that tilted the benefit-eost calculus in favor of nonimplementation;(3)
inadequate donor (especially World Bank) capacity to invent and supervise so large"and complex a
program of policy changes led to significant missteps in design and laxity in follow-up.

MACROECONOMIC DEVELOPMENTS: 19S9-19~4

Unlike most African countries unaffected by civil unrest, Senegal experienced decHningliving
standards between 1959 and 1984. Inappropriate monetary and fiscal policies in the 1970sledtoctises
late in the decade that forced the govemmenttoseekspecial help from theInternational MonetaI'y Fund
(IMF)·. and the World Bank. The short-term objective was to control inflation, the. budget, and the
balance of payments deficit; the longer-termgoalwas to restnlcturethe economy to make it comp~titive
in. dle world market. Despite some false starts, the stabilization program was successful after 1984:· the
deficits shrank drastically and inflation fell to very low levels. This was associated witha4percent
annual rate of GDP growth between 1985 and 1988 - the br..st in two decades.

Butthesrueturalpmblems were more intractable. Although mostof Senegal·sproductionco$ts
are high, the key cost·.in thesectorsprodu.cing tradeables is .laOOr. The "classical" method ofreducing
real wages{mcluding civil service salaries) is to devalu.e the currency and hold subsequent wage increases
below the resultinginflationrate. However, Senegal, in company with more ithan a dozen West African
Francophone countries, is a member of the West Africa Monetary Union (WAMU) whose.common
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currency, the CFA Franc, has been held i~ a fixed relation to the French Franc for over 40 years.
Unless Sen~gal decided to withdraw from WAMU or the latter agre«: on a devaluation for the whole
bloc, the· government would be forced to fight for cost reductions with one hand tied behind its back.
Although some progress has been made through wage containment, Senegalese wage levels remain much
higher relative to GDP than is the case in non-eFA countries.

REFORM OF THE PARASTATAL SECTOR

Reform ofthe parastatal sector has been a major objective in both agriculture and industry. It
was to be adlieved through liquidating or pruning back some agencies, privatizing several industrial
companies, and implementing managerial improvements in others. With only minor exceptions, this
reform has been a failure. Major reasons for the failure seem .to be the· inherent difficulty.•.. of
organizational and administrative reforms; a reluctance to take risks; and shortcomings in the design. and
implementation of the program by the lead donor, the World Bank. Our attention focused on this third
factor.

The Bank made a widely accepted diagnosis of the Public Enterprise Sector (PES) in 1976/1977.
This study underlay a decade of reform attempts through two technical assistance (TA) am! three
structural adjustment loans (SALs). The initial reliance on training and TA at the central monitoring and
control level of government was later supplemented by attempts to disengage the state from .Pubiic
Enterprises (PE), and to improve operations. in 30 remaining PEs through the use of contratspla~(CPs),
3D approach much used in France. More often than not, the government was unable to honor. th.e
financial commitments promised in CPs inretum for the agreed operational improvements. When the
government unilaterally redefined its commitments, the Bank accepted the watered down compliance
despite the explicit conditionality of its SA agreements.

Privatization did not become a major objective until 1985. The weak progress made subsequently
is explained by the same reasollS found in most countries which hav~ attempted privatization:

• Government reluctance to sell profitable firms and buyer reluctance to bid for
unprofitable ones;

• Government reluctance. to value firms to reflect their earning power instead of book
value;

• Fear of unemployment;· and

• The size of the constituencies that oppose privatization.

No attempt was made to pursue possible approaches to privatization that do not involve outright
divestiture -especially subcontracting.

The new SAL IV continues with the old strategy because the Bank has become convinced that
the Government of Senegal (GOS) now genuinely accepts the privatization objective and is committed to
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implementing the financial promises conltained in contract plans. But most of the factors that obstructed
divestiture-type privatization in the past persist, and it is hard to see why CPs should work any better in
the future than they have in the past. A move to indirect privatization strategies and nondivestiture
privatization efforts would seem to be more promising, and a lower profile for CPs more realistic.

THE REFORM OF AGRICULTURAL POLICIES

By the late 19708, Senegal's main donors were agreed that the government's official fann prices
were too Jow to encol~rage domestic grainl production. These prices were uniform throughout the year
and everywhere in the country, which meant that no account. was taken·of storage and transport costs.
These and other controls over grain markets were ineffectual, however, and most agricultural marketing
moved through parallel or black markets. Donors also agreed that the structure of inputprices (mainly
for fertilizer and seeds) was poorly designed and costly to government. And a heavy public s~tor

presence discouraged the emergence of a private sector to market inputs and outputs.

The reform effort of the 1980s failed to achieve higher real prices for producers and hence failed
to encourage the higher coarse-grain output called for by the national food policy. Little was done to
reduce dependence on imported r~ce and wheat. Some liberalization of domestic agric\Jltural markets was
achieved. Price information was improved and geographical restrictions on grain movements· were
abolished, but a major attempt to privatize rice imports failed completely and was abandoned. Fertilizer
subsidies were eliminated from the government budget. The. attempt to shrink Rural Development
Agencies (RDAs) and build up a rural private sector has been only partially fulfilled.

Many key elements in the announced agricultural strategy were·not implemented:

• Real producer prices were not raised to incentive !evels;

• The consumer price for rice, the cornerstone of domestic cereals policy, was not raised
except briefly to the levels called for by the government's food security plan. So dce has
remained more attractive to consumers than millet or maize;

• Relative producer prices, too, were allowed to remain adverse to food security objectives:
the politically controlled groundnut price remained more remunerative than millet;

• The attempt to stabilize and support coarse grain prices failed. The interventions of the
National Cereals Board (CSA) were minimal and rarely effective; and

• D~engagement de l'etat proceeded very slowly.

The Government of Senegal (GOS) does not appear to have embraced the reforms agreed to during
negotiations in a meaningful way. And donor conditionality, despite its extent, was powerless to
overcome government doubts and hesitancy because of the "soft sanctions" atmosphere that characterized
the adjustment effort.
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THE SOCIOPOLmCAL DIMENSIONS OF ADJUSTMENT

Six groups are identified in this study as potential winners and losers from the changes that the
structural adjustment program sought to introduce. These are civil servants, employers, trade unions and
formal-sector wage earners, farmers and farm organizations, the marginalized or informal-sector urban
wage earners, and women. Because data is scarce on the latter two .groups, attention is focused .. on.the
other four. In addition, a review was made of the impact of SA on spending for education and health,
the two main human capital sectors.

The two principal losers from SA have been civil servants and formal-sector wage earners,
especially the better-paid members of these two groups. Both groups have suffered significantreductions
in real incomes as a result of wage constraints required by macroeconomic stabilization measures.
Employers did not gain higher returns from the New Industrial Policy but threats stemming from. that
policy stimulated improvements in employer organization, leadingito increased policy intluence. As for
farmers, the nation's largest occupational group, their absolute incomes have not improved as a resultof
SA, but they have gained ground relatively because of the declines suffered by .urban groups.

The education and health sectors have both experienced falling per capita expenditures since SA
began in the late 19708 (health had been experiencing such declines all through the 1970s). Despite these
adverse exp~nditures trends, output indicators in both sectors have improved during the 1980s.1n
education, enrollment rates rose at primary, secondary, and tertiary levels and student performance
indicators either held steady or improved. These edueationalgains reflect increases in the number ofboth
teachers and schools (especially in the rural primary system). The expansion in teaching staff was made
possible byreduetions in teachers' real wages and by reassigning 1,300 administrators to classrooms.
The introduction of mixed-grade .classes and double shifts in primary schools also..made funds stretch
farther.

In health,capital. expenditures .. grew during the 1980s while recurrent expenditures fell. The
number of public doctors and nurses fell 30 perce;nt during the decade, although the number. of rural
nurses increased by over 40 percent. The main contributor to improved public health indicators·appears
to. have been the increased effectiveness of preventive health expenditures (vaccinations~ antimalarial
activities, and MeH care), much of it financed from abroad.

SeneJ~al'sexperiencesheds useful light on the debate about the social costs of adjustment. Itdoes
not appear that the public expenditure cuts of the 19808 fell especially heavily on the poor. Health
expenditures fell most sharply on this group, but rural and preventive services were relatively protected
and rising receipts from user fees combined with foreignassisbnce seem to have tilled resource.gaps.
In edueatiorl, particularly, but also in health, much of the policy response to austerity was to raise the
efficiency of resource use, and to use available resources more equitably - in other words, in ways. that
frequently benefitted the poor. it has been the bureaucracy, widely portrayed as the defender of its own
interests and those. of the urban elites who are its presumed clients, that has lost the most from the
adjustment reforms.
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The small AEPRP program of general budgetary support (1986-1989) was intended wreinforce
the industrial reforms being sponsored by the World Bank. As with ESF funds, counterpart funds were
earmarked to pay down the large and 10ngooOverdue bank debts of the public sector.

INDUSTRY

Senegal's large-scale or formal industry sector, while the largest in Francophone West Africa,
employs only about 30,000 people or 1 percent of the labor force. For the past decade the sector has
been stagnant and unprofitable, with little new investment. Costs are high and productivityiow,partly
as a result of many years of overprotection. Structural adjustment aimed to stimulate cost-reducing
responses by removing the overprotection and by shrinking the PES and improving its efficiency.

Beginning in 1986, tariffs were lowered, quantitative restrictions (QRs) were ended, most price
controls were removed, a new investment code was adopted, the export subsidy scheme was revised, and
a new financing facility was prepared (working through the commercial banks) in the hope ofstimulating
cost-reducing investments. Studies were begun to see what could be done to reduce the costs, and
government subsidies, of the dozen or so largeflrms that had negotiated. conventionsspecialeswith the
government. The latter also promised to look into possibilities for lowering the costs of public utility and
infrastructure charges. A consultant study in late 1986 estimated that closures and unemployment
resulting from deproteetion would be modest provided the government were able to introduce a set·of
cost-reducing "accompanying measures."

By late 1989 (three years into the reform program), there.waslittIe evidence that the program
was working. Anxiety about the sector's future was widespread. Thegovenunenthadnotbeen able to
do anything about the hoped-for accompanying measures. The new financing facility took much longer
than expected to be set up and did not attract much interest from either the commercial banks or· from
industry. People had trouble. deciding if the new investment code was better or worse. than the one it
replaced. Nothing was done to breathe life into two ineffectual government export-fmancing agencies.
Trade union influence blocked the one Jabor market reform employers really wanted. Tarifflevelswere
reduced between 1986 and 1988 and the structure made more rational; but by mid-1989 a combination
of effective lobbying by the employers' federation and government worry over rising. plant closures led.
to a rescinding of much of the tariff reduction. By the end of 1989, average tariff levels were only
marginally lower than .before the reform began. The two policy areas in which deprotectionmeasures
continued in full force were the elimination of QRsand the granting of many more foreign trade licenses.
By mid-1989 several industries were complaining bitterly about dumping, a practice that could not be
controlled through tariffs. The only industrial sector that benefitted from three years. of deprotection was
the small-scale informal sector, for which increased imports (dumped or not) meant lower inputprices.

Senegal's formal industry sector is inherently high cost and would face a precarious future with
or without arefonn. effort to shock it down to more competitive cost levels. It was impossible to. teHif
the difficulties faced by so many firms were the result of deprotection or would have occurred anyway.
The French, who know the sector best, have been critical of the rapid pace and extent of deprotection,
and this view is probably justified. But a continued reform effort is needed - one that includes mOre
studies to identify viable industries and cost-reduction investment possibilities, easier access to softer
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funds to finance cost-reducing investments, more attention to and assistance for severance benefits, and
a direct attack on dumping (a much more serious problem than anyone had foreseen).

CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

The central conclusion is rather somber: in spite of the unprecedented volume of analysis and
studies, the extensive policy dialogue~ and the large amount of aid money tied to policy reform, Senegal
did not do much adjusting during the 19808.

We must recognize at the outset some undeniable achievements:

• Stabilization measures were firmly applied. Macroeconomic performance improved
strongly with budget and balance of payments deficits drastically cut and inflation brought
under effective control. Government spending as a share of GOP fell by almost a third
between the early and late 1980s, though there was much off-budget spending;

• Several supply-side adjustment measures were successfully introduced. Deregulation
occurred in many markets, price controls w~re eliminated on most consumer gOOds and
subsidies ended on most inputs. Parallel markets in coarse grains were legalized and the
old system of government price setting for cereals was abandoned. Agricultural
parastatals were cut back and at least some are better managed. Free distribution of
groundnut seed has ceased and farmers are now responsible for their own seed. Over the
decade, ·farm prices rose more tban urban wages.

The industrial sector received a needed competitive shock, entry into importing was made
much easier, and the need for new investment received much public attention. Much
more is now known about the public enterprise sector, its problems, and the difficulties
of reducing them, while the climate for private sector aetivitieshas improved and some
state shrinkage has occurred. Other areas of improvement, not covered in this text,
include better public investment programming and a start at rescuing the banking sector;

• The relative position of the poor seems to have been protected: farm prices did better
than urban wage rates; the wage rates of lower-paid, urban formal-sector workers fell
less than those of skilled workers; the urban bias ofeconomic policy seems to have been
reversed; and the education and hea1thstatus of the population improved, especially in
rural areas; and

• Never before in Senegal's history was economic policy so extensively and widely
discussed; never have policy questions received so much study, especially high quality
study, ·as during the 1980s.

These are important achievements, but do they add up to the kind of structural adjustments that
the sponsors of reform wanted and expected? Admittedly,. it is not easy to define structural adjustment.
Most observers define it in terms of supply responses that showup in faster GOP growth, expanding
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exports, and higher investment rates. The team regards such output-related measures (which may be
temporary and ephemeral, or caused by exogenous factors such as rainfall or changes in world prices)
as only parti~ indicators that the structure of the ecoDQmy has changed. More fundamental, but often
cloudier, indicators of structural change are shifts in asset distribution, major institutional changes, or the
development of new attitudes among local officials and others. Eventually, such fundamental changes
should be reflected in the kinds of economic policies and institutions that, adopted and implemented with
conviction, would indeed show up in higher output, expanding exports, and so forth. The team is of
·course looking at cause-and-effect relationships - structural adjustment must embrace both.

There are no convincing output indications that the economy has been moved onto a .higher
growth curve. Nor is there much evidence of fundamental change in institutional arrangements that imply
faster growth in the future. There is little increased flexibility in the labor market; the state's role has
not been reduced much; improved management of the public sector remains a goal for the funlre, as does
greater attention to land tenure (an important but neglected issue in the Fleuve region); there has been
little increase in R&D capacity in agriculture, or action to resolve population growth; and reform in the
troubled financial sector remains nascent. As for the spread of "learning effects" that might lead to
deeper, wider acceptance of reform policies and their implementation, the decade has ended with many
intellectuals and officials skeptical that free market policies are suitable for Senegal. The events within
the Communist world may do more to change this than all the debate over adjustment during the past
decade.

How then to expla~n the limited impact and weak implementation of the reform effort? Three
sets of reasons are commonly advanced: external factors (such as drought and price shocks) that
undermine reforms; intemalpolitical .and social factors that hobble the effort· (such. as vested interests,
bureaucratic foot-dragging, lack of political will, widespread reservations about the appropriateness of
agreed reforms); and negative influences stemming from a strong donor presence. Our analysis
concentr~ on this third factor, the role of donors and their aid. This is the only one of the three sets
of influences outsiders control directly and which they might change if persuaded that changes could
improve the refonn effort.

In examining the effect of the donor presence, we underi ined three factors in this report. First
is the "ownership" factor. Many of the responsible Senegalese officials have never viewed the policy and
institutional reforms as truly their own. This is related to the fact that most of the political class remains
unconvinced about the suitability of many key elements in the reform agenda, or about the proposed pace
of reform, despite a general acceptance of the need for liberalization. Second, donor capacity to invest
and steer large and complex series of reforms is limited, which led to some missteps in reform design
and implementation~ And third, the large inflow of aid money in the 1980screated a no-sanctions
atmosphere that eroded political will to reform.

Senegal has been extremely successful in securing foreign assistance. With 1.5 percent of Sub­
Saharan Africa's population, Senegal has received 4.8 percent of official development assistance (l98i).
From 1980-1987, aid commitments grew by 18 percent a year, more than twice as fast as total overseas
development assistance. In 1987, Senegal received over US $100 per person, equal to about 20percerit
of GOP and 4-5 times the average for Africa. Virtually all of Senegal's public investment, as well as
a significant share of recurrent costs, is financed by external resources. In 1987, aid disbursements were
US $642 million. This compares with total government domestic revenues of about $750 miHionand
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export earnings of about the same amount. So in that (not unrepr~entative) year, donors provided almost
half the government's total r~urc~ and. half the country's foreign exchange. In the team's view, this
scale of aid, and the forms in which it has been provided, have impaired the adjustnent effort.

The chief problem is that aid which is too readily available has weakened the key element of
political responsibility - the need to make choic~. The large number of donors confounds the clear
transmission of policy m~sages to the Senegalese side; changing minds becomes more difficult when
everyone knows that the analytic foundations of a policy are not universally accepted.

Coupled with these communication and "learning" difficulties are strong internal donor pressures
to maintain high aid levels to a particularly poor, democratic country in an economically troubled region.
The result, despite all the formal conditionality,is a no-sanctions environment, a generalized soft-budget
constraint. which gives the GOS access to aid r~ources almost entirely without regard to its
implementation performance. The latter fact has surely played a major role in shifting the GOS· cost­
benefit calculus in favor of weak or pro forma implementation. The soft-budget constraint has weakened
political will by reducing the expected costs of nonimplementation. It becomes attractive to postpone
needed adjustments.

What are the implications of the above analysis for future donor behavior? We sugg~tthree:

• Sharp cutbacks in aid would be neither desirable nor feasible. But strategies for the
1990s should str~s l~said, not more;

• The form of policy-based lending must be changed, mainly by eliminating the past
emphasis on explicit conditionality. The latter has dominated the dialogue, reducing ttte
opportunity for uncontentious and open exchange of ideas and joint· problem-solving.
Heavy conditionality is incc>mpatible with local ownership of the adjustment program; and

• Even without explicit conditionality, there seems to be no way to avoid serious negative
effects when·poIicy reforms are tied explicitly to lending. The two need lobe separated,
with the reform dialogue proceeding largely independent of lending operations - perhaps
not completely, but much more so than in the past. One way of doing this is to reduce
the proportion of policy lending in total assistance. Less fungible forms of resource
transfer should receive greater attention - for example, more project assistance; more
off-budget arrangements such as on-lending to private sectors; more use of regional
institutions (for example, in agricultural research); and scholarships, re.C' JaI'ch grants, and
training awards for use in other countries.
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CHAPTER ONE

MACROECONONnCPOLICms

I. INTRODUCTION

From 1959 to 1984, per capita income declined in Senegal while it increased in most other
African countries not affected by extended civil unrest. Since 1984, some progress has been reported,
but it is not yet clear. that this improvemellt represents a turning point in the Senegalese econo~y.

Clarifying this issue is of particular interest,. because Senegal has undertaken a decade-long series of
adjustmentprograms supported by the International Monetary Fund (IMP) and the World Bank (Bank)'
and bilateral donors including the United States Agency for International Development (USAID), the
French Caisse Centrale de Coop~rationEconomique (CCCE),and the Swiss Government. Alongsidethis
adjustment assistance, the Government of Senegal (GOS) has received substantial aid in ott'ler forms,
partly because it has undertaken reforms in its economic policies. Although its population was only 1.5
percent of the population in Sub-Saharan Africa, Senegal received 4.8 percent of total net official
assistanceto the region in 1987.

The poor long-term economic performance of Senegal can be attributed partly to poor rains and
unfavorable terms of trade. But droughts did not affect Senegal more adversely than many otherSahelian
countries and the deterioration in the terms of trade was not more. pronounced for SenegaLthan for most
other African countries.

The conditions under which Senegal became independent were, however, quite different from
those of other African countries. Before independence, Dakar was the administrative capital of French­
speaking West Africa. After ·independence, it bec.ame the capital of a small country with limited natural
resources; This change provided Senegal with both assets and liabilities in relation to other AfriCan
countries. On the asset side, Senegal inherited an excellent location for its capital, a good infrastructure,
and 3 well-educated elite. On. the liability side, Senegal inherited a bureaucracy much too large for its
needs and an elite accustomed to living standards well above those found in most of the rest of Africa.

This kind of change has been described as a "Vienna problem." In the· Senegalese case, the
resulting liabilities seem to have been heavier than the assets. But the example of Austria. itself shows
that the balance need not turn out to be negative. After a glorious past, Vienna became the capital of a
small country with a population the :;ize of Senegal. After regaining its independencein19SS, Austria
did very well. Per capita GDP growth averaged 3 percent a year from 1965 to 1989,wbich>significantly
exceeds the 2.3 percent average recorded for all Organization for. Economic Cooperation and
Development (OEeD) countries. In 1989, Austria ranked between the Netherlands and France in terms
ofper capita income. The parallel between Vienna and Dakar should not be pushed too far,but it does
suggest that shrinkage of a political and economic unit need not impede development.
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II. FROM INDEPENDENCE TO ADJUSTMENT

Between 1959 and 1966, economic growth was relatively satisfactory, with. per capita GDP
increasing by about Iper<:ent a year. After 1966, Senegal lost the benefit of guaranteed prices for its
main export crops and the econom,ic situation deteriorated progressively. This deterioration was not,
however, due mainly to the unfavorable environment; it resulted largely from inappropriate policies;

With the boom in the export prices of groundnuts and phosphates, Senegal's terms of trade
improved 16 percent from 1972 to 1974 (Table 1.1). This gain proved, however, to be a curse rather
than a blessing. Senegal did not sterilize its windfall export gain; on the contrary, it took advantage of
its temporary credit-worthiness to borrow from commercial banks and followed highly expansionary
paUcies. Between 1972 and 1975, domestic credit surged by 131 percent,minimum wages were raised
by 112 percent, money supply doubled, and the cost of living index rose 7r percent (Table 1.2).

The commodity boom was short-Jived. Byi97S, Senegal's terms of.trade were 9 percent lower
than in 1972.. But, during this six-year period, the cost of) iving had increased in Senegal by 13 perc~nt

more than in France, while Senegal'stenns of trade had deteriorated. by 5 percent in relation to thoseof
France. With a fixed parity between the French franc and the CFA franc (CFAF), produetivitygains
would have been required to preserve Senegal's competitiveness. Thisd:u not occur, because the large
investments made in the 19708 had limited impact on growth; the incremental <:apitaloutput ratio
averaged 17 in the second half of the 19708.

Because of a drought in 1978, another in 1980, a 37-percent fall in the export price ofgroundlltlts
from 1978 to 1980, the financial collapse of the Office National de Coop~rationet d'Assistancepourle
D6veloppement (ONCAD), and a sharp increase in the external debt burden, Senegal became bankrupt}
At about that time, President Senghor decided to retire and asked his Prime Minister to replace him. But
the new President, Aboud Diouf, had to consolidate his power through popular elections before taking
politically sensitive measures; for this and other reasons the implementation. ofa strong adjustment
program was delayed until mid-1983.

The period 1979 through 1982 was one of crisis management. To preserve the social.order,.~e
government had to find the money to pay its civil servants. it was unable toborrowfr0ntcommerdal
markets; it could nol[ .print money either, because Senegal was a member of the Western African
Monetary Union (WAMU). The authorities were concerned with immediate cash problems and.more
preoccupied with convincing friendly countries (notably Arab countries that were very liquidatthe time)
to extend them grants or concessional loans than with discussing genuine structural reforms. It is,
therefore, not surprising that the first IMP and Bank programs were not very successful.

1 ONCAD, a public·enterprise established to provide rural development, made extensive use of crop
credits that could not be repaid. By the late 1970s, ONCAD had accumulated a.lossofCFAF 64 billion,
equivalent to more than half of yearly government revenues. The ONCAD debt was. assumed by the
government and rescbeduledby the Banque Centrale des Etats de I'Afrique deTOuest (BCEAO),thefirst
time in 1982 and the second time in 1989, for an amount approximately equivalent to the initial debt.
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TABLE 1.1

POPUJ..ATION, .GNP PER CAPITA, AND TERMS OF TRADE, 1968-1989

Year Population
(thousands)

GNP per capita
(CFAF 1000 at

1980 prices)

Terms of Trade
(index 1980= 100)

1968 4,217 123.5 112.4
1969 4,315 112.0 124.8
1970 4,415 117.0 113.6
1971 4,519 114.7 105.8
1972 4,625 118.9 110.2
1973 4,734 109.7 102.6
1974 4,846 110.2 127.6
1975 4,960 116.5 118.4
1976 5,099 127.2 114.2
1977 5,244 116.6 113.0
1978 5,394 105.8 100.5
1979 5,548 113.3 100.4
1980 5,706 106.3 100.0
1981 5,869 101.6 102.4
1982 6,036 113.5 96.5
1983 6,208 112.8 98.2
1984 6,385 103.8 102.2
1985 6,567 104.9 100.1
1986 6,770 105.7 88.3
1987 6,969 109.1 94.8
1988 7,154 107.0 96.4
1989 7,361 108.5 98.0

1968-72 117.2 113.4
1978-82 108.1 100.0
1985-89 107.0 95.5

Percentage change
78-82/68-72 -7.8 -13.4
85-89/78-82 -1.0 -4.5
85-89/68-72 -9.1 -15.8

Source: World Bank, World Tables.
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TABLE 1.2

MONEY, UOMESTIC CREDIT, COST OF UVING, NOMlNAL AND REAL WAGES
1976-1989

Year

(1)

Money Domestic
(M2) Credit

(CFAF billions
at year end)

(2) (3)

Cost of Minimum Civil Servants
Living Wage Monthly Wage
(CPI) (SMIG) deflated (CFAF
<--Index 1980= 100-,--> thousands)
~) ~) ~) a)

1970 37.3 37.5 38.2 37.8 107.9 46.0
1971 38.0 39.9 39.7 37.8 105.6 46,8
1972 42.8 47.2 42.2 37.8 103.8 48.9
1973 52.4 65.7 46.9 37.8 99.9 52.3
1974 77.3 90.7 54,7 43.5 102.4 62.5
1975 86.1 108.8 72.1 80.0 83.5 67.2
1976 113.6 137.0 72.8 80.0
1977 131.0 162.7 81.1 80.0 73.0 66.1
1978 158.8 213.3 83.8 80.0 89.6 77.6
1979 161.1 250.6 92.0 80.0 90.8 100.3
1980 177.7 293,6 100.0 100.0 100.0 111.6
1981 216.9 368.9 105.9 105.0 93.2 110.2
1982 262.3 441.0 124.3 113.6 84.0 116.5
1983 273.0 477.1 138,7 113,6 79.8 123.6
1984 287.1 489.9 155.1 130.8 76,6 132.6
1985 300.1 530.8 175.2 137.3 69.2 135.4
1986 31133.7 535.7 186.4 137.3 70.5 146.6
1987 342.2 538.9 178.4 137.3 76.3 151.9
1988 3345 593.6 178.4 137.3 80.3 156.9
1989 371.3 576.6 175.0 149.5 85.5 167.7

Source: Columns 2 through 4 are.from International Financial Statistics, iMF, Washington, D.C.
Column 5 is from national statistics. Column 7 is the Public Wage Bill paid by the Central
Government Budget. divided by the number of civil servants. Column 6 is obtained by deflating
column 7 by the ClPI shown in column 4. Columns 6 and 7 refer to fiscal years, with split year
1970171 shown under 1970 calendar year. Figures for 1989 are estimates.
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Senegal obtained its first structural adjustment credit willi the World Bank in 1980. However,
the conditions required for the release of the second u"anche ~I~n~ not satisfied and this second tranche
was finally canceled, which happens rarely with the World Bank. After a (11'st credit tranche program
(which did not carry substantial conditionality), a program support~ by the Extended Fund Facility
(EFF) was approved by the IMF Executive Board in August 1980. The onlypcorfonnancecriteria
ll.atisfied for the EFF program were those set for end-Septem;er 1980, and the three-year arrangement
was canceled after a few months. By early 1981, Senegal had acquired a solid '·~liabilitv

1m tht Fund, and its reputation in the Bank was·not much better.

As the financial situation continued to deteriorate and the arrears (both internal and external)
continued to accumulate, Senegal's main creditors - France, in particular - pressured the authorities
to renew their dialogue with the Fund. The first successful stand-by arrangement covered fiscal year
1981/82. In spite of considerabledifficuities, Senegal succeeded in making its four quarterly'purchases
and, even, to negotiate another stand-by covering fiscal year 1982/83. But, with the approach of the
March 1983 elections, political pressures became so strong that the az.-rangement collapsed before the end
of 1982 aIltd ·Senegal made a single purchase und,er its second stand-by.

Both the budget deficit and the external current account deficit reached .record levels in 1982183.
The dialogue with the Fund was nevertheless maintained. The composition of the Senegalese economic
team changed and agreement on majo:" economic measures was reached with the Fund in June 1983.
After these measures were announced in a message of President Dioufto the nation on August 13,. 1983,
a new stand-by arrangement was approved by the IMF Board.•This program - which was successfully
implemented -- has been followed by an uninterrupted sories of programs supported by the Fund.

The first meeting of the Consultative Group held in 1984 was the prelude to a second Structural
Adjustment Loan (SAL) with the Bank. The second meeting of the Consultative Group was also followed
by a third SAL which, like the second one, w~~ fully disbursed. The second annual arrangement under
the Enhanced Structural Adjustment Facility (ESAF) was approved by the Fund in December 1989 and
a fourth SAL by the Bank in February 1990. After having been considered as an unreliable partner in
1980, Senegal was referred to in 1987 as the adjustment model.

III. STABILIZATION RESULTS

The main stabilization objectives of the Fund programs were achieved within c, five-year period.
From 1982/83 to 1987/88, the budgetary deficit excluding grants fell from 8.8 percent of GOP to 2.6
percent, the external current account deficit from 18.4 percent of GDP to 10.2 percent, and the annual
rate of inflation from 9 percent to 2.5 percent (Figures 1.1-1.4, and Table 1.3). The decline in
government expenditure as a share of GOP was remarkable: it fell from 32 percent in FY 1981 to 21
percent in FY 1989.

A major contribution of IMF programs was to bring transparency to budgetary accounts.
GoveIlh."1lent financial operations were consolidated in an orderly manner and presented in a table which
became known to donors as the TOFE, the French acronym for Tableau des Operations Financi~res de
I'Etat. This new transparency facilitated the task of the Minister of Finance in his negotiating both at
home with politicians and abroad with donors asked for additional contributions to balance the TOFE.
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TABLE 1.3

SELECTED MACROECONOMIC INDICATORS

82/83 83/84 84/85 85/86 86/87 87/88 8~/89

Annual Change in Percent

8.9 -1.0 -0.4 4.2 4.2 4.4 0.6
6.0 -3.9 -3.3 1.3 1.3 1.5 -2.3

14.5 11.7 12.5 9.4 0.4 -2.6 -1.9
9.0 10.9 11.3 8.3 5.0 2.5 1.9

29.1 8.3 4.8 14.3 10.7 9.2 0.1

In Percent of GDP

Govemment·.expenditure
ona commitment
basis 28.5 25.2 23.5 21.7 21.4 20.1 20.7

Government revenues 19.7 19.4 18.8 17.9 18.8 17.5 16.7

Fiscal deficit on a
commitment basis
Excluding grants 8.8 5.8 4.6 3.9 2.6 2.5 4.0
Including grants 8.2 4.6 3.5 2.3 1.5 1.2 2.1

External current· account
deficit excluding
official grants 1804 17.3 18.7 15.6 11.3 10.2 9.6

Source: International Monetary Fund.
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Instead of trying to play one donor against another, the Senegalese authorities became quite open.
They associated the donor community with the review of the public investment program and with the
discussions of economic policies. The main donors participated in a seminar on the new agricultural
policy chaired by President Oiouf in February 1984. By maintaining an open dialogue with the donor
community, Senegal succeeded in attracting a high level of external assistance.

The credibility of the adjustment program was linked to a reduction in the budget deficit and, in
particular, to a reduction in the growth of the central government wage bill, which was absorbing 62
percent of total government revenue in 1981/82. At the time of independence, Senegal had inherited an
expensive bureaucracy whic•. became even more expensive during the 1970s. From 1973/74 (the year
of the commodity boom) to 1981/82, the government wage bill increased by 16 percent a year and the
number of civil servants by 5.7 percent a year, on average. To break this trend, the governmenthad to
announce that it could no longer beheld responsible for providing employment to all new graduates, and
recruitment in public service schools was sharply curtailed.

Under the new policy, the size of the civil service was held to 68,000 after 1983/84. The yearly
increase in the nominal wage bill was reduced from 16 percent to 5 percent. From 62 percent in
1981/82, the share of the wage bill declined to about half of total government revenues. Further progress
is expected under the 1990 adjustment loan, SAL IV, and donors have already pledged US$ 65 million
to finance attractive incentive packages for voluntary retirements. The stated objective is to reduce the
size of the civil service to 62,000 by 1991/92 and to freeze, if not reduce, the nominal wage bill during
the next three years.

The sharp decline in inflation during the last five years was due not only to the fall of world
inflation (notably, in France); it also reflected basic changes in Senegal's policies. The aMualgrowth
of domestic credit fell from an average.of 25 percent between 1972 and 1982, to under·5 percent between
1982 and 1988. Moreover, the Central Bank for Western African (BCEAO) tightened its policies in 1989
by eliminating the preferential discount rate and raising the normal discount rate to 10.5 percent per year.

The deflationary credit policy and improved supervision of the primary banks revealed the critical
state of the domestic banking system. At the end of 1988, nonperformingloans accounted for about one­
third of the net domestic assets of the banking system and more than half ofthe banks were technically
bankrupt. Some CFAF 200 billion (equivalent to 80 percent of annual government revenue) were needed
in the form ofextemal assistance and consolidation by the BCEAO to restructure the banking system.
Because most of this amount is ultimately a Treasury liability? the genuine reduction in the fiscal deficit
was not as spectacular as suggested by the official statistics referred to earlier.

IV. GROWTH AND COMPETITIVENESS

While the stabilization objectives of the adjustment programs were satisfied loa large extent, the
growth objectives have not yet been reached. During the 1983/84 program, real GOP per capita fell by
almost 4 percent, but the fall was mainly attributable to a severe drought. With more. favorable rainfalls
in the fonowing years, real per capita GOP increased by 1.4 percent a year from 1984/85 to 1987/88,
when it almost recovered the 1982-1983 predrought level (Table 1.3). This improvement was highlighted



10

in an article titled "Senegal Achieves Adjustment with Growth," published in the May 1988 issue of the
IMF Survey, but the improvement was temporary.

As will be shownin the following chapters, there are few clear signs thatSenegal has moved onto
a new, higher growth path. Despite unusually strong increases infoodproduetion at the~nd ofth~

decade, rainfall continues to be the main determinant of output. The restrueturingofthe public enterprise
sector ~as proceeded very slowly and the tourism industry has been stagnating. A substantial
liberalization of the industrial sector was launched in 1986 with the elimination of quota restrietionson
imports ?ADd a reduetionin effective protection. The decline in domestic manufacturing· output was,
however, greater than anticipated and the government had to pardy reverse its liberalization policy by
reestablishing bigher import cbarges and other restrictions in 1989.

The Discrepancy between Domestic and International Prices

With imports accounting for one-fourth of GDP, the Senegalese economy is heavily dependent
on international trade, but, for most tradeable goods, production costs in Senegal substantially exceed
world prices. To cover the large discrepancy between domestic and international prices, Senegal had to
protect its domestic production by tariff and nontariff barriers and to subsidize many of itsexports­
even its traditional exports sucbas groundnut oil and fish. This has created problems with The.Gampia
where the discr~ancy between domestic and world prices was much lower. In 1987,the producer price
of groundnuts was 50 percent higher in Senegal than· in The Gambia, the consumer price of rice was 9()
percent higher, and the price ofsugar20 percent higher. It, therefore, becameprofit3bleforGam.bian
traders to import rice and sugar for smuggling into Senegal.

According to some observers, this traffic. became so large .that the profits •• itgenerated. were
sufficient to finance all the rice and sugar consumed in Gambia. In addition, Gambian growersw~reable

to sell a good part of their groundnut crop to Senegal, which, after transforming it into oil, had to export
the groundnut oil at a· substantial loss. This large smuggling operation was a key element in the 19~8

decision to reduce the producer price of groundnuts by 22 percent and to reduce the consumer price of
imported· rice by 19 percent.

An excessive discrepancy between domestic and international prices may becosdynot only for
the Treasury, but may also lead to a misallocation of resources. In particular, this discrepancy may result
in negative rates of effective protection for new export-oriented industries. To correct this bias and to
promote nontraditional exports, Senegal established an export subsidy scheme with the support<of the
World Bank. The administration of this scheme has, however, proved cumbersome. The level ofthe
subsidy had to be related to the value added by the exporting enterprise, which is not easy for small
diversified enterprises to determine and is difficult for the administration to verify. Moreover,
entrepreneurs were not keen to invest in new ventures without knowing in .advance the amount of the
subsidy and without being reasonably confident of timely payments. In practice, the subsidies disbursed
to promote nontraditional exports have been modest and their impact on exports limited. The export
subsidy scheme still exists, but according to many observers, expanding it would be counterproductive.
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Manufacturing costs in Senegal are high for a variety of reasons, which can be illustrated by two
case studies conducted by Barbier in 1987 on the canning of tuna fish and the production of cement?

In 1976, Senegal was the second largest exporter of canned. tuna a1 t accounted for 12 percent
of world exports. Ten years later, Senegal accounted for only 6 percent of world exports and had fallen
to fifth place. Thailand, which did not export canned tuna in 1976, had become·the largest exporter by
1986 with 44 percent of world exports. In all countries of the European Community except France,
exports from Senegal had been virtually replaced by those from Thailand, even though Thai •enterprises
had to overcome two sizable handicaps. First, Senegalese enterprises received an export.subsidy
equivalent to 40 percent of value added (or about 10 percent of the FOB value), while the Thai
enterprises did not. Second, exports from Senegal could enter the Community duty free, while exports
from Thailand were charged a 24 percent duty. Even though per capita GNP was 50 percent higher in
Thailand than in Senegal, labor costs per kilogram of tuna processed were half in Thailand of what they
were in Senegal. Although Europe is closer to Dakar than to Bangkok, the cost of shipment from Le
Havre (France) to Dakar was 70 percent higher than that to Bangkok; partly for this reason, a number
of inputs were more expensive in Senegal than in Thailand. Finally, Thai enterprises were able to reduce
their.production cost of tuna for human consumption by canning leftover·trimrnings and exporting them
as cat food to the United States.

By comparing two cement plants with the same capacity and similar technology, Barbier found
that the cost of production per ton was almost twice as high in Senegal as in France for two main
reasons.3 First, fixed costs per ton were much greater in Senegal because the Senegalese plant, which
was more recent, had to bear higher depreciation charges and because the Senegalese plant was used at
only 30 percent of capacity while the French one was used at 70 percent. Second, the costs of fuel and
electricity were five times higher in Senegal than in France. Even though labor accounted for only 10
percent of total costs, it is worth noting that labor cost per ton of cement was 40 percent higher in the
Senegalese than in the French plant.

These two case studies suggest that the high manufacturing. costs result from the interaction of
several factors. Capacity utilization is low because the lack of competitiveness does not allow the
industry to expand. The cost of energy is high because taxes on petroleum products are a vital SOurce
of revenue for the Treasury, which needs the tax proceeds to pay the civil servants. These factors .also
affect labor costs, by raising the cost of living .and in other ways. But the issue of labor costs reaches
far deeper.

Labor Costs in the Modern Sector

In 1986, the narrowly defined modern sector of Senegal consisted of 131,000 permanent
employees, of whom 68,000 were in public administration, 60,000 in nonfinancial enterprises, and 3,000

2 J.P. Barbier, "Reflections sur ja Competitivite, Comparaison Afrique-Asie," Caisse Centrale de
Coop~ationEconomique, May 1989.

3 The production cost in the French factory was about twice the spot price on the world market.
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in financial enterprises (Table 1.4).~ These 131,000 wage earners accounted for about 4 percent of the
Senegalese labor force and their combine.d wage bill accounted for 17 percent of Senegal's· GDP. The
average monthly cost per employee (salary and charges paid by the employer) was equal to CFAF
148,000, equivalent to about US$ 500. The average cost per employee was the same for the civil service.
as for the rest of the modem sector. The lowest cost was for construction (CFAF 100,000) and the
highest for banking (CFAF 302,000). The cost in the manufacturing industry (CFAF 136,000) was
slightly below the overall average.

Labor.costs in the manufacturing sector were much higher in Senegal than innon-eFA countries
with comparable income levels. In 1986, labor cost in Senegal was 10 percent lower than in C6te
d'Ivoire, but 60 percent higher than in Malaysia and 370 percent higher than in Indonesia (Table 1.5).
The cost of a manufacturing worker was 8.1 times the GDP per capita in Senegal. It was only 2 times
as high for the average GDP per capita of the six non-CFA developing countries, and 1.7 times for the
United States.

An international comparison of civil servant salaries leads to similar results. In 1987,the ratio
of the average cost of a civil servant to per capita GDP was about the same in Senegal as in eight other
CFA oil importing countries,5 but three times higher than in six African non-CFA countries and in
Malaysia, and almost seven times higher than in France and the United States (Table 1.6).

These findings are consistent with those provided by French banks with subsidiaries· in Africa.
According to these banks, the cost of labor in the banking sector was about the same in Senegal as in
COte d'Ivoire and Cameroon, but about twice as high as in Morocco and three times as high as iii
Nigeria. All these data indicate that, in Senegal (as in most other CFA countries), labor costs in the
modem sector are considerably higher than in non-eFA developing countries with comparable levels of
per capita GDP. There is an explanation for this discrepancy.

In Senegal, as in the rest of Africa,wages in the modern. sector are influenced largely by the
wages paid by the government, which is the major employer. At the time of independence, the wage
structure of Senegalese civil servants was set at levels somewhat comparable to those of the French
colonial civil service - that is to say, much above the average per capita income of Senegal. Since
independence, real wages of public servants have been eroded by inflation. They fell by 36 percent
between 1970 and 1985. when inflation was relatively high in Senegal, but increased somewhat from 1985
to 1989, when inflation was low (Table 1.2).

In the African· countries that did not belong to the franc area, wages of publ ic servants. were also
set at levels much above the average per capita income. But real wages of civil servants have been

• The modem sector, as defined in the national accounts of Senegal, includes: (i) the private and
public nonfinancial enterprises which provide detailed accounts in accordance with the "Plan Comptable
St!nt!galais" and are taxed on the profits calcuJatledon the basis of this accounting framework; (ii)the
financial enterprises (banks and insurance); and (iii) the public servants paid by 1the Central Government.

S The three oil exporting countries (Cameroon, Congo, and Gabon) have been excluded, as well as
Equatorial Guinea, which joined the CFA area only in 1986.
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TABLE 1.4

LABOR COST AND EMPLOYMENT IN THE MODERN SECTOR OF SENEGAL, 198.6/a

Average Labor Cost
(CFAF thousands

per month)
(1)

Employment
(thousands)

(2)

Total Labor .Cost
(CFAF billions

per year)
(3) = 0,012(1)(2)

Civil Service /b 147 68 120

Non-financial
Enterprises Ic 171 60 103

Construction (100) (4) (5)
Manufacturing (136) (34) (56)
Services (142) (15) (25)
Commerce (200) (7) (17)

Financial
Enterprises 288 3 11

Insurance (216) (0.5) (1.2)
Banking (302) (2.7) (9.7)

TOTAL 148 131 234

la Including labor charges paid employees (social security). Excluding non-permanent employees
(23,000 are employed in non-financial enterprises), personnel employed by local public
communities, personnel remunerated by foreign agencies (NGO, international agencies, embassies,
...). Excluding non-financial enterprises which do not submit accounts in accordance with the
"Plan Comptable SenegaJais."
/b fiscal year 1986/87.
Ie Inc)uding public enterprises (28% of employees) and private enterprises (72%).
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TABLE I.S

LABOR COSTS IN MANUFACTURING AND PER CAPITA GNP

Average labor cost per worker

Country CFAF thousands
per month

As a multiple of
GNP per capita

COte d'Ivoire 149 5.9

Senegal 136 8.7

Morocco 87 4.3

Malaysia 85 1.3

Tunisia 80 2.0

Mauritius 50 1.2

Ghana 38 2.8

Indonesia 29 1.7

U.S.A. 784 1.7

Cost of labor to enterprises (including both salary payments and charges paid by. employers) derived
from national data. Per capita GNP for 1986 derived from the 1988 World Development report.
The U.S. figures referto 1987; they were provided by the US Bureau of Labor Statistics.
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TABLE 1.6

GDP PER CAPITA AND COST OF CML SERVANTS, 1987

(CFAF thousands)

Cost of Civil Servants fa

Country or Average
for Country Group

Senegal

GOP per
capita
yearly

202

monthly

152

as multiple
of per
capita GOP

9

Average, 9 CFAcountries 135 133 10
Burkina Faso, Chad, Mali,
Niger, Togo, Benin,
Senegal, COte d'lvoire

Average, 6 non-CFA countries 124 35 3
Zaire, The Gambia, Guinea,
Ghana, Mauritania, Morocco

Malaysia 543 140 3

Industrial countries
France (1989) 4,795 503 1.3

U.S.A 5,460 641 104

Source: National Statistics.

la Government expenditure on civil service divided by number of civil servants.
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eroded much more severely by inflation, because inflation has been much higher in these countries than
in the CFA countries, which benefited from free convertibility at fixed parity with the French franc. In
Ghana and Zaire, where many devaluations occurred and domestic inflation has been very high (Table
1.7), the average cost of a civil servant in 1987 was equivalent to, respectively, 1.3 and 1.8 times per
capita GDP, compared with 9.1 in Senegal.

The Crisis of the Modem Sector

Since 1986, employment in the manufacturing sector has declined by some 13 percent in Senegal,
but wages expressed in either nominal or real terms have not declined significantly. In C6te d'Ivoire,
employment in the modem sector other than public administration is reported to have dr.clinedby26
percent from 1982 to 1988, with declines of 44 percent for expatriates, 29 percent for non-Ivoirien
Africans, and 23 percent for Ivoiriens. But official statistics do not show substantial declines in the real
cost of labor during this period . This lack of wage adjustment in the face of a shrinking demand is
indicative of the rigidities of a highly regulated labor market.

From 1986 to 1989, the .size of the publ ic service has remained unchanged in Senegal; the number
of new recruitments has therefore been about the same as that of retirees - some 5,000 over the three­
year period. But the same number of jobs have been lost in the manufacturing and the banking sector
during the same period.6 Since 25,000 young Senegalese joined the labor force each year, very few of
them have been able to find employment in the modem sector and the vast majority had to join t!leurban
informal sector, which has been expanding very rapidly.

In a recent study, Zarour estimates that the informal sector provides a living for one-third of the
population in the Dakar area.7 On the basis of a detailed survey, the averagemicroenterpriseemploys
five workers and the capital invested per worker is only 2 percent of the amount invested in the modern
sector. The capital invested in microenterprises originates from personal savings, which are reported to
be significant. Microenterprises hardly use the banking system and three quarters of them do not pay
any tax.

The government revenues gained from the rapid expansion of the informal sector were
insignificant, but the losses from the reduction in the size of the modem sector were substantial. To
recoup part of its net loss, the governmelat attempted to extract more taxesfrorn the enterprises of the
modem sector remaining profitable. The government could not, however, go too far.in this direction.
Raisingtaxe5 would reduce the profitability of the few enterprises still healthy and would increase the
risk of accelerating the shrinkage of the modem sector, thus generating a vicious circle.

Because students did not tit into the informal sector and could not find jobs in the modern sector,
they remained in the university longer than before. At the same time, more students were graduating

6 From 1986 to 1989, it is estimated that about 4,500 jobs were lost in the manufacturing sector and
700 in the banking sector.

7 C. Zarour, Etude du seeteur informel de Dakar et des environs, Dakar, August 1989.
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TABLE 1.7

RATES OF DEPRECIATION OF THE CURRENCIES OF SUBSAHARAN AFRICAN
COUNTRIES AND THE USA IN RELATION TO THE SDR FROM

END-1982 TO END-1989

Country

Rwanda
Senegal and countries

of the franc area

USA

Mauritius
Mauritania

Kenya
Burundi
Countries of the rand area
Zimbabwe

Malawi
The Gambia
Sudan
Madagascar

Nigeria
Guinea
Tanzania
Zambia
Sierra Leone
Zaire

Ghana
Uganda

Per, ,mtage Depreciation
Expressed in Terms of
Domestic Currencies

0.5

2.5

19

64
88

102
102
181
196

200
301
310
396

1,220
1,910
2,290
2,760
6,300
9,300

13,00J
40,500

Source: JMF, International Financial Statistics, Washington, D.C.
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from high school every year and most of them were going to university for lack of better opportunity.
As a result, the size of the university population and the cost to the Treasury have been increasing
rapidly, which has become a major source of concern.s

The problems encountered by the university reflect the crisis of the modem sector, which. could
evolve in various ways. A possible scenario would be a continuation of the past. Anot.her wouldbea
break from the past to restore. competitiveness; this could be attempted with or. without a change in the
parity between the CFA and the French francs.

V. FUTURE PROSPECTS

Real per capita GNP remained stagnant in Senegal during the 1980s in spite of a large flow of
external assistance (fable 1.1). Several indicators suggest that social conditions have improved in rural
areas. The ratio of rural to urban incomes increased - a step in the right direction, but one resented by
the urban population. After having gained 60 to 90 percent of the votes in most urban areas in ·1983,
President Diouf gained only 40 to 70 percent of the same votes in 1988.

To prevent a further weakening of its support among urban voters in the future, the government
may avoid measures that could adversely affect the organized urban sector. ·Ifso, the modern sector will
remain uncompetitive and lose further ground to the informal sector, and the share of government
revenues hl GDP wilJ further decline. Since the fragile socio-political equilibrium cannot be preserved
without maintaining a minimum level of government expenditure, the budgetary gap would then have to
be filled through additional external assistance.9 Subsidizing the modern sector will not restore growth,
but increased external assistance will allow the government to buy time by avoiding social unrest.

To restore competitiveness, barriers will have to be removed betv:een an overcapitalized modern
sector, in which labor earnings are too high, and an undercapitalized informal sector, in which labor
earnings are very low. This will requIre a deregulation of the labor market and the elimination. of
monopolies. Workers with skills in short supply and high demand would benefit from deregulation, but
the majority of employees in the modern sector would lose. 1o

• Because the Centre des Oeuvres Universitaires de Dakar (COUD) had to provide more services,
it accumulated payments arrears equivalent to almost four times its 1988/89 budgetary allocation. In an
attempt to. avoid further accumulation of arrears, budgetary allocations to the COUD were almost tripled
between 1988/89 and 1989/90.

9 Donors have already been approached to finance special programs to provide temporary employment
to young graduates and to finance the establishment of a second university in .Saint Louis. Without
fundamental changes in the educational system, such devices will only postpone the crisis.

10 In·a free labor market, an oversupply of university graduates would not .be consistent with high
salaries ,Ullong white collar employees.
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With inflation in France (and other industrial countries) averaging 10 percent a year in the next
four years, relative production costs in Senegal could be reduced by about 25 percent if nominal returns
to domestic factors (notably, wages) remained frozen and yearly inflation was held to 3 percent, which
would reflect the higher cost of imported goods. On the other hand, if inflation, which has fallen to
about 3 percent a year in France, were to remain at this level, freezing nominal returns to domestic
factors would not permit a reduction in the rate of inflation ~n Senegal below 1 percent a year. With a
yearly inflation differential of only 2 percent, it would take 11 years to reduce Senegal's relative
production costs by 25 percent. Freezing nominal wages for more than a decade does not seem likely
in the Senegalese context; when inflation was insignificant, between 1985 ,md 1989, the average cost of
civil servants increased substantialIy.

If the slow treatment outlined above does not seem well fitted to Senegal, what about the shock
treatment? This treatment has already been applied to agricultural producers. Senegal reduced the.
producer price of groundnuts by 22 percent in May 1988. (COte d'Ivoire cut producer prices ofcoffee
and cocoa by half in September 1989.) But nominal wages of civil servants in Senegal (and ineate
d'!voire) remained untouched at the time, aad the ratio between the returns to producers of tradeables
and nontradeables moved in the wrong direction.

The effect of this money illusion on modern sector wages can be illustrated with a simple
numerical example (Table 1.8). Suppose that imports account for 25 percent of produetion costs (which
corresponds to the ratio of imports to GOP) and that production costs have to be reduced by 25.percent
in terms of foreign currency (taken for simplicity as the French franc). With the existing parity(FF
CFAF 50). an item produced for CFAF 100 presently costs FF 2 (line I). To reduce total production
costs to FF 1.S (line 2), that is to CFAF 75 (line 4), returns to domestic factors would have to decline
from CFAF 75 to CFAF 50. By contrast. if the parity were raised from CFAF50 to CFAF 100 per
French franc. total production costs could be raised from CFAF 100 to CFAF 150 and returns to
domestic factors from CFAF 75 to CFAF 100 (line 5). To restore competitiveness, nominal returns to
domestic factors. would have to be reduced by one-third without devaluation, while they could increase
by one-third with devaluation (lines 6 and 7).

Since the objective is to promote the production of tradeables versus nontradeables, nominal
wages of civil servants should decline in relation to averag~ returns to domestic factors; without
devaluation, they might have to decline by 40 percent. If total production costs were representative of
the cost of living. a 4O-percent decline in the nominal wages of civil servants would .result in onlya.20­
percent fall in real wages. With a devaluation, the cost ofliving would increase by 50 percent and the
same reduction in real wages would be obtained by raising nominal wages 20 percent. Two different
means can be used to achieve the same result, but one is likely to be more acceptable than. th.e other,
because of the power of money illusion. Nominal labor costs may be reduced to some extent by
eliminating indirect benefits; but there has always been a strong resistance tc lowering basic wages, even
when the cost of living was declining. The Ivoirien experiment now underway, in which nominal wages
are being cut. wiIl show whether this resistance can be broken.

The benefits of the monetary illusion can be reached only if the inflationary impacl: of the
devaluation can be contained, which requires sufficiently tight fiscal, credit, and income policies. If
wages and prices of nontradeabies were to double, the devaluation would be a failure. But ifthenominaI
disposable income of civil servaJ::lts were to increase from CFAt ~OO to only CFAF 120, nominal prices
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TABLE 1.8

REDUCING PRODUCTION cosrSWITH AND wrmOUTDEVALUATION

(With FF 1= CFAF 100, Without FF 1 = CFAF 50)

Reducing Production
costs by 25% in terms
offoreign currency

Production Costs:
Domestic

Imports Factors Total

(in French francs)

1. Starting point
2. Objective

0.5
0.5

4.8
1.0

2.0
1.5

(in CFA francs)

3. Starting point

Objective

4. Without devaluation
5. With devaluation

25

25
50

75

50
100

100

75
150

Change (in percent of CFA francs)

6. Without devaluation
7. Withdevaluation

Source: Simplified illustrative example.

o
100

-33
33

-25
50
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of nontradeables could not increase substantially due to the lack of effective urban demand. Even with
a low price elasticity of demand for imports, households would marginally reduce their consumption of
imported goods, by, for example, spending CFAF 40 after devaluation instead of CFAF 25 before. This
would leave them with CFAF 80 to spend on domestic goods and services after devaluation instead of
CFAF 75 before; in such a case, the possibilities of raising prices of nontradeables would be limited.

Very few African countries south of the Sahara have been able to contain the inflationary effects
of nominal devaluations. A real depreciation of the currency has been sustained in most cases through
repeated nominal devaluations. The CFA franc is the only African currency -apartfrom macof
Rwandal1

- which remained broadly at par with the SDR from end-1982 to end-1989 (Table 1.7).
During this seven-year period, the rate of depreciation expressed in terms of domestic currency. ranged
from 60 to 100 percent for Mauritius and Mauritania; from 100 to 200 percent for Kenya, Burundi,
Zimbabwe, and the countries belonging to the rand area; from 200 to 400 percent for four other countries
in Africa; from 1,000 to 10,000 percent for six other countries; and above 10,000 percent for Ghana.and
Uganda. If devaluation has been a..'l effective way to reduce real wages in the modern sector, it has also
been a slippery way.

Because it is a member of the Western African Monetary Union (WAMU), Senegal cannot decide
unilaterally to change the parity of its currency unless it leaves the Union, and doing so would not be in
its interest. Changing the parity between the CFA and the French franc would require the agreementof
the seven members of the WAMU and probably that of the other eight members of the franc area. 12

Reaching an agreement between 15 countries would not be easy; designing the measures necessary to
support the devaluation in each country without any leakage would be even more difficult If the
devaluation failed in some CFA countries, it could mark the. end of the franc area. Many of the key
actors appreciate the benefits of the monetary union and they have refrained from taking such a risk.

Since the parity between the CFA and the French francs has remained unchanged for more.than
40 years, changing it would be a major decision, and this decision could be associated with a modification
in both the composition and the nature of the monetary union. This could take place in the context of
the unification of the European market. One could even conceive of an African snake containing the
CFA and some other African currencies (for example, the naira, the cedi, and the Guinean franc}and
replicating the undulations of the European snake. Howev.er, the African snake would haveto be much
fatter than the European snake, since coordination of financial and fiscal policies would be much looser
among African members than among European ones.

Whether Senegal. could benefit from such a scheme would depend on Senegal's own efforts. The
country has been so far too preoccupied in mobilizing external assistance and not enough in solving.its
own internal problems.

11 Rwanda is presently experiencing severe balance of payments dift1culties.

12 The six member cour,;tries of the Bank: for Central Africa (BCEAC), the Comoros Islands, and
France.
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CHAPTER lWO

:MIEUX D'ETAT, MOINS D'ETAT:
PARAPUBLIC SECTOR REFORM AND PRIVATIZATION

Of all the elements of Senegal's adjustment program, those most truly "struetural" are the ones
that aim to redefine the role of the state in the economy and·to make it more efficient. Manydifferent
reforms. m-e involved: deregulating and liberalizing markets; streamlining the civil service; improving
the productivity of public enterprises (PEs); strengthening the public investment programming process;
and "disengaging" the state by privatization, whether via divestiture of state-ownoo enterprises (SOEs)
or - notably in agriculture - by transferringfunetions to the· private sector.

In this chapter we focus on two of these areas of strueturaIrefonn: the attempt to make PEs
operatemoreefficiendy, and the related effort to shrink the state by privatizing PEs. The .issues
surrounding rural disengagement are considered mainly in the chapter onagriculturalrefonns (Chapter
Three), although some points of general interest are considered here. Liberalization of markets· is also
discussed in Chapter Three, as.well as in the discussion of the New Industrial Policy in CbapterFour.
Gmeral administrative reform in the civil service and the changes in public investment programming·ar.e
passed· over.

The focus on the parapublic sector reform experience - which, in Senegal, is known as
parapublicsector reform or public enterprise sector (PE~1 reform -is justified for ..severalreasQns.
First, it is an extremely important part of the overall problem of improved public sector performance,
given the substantial role of the PES in employment, investment, debt management, andabsorptionpf
budgetary and. credit resources, as. well as in production ofkey inputs to the rest of the economy and vital
services to consumers. Moreover, the reform experience is long. The first World Bank study ofthe
pl'()blems •• of the .sector took place almost IS years· ago, and the first reform ·actions. began in 1977.
Institutional reforms admittedly take a long time. But 13 years is long enough to allow us to judge
outeomes,at least on many aspects of the reform. In Senegal, the outcome. is quite clear: onlymodest
progress has been made in improving the performance of the sector. The main purpose of this chapter
is to explore the reasons for this reform failure.

We begin with a brief description of the PES, and then set out the mainlines of the diagnosis that
has inspired the PES reform efforts of the World Bank .and the GOS. We then describe the programs
!bat were designed by the Bank and the GOS to address the problems underlined in the diagnosis and

•
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summarize the results to date. We suggest a number of reasons for the meagerness of these results as
of 1989. The bulk oithe analysis is given to the effort at PES reform. 1

I. TIlE PUBLIC ENTERPRISE SECTOR

Like many developing countries, the PES in Senegal is large and diverse. PEs are dominant in
banking, mining, water, power, telecommunications, rail and urban transport, and low and middle income
housing. PEs are responsible for marketing and processing of rice and groundnuts, some coarse grains,
and the distribution of most agricultural inputs. They playa smaller but still substantial role in
commerce, manufacturing, and tourism.

Table 2.1 contains general data on the size of the sector. Note that despite the considerable
analysis of the sector since 1975, it is still not easy to find clear data on basics. Table 2.1 is derived
from two recent World Bank reports and shows different figures on the number of PEs in the sector in
the early 19808; moreover, the 70 PEs .listed in one source include those in whichgovemment holds a
minority share, while the 86 in the other are majority-owned only. The latter source attributes 20 percent
of GDP and 35,000 employees (15 percent of modern wage employment) to the sector, much more than
the fom,er.Z

In any case, despite definitional problems and some ambiguity about data, the nature and scope
of the sector and the general lines of its development are clear. Most of its growth in size and diversity
can be traced to heavy GOS investment in the early 1970s,financed by a combination of windfall profits
from phosphate exports and external borrowing. The government's motivations for this extension of
ownership were varied: to control enterprises of national importance; to promote "Senegalization" Qfkey
businesses; to create jobs; and to promote industries, like tourism, where officials felt that private
investment was not forthcoming.

As a result of this policy, the number of enterprises in which the state held at least a 50-percent
stake grew by nearly 70 percent between 1972 and 1977, to 83.3 By 1977, the PES contributed roughly

1 .We rely for much of the information in thischaptf on the comprehensive and candid World Bank
report Parapublic Sector Review, 2 volumes (May 19H}). We also drew on the insights in John Nellis,
Contract Plans and Public Enterprise Performance, World Bank Working Paper Series, PPR (October
1988). We also benefitted from the comments on an earlier draft made by World Bank staff, particularly
Bernard Drum.

2 It is disconcerting to note that the UNDPlWorld Bank 1989 compendium, African Economic and
Financial Data, gives stilI another set of numbers: 47..50 PEs in the mid-1980s, with 12,OOOemploy~.

The problem here is the use of a different definition, which is, however, not made clear in the
compendium.

3 Data in this paragraph come from the World Bank, The World Bank and Senegal,1960-1987,
August 1989, p. 64.
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TABLE 2.1

11A1i1111\mE w: 'fIE P'lalIC BlTEIPIISE SECTDI" '.'·17

1981 1982 1983 1984 1935 1986 1981

Tot.l It...... of PEs
Sourc. 1 I. 10 83 85 85 85 85 87
Sourc.Z Ib 83 83 85 85 85 85 87

PES's Sh.... of mp
Source 1 Ie 9.8% 1.5% 6.91
Source Z/b 20.0%

Govenw.nt Equity Stake
It_inal ·.CFAF bill ions 108.9 116.2 185.4 191.5 215.~ 218.3
R.al . 1980-100 91.3 134.7 128.9 122.4 114.3 109.7
a. pe..cent of total equity 60.91 74.1% 72.5% 72.5% 71.6% 70.91

GrGSa ValueAddedQf Pes
M_inal • CFAF billions 65.6 .91.1 97.4
...l . 1980-100 59.9 51.5 48.9

_l~t (1,OOOs'
Sou..c. ,1 la 30.6 :'S0.8 30.2
Source 2 Ib 35.0

Sources: WO.. ld 8ri. The Republ ic: of Senegal, Pa..apublf£ Secto.. Review, Feb..ua.-y 22, 1989; and
WOrld 8ri, The WO..ld aankend Senegal. 1960-1987, 1989.

I. SOU..ce.1 - WO.. ld BaM, Pa..apubl ic: Secto.. Revfew,Feb..ua.-y 1990. Includes all
enterprises in which the GOS has di ..ect pe..tic:ipatior,. whether total, _jo..ity, or mino.. ity.

Ib Sou..ce 2 - Wo.. ld Bent, The World Bank end Senega!... 1960-1987, Au;ust 1989.
Includes only enterprises in whichGOSpertic:ipetiQf1 is total 0 .. Njo..ity.
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50 percent of adjustoo value added in the modem sector and accounted for 30 percent of gross fixed
capital formation. These acquisitions, of course, added little new productive capacity to the economy;
between 1971 and 1975, 50 percent of government investment in the sector went to buyout foreign
holdings.

Table 2.1 shows the evolution of the sector since the early 19808. By the mid-1980s, the PES
was composed of21etablissementspublics (EPs), 7 societes nationales (SNs), and 59 societes d 'economie
mixte (SEMs).The GOS holds 100 percent of the equity in both the EPs and the SNs buttheSNs (a
category created in 1977)have more management autonomy. The SNs are the most important in terms
of the amount of government equity· invested. The EPs are controlled by the.Centre des Etablissements
Publics (CEP), in the Ministry of Finance, through a policy of a priori setting of prices, budgets,
investments, employment, and salaries.

II. DIAGNOSIS

By the late 1970s, strategic,. organizational, and operational problems in the PES were a source
of widespread alarm. The clearest manifestation of these problems was the large number ofPEs with
operating deficits and the growing subsidies that they required. As Table .2.2 shows, nearly half ofthe
PEs were in deficit by 1977/78 and the size of government operating subsidies grew steadily into the
19808. The parapublic sector, once envisioned as the cutting edge of the Senegalese economy and the
best way to overcome private market failures, had become a heavy burden on state·resources.

The first analysis of the problems underlying the deficits was carried out by a World Bank
mission t12at studied the PES in 1976/77. The diagnosis elaborated in this study is now widely accepted;
its main elements were adopted by the GOS in its parapublic sector policy statement in 1985. The main
lines of this now standard diagnosis have remained essentially the same since the mid-1970s.

• There is no coherent strategy to guide the expansion and. development of the PES.
Asa result, the sector is overextended, and includes many enterprises that should not be
in the public sector - cinemas, grocery stores, and hotels, to take only a few examples.
There is little guidance on overall pricing policies, priority in access to operating
subsidies, or investment allocation. Criteria for inclusion or exclusion in privatization
programs have not been made explicit. (Many of these deficiencies were becoming less
prevalent by the end of the 1980s.)

• The objectives or PEs are multiple and connicting. They are not operated as
commercial entities, cost-minimizers, or profit maximizers. Instead, they have social
mandates on price and employment levels, and their investment priorities are often
politicized.

• The sector's institutional framework is overly complex. At least a dozen agencies in
the Ministry of Finance, the Office of the President, and the Supreme Court, as well as
technical ministries, have direct responsibilities in the sector. Interagency coordination
is poor and, at least until 1987, there was no central agency developing policyguidelines.
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TAILE 2.2

HlAPWLIC SEC'IlJI. _GATE lET IIICDIE ..~ ..IDlES
19n/78 • 1981182

(in current CFAF bi II it"')

19n/78 1978/79 1979/80 1980/81 1981182------- _._---- ---_._. ----.-. ..._---
SUrplua Entities 16.91 18.51 14.00 5.49 11.04

Deficit Entities ·10.76 -10.94 -11.05 -25.23 -28.18

Net Position of Sector /1 6.15 7.57 -3.05 -19.74 -17.14

Gove....-nt Operating
saidi.. 6.99 7.65 8.48 15.39 19.71

Ih,lIIber of Ent i ties
with Operlting Deficits 35 31 35 40 37

Source: WOrld Bri, The World Blnk.olnd Senegal. 1960-1987. August 1989, p. 65.

'a TheCPSP end CSS, both transfer agencies. are excluded frCDall data.
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Primary supervisory authority is shared by a technical ministry and a financial monitoriug
and control agency: the CEP for the EPs and the ContrOle Financier de la Presidence
(CFP) for the SNs and the SEMs.

• Conn-ols over management autonomy reduce management incentives and operational
emcienc:y. The CEP and its a priori management system were created in ·1966 to reduce
waste and fraud in the sector. While this goal has been achieved to a large degree,
success came at the cost of sharply reduced operational efficiency. The administrative
burden of the system was heavy. Prices tended to be rigid and low, requiring subsidies
to cover operating costs. Poorly considered investments left many of the EPs saddled
with a heavy debt burden. Both SNs and SEMs, in .principle, now have a good deal
more independence from government oversight, and SAL IV aims at reinforcing.this
independence. But, in practice, autonomy still varies according to the political interest
in the enterprise and its dependence upon the state for funds.

• Effective management and budgeting are impossible due to a lack of good financial
performance data. The problem is especially pronounced for the more recently acqui:,:,ed
SEMs but is a factor throughout the· PES BPs. Significant differences usually exist
between budgeted and actual expenditures, while the accounts available are usually two
or three years late and in any case do not allow easy judgment of enterprise performance.

• The sector· suffers from a lack of competent and motivated personnel. Directors
General are often powerful bureaucrats being rewarded for loyal service while lower level
personnel often lack technical skills. Recruitment for the sector is made more difficult
by the small size of the indigenous business class and low salaries. That so many ofthe
Directors General are political appointees further lessens the autonomy of the enterprises.

• In recent diagnoses, another factor is given heavy weight: the soft budget conStraint.
PEs had little financed pressure for better performance.

III. REFORM EFFORTS

The GOS and the World Bank, through two technical assistance and three structural adjustment
programs. have devoted considerable effort to strengthening the management of PEs and reducingtheir
dependence on public resources. The strategy of the Bank and the government has evolved from a
training. and TA-oriented program, targeting both the enterprises and the supervisory agencies,. to. a
program built around disengagement of the state from all nonstrategic enterprises, rationalization of the
institutional framework, and strengthening of the enterprises.

Approach or the World Bank

When the reform effort began in 1917, the World Bank Oike other development agencies} was
not opposed to Senegal's .decision to build up a large and diverse public enterprise sector. Rather, the
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Bank was concerned by the lack of a strategy guiding its development. Thus, the first Parapublic Sector
Teclmical Assistance Project (PPfAI) put considerable emphasis on developing such a strategy.

As Senegal's liquidity crisis worsened in the 19808 and it became clear thatthe GOSwould.not
have the resources required to address all of the problems of the sector, the Bank and the GOS shifted
position toward one favoring disengagement of the state and a smaller, less diverse, and more .efficient
PES. There was little real progress towards ~:hat goal under SAL I (1980), the exception being tbeGOS
decision to liquidate a large agriculturalparastatal (ONCAD). (Its functions were temporarily taken up
by another PE, SONAR or Soci6t6 Nationale d'Approvisionnement Rural.) SAL IT (1986) caned for the
GOS to prepare a methodology for privatization and a list of PEs to be sold off or liquidated. A list of
10 was prepared and shares were to be put on sale in October 1987. During this period, a number of
liquidations were carried out. SAL ill (1987) again called for the putting up for sale of the original 10
candidates, identification of another group of 10 to 17 for sale, and liquidation of another !line.

The Bank's strategy for institutional reform has also evolved. In 1977, it supported a program
to strengthen the supe:rvisory agencies through training and TA.Quite a number of agencies received
TA under the PPTAI: the CFP got four residentadvisors; the CEP, two; and the Finance Ministry's data
processing department (DTAI) received some short-term assistance. The Audit Commission (CVCCEP)
was given lead responsibility for the program of PE audits and the Bureau of Organization and Methods
(BOM) was given responsibility fora training component to improve management and accounting.skills,
both within the supervisory agencies and within the PEs. PPfAn (1983) continued technical assistance
to all of the above agencies.

Since SAL IT it has been recognized that institutional complexity is itself an obstacle to reform
New projects are working towards rationalizing the monitoring and control instit1.ltions. The former
Cellule des Contrats Plans, the CCP, has been converted to the D616gation lla R6forme duSecteur
Parapublic (DRSP), and given a bigger, stronger staff. It is now the lead agency for sectoral policy
development, and is responsible for contra/-plan supervision, and for privatization as well.

The contrat-plan (CP) was, through most of the 1980s, the key element in PES reform strategy.
It is variously translated as "contract plan" or "performance contract"; we use "contract plan. "4 This
document lays out the mutual obligations of the state and an enterprise over a fixed period of time.. To
negotiate a plan, an enterprise must identify and quantify its performance objectives and financial needs
while the state must calculate the amount of support (financial andteehnical) it will be able to provide
in return. The resulting document is not legally binding, but provides a framework: for performance
monitoring. SAL I called for the completion of 10 of these contracts within a year of signature ofthe
loan,SAL IT for 12, and SAL ill another 12. SAL IV gives them a somewhat less central role, and Bank
staff now emphasize more than before the need to harden the budget constraints on PE management.

The coDtraetplans are intended to strengthen enterprise autonomy since enterprises have·some
latitude in how they meet their targets. External audits have been another major element in the .effort to

4 The rural development agencies operate under lettres de mission,usually translated as "statements
of objectives." These documents are similar to the contract plans but more general. In this report,
references to contract plans also cover lettres de mission.
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build up autonomy. Under SALsU and III, projects have been started to establish a central computerized
financial data base, clarify and regulate cross arrears, reduce direct budgetary subsidies by 50 percent
between 1985/86 and 1989/90, and identify and review indirect subsidies. In 1987, it was decided .that
the CEP·s.powers of a priori control of the EPs would end in 1989 and that the EPs would subsequently
be classified as the more independent SNs.

Because reduction in subsidies and other support depends at least in part on increased operational
efficiency of PEs, the reform effort has included a number of policies aimed direetlyat improving PE
productivity, including introduction of market-based pricing for competitive produetsandlong-run
marginal costpricing fornontradeables; a freeze on hiring while trying to maintain salary levels and thus
preserve performance incentives; and establishment of a new training instituti()n responsive to the
differing needs of students, bureaucrats, and high officials, while emphasizing practical.,applications. This
latter objective was fulfilled with the founding of the African Center for Advanced Management Studies
(CESAG).

Assessment

Assessments of progress in institutional reform efforts are especially difficult, due to the
frequently intangible nature of the goals, the sparsity and weakness of quantitative measures of
performance, problems of weighting uneven performance on different components of a program, and the
fact that many situations are subject to judgment calls ofthe glass-half-full or half-empty variety. It1s
therefore not surprising that assessments of the impact of the PE reform program in Senegal vary.

The Project Completion Report of SAL I (May 1985) suggested that the PES refomls w~rethe

strongest part of that ill-fated loan.

The Government's performance under this element of structural adjustment was relatively
strong. In June 1983, it had 16 companies in liquidation ... while four companies were
transferred to private ownership.... The contrat-plan was pushed by the President of
the Republic as a major tool of economic reform and actively pursued by enterprise
managers.... To date, of the 10 contract plans initially envisaged in the SAL program,
six have been signed, of which Jour have benefitted from counterpart funds.
Improvements were achieved in tariff levels, financial reorganization and investment
planning; a few of these enterprises achieved some reduction in overstaffing.5

This up-beat assessment was starkly contradicted by the Bank's Country EconomicMemorandurn.,
issued a few months earlier (September 1984). This report took an extremely negative view of PES
reform, saying that the GOS had succeeded in implementing none of its commitments to PE reform (p.
56).

5 World Bank, "Project Performance Audit Report, Senegal Structural Adjustment Loan and Credit,"
May 9, 1985, p. 65.
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Most ensuing Bank assessments were more measured - positive for the most part but hesitant.
Thus, the 1989 evaluation by the World Bank Operations Evaluation Department (OED), TIre World Bank
ll1Id Se~'gal. 1960-1987, expressed the view that, aespite delays and slippages, the PES reform program
was moving forward. And the 1989 Parapublic Sector Review called the impact of the reform "mixed,"
after IJOting that financial performance of the sector haJ deteriorated and its burden on the budget had
DOt diminished.

It is, however, difficult for the outsider to see the basis for these measured, generally positive'
as,Bessments. Review of the documentation and inquiry in Senegal lead to a more dour conclusion about
the impact of the PES reform program.

Claimed Achievements

In Bank and GOS assessments of the PES reform program, the following have been claimed as
achievements:

• Bank financing and encouragement of local consulting firms have helped create new
auditing capacity. In addition, external audits are established as an important
management tool.

• Contract plans are estab6shed as a major forum for statelenterprisedialogue;sonie
12 have been signed between 1981 and 1988, of which three have been completed.
Another 10 were under negotiation in 1988 and 8 more were envisaged.6

• Strategic studies have been successfully completed. These studies address such major
policy issues as indirect subsidy levels, cross debt, and special conventions ··or
concessions,

• Relative growth or the sector has stopped. Its share of total national fixed investment
has fallen from 41 percent in 1981 to 30 percent on 1987, reflecting a restraint in
government investment policy and the growing role played by the private sector.

• The finandal data base for individual enterprises and the sector as a whole is much
improved. By June 1982, detailed financial data were available on h'le performance of
90 percent· of the PEs, including aggregate data by subsector of the economy and
consolidated data for the entire parapublic sector.

The depth or meaningfulness of some of these achievements can be doubted. 'The contraetplans,
as we will see later~ have had little observable impact on enterprise operations. Much of the auditing
effort was wasted due to the poor state of the enterprises' financial accounts and haphazard· follOW-Up •on

6 Nellis, ibid., p. 60.
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recommendations.7 And the computerized database, originally scheduled for. completion in December
1986, is· still not fully operational. Still, these achievements do represent genuine forward movement.
Given the magnitude of the task and comparing Senegal's progress to that in similar countries, these gains
should not be taken lightly. But they are the fruits of a long engagement in reform - five years for some
aspects, 13 years for others - involving expensive technical assistance, much bank staff time, and other
costs. And they have to be looked at, too, in, the light of the large· gap between objectives and
achievements.

Findings

By most indicators, there has been a lack of reasonable progress towards meeting the major
objectives of the reform effort.

• As shown in Table 2.3, th~ Dudget burden of the sector was not reduced between the
early 1980sand 1989, whether measured in terms of operating deficits, direct subsidies,
or indirect subsidies. The overall direct subsidy figure can be misleading.sinceinsomc
recent years •its increase has been due mainly·to agricultural price support payments and
so does .• not·necessarily indicate continuing poor financial perfonnancefor tl.te main part
of the PES. The50-percent increase in groundnut prices in 1986 combined with a fall
in world oilseed prices pushed price support payments to over 50 percent of total
subsidies in 1987.

Nonetheless, the continuing rise in operating subsidies, which exclude price support
payments, isa telling indicator. And the performance was worse than tbe data show,
since many enterprises r~cted to cutbacks in operating subsidies by building up arrears,
increasing indebtedness, and extracting indirectsubsides such as tax relief for imports and
lowered input prices. Table 2.3 shows that these indirect subsidies are many times the
magnitude of direct subsidies and, at decade's end, were rising. LittleprogressJlasbeen
made in reducing indirect subsidies that were·written into the special conventions signed
with sugar, cement, and grain milling finns. In recent months, and in connection with
SAL IV negotiations, basic changes have been introduced to eliminate the sources of
some of these problems.

• Privatization of government ownership,the cornerstone of the 60S disengagement
effort, is progressing hardly at all. Divestiture was discussed as early. as SALI,iand
aetualproposals were made in 1982. Although the GOS New Parapublic Policy gave
divestiture high priority in 1985, and •the World Bank has. made. it a •••. key>areaiof
conditionality in its SALs,almost nothing happened for four years.•· The GOSselected
26 enterprises for partialoT full privatization, but as ofearly 1990 very few transactions
had taken place, all of them very small, and these only recently. Thus the size of the

7 Thus the 1985 Project Completion Report of the First Technical Assistance Project states: ".With
one exception, it appeared that the accounts of the companies audited under the project were so poorly
kept.thatfulJ scale audits were not warranted; what these companies needed first and foremost was
accounting assistance. "
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YULE 2_3

Ea.JIlC AM) FlIlAllCIAL PEI~ Of TE PMAPWLIC SECTOI. 1971..87
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....... "'11£.
lEMa
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Total 83 83 83 83
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23
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4
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114.3 109.7
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44.9
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91.3
74.1X60.91

41.6
38.0

40.6X
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Real - 1980-100
.. %of total equity -

Flud ..I.-..~
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21.6 26.2 21.7 47.7 22.4 36.8 40.3
19.8 21.9 16.6 33.2 13.9 19.5 20.3

14.3X 15.8% 11.6X 23.3X 10.3X 16.7%
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apenti... SlDidi_ la
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Indirect '-idies

6.0
5.4

6.3
5.3

4.2%

7.2
5.5

4.4X

8.3
5.8

4.4X

8.7
5.4

4.2%

9.3
4.9

4.3X

8.8/b 7.9
4.4/b 4.1
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Sources: World lri, The Republic of Senegal. Parapublic Sector Review, February 22, 1989Md The W2!:.@
Bank Senegal, 1960-1987, 1989.

'e ExcludHsaidies.PIlidto fa,..r8 through the lOAsand price ~lizationpaywnents. NOTE that these
flgur.. are aubotantially less then those shown for operating subsidies in Table 2.2. Thedifference
_to be ca. to differing treatlllentsof the lOA s\baidies.
Ib Esti_te based on reports that operati.ng subsidies were reduced by 5 percent fra. their 1985 bese.
I'c Esti_te bltSed on reports that operating subsidies were reduced by 15 percent fra. their 1985 base.



34

sector, measured by the number of PEs has risen, the nominal value of government
equity invested in them doubled between 1981 and 1987, and the state's share of total
equity in the sector rose from 61 percent to 71 percent in the same period (Table 2.1).
There may have been some reversal of this trend after 1987, but the data are not
available, and, in any case, changes have probably been small.

• According to such measures as are at hand, productivity has not improved (Table 2.4).

Underlying these manifestations of stalled reform is the program's failure to achieve its proximate
obj~"'tives.

• Supervisory functions are still poorly performed. Put another way, in 1989, the
institutional capacities of the sector remained weak and responsibilitiesill-defined and
fluid, with functions migrating between agencies according. to ther~iative, power of
actors. For example, the DRSP,which is charged with managingtn~ PES reform effort,
has instead been pulled into the day-to-day financial management of the PEs as a result
of the weakness of Ministry of Finance agencies responsible for that task.

Poorly targeted training ~"ld technical assistance have been given over the years to at least
six supervisory agencies, but no one of them was assigned the lead in coordinating
sectoral management and control. Agencies were recast (the CCSp, from the.• GESP or
Groupe d'Etudes du Secteur Parapublic, the DRSP from the CCP) without the terms of
reference ofexisting agencies being adjusted. A study completed in 1988 recommended
actions for the rationalization of the supervisory funetionsbutno action ,had been taken
as of February 1989. The large number of agencies with a significant role in managing
the sector continues to hamper efforts at reform. In SAL IV, many.of these' bodies are
slatl,~ for elimination __ a recognition of past missteps and an indication of resolve to
correct them.

•

•

The progress that has been made is highly fragile. Frequent reshuffling. of
administrative units, heavy expatriate input, high turnover of Senegalese. staff,
dependence ()n fDtelgn assistance for operating budget supplements - all of this.. has
prevented the emergence of durable organizational capacity. Thus in the. key agencyin
PES reform, the· DRSP, expatriates still play an importalltrole, budget constraints rule
out locally financed •travel beyond the Dakar region, and low salaries and theapparentIy
unattractive career opportunities make it difficult to recruit and retain qualified Senegalese
personnel.

Improvements in internal management autonomy and economic.policy ma)dng are
not yet evident. Although a priori powers were to be eliminated in August 1989"the
CEP in 1989 still regulated expenditures and collected receipts from the EPs. According
to recent charges, the CEP is to be shut down in 1990, because by then all
etablissements publics are to be transformed into SNsor governmentdepartments.. This
means that the CEP will no longer have any role. In fact, its role really ceased in 1989
when previously existing overdraft arrangements were terminated. (see Diagnosis section).
By all accounts, until 1989, the GOS maintained its channels ofinfluence over tJ,epublic
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TAIILE 2.4

PIlCIJUCTIVln OF SELECTED ....IC EITEDIISES. '980-D

1980 1981 1982 1983 1984 1985 1986 1981 1988

OPCE (post) 'e 100 98 86 86 72 14 14 72 68

SENELEt Ib 100 104 88 101 107 101 "2 114 109

IIICFS Ie 100 If 91 105 146 138 152 202 230

SOTU.C Id 100 /f ~13 116 90 90 83 85 90

SOIIEES Ie 100 If 103 104 105 104 106 111 111

--.--.--_..._------
Souree:P.Pl_, -Le. Secteurdes EntreprbesPubliques Senqalaises:Une Analyse Crit;cptdu
Processus de Refo,...,· revised draft report prepared for Ell iot lergAssociates,J...ry1990.

T~l. derived frc. dIIta sBitted by the enterprises. The production .asure used in the calculation
of output per eIlPloyee i••• follows:

/a Rat. for poatalcorrespolldenceatconstant prices.
Ib Kwh Df"Oduced.
Ie MUlibitrof posenge... and tons of. _rchandise transported. These two factors are ...i ghted. by thei r

I~lati~~. contribution to total incODe in current prices.
Id IIU11ber. of passengerscarried.
Ie ~r of cubic ..ters produced.
If index is calculated arcxnf the fl.scal· year, 1980/81 • 100.
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enterprises and continued to politicize management decisions in spite of reforms'
Although reforms announced in 1987 prohibit the appointment of Directors General with
explicit ties to the relevant technical· ministry, a recent survey found thatof S6 enterprises
responding, 32 wete being led. by ex-fonetionnaires. And althougbmanagement
autonomy was in theory increased by a .new provision preventing the. arbitrary removal
ofDirectors General, this provision is being ignored. Newly createdSNs are findingit
difficult to balance interest group pressures and are having less success in containing
wage increases than they had when under government control.

Over the past decade, there has been no increase in the relative prices otpublicgoods,
in spite of evidence that they are under valued (Table 2.5). These pricesrema: .. rather
sticky. And even in the relatively well-managed PEs, rate-settingcapacities .... are
underdeveloped. For example, in its second contract plan, SOTRAC,the Dakar area
transport company, anticipated making up the. declining real value of its subsidy by
charging an across-the-board, per-ride surcharge. But this led to diversion ofpassengers
away from SOTRAC in the competitive short haul market, while stili preventing the
company. from covering its costs on the less competitive long haul segment of its
business.

Productivity levels have not been extensively analyzed, but a crude assessment of
productivity trends for five PEs (fable 2.4) shows that productivity (output per
employee) did not improve, except in the case ofthe RNCFS, the national railway, in
which a number of workers employed in track maintenance were shifted offofthe payroll
and rehired as private subcontractors. Continued overstaffing undoubtedly explains much
of this lack of productivity increase. Employment levels remained frozen.at roughly
30,000 between 1981 and 1987. To lessen opposition, enterprises have.preferredto
freeze salaries and reduce their work force by natural attrition.

IV, EXPLANATIONS FOR THE FAILURE OF REFORM EFFORTS

Senegal's parapublic sector reform effort has little to show, so far, for the substantial effort it has
absorbed. The obvious question is "why"? .For convenience, we group explanations into two categories:
putative and fundamental. This distinction is hardly watertight, but serves to separate commonly cited
factors that seem secondary or. even. marginal, from.those·that are central.

Putative·Reasons

We call these putative not because they entirely lack validity, but because they are widely cited,
yet exaggerated or unclear in meaning.
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fAIllE 2.5
TIE EVDWTICII OF PlICES FeR PWLIC IDVICES, .1979-88

(1979a100)

It_ 1979 1980 1981 1982 1983 1984 1985 1986 1987 1988

Paat.... St..
(OPe) 100.0 100.0 113.3 125.0 135.0 150.0 150.0 193.3 218.3 242.0

sw.erfpt;on
(SOTRAC) 100.0 119.0 143.7 161.9 176.5 180.9 207.1 214.2 228.6 228.6

2nd Cl...
Tfcket
(SOTRAC) 100.0 116.9 143.4 160.4 179.2 179.2 205.7 213.2 226.4 226.4

2nd Cl...
Tfcket
(RNeFS) 100.0 98.6 "'.5 125.8 143.3 151.3 151.3 151.3 151.3 151.3

Ticlt.t:Daltar-
DiOCM"bel
(RNCFS) 100.0 95.4 111.2 119.1 144.1 156.7 156.7 156.7 156.7 156.7

Electricity
(SENELEC) 100.0 108.8 124.8 136.9 144.4 1S5.4 162.6 167.4 172.5 172.5

water (SONEES) 100.0 100.0 104.5 105.7 112.1 144.2 169.6 169.6 169.6 169.6

weightedAYerage
ofPr;cn
for Public
Serv;c_ (I) /a 100.0 108.9 128.0 141.3 156.6 165.2 180.8 186.4 194.5 195.0

'elltfon.toOther Prices
------_.._----~------- ..
African CPI
(II) 100.0 1OS.8 115.2 135.1 150.8 168.7 190.6 202.7 194.0 190.0
I / II 100.0 100.1 111.1 104.6 103.8 97.9 94.9 92.0 1CO.3 102.6

tUni_ wave
(III) lb 100.0 124.5 130.7 142.0 163.5 163.5 171.6 171.6 171.6 171.6

I I III 100.0 87.5 97.9 99.5 95.8 101.0 105.4 108.6 113.3 113.6

African CPI,
p.blic service
prices I".-wed
(IV) 100.0 108.8 114.4 134.7 150.4 168.9 191.2 203.1 194~O 190.0
I , IV 100.0 100.1 111.9 104.9 104.1 97.8 94.6 91.5 100.3 102~6

...._-------.....
Source: P. Plane, -Le SecteurdesEntreprises Publiques Senegalaises: Une Analyse Critique cl.IProcessus
de ••fo....,·rev;sed draft report prepared for Elliot Ber" Associates, J..-ry 1990.

'I weighted according tocons~tion pettems.

Ib The naai",t_ini_WIIge used here does not accOU'\t for special sl4lPl.."ts added to it in 1982, 1983,
and 1985.
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Lack of Compliance

This explanation is not too significant, because many of the reforms agreed to have been carried
out, if only on the surface and after delays. The slowness of adoption may have hurt the reform effort
and has certainiy caused alag in impact. Many targets have had to be revised downwards (for example,
the number of contraetplans,percentof subsidy reduction, and number of audits per year). So it istrue
that compliance has been half-hearted and sluggish. But why? One reason is that targets were often
unrealistic in the first place. The SAL I requirement for 10 CPs to be signed in one year is a case in
point; expectations about the speed of privatization is another. The inherent difficulty of bureaucratic
change also enters. These kinds of factors certainly explain some of the poor results,but they do notg
far enough.

Lack of Political Will

As with noncompliance, there is something in this argument. But lack of politicalwill is 100

general and all-embracing a charge. It can be levied against any government that sacrifices some
efficiency objectives for other goals. Democratic governments everywhere have difficulties with austerity
programs,butit is hardly illuminating to call this a lack of political will. In any case, substantialpolitical
commitment seems to have existed at various points in the evolution of the reform program. TheGOS
was open to radical proposals for change in the early 1980s; liquidation ofONCAD. which itdid on its
own, is one example. There existed a general disposition to try many of the.reformsproposed by l3ank
staff or their own agencies. This is reflected in the adoption of significant legislative changes (reform
laws 77-89 in 1977 and 87-19 in 1987), and in the NewParapublic Sector Policy announced in 1985,
which was regarded by most observers asa statement of serious· intent. The most frequendycited cases
of nonperformance - failure. to meet contract plan obligations· and slowness in privatizing •• PEs. -.are
explainable less by reference to political will than to fundamental difficulties in the administrative
environmentand·.to flaws or unreaiisticexpeetations in the proposed reforms.

One has to ask, in considering this matter, why the GOS authorities should reject.administrative
reforms such as those· proposed for the PES if their adoption would bring about. the benefits ·their
proponents predict: increased productivity, healthier pubiicfinances, and faster economic growth. In
addition to general bureaucratic resistance, the main answer has to be that the benefits were too. small,
slow. or uncertain to outweigh expected costs. Or. the benefits that looked attractive ona general level,
and at an early stafe iothe negotiation of policy-based loans, turned out to be. lessappeaHng as details
were filled in and implications became clearer. Also, a number of factors tended to shift the political
authorities' cost-benefit calculus against reform. The elections of 1983 and 1988, combined with growing
concern over unemployment, certainly raised expected costs. And the poor results of the early efforts
probably reduced expected benefits. Avoidance costs were small; the low and declining credibility of
donor cOnditionality created a low probability that Senegal would be penalized (by aid reductions)·for
n<>nperformance. Donor acceptance of token.performance eroded political resolve.

So while it may not be wrong to underscore lack of political will or commitment as a stumbling
block to refonn, neither is it terribly illuminating. The more interesting questions arise in analyzing the
determinants of these cost and benefit expectations.
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Lack or a Guiding Sector Strategy

Those who have stressed this point usually had in mind the lack of a comprehensive··vision.of
what the size and. stru.eture of the parapublic sector should become; they deplore, for example, the lack
of a clear statement about which PEs should be retained in the public sector, which privatized fully,
which partially, and which PEs liquidated. But this kind of grand design is not essential to PES reform;
MOre ad hoc programs can be effective, and indeed may be preferable. Often, the grand designs break
down when governments declare their intentions to privatize enterprises that should be liquidated. So the
lack of broad strategy directives is probably not a significant factor; it is not clear that any announced
strategy would have had more impact than the New Parapublic SedOr Policy declaration of 1985.

Too Little Time for Program Impact to be Felt

Thirteen years, two TAprojects, and three SALs represent substantial time and effort put into
reform of the sector. It is true that some key components of the reform have been ·pursued .with .real
vigor only since the mid-1980s - privatization, for example. And five years is not much time for so
delicate an operation. It is also trUe that general administrative reforms are everywhere slow and often
marked by slippage and failure. But the time has been long enough and the effort big enough to have
yielded significant improvements, of which few are as yet visible. Steps have been taken. in late 1989
which are more positive than past actions, and SAL IV proposes further changes. So perhaps by 1991
the present rather negative assessment of reform progress will have to be revised.

Fundamental Reasons

We turn now to more fundamental reasons for the sparsity of positive results from this intensive
experiment inPE reform. Three types ofreasons can be distinguished. The first is so obvious it often
goes unmentioned: the problems of administrative and organizational reform at issue are enormously
difficult to resolve. Many of them are intractable; nobody knows how to solve them. Afterall,the
record of administrative reform. is hardly brilliant anywhere in the world. A fair assessment therefore
has to measure achievements againstthe difficulty of the task.

A second set of fundamental factors are general to the reform effort in Senegal - that is, they
affect all sectors and macroeconomic policy change as well: political and bureaucratic risk .aversionand
resAstmce to change,tbe soft budget.conditions that allow the GOS to persist inpoliciesan<i programs
that Jl'eineffective or worse, and the. related willingness of the foreign donor community to·.continueto
support Senegal despite lags in compliance. These are considered elsewhere in this report.

The third set of fundamental reasons for slow progress in reform consists of what can be called
failures of the institutional sponsors of the reform program - notably, b2~ reform-mongering by the
Bank aud its·Senegalese partners. We limit our discussion in this chapter to dtis third set offactors .....
that is, the inadequacies in the diagnosis, design, and implementation of the reform program. These are
the factors most amenable to attack by donors and the GOS. Two aspects-receive special attention: the.
overcommitment to contract plans as the chief instrument of PE reform, and excessive focus .011
privatization of ownership as the way to shrink: the sector.
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It is well to insist at the outset that the point here is not to apportion blame, butto deaJcandidly
with these efforts so that everybody can do better in the future. It is also important to acknowledge that
it is a lot easier to criticize than to craft reforms, especially with the benefit of hindsight. Nevertheless,
there is much to criticize he:oe, and there are many lessons to draw. Indeed, Bank staff have already
pointed out many of the deficiencies outlined in our analysis, notably in the Parapublic Sector Repon of
1989. And many of the lessons are incorporated in the program ofSAL IV.

Inappropriate Diagnoses. and Errors in Program Design

While it is true that diagnosis and prescription are easier after the fact, there were nonetheless
some components in the.reform program that all parties had doubts about, and others that deserved to be
doubted.

• The diagnosis preceding the World Bank's first technical assistance project gave too
much weight to deficiencies in oversight and central control as the source of the
sector's difficulties. The resulting program design focused too much on strengthening
oversight agencies while it neglected pressing problems stemming from the unmanageable
size of the sector and the enterprises' lack of autonomy. Even more serious, the·project
scattered technical assistance over the whole flock of oversight agencies. The result was
to reinforce institutional confusion due to conflicting jurisdictional claims.

• Beginning with the first SAL (1980), overextension of the parapublic sector was
recognized as a .major concern. Privatization then became a standard element·in the
policy dialogue. But too much emphasis was put on the least promisingrormoC
privatization - the sale of government ownership, usually shares in mixed companies.
The transactions typically involve small companies only and in any case do little to
change either corporate culture or the competitiveness of the environment. Hence these
sales could do little to improve efficiency. Nor, since the companies were so small,
could they have much impact on freeing up budget or credit resources ..

Because the Senegalese government seemed firmly opposed to privatizing the major
culprits in the sector, other approaches should have been explored, notably deregulation
and fragmentation bycontracting-outof activities like maintenance, training, data
processing, and so forth. These were .absent from the dialogue until the late 19808, and,
even then, recommendations to pursue subcontracting possibilities fell on arid ground,
in part because the DRSP, the only possible implementing agency, is not set up to
implement such approaches. A final error was to tie all this to SAL conditionality. This
had no observable positive results but some negative ones. The privatization question is
discussed in greater detail below.

• The diagnosis put too much stress on inadequate governmentlPEcommunication, lack
of transparency, and lack ofgovernment financial support as chief sources ofthe sector's
poor performance. We can infer that the diagnosticians believed that binding~ovemment
financial commitments to the PEs were both desirable and feasible. This article of faith
is the foundation on which the religion of contract plans is mainly based. Contract plans
have come to be seen as handy instruments for nailing down government money. Put
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more politely, they are seen as good instruments for improved communication between
managers and owners (the state), and an ideal way to make respective commitments and
obligations transparent. This is why the PES reform program made the contract plan its
centerpiece after 1980. But the basic premise - that PEs should and could receive
biDding financial commitments from government - rests ondubious assumptions about
how public expenditure programming worts. For this· and several other.· important
reasons the emphasis on the contract plan was misplaced. The. tremendous. priority given
to contract plaw; is probably the greatest diagnostic and design error in the reform
program. We elaborate on this point in a later section on contract plans.

• At a broader level, there seems to have been too Uttle thought pvento sequencing
issues. For example, while a priori control of the EPs was scheduled to end in August
1989, only a few EPs had moved toward a management control structure (such as a
strengthened Boards of Directors) that promised to improve supervision •.·of their
operations as more autonomous enterprises. Greater autonomy without adequate. controls
led· to excessive salary increases for some PE managers and staff.

• Some reform measU1'5 were too hurriedly devised and insufficiently thought
through. One example was the condition in SAL ill that theGOS reduce direct
operational subsidies by 50 percent overtive years (subsequently revised ·down·oo 30
percent). But the level of subsidy reduction and the schedule were set arbitrarily, without
regard for either the enterprises's needs or the commitments made in the CPs.. Subsidy
payments have been reduced; .but it has been done by simply applying across-the-board
cuts. In many cases, the subsidy reduction did not result in reduced deficits; <PEs
maintained activities by hook or crook - by accumulating unpaid bills, for example. But
some were unable to meet their obligations or found their survival threatened. As .. a
result, in mid-1988,th~ GOS stopped further subsidy reductions and undertook a study
of total (direct and indirect) subsidies by individual PE.

Under SAL IV, the Bank is again trying to attack this problem, this time .in· a more
nuanced manner. Operating subsidies to all commercial PEs (amounting to less thana
billion CFAF in 1988/89) are required to be phased out entirely over a three-year period;
they will be reduced from 10 billion CFAF in 1988/89 to 7.4. billion in 1991/92.
Subsidies. for equipment purchases are supposed to go through ·the· same vetting
procedures as other. items in the public investment program. SAL IV reflects the .Iesson
that direct subsidy reduction by. itself is not enough. Thus it also addresses the problem
of overdrafts. Some of the 18 EPs whose finances are pooled and controlled by the
Ministry of Finance's Central Accounting Agency (ACC) were subsidized by others -
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a major hemorrhage in terms of expenditure controL-- in August 1989 the GOS agreed
to discontinue this overdraft arrangement.

•

•

•

Too little priority was given to the indirect subsidy problem, though Bank(&ldFun~)

staff were certainly aware of the nature and magnitude of the problem. Asalreadynoted,
indirect subsidies swamp .in magnitude the direct subsidies enjoyed .by the PEs.
According to the Bank-financed study of this question, indirect transfers to all public. and
private enterprises between 1984 and 1989 amounted to some 80billionCFAFaYear'
Most (58 billion) C31-ne from special privileges granted under the InvestmentCooe and
special agreements. Some 18 billion came from interest rate differentials in on-lending
toPEs and from GOS guaranteesofPE loans. It was not until negotiations qver SAL
IV that action seems to have been taken: a circular of August 1989armounces that on­
lending Will henceforth be at commercial interest rates, except where the loan agreement
specifies otherwise,and thatPE loans will nO longer be guaranteed by the (]OS.WhY
this issue was not addressed Dlore squarely at an earlier point,say in the course of
preparation or supervision ofearlier SALs, is not self-evident.

The diagnosis and program design placed too much confidence in lechnicalSSSistance.
The documents contain many examples. of what is. a common. World Banx<malady __
resolving institutional difficulties by footnote or by parenthetic reference. AdeeP-c09te(j
institutional or structural problem is identified - such as an inadequatebudg~tingsyst~m.

The project or program paper dismisses it in passing, by noting that the problemjsb~ing

addressed or will •be .addressed by a technical assistance project .in the ··~inistl'}' of
Finance, as though that is the end of it.. Moreover, much long-term resident technical
assistance was used, despite. its ··high .cost ... and .extremely. poor track record, and.the
increasing obstacles to its effective use, not least of which is the fact.thatmany
Senegalese do· not want resident expatriate TA.

Related to the issue of TA is the .lack of realism in addressing thefundame~tal

problem of local staff and incentives. The supply of well..trainedand .l1lotivated
professionals in Senegal is limited, and the public sector has an increasinglyhardtirne
attracting and retaining them due to its Jow salaries. Bank project papers usuaJlymenti()D
this factor as a risk, but in practice Iittl.e is done about it; projeetsproceed as ifshort­
term .training wilJ really loosen these human resource constraints. AltmtativesiiClre
admittedly hard to come by. But they are not entirely absent - for example, special

'Ten of the 18 EPshad accumulated overdrafts. of aJmostJ7 billion CFAF by mid-1989.upby>4.5
billion since 1988 and by 12.2. biJIion since mid-1985. The main recipientsoftheover~raftsare

administrative-type EPs, such a3COUD (Dakar University) and ISRA (theagriculturalresearch~y),

which use these funds to cover operating costs, including salaries. Government, the owner of these EPs,
will have to make good on these overdrafts. This>practice diluted the impact of the reduction of direct
budget subsidies; not only were needed austerity measures put off, but reductions in the Cllrrentbud~et

deficitwere temporary and cosmetic improvements, purchased at the price offuture.budgetobligati0J:1S.
Moreover, the 8> EPs that were, in effect, cross-subsidizing the 10 beneficiaries of the o~erdrawn~Ps

were given the wrong· signals; whatever incentive they •had to maximize revenues· was •certainly eroded.
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(overt) salary supplements, the creation of special executive or tecJurical cadres,· or the
contracting out to private specialists of key functions of the agency in question. Some
of these approaches are now being tried in the DRSP. But, today'smeager results might
be less disappointingif this structural problem had been acknowledged more forcefully
from the start.

Poor Program Implementation and Supervision

It is not surprising that the program hid some poorly designed features given the complexity of
the problems addressed and the short time available to devise "solutions." But what is more important
is that the World Bank, which had primary responsibility for the reforms, was in some important
instances unable to respond adequately to shortcomings that emerged during implementation. This was
due to shortages of staff available for supervision, to the intractable nature of many problems, and to
distortions introduced by the existence of conditionality.9

Tactical Errors in 1'raining

It is clear that the training and TA components of the reform effort have so far achieved less than
might have been reasonably expected, as a result of poor program execution and supervision.

• Reliance on the Bureau d'Organisation et M~odes was excessive. The BOM was
given responsibility for developing, coordinating, and monitoring the training components
of PPTAI and PPTAD. In spite of significant TA and funding from the Bank, the
BOM's training plans were incomplete and of poor quality, while its proposed programs
consisted of overly general seminars, too academic to be of much practical use. The
Bank stayed with the BOM until June 1987, long after supervisory missions and others
had pointed out its deficiencies.

• In 1983, PPTAI injected 28 new, Bank-financed Senegalese staff into the Cellule des
Contrats-Plans over the course of a few months. This was too much to absorb and also,
given scarcities of well-trained people, involved some deterioration ofstaff quality.

Weak Follow-Up

Supervision of policy loans is extremely demanding - much more so thanconventioDalproject
loans. Yet staff time in lending agencies - the World Bank as well as others- is rarelyadequ3tefor
close follow..up of implementation problems. For this and other reasons, the supervisoryfunetiontends
w.be poorly.performed.

• The Bank was not able to use the lessons from PPI'AI in designing PPl'AIIbecause
it designed.· the latter before the fonner was evaluated. (Later modifications to· PPTA.ll
did take the evaluation into account.) By the Bank's own admission, it provided no

9 Senegal's PEreforms received more supervision than is common. In 1987188, for example,.the
staff member with principal responsibility made five supervision missions.
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formal supervision for one year of the PPTAI project, follow-up was sketchy on project­
related studies and recommendations, and serious difficulties with technical assistance
personnel were allowed to fester.

• During the first five years of the reform effort, when audits wer~ a central feature, there
was very littlerollow-up once the audits were completed.

• An admirably thorough effort to calculate cross arrears through 1986 w8Scompleted
but there has been little progress towards settling those accounts. Net arrears owed
to the state were then estimated at 18-24 billion CFAF. A program begun in 1987 to
eliminate all cross arrears within five years s~w only limited progress up to 1989. The
principal reasons for the lack of action to date seem to be the. lack of centralized
responsibility and follow-up and extremely cumbersome bureaucratic procedures.

In 1990, SAL IV addresses these issues again. Undisputed 1986 cross debts are still
largely unsettled. The new net cross debt (l9billion) that has accumulated sinceJ986
will be inventoried and. canceled or settled in the next several years.

• Progress in reCorming the sector seems to have been measured by the meeting oC
Cormal and oversimplified targets (usually quantified). Serious qualitative analysis of
whether institutional strengthening was. reaIlyoccurring did take place. But. the. use. of
quantified performance measures, arising out of the need to devise objective
conditionalities, tended to •dominate the supervision exercises. Muchritualismin
evaluation ensued: .. had the agreed number of contract plans been signed, or the. agreed
number of public enterprises privatized? Su.ch questions took. :enterstage. Questions
about whether what was being done made sense seemed to get pushed aside, except in
analyses done outside the regular supervision process,such as the NelJis work on contract
plans and the 1989 Parapublic Sector Review.

DilutionoC Conditionality

The incentives and time pressures that arise in a conditionality-laden environment. don()t
encourage either side (World Bank or GOS) to restructure faltering reform measures; they encourage
instead the invention and approval of makeshift adjustments, measures of pro forma compliance that will
keep the money spigots open.

• One oithe conditions of second· tranche release in SAL HI was that the GOS·offerfor
sale shares in 10 PEs by September 1987. In fact, nothing had been done by the due
date. The GOS met the condition by announcingin the local press that 10 enterprises
were for sale. In fact, none were really ready for sale, in the sense of having complete
dossiers - recent audits, asset valuations, and so on. Even the decision to privatize the
firms in question had not been fully discussed within the GOS; later reflectiolt led to
removal of the two largest enterprises from the list. The Bank in any case accepted the
announcement of intention to sell as equivalent to putting up for sale, and thus as meeting
the condition for tranche release.
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• A condition of third tranche release in SAL ill was that the GOS meet its financial
obligations to the PEs as agreed in signed CPs. The GOS could not raise the sums
involved from available budget resources. Instead, as the deadline for third tranche
release approached, it unilaterally reduced the amounts ·committed· and the Bank
accepted payments of these lower amounts as meeting the condition for disbursement.

Overcommibnent to ContradPIans

As already underscored, a major reason for the poor record on PES reform is the reliance on CPs
as the main vehicle for enterprise improvement. Senegal became in the 19805 the world champion user
of contract plans; between March 19811U1d May 1988, contract plans were signed in nine enterprises,
three of which were on their second round~. Eight CPs were under negotiation in 1988/89, and to more
were officially planned. This total of 30 CPs is far more than exist or are planned in· any •other
country. to

The basic idea of the CPis deceptively simple. The rights and duties of the GOS (as owner) and
management of PEs should.be clearly spelled out and put to paper. This increases dialogue, eliminates
the problem of unclear or conflicting PEobjeetives, diminishes the interference ofoversight agencies,
and helps ward off claims from various stakeholders in the enterprise. ThePEmanagementundertakes
to meet explict targets in production, pricing, and employment. The GOS, on its side, commits. itself
to pay off arrears, pay its future bills, allocate agreed-to subsidies, finance a given level of investment,
and grant tax reliet .: other privileges.

The record of CP implementation in Senegal is poor. Nellis has analyzed experience up to mid­
1988. He points out that only one ofthe first five CPs was carried through to conclusion; two others
were negotiated but received no financing,. partly because their investment program depended· on funds
from SAL I, which was canceled in 1983. Twootberswere never negotiated. And later CPs suffered
from delays and from weak. implementation - the failure of the GOS to honor its .financialcomminnents
being the most commonly cited.

In some cases, the CPs were inconsistent with general policy guidelines. For example,the.1986
Letter of Development Policy states that fertilizer. subsidies should be granted only on cash sales, but the
textile company SODEFITEX lettre de mission (LM) for 1985/86-1988/89 allows distribution on credit
to be repaid at hnvest by deduction from the producer price of cotton. SODEFITEX also continued to
support grain prices in its zone of operation, which was no longer government policy. A1so,the
investment programs presented by this agency in its CP wereunreconcilable with the parallel Ministry
of Rural Development budget submissions via the Public Investment Program (pIP).

In other cases, especially in the rural development agencies, the CP programs were inconsistent
with at least the spirit of government policy. SODEVA (Soci6te de Developpement.et de Vulgarisation
Apicole) was supposed to wither away after 1985. Its 1986 LM, however, was extremely ambitious in
terms ofproduetion,training, and other targets. It also continued to have credit funds much larger than
tboseof the agricultural credit fund (CNCAS), which was supposed t.) become the agency responsible

10 Nellis, ibid., p. 60.
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for rural credit. And SODEVA's investment projects were linked imperfectly to the "regular" budget
process; project costs as given in SODEVA's LM investment program were much different from the costs
of similar projects included in the PIP.

The bottom line 1s that performance indicators show little improvement in firms with CPs (though
participants claim that improvements have occurred), and management autonomy has not significantly
increased. Nellis says: "the interim conclusion must be that the experience has not produced the desired
results" (p. 54). He and others cite many reasons to explain the paucity of results.

• The negotiation/coordination workload was extremely heavy. One CP went through nine
drafts over a two-year period. None of the CPs scheduled f<?r signing in 1986 was
signed on time, and many that were signed shortly became inoperative.

• Managers were sometimes ordered to sign the agr~ements even when they disagreed with
major provisions. Government representatives were reluctant to make ·financial
commitments that they were not sure could be respected. But they signed in·· large
measure because disbursements of aid money were conditioned on approval.

• The CP supervisory unit in the President's Office (now theDRSP) was weakly staffed
from the start. Major disturbances in enterprise circumstances •went undiscl;ssed. for
months.

• Government often made financial promises it did not keep, whether to payoff arrears or
upcoming bills for PE services like water and electricity, or .to make promised. budget
transfers.

This last factor receives the overwhelming share of the blame for the disappointments oftheCP
program. Nellis, for example, notes the many factors at work, including deficiencies inherent in the
general budgetary system and financial management. But he repeats the findings of a 1986 Dakar
seminar: "the Government's failure to pay is the problem ... " (p. 49).

The Bank held this view so strongly that SAL III (1987) made GOS payment ofitsobJigations
under CPs a condition of second tranche release. But, as noted earlier, noncompliance threatened to hold
up disbursement. The DRSP's March 1988 progress review listed each of the active CPs,alongwith
statements like the following: "only 50 million CFAFhave been inscribed instead of the 550 million
initially proposed; the operating subsidy of 300 mimon has not been executed; 231 .miIIion should
have been transferred 186 million have been received. "11

To satisfy the conditionfor tranche release something had to be done. 'nJe "solution" found was
for theGOS to unilaterally reduce its commitments under the CPs, pay them, ano declare thatit had met
its commitments. The Bank agreed, and released the money. Among other consequences, thi~experience
nurtured a growing cynicism about the meaningfulness of CP negotiations.

11 Nems, ibid., pp. 51-52.
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Some PE managers in Dakar say openly that the CP process is not worth the time and effort it
absorbs. Many Bank staff and other parties have serious reservations, but continue to support the
concept. They tend to see the problem as "more one of implementation than design...."12 Few are
ready to dismiss the concept of the contract plan. But the Senegalese experience suggests plenty of
teasoDS for doing just that.

Flaws in the CP Process. The CP concept suffers from certain basic flaws that have been noted
by other observers. Thus, in its detailed variant, such as the French government tried in its early CP
experiments, the CPis too sensitive to exogenous changes to be of much use. Where the economic
environment is unstable, as in commodity-exporting countries, or where internal and external economic
uncertainties are great for any reason, it is not appropriate. Corporate plans have to be general and
flexible - less operating plans than statements of corporate strategy and contingency thinking. This
lesson of the first round of CPs in France has been confirmed in SenegaL

It is obvious, similarly, that when budget systems are not well structnred, "mntraetwrt"
relationships P.greecI to by the state are frequently unmet. Capital expenditures in the government's
budget esV.mates are among the first lObe cut when there are revenue shortfalls or payments problems
from cth=:- ~urces. No GOS commitments are sacrosanct, except perhaps salary payments to established
civil servants. The notion that PEs should get special budget privileges or protection because the
government had negotiated a CP represents a misreading of how the budget process worts. Thus, one
of the fundamental contradictions itl the CP process is evident: governments that cannot make real
comminnents are not credible negotiators, and frequent nonpayment makes the setting of PE performance
objectives that depend on payments an· exercise in futility.

Even where these overall deficiencies in financial management are minimal, •it is not at all
evident that the CP ifj the best instrument for addressing problems of poor PE perfonnance. The
priority given to CPs reflects an assumption that the chiefproblems are those that are best attacked by
negotiation between the enterprise management and government. But, for many issues, that is not the
right level for problem resolution. Many are better dealt with at the enterprise level, without involving
government. Rehabilitation plans for troubled enterprises, for example, should focus on internal
management deficiencies and market and technological environments before discussing resource. needs
with government. Nothing prevents management from strengt'.he::~g its Board of Directors. Basic
management improvements - better accounting, budgeting, and investment planning and programming;
development of performance indicators; strengthening of personnel management arrangements, including
staff grievance procedures; and many others - are best addressed at the enterprise level.

There is thus no obvious reason why extensive elements of corporate strategy and related
adionplans cannot be developed autonomously - that is, at thi~ enterprise level. Many kinds of
cost-reducing action do not require government approval, and PEs operating in commercial markets may
need 110 government input to exploit markets more effectively or to adopt new technology. In cases in
which invesnnent funds are required from the state budget, some vetting machinery is needed, .but
evaluation of invesnnent proposals is certainly better done elsewhere than in a contract plan negotiation.

11 Nellis, ibid, p. 75.
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It many problems are best addressed by management alone, at the enterprise level, others
require a broader set or actors than is brought together by the CP process. A classic case is
SOTRAC~ the urban bus company. The CP process failed to address the most fundamental issue in urban
transport policy: the appropriate mix between public and private carriers. Private carriers, notably
minibuses, vans, and taxis, already carry a major share of Dakar's passengers. In the early 1980s, •the
minibuses~ known as Cars Rapides, numbered about 650, while SOTRAC had about 450 (larger) buses.
The private minibuses however did 40 percent of all passenger trips in Dakar - twice the share of
SOTRAe. And they did so efficiently~ and without need for subsidies. SOTRAC is much less efficient,
and is heavily subsidized, including large indirect subsidies (duty-free import of vebicles and parts, and
tax-free gasoline). Despite studies that demonstrated the economic advantages of restrictingSOTRAC
to main routes, or.even of letting SOTRAC wither away and allowing private carriers broader.accessto
the market, SOTRAC purchased a sizeable number of new buses in the late 1980s. This costly decision
took place while a CP was being negotiated, but it seems. that it was ignored by the negotiators ofthe CPo
Moreover, since it was financed by external loans, for which e"aluation procedures are poorly structured,
it received little serious evaluation by any of the relevant screening agencies.

In this case~ the main policy question - the appropriate scope of SOTRAC's .activity. - was.a
tr~'1Sport sector question, for which the CP does not provide the right f~rum for analysis .and debate of
the issues. The discussion in the SOTRAC CP negotiations, as in the others, was dominated bydebare
over SOTRAC's financial "needs"; the public-private mix issue was virtually ignored. Paradoxically,
one of the original rationales (or hopes) that Bankstaff gave for introducing the CP process was precisely
that it .would allow reasoned debate over such decisions. It has not worked out.that way.

Organizational problems arise at different levels and they are best resolved jrtheyiare
negotiated at the "rightIi level. A shop-level grievance, to take an example from industrial. relations.,
is best handled by local unions and managers, not by national unions and employers' associations, or by
government arbitrators. The CP has beenstretched to cover most PE issues. But manyofth.esewould
be better left to. enterprise-level action. and others to a level that gives sectoral and national economic
considerations fuller ".;oice on enterprise decisions. Such matters as resolution of cross debt, which
involve the whole PES sector, are best handled at the PES level. The way the CPhas evolved, its IDajor
concern has become the financial relationships between the enterprise andtbe state. Butevenherejt
became evident thatthis was not an enterprise-level issue, nor even a sector-wide issue, though Bank staff
and others have made much of the need to know aggregate commitments, on the plausible grounds that
government cannot know how much to "commit" to each PE without knowing what the.others "net...<!."
However, this is really an economy-wide issue, best resolved in the framework ofnational expenditure
programming.

We begin to touch here the most critical flaw in the CP concept. The CP is based on the belief
that it is both feasible and desirable for government to commit itself financially to PEs intl~framework

of CP negotiations. '~ehave already touched on t~e feasibility issue. Budget requests in the<public
sector are all treated the same way - usually cut across the board. In Senegal, as in many countries,
spending agency requests for new money invariably vastly exceed what is available; budget directors
routinely put in the budget only a tiny percentage of what agencies ask for. Moreover, spending agencies
routinely receive aCtual allocations that are less than budgeted; capital budgets are particularly vulnerable
to cuts when revenue or liquidity pressures appear. So commitments generated withintheCPprocess
are treated like other government commitments in the budget process. It is difficult to see how this could
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be changed, since the Ministry .of Finance, and - in principle, for investment expenditure, the .Ministry
of Plan ani Cooperation - are supposed Lc make allocation decisions according to national political·and
ecoDOmic pl;orities. And it is not realistic to expect that CP-generated commitments would be given a
priori priority,.

The COI'IIe&'5tcneof the CP idea then - firmfinanclal commitments to PEa - isnotreasible.
This has been implicitly recognized by those who note the deficiencies of the Senegalese budget system
- Nellis, for example, in his paper on the contract plans. But what is less commented upon is the f3et
thatfirm commitments by government would also be undesirable. The process by which the financial
-needs- of PEs are determined is not characterized by a screening system that is stronger, More
economically rational, than that which characterizes the regular budget process. ·In fact, PES investment
decisions seem to receive even less evaluation than those in the general Public Investment Program.

The expenditure programming process in the PES is severely deficient. Requests for newmoney,
first of aU, are always highly inflated. This problem begins at the program initiating level. Projects and
plans for individual PEs are drawn up by technical staff, often expatriate consultants, who have no
inren!ive to be mod~t in their plans for the enterprise. Where these plans are part of CP negotiations,
they Ire in..l.Jated as a neg'lti2ting dc·,,·ice. There is nothing to be lost, after all, by inflatingr~uests. And
indeed,. ~ a system where willing foreign donors might be found to finance any program, the incentives
strongly encourag~ escalation.of program r~uests.

The vetting process, which should sort out prior :ty needs from others, is extremely weak. The
requests are first reviewed by the technical ministry to which the PE "belongs." . But nobody there bas
any interest in trimming expenditure requests. At least until very recently, nocredibleexpenditur~

enveJo~existed,·so there was no point in even symbolic trimming. On the investment project side, the
links between the CP process and the public investment program are loose and uncertain.SQPcoposed
;JlvesUDent and subsidy programs pass through the technical ministry without critical review.•. Nellis notes
that, according to his interviews in Dakar, "technical tutelleministries almost always approve, without
question or deletion, whatever proposals are put forward by the consultants/enterprises. .... (p.36).

Wbo,then, defends the public purse and tries to assure overall economic. rationality in
expenditure programming for the PES? Not .the .traditional watchdogs- the Finance Ministry and the
Plan -byt rather the PES oversight agencies, the DRSP in the Presidency and the Parapublic Sector Cell
in the Ministry ofFinance. But these agencies lack the manpower and competence to properly evaluate
expenditure r~uests. Moreover, tbey have to do so outside the mainbudgewy process.. And· by the
time theCP reaches thea for approval, it has accumulated lots of political momentum. Its components
may aJready have found foreign promises of support. And on top of all this, the signing of CPs is.a
frequent conditionality imposed by the World Bank and other donors.

.1bepoint should be clear. If budgetary commitments made in •the CPs Were JO<be
earmarked,as requested by the World Bank and others, the probable .result. wC)uldbe<a
deteriOl"ation in the quality or public spending. PE expenditure programs and projects are probably
less well formulated and are almost surely less wen screened than the central· govemm.ent projects
inscribed in the PIP.



For all the reasons outlined above, the contract plan as it has been used in Senegal is not the right
instrument for the task it has been given, and reliance on it has been too heavy. Without external
advocacy and financial support, it is probable that emphasis on contract plans would have evaporated
years ago, replaced by a less Cartesian appro'lch. The role of the CP seems to be shrinking anyway; in
June 1989, there were only three active CPs (SONATEL [telecommunications], SOTRAC, and
SENELEC [electricity]) and three LMs (SAED [Societe d'Amenagement et d'Exploitation des Terres du
Delta], SODAGRI [Societe de Developpement Agricole et Industrielle], and SODEFITEX). NinePEs
were drawing up rehabilitation plans without CPs.

The Bank should more fully recognize what these trends assert, and what some of its own staff
have been saying - that the CP is only one of many possible tools,and that it should no longer be the
vehicle of choice for PE reform, and certainly should not be an item of formal conditionality. A frank
recognition of these facts would speed up the search for more suitable alternatives.

Privatization

Of the various pillars in the PES reform program - strengthening ofoversight agencies, training,
technical assistance, negotiation of CPs, and so forth - privatization appeared relatively late. "State
shrinkage" was not an issue in the flrstPPTA project and was not much mentioned in the 1980 SAL 1.
By the early 19805, however, it became part of the agenda in Senegal. as elsewhere. In 1982, for
example, the Groupe d'Etudes du Secteur Parapublic, the main coordinating entity at the time, did.a
review. of the privatization issue and recommended that government seUits equity in five companies in
which it had· small (less than 15 percent) participation: SOFRIGAL (refrigeration), SAFAL(Societe
Africaine de Fonderie et de l'Aluminium), SENOTEL (Societe Anonyme de Gestion Immobiliere et
Hoteliere), SAFCOP(commercial fishing), and PlastiquesetElastoretres. The review also recommended
sale of the government's majority shares in three tourism firms and two financial institutions. No action
was ever taken on· these recommendations.

In 1985 came the Presidential statement, La Nouvelle Politique de I 'Etat Envers le Seeteur
Parapublic, which. setout elements ofa privatization strategy: divestiture ofPEs withJittle or no public
service function, by privatization if they are seJJableor by liquidation if they. are big moneyl6sers;
privatization of some enterprises thathav.e a public service function, if that fun.ction is marginal; and
selection •of some enterprises to privatize right. away. The Plan 6£ Action attached to this document
specified a series of steps on privatization and liquidation, including establishment ofa full inventory of
PEs. and a listing ofprivatizable companies by December 1985. The key items in thePjan ofAction were
either not implemented, or were implemented after delays of many months.

SAL II,signed in February 1986, included a divestiture component. By March 1986, tbeGOS
was to adopt a list of enterprises to be privatized or liquidated in 1986. The Jist wasadoptedi:. 27
,:nterprif,es were to be privatized and seven liquidated before the end of the year (Tabie 2.6). None of
this· happened.

Apparently because. of the slippage in SAL II, but. alsO bec·ause of a greater emphasis on
privatization in the Bank's overall reform strategy after 1986, much heavier conditionality apPears in SAL
ill. The divestiture. component specifies three actions that were conditions of second tranche release:
by September 1987, the GOS had to offer for sale shares in the first set of 10 PEs (10 SEMs);by
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,AIlE 2.6

ElIEti"RISES TO IE NIVATIZED lM)Ea SAl II

....li.t-5eneI8l
lIMO
SPHU-T.r..­
VACAP
SAIH"Ngor
SPT

s..Dtotal

'artial Divestiture
-------------------

Type

Auto-Mech.
Cawtruction
Hotel
Hotel
Hotel
servien

(CFAF .illions)

210
150
951
960

1.405
113

3,789

X Held

9.5
7.0

43.5
64.5
50.0
13.8

X Divested X Maintained

SERAS
SlSSS
Dakar-Marine
SICAP

s..Dtotal

food Industry
salt Extrect i en
Shipyard
Real Estate

620
732

1,225
660

3,237

65.7
23.7
39.5
45.8

30
25
51
51

Source: Dil'Ption ~ la Rifo,.. du Seeteur Parapubli~ data.
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December 1987 t nine PEs (seven SEMs and two EPs) were to be liquidated; and t by December 1987,
a second list of 10-17 enterprises to be privatized had to be selected.

The second item (liquidation) appears to have been fully implemented, though itis notclear how
many ,are new liquidations and how many are relics from the past. But the first conditionality Was
implemented only on the surface: the GOS was not ready to offer shares for sale by the September target
date so it simply announced its intention to sell the 10 enterprises and the Bank accepted this as
complying with the conditionality. (Shortly after the announcement, the two biggest PEs wer.e removed
from the list.) Item three was also implemented: in December 1987, government had ready a list of 10
additional PEs to be privatized (Table 2.7). But no equity was in fact sold for about a year and a half.

\\'l1at, then,has. been done since 1985 to shrink the parapublic sector? Table 2.8 •. drawstl'ie
record of privatization as of March· 31 t 1990, as given in the monthly. Activities Report of the DRSP.
Two of the nine enterprises listed (SERAS [Societed'Exploitation des Ressource'.', Animales du Senegal]
and SNSSS [Sine Saloum Salt Company]) have not actually been sold. Of the remaining sevent two are
leases; they transfer land rights belonging to defunct firms.

The economic significance of these transactions is very modest indeed. Potential budget savings
are given as CFAF 411 million (about US$ 1.4 mill ion)and proceeds from asset sales as CFAF 2.9
billion. But the table values the two leases at their net present value - in otherwords t their discounted
future rental payments. For example, actual annual rental of the Mbour hatchery is.only CFAE6miHion
(US$ 20,(00); itis higher for SENPRIM, but still far below the 700 million estimated present vaJuegiv~n
in tbetable. If we eliminate SERASand SNSSS (which are not yet sold) and reduce the rentalpayrnents
to ,actual first-year payments, the proceeds from asset sales and leases come to CFAF 1.5 billion, or iess
than USS·5 million at 1989 excbarle rates - about halfthe su'm given in the· table.

As for the nine liquidations,at least four involveformal burial of entities long dead. Bud-Senegal
stopped operations many years ago,· SONAR was abolished in 1985, and STN (Societe des Tern~s

Neuves) was a donor-financed project that died when financing ended in the early 1980s. CQSENAM
(Compagnie Senegalaise de Navigation Maritime), which is also on the list of liquidated PEs, was a 26­
percent state-owned operation that had ceased activity. (shipping) in 1981 and was seBing its. shipping
rights to foreign shipping linesP In most of the manufacturing enterprises ··listed as liquidate(!,
government held a small minority of shares.

13 It proved difficult in Dakar to obtain a Jist of all PEs privatized or liquidated in thle 19805. The
most comprehensive estimate was made available by Control Financier lla Presidence, which stated that
the foUowingentities (acronyms only) were privatiized before 1987: SONAFRIG, SNCDS t lRANSEN­
SHEl.L, SOFIUGAL, and SORES. The same source lists 23 PEs (again acronyms) liquidated before
1987:. STN, SPHLB t SONAR, SPDEGET, SNC, SIV, SISCOMAt ONCADt , CSM,
SENEMETALLURGIE, BUD-SENEGAL, COSENAM, IRASENCO, ESGEt SEIB" .SOSEPM,
MLASYDA, CASAMANCEEXPRESS,SENEGAL SEAFOOD, SGRCV, SOABit andTHONIERS
TRANSOCEANIQUES. A number of mergers also occurred: SOFIDAK and CSCEmerged inCICES,
SEIB merged withSONACOS, and the Caisse d'Epargne and OPT formed OPCE.AlmostalJ ofthese
PEs were very smalUn terms of assets, employment, and impact on the budget or the banking system.
Most were almost certainly nonfunctioning and had closed down previous to the liquidation decision.
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TAILE 2_7

EIIlt.INlSES TO • PRIVATIZED .. LlClJIDATED .-0. SAL III

Type Capital X Held·0 ______

(CFAF .i U tON)
Totel D.fvestiture..-....-.----....

SOTEXPA Textile 2,750 41.4
SENOl'EL Motel 150 7.0
SCl)EHME services 500 0.1
SllPCE Services 50 15.0

s..mtotal 3,450

X Divested XMainteined

Partial Divesthure

IICIS
llAO
SCIIAGA
SlOES
SONED
SClDIDA

Liquidat.ion 'I
Iud-senese1
COSEM
SltPT
s...tellurgie
SSE
SEGI
SOSEPRA
STN
SONAR

Bank
Bn
lank
ConstructfQn
Corwulting
Services

Afro-Ind.
Shipping

Metallurgy
Printing

AdiI. Services
Ru,..l Wete,.

2,500
3,On

924
190
98
53

6,842

N.A.
N.A.
N.A.
89

100
100
30

M.A.
N.A.

17.0
10.0
40.3
19.7
10.1
32.8

X Held

N.A.
N.A.
N.A.
68.0

100.0
100.0
50.3
N.A.
N.A.

25.0
25.0
51.0
25.0
51.0
51.0

Source: Delegetion' le RefOrM du. Sec:teu,. Pe"epubl;que dete.
'a Nine other ~terprises had Ilrelldy been 1iquideted.
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TABLE 2.8

FINANCIAL ACCOUNT OF PRIVATIZATION OPERATIONS
(in CFAF millions)

Company

FERME AVlCOLE MBAO (chickens)
RENAULT-SENEGAL (truck assembly)
SENOTEL (hotels)
SERAS Oivestocklslaughterhouse)
SPT (publicity)
SNSSS (salt)
SENPRIM (truck farming)
SIDEC (cinemas)
VACAP (hotels)

TOTAL

Potential
Budget
Savings/a

o
o
o
o

40
o

371

411

Asking
Price

l001b
41
16

406
o

941/f
141

1200

2845

Sales
Proceeds

l00/c
45
24

406/d
95

6OO/e
700/g
131th

810

2911

Source: D~I~gation :r1a R~forme du SecteurParapublic, "D~engagementde l'Etat, Rapport
d'Aetivi~ Mensuel, It March 31, 1990.

la Includes subsidies, operating deficits, and other state obligations.
Ib From the credit evaluation report, modified by the Direction des domaines.
Ic Value of the annuity based on 18 percentoverJO years.
Id On. top. of superdividendsthat.will be· paid following the preparation of flnancialstatus.
Ie This includes the dividend received by the state· and the taxes on the dividend paid to the

SaJins d~ Midi collected July3, 1989.
If Assuming land sale at CFAF 459 million.
Ig .. CFAF 232 miUion in for-eash sales; CFAF 468 million represents the current value at 8

percent per year of the annuity to be received for 50 years, assuming· the. land .is rented and
not sold.

Ih This transaction includes 6 ofthe 33 theaters for sale.
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How can this thin record of achievement be explained? The reasons are the same as those. that
explain slow progress in privatization in most low-income countries, and are well known by now.14

• Most governments in low income countries are reluctant to sell profitable PEs and the
money losers they want to sell are unattraetiveto buyers at prices or terms that
governments are ready to accept.

• Sale of state assets has a limited political constituency. A few reformers and some
potential beneficiaries favor it. But most groups are against it: workers who fear for
their jobs, officials who see loss of influence and ·qu;lSi-rents, students, university
professors, and intellectuals who fear that sales of state assets simply transfer wealth from
the state to the rich and powerful.

• Many influential Africans see "recolonization" in the selling of state assets to foreigners.
Politically vulnerable governments insist on restricting sales to citizens. As a result, the
number of possible buyers is much reduced. This problem is exacerbated by weak
capital markets and financial system disarray.

• Governments find it hard to accept the idea that the value of assets is their ~ng
power, not their book value or original cost. So they tend to fix teo-high .prices on
privatizable companies and shares.

• Governments in low..income countries, especially in Africa, are extremely reluctantto
take actions that increase unemployment. Given the e:ndemic overmanning in PEs,
disemployment is an inevitable short-term consequence, and often unacceptable.

• Governments in low income countries have generally done a poorjob ofconvincing their
people that the ultimate benefits of privatization - mobilization· of savings, increased
productivity, growth in income and jobs - will outweigh the costs. Benefits are often
distant, vague, and uncertain; costs are clear and immediate.

• The mechanics of selling the state's equity in PEs, or whole companies, takes time and
careful preparation, especially if transactions are to be transparent and bonest, and are
to avoid giveaways at fire sale prices.

• Governments often do not allow PE bankruptcy; their obligations are regarded as state
obligations. This deprives the system ofa simple way to dispose of claims on assets.

All of these factors have been at work in Senegal. The recent (1988) World Bank Parapublic
Seaor Review, stressed the following points:

14 See E. Berg, and M. Shirley, Divestiture in Developing Countries, World Bank: Discussion Paper
111,1987.
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The choice of enterprises to offer for sale was "haphazard" and included many that were
not really privatizable;

In many cases, the state is offering only part of its holdings. But retention of shares
creates fears of continued government interference and reduces interest ofbuyers;

Asset valuation, which is the work of consultants, has tended to be too high. Two offers
to buy SONADIS were rejected as too low, and the offer of shares in the Sine Saloum
salt company attracted no potential buyers;

There is an unwillingness to let buyers fire workers. This happened in the SONADIS
case;

The private sector is excluded from involvement in the privatization process. Noprivate
sector people sit on t.;e Commission Speciale de Suivi du Desengagement de I'E~t,

which oversees the process. Management of PEs is &SO often excluded; in thecases.of
HAMO (housing), SPT (advertising and tourism), and SPHU (hotels), management was
simply informed that privatization was coming, and heard nothing further;

Poor preparatory work was a factor. Proper audits have not been done on all the
companies listed for .privatization. The DRSP,1he staff agency responsible for
privatization, was thinly staffed until 1988, and despite some reinforcements, is still
weaIc;

Potential investors are few. The local insurance companies, which might have played a
role, were pressured by the GOS in 1987 to bail out the BCS,a·near-bankruptbank,.by
purchasing equity of 2-3 billion CFAF. This investment appears to. be .lost; institutional
investors as a group have been scared off by this experience. The present disorder and
related lack of liquidity in the banking system reduces financing capacity for privatization
transactions; and

While pro-private-sectorrhetoric has expanded, and often reflects true changes in
attitudes, many responsible officials still remain dirigiste and unfriendly, andinhospitable
policies persist:. continued regulation, government unwillingness to give ·upfull
ownership, and maintenance of pressure on institutional investors. The general climate
remains uncongenial to private enterprise.

The experience with the Sine Saloum Salt Company, the first PE to be offered. for sale, is
illuminating. Government owned 49 percent of the shares of this profitable operCl.tion.Butwhen,··in
October 1988, it advertised its readiness to sell. only three offers were received, none oftbemacceptable.
One reason is that the company's profitability was declining. due to competition from informal sector salt
producers. But deficiencies in procedures and policies were important. Government proposedtoseU
only half its holding of 35,000 shares, 9,400 of them by competitive bidding. at a book-value-determined
fixed price of CFAF 45.000 a share. Buyers had to take a minimum of 723 shares. A maximum of
2,169 shares could be bought by foreigners. This was too little to be of much interestto foreign buyers.
and few Senegalese could finance the minimum volume of purchases. The price was too high anyway,
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given the sharp deterioration of revenues and earnings since 1987. Other factors were the inadequacy
of the pre-sale publicity and the tight deadlines imposed on potential buyers (one month). Government's
shares remain unsold, as of the spring of 1990.

The results of the effort to sell movie houses are also illuminating. There are 72 .cinemas. in
SeoepI, 36 of them staUHlwned,grouped in the PE known as SIDEC. Government putitsninebest
cinemas up for sale. Only two of theseattraeted buyers; actual and potential cinema owners judged the
rest to be unviable. Instead of selling the two for which offers had been made, the DRSP decided to sell
only packages of cinemas, on the grounds that to do otherwise would allow -creaming- and.oo sales of
the low-volume units!' The underlying assumption seems to be that cinemas should be kept operating
even where they are unprofitable. It is easy to see why politicians might push this line, but not clear why
it should be adopted.by the officials responsible for privatization. The economics underlyingthispoHcy
are obviouslytlawed. It reduces the demand for private purchase of cinemas by raising prices ofthose
that are sellable; the tied purchase idea will lead only to offers of lower prices for the profitable units.
In any event, six cinemas have found buyers.

Experience thus far with privatization ofownership in Senegal, which mirrors experience in most
other low-income countries, suggests that it is a nonstarter in an externally driven reform program.
Government is unenthusiastic, to say the least. Political costs and risks are substantial,.giventhe absence
of a domestic constituency for this policy. Political benefits are mainly external (enhanced attractiveness
to donors), and even these are not large, since donor attachment to the privatization idea is uneven.

Nor are economic benefits likely to be substantial. The enterprises put up for saleorpropos~
for liquidation~ave been few in number, small in scale, and not strategic in any sense. Thebudgetary
drain is little affected by these transactions, since the main sources of these hemorrhages. are not the
enterprises put up for sale. Many are· already closed in fact, and others would fade away given a little
benign neglect. Even. when the authorities are willing to give up all their shares, increases •. in efficiency
are likely to be diluted by persistence of monopoly oonditions in product markets and continued
regulatory obstacles. Moreover, the preoccupation with transferring ownership can lead to giveaways
in terms of special privileges~ which make privatizations financially attractiveto·buyers but reduce their
economic benefits for the society.

This suggests that World Bank and also USAID preoccupation with privatization of ownership
has been excessive. Worse, the inclusion of asset transfers and liquidation in SAL conditionality uses
up good will among local policy makers- a spa~e commodity already after tbreeSALs and a decade
of tendentious policy dialogue. And althougbconcem~ Bank staff members know tbere.aremore
promising avenues ofprivatization - notably by subcontraetingand other forms offragmenteddivestiture
- little is done in that direction. This is so in part because ownership privatization dominates the
dialogue and in part because the staff and mandate of the nRSP, the Senegalese agency responsible .for
framing and implementing policy in this area~ is strongly oriented toward this kind of· privatization.

., D61~gation11a Reforme du Secteur Parapublic, -Etat d'avancementdes diversdossiers,-Iune IS,
1989.
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It is therefore disappointing to see that SAL IV appears to offer only the old model, on a grander
scale. It continues to emphasize selling and liquidating PEs, though with improved instruments -more
and better TA for the DRSP, private sector participation in divestiture decisions, the preparation ofa
strategy paper touching on such questions as foreign participation, fiscal and. regulatory incentives, and
rules on government ownership shares. Aside from this, the program looks distressingly familiar, only
much bigger. Thirty enterprises are to be privatized during SAL IV, of which 20 are leftovers.from SAL
m,and .at least 10 are to be liquidated. These actions are part of core conditionality, linked to tranche
release.

Bank staff say that this program is O()t imposed, and that it is now "owned" by the SenegcUese
authorities. If so, it would make a big difference in the program's prospects. Evidenceofnew
commitment and reduced political resistance is not at hand, however. In any case,.the new program at
least addresses one of the criticisms of the previous privatization efforts - that they were trivial ,affecting
only a tiny part of the sector. The enterprises (~arked for privatization in SAL IV represent GOS
investment of 18 billion CFAF, or some 11 percent of total government equity in the PEsector -five
times more .than in SAL m. About 7,500 workers are employed in the targeted enterprises, 25 percent
of the sector total. However, this apparent great leap forward may be misleading, because of the
inclusion of a few large enterprises such as Dakar-Marine. And even with full compliance, operating
subsidies would only be cut by 5 percent from their 1989 level. It will be clear by 1991 just how much
privatization the GOS has bought and is able to implement.

v. CONCLUSIONS

Many of th~ problems addressed in· SAL IV were the subject of the World Bank's FirstPara­
Public Technical Assistance Project in 1977. Others were raised as early as 1982. It was n()tevident,
in 1989, that the public sector was less overextended, the financial management of the sector improved,
the oversight arrangements significantly more orderly and effective, the internal management appointed
less commonly on political grounds, or that PEs were more autonomous and efficiency driven.•• Many
important new steps were taken at the end of 1989, and more are promised in SAL IV. It may be that
a comer has been turned and that the pace of reform win quicken· as the SAL IV provisions promise.
But on privatization, on contract plans, and on other issues, changes are few.

Many of the sources of the poor showing of the 1980s are general - that is, not specific to tile
PE sector alone. They are factors that have held back the overall adjustment program: reluctance of.the
Senegalese authorities to face the short-term political costs and risks involved in implementing many
components oftile adjustment program; bureaucraticfoot-dragging, normal in all administrative reforms;
the soft budget/soft sanction environment that allows Senegalese actors to persist in programs and
practices that would not be possible in a more severely austere macroeconomic setting, or one. where a
genuine danger existed that nonperformance would lead to aid reductions.

In this chapter we have not.dwelt on these. underlying obstacles to reform, but rather on donor
shortcomings, and in particular deficiencies in reform strategies and. tactics of the World Bank,the chief
designer and implementer of the public enterprise sector reforms,since these are most. amenable to
improvement. We pointed out questionable aspects of diagnosis and missteps in implementation thathave
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contributed significantly to the reform failures. The Bank in early years gave too much emphasis to the
oversight agencies at the outset and did not systematically address the ensuing administrative diffusion
IDd ambiguity until SAL IV. The Bank seized on the negotiation of contract plans as the major device
for clarifying statelPE relationships, despite the plans' untested nature, and their unsuitability in
economies marked by weak budgetary management. And the Bank seized too energetically on the
privatization issue fur which there was no local constituency, and which is tendentious, costIy. in terms
of local goodwill·towards the adjustment program and unlikely, in Senegalese conditions,to.bring
significant structural improvements. And over the whole period, the Bank continued to impose.heavy
conditionality without willingness to impose sanctions when the GOS failed to comply with the spirit, and
often with the letter, of the adjustment program. In this they were not different from other donors. Risk­
averse political authorities and reluctant bureaucrats thus had little to fear from moving slowly or not at
all.

One underlying factor that cannot be emphasized enough is the essential unevenness of the battle
for reform: the problems are so great, and our ability to deal with them so slight. Not many supermen
walk the halls of the World Bank, or anywhere else. Yet near-supermen are often needed to deal
effectively with immensely complicated problems such as PE reform, that are usually embedded in highly
particular socio-political environments. Bank staff are highly competent, and often unusually inventive.
But the problems are so complex, the time so limited, the need for operational "solutions" so pressing,
that the reformers cannot devise original approaches. They have to grasp at ready-made formulas:6

While hardly ideal, this can work in matters ofeconomic policy. It is what allows IMF staff to prescribe
for Burkina Faso and Hungary out of the same bottle, in most respects not inappropriately.. After all,
a smaller budget deficit has to be part of a stabilization program in Ouagadougou as in Budapest, and
border parity is a pretty good place to start thinking about agricultural price policy reforms. But, of
course, it is different for institutional-adi'ninistrative-organizational reforms. Here theory is not much of
a guide, and even ideology is of little use when it is a question of getting from A to B. So mortal
reformers are forced to grab what is on the shelf, and on matters of administrative reform or institutional
development, the shelf was pretty bare. For public enterprise reform in the 1980s, one prevailing idea
or device was performance contracting (contract plans in much of the Francophone world). Another was
privatization of ownership. Neither proved well suited to Senegalese circumstances.

Another explanatory factor, usually neglected, is shortcomings ofsupervision. Supervision is not
one of the World Bank's strengths. Staff have little incentive to do it; it is not a highly regarded activity
in that organiiational culture. There is always danger of being a bad news messenger. In any case, there
is often little continuity by those doing supervision. 'The result is frequent neglect of problems.·caused
by errors in design or festering grievances on technical assistance, and long lags in making adaptations.
The problem is exacerbated by the opacity that characterizes many Bank documents, such as President's

16 In tbe public enterprise sector, at the end of the decade, the Parapub/ic Sector Review provided
an uncommonly intensive analysis of the problems of the sector, which allowed the elaboration of
strongly focused proposals for SAL IV.
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Reports and Project Completion ReporLS. These carefully worded, generally positive descriptions often
give muffled signals about what is working and what is not, and this too impedes creative adjustments. 17

Recommendations

Improve the budget process. Whatever the underlying sources of slow improvement in the .PE
sector, some shifts in strategy would increase the chances of effective reform. Greater attention to .the
long-term task of improving the gell'\eral budget process is likely to be more productive than the
continuing emphasis on firmer GOS financial commitments toPEs by negotiation of contract plans. The
weak and uncertain procedures for vetting PE requests for operating subsides and investments shouidhave
first calion reformer energy and money. More attention should be given to internal management·and
the sectoral setting. All of this implies a more diverse structure of policy-making vehicles and amQre
layered pattern of dialogue, with CP negotiations taking a less central role and focusing lesson GOS
money commitments.

Change privatization strategy. The Bank's privatization strategy also needs changing. It is not
he idea that is in question: well-prepared, transparent sales of government equity in PEs arecertainiy
desirable. But it should be an unambiguously Senegalese program, not a World Bank imposition. Some
Bank staff say this has happened, but many other observers disagree. In any case it.does not warrant.the
priority it is given, and it has crowded out use of promising approaches based on disaggregation­
internal divestiture via subcontracting and deregulation. Above aU, the high-profile role of the Bank and
the use of conditionality in connection with asset sales are politically and tactically risky. It certainly
seems unwise to make the whole adjustment program hostage to action on privatization. The SAL IV
targeting of larger numbers of PEs for privatization therefore seems questionable. A smaller, not larger,
Bank role in this area should have characterized SAL IV, especially in the light of its contentious and
socially explosive labor market component. It is not clear why the privatization program had to be in
the formal program, and even less clear why it had to have specific conditionality.

Decrease emphasis on conditionality. The sectoral adjustment program has been marked by too
much explicit conditionality. Conditionality in general is usually ineffeetive~ often inappropriate, and
sometimes counterproductive, especially in matters of institutional reform. It is inappropriate when
technical solutions are uncertain. Institutional reforms of .tbe type considered·· in .this chapter involve
problems for which evident solutions are often not at hand, and actions .whose suitability can be disputed
by reasonable people. In the PE reform, as in other parts of Senegal's adjustment program, deeper,
quieter dialogue should have a larger place, the search for monitorable conditionality a smaller one.

17 It should be noted that this. by no means applies to ali reports. Among others, the Parapublic
Sector Review, frequently cited in this report, required little reading between the lines.
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CHAPI'ER THREE

AGRICULTURAL POLICY REFORM AND THE NAP

I. INTRODUcnON

Agriculture is the main economic sector in Senegal. The official national accounts attribute to
it only 20 to. 2Spercentof GDP, but this is an underestimate: output is valued at farmgate,.and .-in
the past at least - at·official· prices, which were and are frequently much below actual market prices.
Moreover,allagricultural processing is counted as industrial output. So agric~lture. in Senegal is much
more important tbanit looks in the national accounts.

Agriculture is also the main source of employment, absorbing some·70 percent9fthepopulation.
Giventhepresem allocation of the labor force,. a rateofpopulaticn growth of 2.S-3.0pera-ntayear, and
continuing near stagnation of modern ~~r industrial output (which. was. only about 15 percent higher
in the mid-1980s than. a decade· earlier) and employment, agriculture will be the main.·employer, •. along
with informal nonagriculture, of newentt3Dts into the labor force. In the absence ofproductivity-raising
structu.ra1·change, rural impoverishment is certain.

According to .available data, it already· seems -to. have happened.. Thegrowtllofprimary sector
value added feU from 3 percent a year in the 19605 to 1.7 percent in thetirst half of the 19805.
Population growth is said to have been 2.6 percent during most of these years, and 2.9 percent in the
mid-1980s.Between the mid-l960s and early 19805, real pet capita rural incomes probablyfell.2Both
population .and production data and the amount of income derived from off-farm activities are so poorly
known that any such conclusion has to be tentative. But the data on productionandyields<(Table3.1)
do indicate very little growth in agriculture since ind~endence,espf~iallyfor the main crops, groundnuts
and millet.

It. is, then, no surprise that agricultural· issues have been at the center of the adjustment effort in
tbeJ980s.The World Bank's firstSAL in 1980 was especially heavily concentrated on agriculture; more
than a third of its 32 conditionalities were directly concerned with agriculture, and four or five others
touchedonJt as part ofbroader issues- the reform of the parastatal sector, for example. The specifics
ofWorld Bank agricultural.conditionality1S found in SALs loom are ,ivenin Annex· 1. Table 1.2 shows

l11iis chapter bas benefitted from the comments of Rod Kite, USAIDlDakar, and David Jones of the
World Bank.

2 Accoi'din, to one evaluation, average rural incomes were Spetcent loweriD the early1980s than
in the early 19705. (G. Durot1~ et aL, "D~~uilibres structurelles· et programmesd'ajustementau
S61ep1," ML~t«e.des Relations Ext6rieures, Coop~ationet. D~eloppement,· Paris, March 1985.)
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T~'lLE 3.1

AGRIaA.l1ItAL CUlPUT AID PRCIXICTIVITY Of MJCIt CROPS, 1960/61-1986/87
(yearly averages for subperiods)

Yearly Grmrldnuts M; llet/Sorghun
Averages ------------_._-------_.~------~ ---------------------------------------- Production Area Yialds Produet oj on Ar.a Yields.---_._._. ._._._-_.- •..

(tons) (ha) (tons/ha) (tons) (ha) (tons/ha)

1960/61·1964/65 942,180 1,031,000 0.914 442,960 871,600 0.508
1965/66·1969/70 918,450 1,109,240 0.828 544,520 1,062,50('1 0.51?
1970/71-1974/15 761,237 1,052,712 0.n3 474,401 959,987 0.494
1975/76-1979/80 962,187 1,224,937 0.785 569,147 969,104 0.587
1980/81-1984/85 746,820 1,013,480 0.737 537,980 1,014,140 0.530
1985/86-1988/89 n8,425 790,625 0.985 744,675 1,106,500 0.673

Yearly Rice Maize
Averages --...._------------------------- -----------------------------------_ .. -<.~- Production Area Yields Production Area Yields____ w _____

_.--------
(tons) (ha) (tons/ha) (tons) (ha) (tons/ha)

1960/61-1964/65 91,620 74,660 1.227 29,280 34,800 0.841
1965/66-1969/70 116,340 90,140 1.291 42,nO 54,320 0.786
1970/71-1974/75 83,304 74,928 1.112 33,066 43,396 0.762
1975/76-1979/80 100,321 n,161 1.390 46,501 57,787, 0.805
1980/81-1984/85 106,840 64,500 1.656 73,260 74,nO 0.980
1985/86-1988/89 144,150 75,800 1.902 122,825 103,750 1.184

Sources: World Bank, Operations Evaluation Depal lent, The World Bank and senegal, 1960-1987,
Washington, DC, 1989:USAIDIDakar Ban!( Printout, !._pteneer 30, 1988; and MOR, Direction de
llAgriculture, IIResultats aefinitih Je la c~gne de production agricole1988/89,1' January 1989.
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CLASSXI'I~IO. 01' SAL COIIDI~IO.S .!!T~DlO ~ AOJUCUL~JItB

SAL I

COJIDXTXOIIS/a

SAL II SAL III

Agricultural Price. and 1-4, 9 2, 3, 5 3, 5, 6,
Credit 11 8, 9

....arch 6

In.titutional Change, 5, 7, 8, 1, 4, 1, 2, 4
aeorganization and Planning 10 6-11 7, 10-17

Source: World Bank, Operation. Evaluation Department, The Wli,rld Bank and
Senegal, 1960-1987, aeport#8041, August 1989, p. 37.

la The numbering of the conditions corr.spond. to that given Annex 1, which
should be consulted for more detail.



64

the types of conditions in .each of the SALs; most dealt with price problems, including inputs, and with
institutional· reforms.

II. DIAGNOSIS

The· SAL conditionalitiesretleet a consensus diagnosis of what was wrong with Senegalese
agricultural policies and with the country's rural development institutions at the beginning of the 1980s.

•

•

•

•

•

•

The. GOS followed price and import policies that kept prices for foodgrains so low that
local production was discouraged. The low priceof5mported rice combined withits
relative ease of cooking stimulated its consumption, at the expense of locally produced
coarse.grains.

Low. producer prices or -- more properly - unfavorable terms of trade between farm
prices and .urban wages stimulated rural exodus and. were also inequitable. This.was so
because urban. occupations·were notoDly better.paid, but urban dwellers had access to
more and better public services, especially health and education.

Official prices of farm goods· at. both consumer and producer levels were too rigid, as
were input prices. Panterritorial and panseasonalpricing encounlged uneconomic
production .and consumption.by charging too little for. transport and storage ·co~ts.

Interventions of the various cereals procurement .. agencies -ONCAD, SONAR, the
Caisse d'Aide Alimentaire{laterchanged to the Caisse de Securitt! Alimentaire, oI'CSA),
and so forth - were ineffective and costly. Thecoarse-grains-focused agencies, notably
the CAA/CSA, failed to. control· the market. They did not stabilize nillletlsorghum/maize
prices. They did not stimulate production by buying offel ed output at remu~erative

official prices. They did not "protect" vulnerable producers who must sell at harvest
time to meet cash. needs, since the cereals boards were almost never .able to be present
in the market in those critical months. Nor did they protect consumers by stabilizing
prices. at retail levels.

Agricultural markets were excessively regulated. The rules on who could buy cereals,
when, and at what price shifted from year to year, and were .frequendy.unclear.
Movements of more than 200 kilograms of grain across provincial borders required
special approvals; roadblocks and inspections were common. And, despiteallthi~,

private traders were responsible for most of the grain trade, which. look place on parallel
markets. But th.e uncertainty and riskiness ofprivate trade obstructed entry, raised costs,
and retarded the emergence of an efficient, specialized, better-eapitalizedcommercial
class.

Inputsubsidies, especially. for fertilizer, were inadequate to meet demands at .sub~idized
pricesy imposeda. burden on state budgets, and were ineffective anyway because of
undifferentiated nutrienrmixes and lat~ delivery.
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• The state was overextended - in agriculture even more than in other sectors. Public
sector agencies were responsible for rice imports and their intemaI distribution, price
fixing of most· rural inputs and outputs, production and sale of inputs, agroindustrial
activity (processing), and purchase and transport of most crops. Most of these functions
were performed inefficiently and at high cost to the public purse.

This last factor was particularly crucial in Senegal.3 During the quarter century after
independence, Senegal, like all Francophone states in West Africa, had relied on three main types ofmral
development institution5. At the base was the cooperative movement, which was given major
responsibility for primary marketing of export and food crops, and for the administration of credit for
input purchases.lDput supply entities like SISCOMA (a producer of agricultural implements) and the
national agricultural· bank subsidized credit. The ·Soci6t6s R6gionales du D6veloppement Agricoles
(regionalroral development agencies, or RDAs) were the third leg in the system; they were responsible
for crop marketing above primary levels, agricultural extension services, and cro;l-related credit and other
inputs. They concentrated usually on export crops, but by 1980 were active in food crops too.

In the late 1970s,this -traditional- institutional structure began to unravel. Certain fundamental
problems have always plagued the cooperative movements in Senegal, many of them familiar elsewhere
in poor countries. Most of the cooperatives are artificial bodies, created by theGOS to serve
administrative functions, mainly marketing of outputs and inputs. They confront fonnidableobstacles:
lack of literate leadership; few sources of revenue; and an unfavorable economic environment~ for
example, being required to pay official producer prices when market prices may be higber or lower.
Also, Senegalese cooperatives have always faced a basic organizational problem. If supervised and
controlled from the center, their local initiative and leadership evaporates. If given real autonomy, local
-notables- tend to take over, usually distorting the Plll'poses of the cooperative. The highly hierarchical
character of social relations in the groundnut basin heightened this dilemma.

These problems, never absent, intensified in the 19808 because of the breakdown in rural.credit
systems and because of the growth of parallel markets in which higher prices generally prevailed. Many
rural credit institutions collapsed in the early 19808. In Senegal, credit in the groundnut basin was tied
in with input supply via ONCAD, the main RDA in that region. In the 19708, government declared debt
moratoria or forgiveness four times. 'Ibis severely diminished farmer incentive to repay debts. But in
Senegal (as elsewhere) this incentive was already weak for other reasons: lack of membership loyalty
to the cooperative; inefficient administration and corrurt behavior by some cooperative staff, which meant
that many farmers (or government officials) did not know how much they owed; and technical advice that
was often inappropriate, which meant that farmers felt they had been misled~ hence had little obligation
to repay.

It was the same with the other pillars of the rural organizational structure. In 1980,. input supply
aDd credit systems were fading. This was pardy because of previous mismanagement aDd the shrinking

3 The following paragraphs draw on E. Berg, -Cereals Policy in the Sahel: Reform and Current
Issues,- in SemlMr on F()(J(J and Nutrition Strategies, Concepts, Objectives, AppliCfJtionsy Brussels,
November 3-7y 1986 (proceedings edited by R. Deller6 and J.J. Symoeus, Royal Academy of Overseas
ScieDces, Brussels, 1988), pp 323-324.
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availability of domestic credit. But it was also because of the more fundamental reasons reflected in
deficit operations and low repayment rates- notably high transaction costs, concentration of risk,
complexity of administration, and inappropriate technology. SISCOMA, theparastatal •iInplement
manufacturer, wentbankrupt in 1979. When ONCAD was liquidated in 1980, the credit and fertilizer
distribution system it ran had to be reconstituted.

The RDAs ran into many of the same problems that plague PEs in .general: conflicting
objectives, political intrusion, staffing and managerial inadequacies, and so forth. They became favored
targets of politicians looking for possibilities of increasing employment..They therefore developed highly
inflated payrolls. But some also had inadequate technical packages, iInposed price policies that
discouraged production, and over-bureaucratized relations with the peasants they were supposed to serve.
By the early 1980s, most of these agencies were operating at heavy deficits, highly dependent onJoreign
financial support, and delivering uncertain or superfluous technical advice to an increasingly disaffected
peasantry.

In. OBJECTIVES AND PRESCRIPTIONS

Prescriptions

Out of the broad consensus about what was wrong with Senegalese agricultural policy and
institutions, a widely shared set of policy prescriptions emerged in the late 1970s·and early 1980s.

•

•

•

•

Producer prices should be raised, for both export and local food crops, to stimulate
production, slow rural exodus, and reduce urban bias. in income distribution. Above..
market and stable floor .prices mightbe necessary to achieve these objectives.

Protection should be given to local cereals production. In practice this. means restricting
rice iInports and keeping the consumer rice price at a level .high enough, absolutely and
relative to local coarse grains prices, to encourage substitution on the demand side and
higher production on the supply side.

The role of the state should be reduced, that of the private sector encouraged, and public
sector resources shouldbe used better - by iInprovingthe efficiencyoftheRI)~sand

other institutions active in agriculture, such as SONACOS, the CPSP and the CSA,and
by strengthening investment allocation and iInplementation of agricultural projects:

Agricultural markets should be made to function better, .by increasing the availability of
price and other' information, and, more importantly, by removing regulatory obstacles
and distortions such as subsidies on fertilizers, irrigation water, and tractor services.

This consensus set of prescriptions, like the diagnosis on which it is based,operatedon a general
level only; it became less firm as specificity increased. Disagreements existed withintheiGOs:the
Ministry of Rural Development(MDR) was always perceived as antireform, and the Ministry of Finance
(MOF) as the reform champion..Evensharper disagreements existed.within 'dle donor community (not
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tospeat about differences of viewpoint within each donor agency) on at least four key issues: the
desirable or optimal level of rice prices at the consumer level, the desirability (or optimaI.timing) of
fertilizer subsidy removal, the appropriateness of establishing floor prices for coarse grains,. and the
deairability and/or feasibility of state disengagement from rural service provision. We return to these
dift'ereIlces below.

'lbreedoDQrs led the dialogue in the 19808 on agricultural policy reform: the World Bank, the
French aid agencies (especially the Caisse Centrale), and USAID. The European EcooomicCommunity
has joined the sectoral debates, as participant in the new agricultural sector loan under negotiation since
1988. The policy instruments of USAID are discussed in detail in Chapter Five.

World Bank Role

The World Bank was the lead player, explicitly in the first SAL (l980-1983),informallybetween
1983 and 1986, then explicitly again in SALs IT and ill. The Bank's program reflected more or less
integrally the general consensus sketched above. Its global objectives for agricultural reform were to
raise the agricultural .growth rate; increase productivity of resource Use in the sector; and raise rural
incomes, both absolutely and relative to urban incomes.

These objectives were to be reached by the policy changes described earlier: incentivepricing
for •• agricultural goods; higher tariffs on imported rice; floor pricing for local coarse grains; better
processing of local cereals to make them IDOre competitive with rice in terms of ease of preparation;
liberalization of cereals marketing, except for paddy; gradual removal of fertilizer and· (}ther· input
subsidies; responsabUisation of farmers by self-storage. of seed and more active fannerorganiutions;
reduction of the role of the state by privatization of rice· imports and shifting ofRDA services to•private
actors; and technical assistance to the MDR in project preparation and policy analysis. Thesepolicies
are set. out in the matrices of the three SALs, which are reproduced in Annex 1.

TheGOS formally signaled its acceptance of these general policy orientations. in .its·Nouvelle
Politique Agricole (New Agricultural Policy, or NAP) announced in 1984, and in its Cereals Plan, issued
two years later. The principal. themes incorporated in these documents were: .emphasis on ·import
substitution of cereals to attain greater food self-sufficiency, liberalization of input markets and gradual
removal·of subsidies on fertilizer, and transfer of functions from state agencies to producers and other
private actors.

The emphasis up to now has been on points of agreement without reference to shifts· in positions
over time. In. fact, policy emphasis changed significantly over the decade, and· differences persisted
within the ranks of the main players. There were also changes over the decade in the way the dialogue
aDd program implementation were carried ou+ Awareness of these differences aids UDderstaDdingofthe
reform process. Many observers tend to see in policy dialogue a largely monolithic World Bank engaging
a divided clientgovemmeat. The 1989 internal evaluation of the Bank's Senegal operations leans this
way; itsometimes attributes policy positions to "the Bank," which in reality are those ofiDdividuals,who
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may reflect only minority opinion"~ But of course the Bank, like the GOS and otheraetors, isa
collection of individuals or bureaus with heterogeneous policy inclinations. The detailed definition of the
policy agenda and its negotiation and implementation are the work of an agglomeration.ofindividuals,
often with divergent views. It should not be surprising if inconsistencies appear or positions are
redefined. This is especially so since the individuals speaking for the Bank are transient.

Shifts in Bank Majority View

Over the period of the 19808, majority views within the World Bank have shifted inimportaIlt
respects. One is the relative weight given to priceandnonprice fadors. In the 19708 and early 1980s,
prices were not stressed much; the accent was on techn<>logy,research, extension, and integrated rural
projects in general. From SAL I onward, the relative importance of price policies increased.
Specifically, increasing priority was given to the role of rice pricing, or, what is almost the same thing,
the degree of protection to be given to local coarse grains.

This protection issue was a second element on which positions changed; indeed, it became an
unusually contentious issue within the Bank. Bank research staff, drawing on a multimarket modeling
exercise by A.Braverman and J. Hammer, challenged the suitability of the. "protectionist" position, which
operating staff had adopted in concert with other donors. By the late 19808, the concept of demand
management via a high price for imported rke - the very pillar of cereals policy over mostof the 1980s
- was no longer supported by the Bank. What is supported has not always been.clear. A new internal
consensus had seemed to exist around the idea. of border parity pricing, with protection to offset· the
overvaluation of the CFAfranc and some smoothing to avoid excessive fluctuation. But the Bank,.in the
agricultural sector loan negotiations, has joined with the other donors in favor of some additional
protection.

The Bank's position evolved in another key aspect of price policy: what to do aboutguaranteeing
remunerative levels and acceptable stability for coarse grain prices. Most Bank staff concerned with
Senegal in the mid-1980s favored replacement of previously existing official prices with a less rigid
system of floor pricing. The GOS .would then intervene only to prevent prices from plunging. The
establishment of acceptable mechanisms for floor pricing of cereals was indeed part ofSALsllandJII,
and was even noted in recent Policy Framework Papers. But by the late 19808 there was no well-defined
Bank position on this matter, with some staff favoring light intervention to smooth seasonal or annual
fluctuations, and others calling for no interventions other than those necessary for security stock sales and
purchases.

~ World Bank, Operations Evaluation Department, The World Bank and SenegaJ,]96()..]987,Report
18041, August 1989. This is the case in their discussion of policy tOward irrigated agriculture, for
example. The authors say that "the Bank" shifted ground on support for the big dams. on the Senegal
River. But Bank staff concerned with Senegalese agriculture in the late 19708 were consistently <>pposed
to Manantali on strongly argued cost-benefit grounds. And senior management supported those in
opposition, which took some considerable courage in the face of the political pressures pushing for Bank
support.
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Views concerning the role or parastatals in agriculture also changed. The Bank supported their
expansion in the 19705 and this perspective carried over into the early 19805; some Bank staff, for
example, deplored the -hasty· GaS decision to shut down ONCAD in 1980. Doubters were reinforced
by what was perceived as inadequate private sector response. By the mid-1980s, however, the dominant
view was strongly favorable to tUsengagemelll of the state and liberalization of markets. By tbe end of
the decade, there were many voices within the Bank suggesting that a stronger parastatal.presence was
essentialbecallse the small, poorly developed private sector was incapable of providing the support
services needed for rural expansion. This was linked to the rise of ·structural· thinking inside and
outside the Bank - that price differences and free markets were not enough to bring agricultural growth.

Divergent Views Among Donors

Divergences of view also prevailed among donors. The first was over rice .pricing and cereals
protection. The Bank, supported by USAlD, leaned towards ·corrected· border parity ·pricing •and a
phasing out of subsidies now paid to rice producers in the Fleuve region. The French, the European
Economic Community (EEe), and perhaps other donors, favored higher levels of protection, which
tran.'Slates into a high rice price at retail levels and continued direct subsidization of domestic rice growers
and indirect protection for coarse grains. Their argument was that Senegalese food production lags
mainly because cheap imports have preempted the domestic market. They also said that without
subsid~tion of domestic rice producers, the investments in the Senegal River dams (Manantali and
Diama), which have created vast irrigation potential (250,000 to 300,000 hectares), willbe largely
wasted, as will ongoing and planned investments in irrigation projects· in that part of the country. This
difference was muted by Bank staff acceptance of a level of protection (now 4S percenton imported rice)
justified by the overvaluation of the CFA franc. In the negotiations over the agriculturalSECALafter
1938. donor differences have narrowed; in principle, the only difference is over how much protection
i£d~~ ;r~"~e.

Until the late 19808, donors disagreed about the desirability of phasing out input subsidies in
Senegal. USAID.was divided on the issue, as was the Bank; the evaluation of the Operations Evaluation
Department (OED) of the World Bank came out in favor of fertilizer subsidies and the MADIA study was
ambiguous.' However, all donors have now adopted a uniform position against reintroduction of
subsidies. They are willing to consider fertilizer subsidies aimed at soil regeneration, but oniyifa welI~

developed program is put forward.

There is wide divergence over institutional issues - the disengagement of the state, the nature
and role of peasant organizations, and the relevance of agricultural extension services and how· to. make
them more effective. Broadly speaking, the Bank and USAID have favored more shrinkage ofthestate·s
rural presence, the French and the EEC less. The latter's view is that farmers need rural services that
ODlythe parastatals are capable of providing. Many French aid representatives also believe.that·rapid
privatization of rural markets will lead to exploitation of ill-prepared peasants by stronger intermediaries.
So they place great emphasis on organizing the peasantry. Whether and how the GOS. is divided on these

5 U. Lele etal., "Fertilizer Policy in Africa: Lessons from Development Programs and Adjustment
Lending, 1970-1987," MADIA Discussion Paper #5, World Bank, 1989.
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issues is not clear. The conventional wisdom is that the MDR and the ruling political party (UPS) favor
the traditional cooperatives, which are largely run by local notables or officials .who are well connected
politiC4Uly. How much of a local constituency exists for smaller, more independent organizations is not
clear. At present, it is mainly donor support that initiates or sustains them.

'{be issue of floor pricing for coarse grains has been a source not only ofdivergent opinion but
of confusion as well. All parties until recently favored support pricing of some kind. The Bank, USAID,
and the IMF pushed for abandonment of official prices, which was accomplished in 1986. But according
to SAL II and USAID policy statements, official prices were to be replaced by floor pricing Or
"intervention pricing." The GOS position has been that the Food Security Board (CSA) has the mandate
to "stabilize" millet/sorghum prices around a floor price. The Bank and A.I.D.lWashington's Africa
Bureau have, since 1989, taken a position in favor of nonintervention in coarse grain markets. The
French, the EEC, and most other donors have long argued that without some floor price mechanism
farmers will not have incentive to increase coarse gnin production, since given low price elasticity of
demand for coarse grains,production and marketing increases will lead to steep price declines. All
donors agree, however, that the issue has become moot in recent years because the eSA has had neither
budget nor other capacity to intervene much in the face of good harvests.

IV• Th1PLEMENTATION

The GOS has implemented many of the. policy and institutional changes proposed in SALs I-TIl
and other donor policy loans, and announced in the NAP in 1984.

• The commitment to hold commercial rice imports to the 1984 level (340,000 tons)has
been adhered to (at least up to 1989), and between 1980/81 and 1988/89 nominal
(official) producer prices were raised by 52 percent for groundnuts, 67 percent for
cotton, 83 percent for millet, and by about 100 percent for paddy (seeTableJ.3).

• Peasants in the Groundnut Basin have been made responsible for their own seed; at the
same time the seed stock kept by SONACOS, the groundnut sector parastatal, has been
sharply reduced in size. Local. financing. for fertilizer subsidies was dropped 1n1986.

• Fertilizer subsidies and temporary subsidies fmanced by donors were phased out between
1986 and 1989. Since December 1985, some liberalization has taken place ingroundnut
marketing. The oil mills make their OWb arrangements with farmergro~ps .and private
traders. Private traders can now buy groundnuts directly from farmers and sell to the
mills at a contracted price.

• Markets for coarse grains have been liberalized more fully. Before October 1985, many
regulatory obstacles hobbled efficient funetioningofthese markets. Entry was restricted.
Licenses were needed to do wholesaling, and there were other requirements - storage
facilities, for example. Each year decrees established who could buy cereals, when,>and
at what price. Private traders were frequently not allowed to do primary marketing.
Authorizations were required to transport more than 200 kilograms of grain and only
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T-.E 3.3

_ I.... lEAL ....ICEI "ICES. 1m-1_

Official ProWe.r Prie.. CPI •..l Procb:er Pric. Indic..
CFA/Kg 1910-100....._............. ~........-.-..-..- ........... .....................................

Gro&nhrta ~etton Millet lie. 198Qa100 GrOlnhrta Cotton N. U.t lie.

1970 18 28 17 21 37 106 138 115 135
1971 21 28 17 21 38 120 134 112 132
1972 23 30 17 21 41 122 133 104 122
1973 23 30 17 21 45 111 121 94 111
1974 30 34 25 27 53 124 117 118 122
1975 41 47 30 42 69 128 123 10S 144
1976 41 47 30 42 70 127 122 107 143
1977 36 49 35 42 78 100 114 112 128
1m 40 49 38 42 81 10S 110 118 124
1979 42 49 40 42 S9 103 100 112 112
1980 46 55 40 42 100 100 100 100 100
1981 46 ~ 40 4, 102 9S 107 98 98
1982 60 68 50 52 120 109 103 105 104
1983 60 70 50 52 134 98 95 94 93,_ 50 70 55 60 148 73 S6 93 97
1915 60 70 60 66 112 76 74 87 91
1986 90 100 70 85 183 107 99 96 111
1987 90 100 70 85 175 112 104 100 115,_,. 70 100 70 as 172 aa 106 102 117
1989 Ib 70 100 73 85 169 90 107 10S 119

----------_._------
Sourc..: F. "'rtfn, ·seneeal Ccu'ttryStudy,- in Ell lot Berl Asaociates,
ter..la Policy I.tonl in the s.h.l,OECD/Cl~c&tS8h.l, 1986; Directi.on
• l. Statiatique, Mot.aur la c....-tion , Dakar. variouaiuues;
'I.......r. lITh. IlIIP8Ct of Policy on African Agriculture: An ElIlPidcal
IrNeSti..tion.-Wflli_ College, Decllllber 1989, Draft.

I. Official prie.. no longer 8A»ly to .Ulet after 1987. ..sed on averaged
actual prie.. rec.ived frc. USAID data.

Ib1989 price data is for J..-ry only.
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licensed wholesalers could buy and sell in such quantities. Since October .1985, open
markets for millet, maize, and sorghum have prevailed, in principle. Entry is free.
Official producer prices no longer exist for these coarse grains - only "floor" or
"intervention" prices exist. The CSA has been limited to maintaining a floor price anq
managing a security reserve.

UnfortUnately, ·however, there is rather less in this list of implemented reforms than. meets the
eye. Several of the most important policy changes have not been implemented at all; many have been
implementedoniypartially; some that were implemented ratify previous reality and so representlittlereal
change.

For ease ofanalysis, it is convenient to group the main components of the agriculturaLreform
program into five categories: price and cereals policies, liberalization of markets, input(mainly fertilizer)
subsidy reduction and privatization of distribution, responsabilisarion of farmers, and reduction of the
role ofagricultural parastatals. We consider each in turn.

Prices and Cereals Policy

A number of basic objectives of the adjustment program fall into. this eategory: higher
("incentive") prices for producers, improved rural/urban terms of trade, floor •pricing for cereals'and
higher rice pricing or levels of protection.

Higher Prices for Agricultural Commodities

A central objective in the adjustment program is the improvement of rural incomes by raising
prices paid to producers. This is partly an equity matter aimed at redressing past urban bias,andpartly
a measure to slow thetlow of migrants to Dakar and other cities.

This objective of increasing incomes by raising real prices paid to producers was only partially
implemented. Table 3.3 shows that the nominal price increases mentioned earlier did <not translate
systematically into higher real. prices - in other words, they were frequently. lower than the rate of
inflation. The real prices of all crops were lower in the 1980sthan in the 19708.• Since average marketed
production ofmost crops probably did not change much on a per capita basis, it seems likely that real
farm cash inc.omes were lower in the 1980s than in the 19708. If we use 1980 as base year for
comparison, the picture is somewhat better, but not much. Producers of groundnuts received lower real
prices during most years of the ensuingdecace; the average real price between 1981 and 1989wassoIne
5 percent lower than it had been in 1980. Cotton and rice producers did better,. but given the key
position of groundnuts in rural income earning, the goal of higher rural incomes by higher real prkes
was not achieved.

The imperfect achievement of sustained real producer price increases does Ilot.imean that
government policies were intended to be unfavorabl.e to agriculture. Onthecontrary,Senegalese
authorities gave high levels of proteetion to both export and food crops through much ofthe1980s(Tabl~

3.4). The coefficients of protection shown in Table 3.4 are the highest recorded for Africa in .recent
World Bank analyses. {See citation in the table.)
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fAILE 3.4

OfIEl 1.ICATms OF PCLleY TCIMIDS AIiIlal.nJIE

1970-1972

'rotection
Coefficients: Ib

Food Cropa
,..inal

1910-1982 1915-1911 I_

1.9

Elq)Ort Cropa
,..inal /e
rul/d

0.16
0.11

0.82
0.81

2.3
2.2

._------_.__ ._..........•.•..•........•-_.........•.............._ .

Ratio of Da.estie Millet Prices
to InteMnitional Pric.. of Rice end Wheat

laure..: ......r.l989.

/a 1914 and 1915.

Ib Mainal protection coefficients show the ratios of dc8estie to world prices.
pric... A coeffiei....t of less than one indicates taxation; Imre than one,
protection or MDidy.

Ie Groundnuts and cotton.

Id Groundnuts only. R.al "Pc. take exchange rat.. into accCU1t.

Rice
1970 - 72
1910 - 85
1915- 81

Wheet
1970 -72
1910 - 82
1985 - 81

1.0
0.7
1.5

2.3
2.0
2.8
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RurallUrban Terms or Trade

The producer price policy of the 1980s (and, for food crops, market forces)-combinedwith
declining real urban wages- did tum the terms of trade in favor of ro,ral areas. The most commonly
used shorthand indicator of these intersectoral terms of trade is the ratio of producer prices to •urban
wages. Comparing the most representative wage rate (the legal urban.minimum wage for unskilledJabor
or SMIG) with.the prices of the most important cash crop (groundnuts) indicates that the terms. oftrade
were favorable to groundnutproducers through most of the decade, but that the groundnutprice reductiqn
in 1988 narrowed the margin. Comparing cotton and millet prices to the SMIG shows a clearer and more
sustained improvement relative to the early 1980s (Table 3.5). Moreover, compared t9 civil servants,
fanners were better off throughout most of the 19805.

Rice Pricing and Cereals Protection

The centerpiece of Senegal's agricultural strategy in the 1980s was cereals import-substitution,
local coarse grains replacing imported rice and, to a Jesser extent, wheat. The. aim was to increase
cereals self-sufficiency from about 50 percent in the early 1980s.to 80 percent in 2000.

To make this strategy work, millet (or maize) has to become more attractive to consumers than.
rice (and wheat bread), and millet/maize production has to become more remunerative to producerlithan
groundnuts. This implies that relative prices at the consumer level should favor millet over rice and
wheat bread,and that at the producer level they should also favor milletovergroundnutsand cotton.
It also implies a high level of proteetionagainst imported cereals, and that millet (and maize) processing
technology should increase the convenience ofmillet for use by urban households.

These elements of agricultural strategy were not implemented.

• As Table 3.6 shows, millet prices became only slightly more attractive to consumers.
The Dakar price ratio of finger millet (souna), or unprocessed grain, to rice did move
in favor of millet after 1984. But the ratio of millet "'jour to rice (a more appropriate
comparison since. it involves similar stages of processing) has not much improved.<And,
in ail cases, relative prices in the 1980s have been less favorable to millet than they were
in the 19705. This analysis, which is based on prices in Dakar, may not hold for rural
areas, but there is no indicatir.1 that it does not.

• Producer. incentives were not changed as required, .at least not .by 1988·(Table 3.7).
Price changes in most years were more favorable to groundnuts than to millet.. The
cotton to millet price ratio did tend to become more favorable to millet, but this is much
less significant a relationship than that between groundnuts and millet. No technological
changes occurred in this period to raise productivity of millet relative togroundIlut"s.
(Such a change may have occurred in maize cultivation, however.) Relativereturns
continue to favor groundnut production over the coarse grains.

• The relatively wide differential between processed and unprocessed millet is indicative
of the failure to make millet easier to prepare and more convenient to store, despite
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TAILE 3.5

1_ICAlmS ttY- iUtALIUiIIAIl TE_ OF TUDE

Indic.. of ~..inal Pric.. Ind wag..
n98Qa~OO) AVERAGE

CIVIL
GltCUlDOIUT MILLET oonON stUG SEIVICE

1970 39 43 51 38 41
1911 46 43 51 38 42
1972 50 43 55 38 44
1973 50 43 55 38 46
1974 65 63 62 73 56
1975 89 75 85 80 60
1976 ~9 75 85 80
1917 78 88 89 80 59
1978 87 95 89 80 70
1979 91 100 89 80 89
1980 100 100 100 100 100
1981 100 100 109 102 98
1982 130 125 124 109 104
1983 130 12::; 127 113 111
1984 109 138 127 131 119
1985 130 150 127 137 121,_

196 175 182 137 131
1987 196 175 182 137 136,_

152 175 182 137 140
'$989 152 183 182 137

I.tios of AgricultunlPrices to wage It.tes
(R.tios of Indices)

(1980-100)

G..~t Millet Cotton Grcud'tut Millet :otton
to to .to to to to

StUG StUG SMIG Civ Serv Civ Serv eiv Serv

1970 103 113 134 95 105 124
1971 121 113 134 110 102 121
1972 132 113 145 114 98 125
1973 132 113 145 109 93 120
1974 89 86 85 116 113 111
1975 111 94 106 148 125 142
1976 111 94 106 ItA ItA ItA
1917 98 110 111 132 149 151
1978 109 119 111 124 136 127
197'9 114 125 111 102 112 100
1980 100 100 100 100 100 100
1981 98 98 107 102 102 111
1982 119 115 114 125 120 119
1983 115 111 112 117 113 114
1984 83 lOS 97 9Z 116 107
1985 95 109 93 107 124 105
1ge6 143 128 133 150 134 139
1987 143 128 133 144 129 134,. 111 128 133 109 125 130
1989 111 134 133 ItA ItA ItA______,__~______-------------~--.-.------me--.-------- _______._.ft _______c.___________

1cauI"cn: IMF Ind Ministry ofFi~e.~t••
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TABLE 3.6

ICItIIlAL All) REAL lX!!!~ PRI CES. 1910-1989 (Debr)

NOlIinal Consu.r Prices Indices of Relative Consu.r Prices Indices of Real Consl.lller
Prices

CFA/lCg 1980-100.._-_.- ..--_._.._.._.--_... ---_. ._-------._--------------- ...-._- -----------------------_._..
Millet Millet Broken Wheat Sauna: Sauna: HOUI': Flour: ~lce: MilLet Ni lLe't Broken Wheat

(Souw) (Flour' Rices Breed Rice Bread Rice 6read Bread (SCKra) (Flour) Riceslread

1974 37 60 69 98 68 117 81 138 171 96 114 141 82
1975 45 71 122 132 47 106 54 122 225 8~ 102 189 84
1976 55 74 86 132 81 129 80 127 158 107 106 132 83
19n 61 79 90 152 86 124 82 117 144 107 101 124 86
1978 64 87 88 152 93 130 92 129 141 108 108 117 83
1979 60 86 90 152 85 122 89 128 144 92 97 109 76
1980 73 100 93 226 100 100 100 '00 100 100 100 100 100
1981 68 103 89 205 97 103 108 114 106 91 101 94 89
1982 82 1'0 114 263 92 97 114 120 105 91, 117 103 97
1983 131 187 1.8 275 141 147 147 154 104 134 140 95 91
1984 147 4n 130 275 144 165 341 392 115 136 322 94 82
1985 NA NA ~A NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA
1986 NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA
1987 109 483 160 210 87 161 281 520 185 85 276 98 53
1988 94 488 140 192 86 152 324 574 1n 75 283 87 49
1989/. 100 NA 130 192 98 161 NA NA 165 81 NA 83 50

--_._-....---------
Sources: To 1984: F, Martin, "Senegal C<X61try Study," in Elliot Berg Associates,
Cereals Pol icy Reform in the Sahel, oeCO/Club <iuSahel, 1986, From 1985 to 1989:
Direetionde La Statistique, Note sur La Consommation a Dakar, various issues,

la 1989 price data is for Janua-ry onlY,
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Table 3.7

INDICES OF·REL\TIVE PRODUCER PRICES
(Expert Crops relative to Food Crops)

1980=100

GroUDdnuts: Cotton: Major Export:
Millet Millet Major Food Crops /a

1970 92 102 88
1971 107 102 110
1972 118 109 107
1973 118 i09 84
1914 104 96 139
1975 119 85 108
1976 119 85 95
1977 89 89 96
1978 92 89 87
1979 91 89 94
1980 100 100 100
1981 100 109 103
1982 104 100 103
19&3 104- 103 79
1984 79 89 76
1985 87 81 122
1986 112 90 107
1987 112 90 108
1988,'" 87 90
1989 83 90

Sources ~ F. Martin, Senegal Country Study, in Elliot Berg Associates, Cereals Policy Re..tQrm in
the Sfihel, DECD/Club du Sahel, 1986; Direction de la Statistique, Note sur la Consommation a
DaIcar, various issues; W. Jaeger, The Impact of Policy on Afric:a Agriculture: An Empirical
Investigation, Williams College, December 1989, Draft.

la From Jaeger, 1989. Weighted by produ~Jn values. It should be noted that some of Jaeger's
figures are inconsisterat with the data in the frst two columns. The most striking example is 1985.
Jb Official prices for millet no longer appIloo after 1981. Based on aetual prices received.
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persistent claims that the technology to do so exists.

• The GOS did adjust its trade policy in the direction called for by the Cereals Plan
strategy. Between 1970 and 1983, the GOS had subsidized rice imports, when exchange
rate overvaluation is taken into account; Delgado's estimates give an average nominal
protection coefficient of about 0.88.6 After 1984, this becomes 1.04 - a small degree
of protection. The falling world rice prices of the mid-1980s a.nd the parallel rise in
taxes on rice imports meant much higher protection, at least until 1988 Wbtfi consumer
rice prices were cut by about 20 percent. Millet received very high protection
throughout: the NPC averages about 2.0 for 1970-1985. The minimum 25 percent
protection on local cereals required under SALs n and nI was thus exceeded.

Despite appropriate tariff and tax policies, the overall result is one of weak implementation of
the price policies required by the Cereals Plan objective of greater food self ~ufficiency. Moreover, few
of the major food price decisions of the 1980s were taken with food policy objectives in mind. In
Jmuary 1985, the consumer rice price was raised from 130 to 160 CFAF/kg, in part because of donor
pressures and in part because the tax imposed was a fruitful revenue-raising device. The reduction to 130
CFAF/kg in 1988 was in part a response to the political disturbances of February 1988 and in part a
response to large increases in smuggling of rice from Gambia. The 1988 cut in producer prices of
groundnuts was necessitated by the unsustainability of high levels of subsidy; a ~econdary factor was the
burden of subsidizing ~muggled Gambian groundnuts.

Floor Prices for Coarse Grains

The establishment of a floor price for millet and sorghum is part of the NAP, SAL II, and
USAID conditionality, and is widely regarded as an essential part of an incentive pricing package.
Without it, it is a,rgued, sharp price falls in good crop years wiJI discourage farmer commitment to
increasing production.

But the CSA, the agency responsible for grain price regulation, has not been able to execute its
mandate, for want of financing, transport, storage, and general administrative capacity. It is. entirely
dependent on donor support for its operations. The result has been a very modest, even insignificant,
presence for CSA in grain markets. In 1984/85~ it purchased some 8,000 tons of minet (less than 0.5
percent of estimated production). In 1985/86, it bought 23,000 tons (1.4 percent), but only 3,500 tons
in 1986/87.

Moreover, the CSA has been unable to be present in the market when its potential effects could
be greatest - at harvest time beginning in September - when distress sales are likely to occur and prices
often fall to their annual lows. Like its predecessor marketing boards, it seems unable to mobilize
financing early enough; only extrabudgetary financing, as through the Common Fund (consisting of
counterpart funds from food aid sales) permits it to do this, and indeed to operate at all. But even with

6 C. Delgado, "The Role of Prices in the Shift to Rice and Wheat Consumption in Francophone West
Africa," lFPfJ,Washington, .D.C., 1987.
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such support, it has tended to arrive on the market too late.7 Also its refusal to buy in small quantities
(UDder 30 kilograms) means that it relies largely on traders for primary purchases. This reduces the
meaniDgfulness of its role, since the rationale for a cereals board buying at above market prices at harvest
time. is that market failures or unequal bargaining power prevail. Purchasing in effect at the wholesale
level does little to address that situation. Nor has the CSA been able to stabilize millet prices at the
CODSUIDer level. Casual observation of the Dakar data does not indiate any reductions in price
fluctuation.

Market Liberalization

Implementation of liberalization reforms in agricultural markets has been partial. Coarse grain
markets are freer, but many regulations persist in groundnut marketing, paddy remains controlled and
the effort to privatize rice imports aborted.

Grain Marketing Liberalization

Government issued a liberalization decree in October 1985. The decree announced the end of
movement controls audtheprinciple that anyone could buy and sell cereals. However, the implementing
circular (#00009/Min. Commerce! DCI-P January 6, 1986) contained some ambiguity. It retained the
idea of a legal ItcampaignIt date - in other words, it implied that purchase :andsale could not be done
before a given date (October 21 in this case). It also stipulated who can buy cereals: the CSA, the
RDAs, cooperatives. and village sections, and ·concurrently with these entities, any economic operator
who wishes to do so.· Why this formulation was used, rather than a simpler statement that anybody
could buy. and sell, is not clear. The tone is certainly one of grudging liberalization.

More importantly, the circular· set out a minimum buying price of 70 CFAF/kg for millet,
sorghum, and maize over all the country, and asserted that while buyers could pay more~ they could not
pay less. This is not quite the .arrangement envisaged in dialogue with the Bank and USAID, which
would. have had floor price supports assured only by eSA purchases.

How much uncertainty this created is not clear, but it was not well designed to remove
ambiguities. And it appears that violations of the spirit of the reform were not unusual. WorldBank
staff, traveling up-country in. late 1987, ran across several instances where the officers of contr.,le
Iconomique had acted in .violation of the decree - imposing ·official· prices for·example. And a 1987
study in Southwestern Senegal found that almost three out of four traders questioned did not know that
trade in cereals was legally free, that fixed official prices had been replaced by a floor price, or that

7 In 1984/85 they started buying in mid-October, and in 1985/86 in December (Commander, Ndoyet

and Ouedrago, ·Senegal: 1979-89,· in S. Commander, ed., Structural Adjustme7U'in Agriculture· in
Africa and Laiin America, Overseas Development Institute, London, 1989).
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margins were no longer officially determined. 8 At the least this suggests slow!liui partial
implementation. After 1988, however, violations, if there have been any, seem to be unreported.

In addition to these signs of lagging implementation and slow penetration of the liberalizing
changes, the meaningfuln~sof the reforms is diluted by the fact that most tradein coarse grains was in
faetprivately organized before 1985. The state marketing channel rarely absorbedmore.than2-3 percent
of production. The. vast majority of trading took place in the parallel or traditional market. Still, .the
1985 reforms, at the least, removed nuisance regulations and reduced uncertainty; to the extentthattney
have been implemented, they have had cost-reducing effects on cereals markets. It appears alsothatthey
have ~timulated.l1ew entry into commerce, as would be anticipated.9

Rice Market Liberalization

A potentially.lIlore significant market liberalization effort failed altogether. This was the
program, begun in 1985, to privatize rice imports. Before 1985, the market for irnportedricewashighly
organized. TheCPSP had sole rights to import. It sold to a.number oflicensed wholesalers (quotaraire$)
who in turn sold to traders. or cooperatives, or to the state retail chain, SONADIS. Thissystemwas
regarded as inefficient and the licensing arrangements as politicized and prone to rent-generation; stories
of corrupt pr;tetices were common.

In its Letter of Development Policy of December 1985, the GOS 2lDDounced a new import system:
80,000 tons would be imported by SONADIS; a. security stock of 60,000 tons would be managed by
SONADIS to protect against private sector failure; and 200,000 tons would be imported by privatefinns
under. competitive bidding. The system was to begin in May 1986.

Implementation efforts revealed numerous difficulties: the unce:rtain competence·of the substitUte
actors, notably private importers; the need to levy a high tax on rice- ill other words, to>replacethe
opaqueCPSP perequation system with a more transparent fiscal arranlgement; hesitation from the banks
to /financenew importers; inadequacies at the port of Dakar because of the increased.number of
importers; and weakness in internal distribution arrangements, with few outlets other than SONADIS,
which handled about one third of all sales.

The Senegalese were never enthusiastic about this change. However, it was a central part of SAL
II conditionality and of USAID'spolicy grants. Problems quickly arose, causing delays and adaptations.
No donors were ready to finance the 6O,000-ton security stock. SONADIS was near hankruptcy, poorly

I A.B. Fall, "Etude descriptive des marches c~r~ali~res au sud-est du S~n~gal," ISRA, Note
d'Information 87, p. 5.

9 B. Diagana, A. Fall, and Stephen Goetz, "Observations pr~liminairessur lesystemeagro­
alimentaire dans les r~gions orientales du S~n~gal," p. 15; and M. McLindon, "Privatization and the
Development of the Private Sector in the Senegal River Valley," USAID,. June 1989,pp. 14-15.
However, eveninthe absence ofderegulation, new entrants will come when profitable opportunities e"ist.
In. the Senegal River Valley, for example, many private rice mills were started after 1982 in response to
market opportunities, even though it was illegal to process rice for the private market.
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run, and hardly an instrument of choice for implementing the new rice policy. Some politically
acceptable way h3d to be found to substitute a tax for the perequation arrangement. In the end the.GOS
introduced, on a trial basis, a three-month experiment in 1987, allowing private import of85,000.tons,
2S percent of total imports. A complex arrangement was worked out to allow CPSP to con~ its
pt!1'equtltion. The GOS was ready to extend the private share to 50 percent of total rice imports in 1988,
aDd perhaps more, if a required evaluation suggested it was working satisfactorily. The evwuators were
to look at three specific criteria in judging the success of the privatization experiment: timeliness of
delivery, geographic coverage of distribution, and timeliness of paYment of theperequation.

In November 1987,. representatives of major donors and the GOSconsidered the evaluation
report. The four new importers had clearly run into many problems. They experienced delivery delays
(about one to three weeks), and only one was willing to sell rice up-country. Delays marked perequation
paYments also. The banking arrangements were unsatisfactory, there were some quality problems, and
apparently some fraud.

The generally negative tone of the evaluation, combined with lack of enthusiasm for the
experiment, led to its abandonment. None of the players saw it as bringing many benefits, while
implementation headaches persisted. The pre-1935 arrangements were reinstituted, and remain in force
today.

Fertilizer Subsidy Reduction and Privatization or Distribution

Fertilizer subsidies have been a troublesome issue for almost 20 years. They were paid for until
1973 by the European Development Fund (FED) of the EEC, which originally introduced them in the
19605. A fertilizer plant was builtin 1966,but the GOS had to pay penalties because of sbortfalls from
promised purchases of 60,000 tons annually. Subsidy levels were high - near SO percent of ex-factory
costs in many years. Consumption nonetheless remained low; it never exceeded 120,000 tons a year,
and was much below that mmost years.

These arrangements were deficient in important respects. Only the state agency (ONCADuntiI
1980) received the subsidy, which made private competition impossible; private sales disappeared.
ONCAD had high operating costs, often supplied wrong types and quantities, and delivery was frequently
late. The high subsidy encouraged uneconomic use of fertilizer, particularly in the dryer zones where
risks of failure are high and yield responses often low. Corruption and political allocations flourished.

To simplify controls and avoid parallel trade, fertilizer was sold at a sirede price per bag
reprdless of the content or place of·delivery. This pricing policy led to a de facto cross-subsidization;
farmers in the driest areas of the country, where the cheapest formulas were used, subsidized farmers in
dlewetter areas in the south of the country who used more complex mixes. Moreover, prices in the
border regions were even more highly subsidized because of subsidized transport costs. This also
increased risks of smuggling and created a necessity or at least· a rationale for tight marketing controls.

The fertilizer supply system came under particular stress in 1980. Partly because of discontent
with the input supply organization (ONCAD), and partly because of falling revenues due to droughts,
farmers refused to repay their debts for seeds, tools, and fertilizer, leading to the liquidation ofONCAD
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and a legacy ofUSS 300 million of unpaid debt. The central creditsystem was shattered when, following
the 1979 oil shoc.k~ felrtilizer prices skyrocketed worldwide, and tbesubsidy rate rose. in 1982 toS]
percent of ex-factory cost. Political considerations led the GaS to maintain heavy subsidization, but it
reduced the quantity of fertilizer supply to an estimated 20,000 tons in 1982, to diminish the burden of
tbe subsidies on the state treasury. Subsidy reduction became grist for the evolvingreformprogral11
under SAL l.

The SAL I Story - A Case Study in Reform

The SAL I episode is worth telling in detail since it is a classic example ofdifficulties in reform
implementation. Much of the Bank's early dialogue on fertilizers was based onastudy done by the
Intemational.Fertilizer Development Corporation. On the basis mainJy of that •. study, and driven by the
high cost andppor performance of existing arrangements, the Bank staff recommended that the average
nutrient content of existing grades of fertilizer be raised and that this hike be complemente(j bya h!gher
unit price per kilogram of fertilizer (from 25 CFAF/kg to 34 CFAF/kg} so that the price per Idiogram
ofnutrient would remain the same. This was to have the advantage of reducingtransportation,storage,
and bagging costs since only 50,000 tons of fertilizer would be needed to fertilize .(with no reduction in
output) the same area that required 80,000 tons in the mid-1970s.

The Bank also came out in favor of introducing differentiated prices for different grades of
fertilizer, to eliminate the inefticientand inequitable "average price" method of distribution by which
different grades of fertilizer were sold throughout the country at the same average price, irrespectiyeof
their true costs.

The Bank also recommended a differentiated price structure based on method of payment. Under
this plan, fertilizer bought with· cash would cost· 20 •percent less than fertilizer .boughtoncredit,thus
giving an incentive for •farmers to purchase with cash, and thereby lower delivery costs.

In addition to. these short-term recommendations, the Bank advocated the longer-term goal of
reducing·fertilizer subsidies, with their total elimination to take place by 1985. The introduction of
differentiated prices was to be a big step in this direction, as it would more equitably distribute the burden
of the lessened overall subsidy between. farmers in the north and south.

The GaS's initial reaction to these recommendations was notencouraging. Firstofall,for 1980­
1981,a number of conflicting objectives were advanced by different Senegalese actors, andthesetogether
frustrated .theBank's plan. The Minister ofRural Development had a quantity target: he wanted 100'000
tons of fertilizer to be delivered. The Prime Minister had.a price objective: no hikeintheCFAF 25lkg
price payable by farmers. The Minister of Finance had an aggregate spending ceiling in mind: .h~set
a limit. of.CFAF. 2 billion for the total subsidy appropriation. These inconsistentobjectives>'Nere
reconciJedbya dassicpolitical ploy. Instead of increasing nutrient content and price, .as the Bank had
wished,nutrient content was cut and the price (per kilogram of fertilizer) remained the same.

The notion of different prices for different grades was aJso rejected, on the groumlsthatfanners
were unacquainted· with the potentiaJ benefits .ofthe· various grades, so that a price .• increase in the
complex grades would merely shift demand to the lessexp~nsive grades. The onJypart of the. Bank's
recommended program that received any favorable response was the notion of a differentiated price for
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cash as opposed to credit sales. SODEVA staff apparently felt that this measure would help reduce
DOnnpayment rates.

In 1981, after much urging by Bank staff, the GaS decided to double (to SO CFAFlkg) the price
of fertilizer supplied to producers for 1982-1983 and to initiate sales on a cash only basis. Thesesteps
wee. aimed at. reducing the drain on the s) ·~'s budget by lowering. the subsidy rate· and ••• avoiding the
credit default problem which had become insoluble. Also, the GOS agreed that forthefint time, .in
1982-1983, tltl' fertilizer price to fanners would be differentiated on the basis of composition,withthe
average price to.be set at the new 50 CFAF/kg level. (The GaS insisted, however, on retaining
pantenitoriall)ricing.)

These measures were to have been put into effect for the 1982-1983 marketing 5eaSOn. Buta
number of events came together to change the situation. First, President Diouf decided after a tour of
the country in April 1982 that.the fertilizer price rise was too great a liability in an election year andit
wassubsequendy canceled. The principle of cash payment was accepted, but the repeal of the price hike
left a subsidy. level of 50 percentof cost. At the same time, the Senegalese monetary authorities .and the
Ministry of Finance limited the aggregate subsidy to approximately the sa;;lle amount as in the previous
year, despite a 20 percent rise in the ex-factory cost of fertilizer. The total availability offertil izer .was
seriously. curtailed. About the only plank in the Bank's plan that proceeded as. scheduled was the
introduction of the practice ofvarying price by grades (but not by location).

The end result of all this confusion was that fertilizer distribution in 1982-1983 was a universally
fecognizeddisaster. All parties were dissatisfied: the Bank because the promised subsidy raterf'.duction
had not·~n· carried out~. the Gas. because DO. wortablesolutionhad presented itself; •.and •• the. fanners
becallse they. were DOW tlgrequired to pay cash for fertilizer that they had receivedbef<>re on credit,
which many knew· they would not have torepa,y. In 1982-1983, the volume of fertilizer distributed
dropped to 38,700 tons. In the crucial groundnutbasin,farmers were reluctant to purchase what little
fertilizer.was available even at the highly subsidized price. Bm staff blamed this failure on the Ggs's
late announcement of the cash sales program; it came too latem have an impact on fanners' budgeting
decisions for the ye.ar. Most·fanners had used up all their cash by the time the fertilizer· was put on the
market.

In 1983-1984, fertilizer sales wereagaincondueted on a cash only basis and this time the subsidy
level was reduced (as had been promised for 1982-1983) thus raising the price to. an average ofSO
CFAF/kg. Fertilizer consumptionfellbeIowtheJ982-1983 level; in the groundnut basin only 3,.000 tons
were used.

Bank staff and other observers explained tl\epersistence of these low leve!sofconsumptionon
farmer expectations that the price would be lowered (as it had been in the previous year); so they held
otffrom buying until. it was too late... While this is no doubt part of the explanation, at least two more
basic reasons for the drop in fertilizer consumption are readily apparent:

• Under the old credit arrangement the GaS assumed the risk of unproductive fertilizer
use. Farmers Imewthat if rains were bad, there was a good chance that the GOS.would
forgive pr'ooucer debts. Under the cash sales program, the fanner had to assumeallthoe
rist; and
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Producers were being caUed upon in 1983-1984 to pay twice· as much .as· before for
fertilizertwithoutany upward adjustment in product prices. It is generally arglJedthat
fertilizers are only profitable at a utio of producer price per kilogram ofcrop to the cost
per kilogram of fertilizer of 2: 1 or even 3: 1. By 1983 this ratio had fallen to almost 1:1.

In the wake of the unfavorable experience with the subsidy rate .reduetionandcash<s~es

experimenttthe tune of the GOSchanged substantially. Talk of iiubsidyremovalbecame rar~.Thusthe

NAP •. called for building upa yearly demand. for fertilizers of 120tOOO tons by 1987-1988t through
"appropriate financing" as well as by reduction of fertilizer prices via tax cuts and improved. efficiency
in production and marketing. The meaning was clear: continued subsidization.·. ThedonorsJateracceded
to. thnspositiont although the episode left a strong residue of resentment among Bank staff... In Octoher
1981 t a high-level team bad come. from Washington to work out problems in implementing SALI'g
agricultural reform. Among other thingsttheyagreed with .the GOS that fertilizer ·salesshould·.befor
casb and the subsidy should be limited to 50 percent of the cost price. This plus some conditions on
groundnut seeds were. added to the single original condition for second tranche release in SAL l(an
increase in. consumer. rice prices). The ;I"etraction by President Diouf four months later didnotgod0\oVn
we,)L The gossipin Dakar atthe time was that thepresidenthaddug in his heels in a meeting with Bank
representativest saying that he was "forced to choose between the Senegalese people and the Washington
institutions and he chose the people."

Fertilizer policy backsliding was one of the four reasons for SAL I cancellation. (The.others
were seed policYt refusal totransfonn the cooperatives into truly autonomous and smaller sectionstand
poor macroeconomic perfonnance.) .But a few months after cancellation, donor consultation andth.en
dialogue between the GOS and the maindonors led to a more gradualist position on fertilizers.· Subsidies
could be .providedt but not by locally raised budget resources. USAID and the CCCE agreed to provide
declining subsidies for five yearst from 1985/86 to 1989/90.

In1990t subsidies for fertilizers are supposed to end. However, numerous GOS spokesmen have
let it be. known for some years that they believed subsidy removal to be a bad idea. In 1989theGOS
contraetedwith SENAGROSOLta local consulting firm, for a study of the fertilizer issue. Theresulting
reportt"Etude.de la. filiere engraisau Senegal~" was completed in the spring ofthat year.•.. It concluded
that farmers feel fertilizer prices are too high; that farm level credit is scarce; that fertilizers rank low
in farmers' priorities - after better seed,. for example; and that the private sector has not done wen in
fertilizer distribution._ The recommendations are that prices.be reduced by cutting costs of production. and
marketing and by continuing the fertiiizer subsidy for three more years. These are the same
recommendationst it should be noted s that the MDR made some seven years earlier.

The subsidy recommendation was not based on analysis given in the report. Butinanycasetthe
issuewasonc.e more joined. It has been argued in the negotiations between the World BankttheCCCEt
and the FED and the GOS over the draft agricultural SECAL. Thus fart donors have not .•• accepted
reintroduction of subsidiest except for soil regenerationt on presentation of an "acceptable" program.

The conclusion on implementation of fertilizer subsidy reduction, therefore, has to be mixed.
In the early 1980s (SAL I), the policy ofreducing fertilizer subsidies was rejected by th.e GOS.Betw~en
1985 and 1990t there was a gradual phase-out, except for fertilizers distributedbytheRDAs. Now, there
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is general donor resistance to their renewal, but most Senegalese authorities responsible for agriculture
continue to favor reintroduction.

Privatiization of Fertifizer Distribution

lbe privatization ofdistribution was the second objective in th.e fertilizer subsector. Here USAID
played a major role. Its ESF grants .and its· Agricultural Development Support Project had. privatization
asa major·objective.

Most. observers were skeptical about. the likelihood of a private sector response. According to
a close studentof fertilizer policy:

USAID offered to finance a subsidy on all cash sales made by the private sector
(SONACOS, Cooperatives, and commercial outlets). The private sector, however~ was
generally unwilling to assume the risks of costly storage, transportation, and distribution
given the uncertainty about future fertilizer prlceand credit policies. Furthermore, the
absence of a farmer credit program made it virtually impossible to accurately estimate
effective demand; and the few independent traders who expressed interest claimed;
major constraint was lack of commercial credit. to

The MADIA study on fertilizer cites a Worid Bank memo summarizing participant viewsdurilng
a 1986 seminar on privatization:

(a) private traders are hesitant to participate in the distribution of fertilizer because the
business.is .considered financially risky; (hi the lack: of a credit system for both fanners
and private traders keeps the private market of fertilizer very limited; (c) farmers are still
skeptical about the profitability of fertilizer use.

The skepticism seems. to have been warranted, at leastup to 1989, and with tbepossibleexception
oitbe Fleuve region where private traders are said to be dealing insignnficantquantities.u Table3.8
givesa.summary of the USAID fertilizer program. Accm'ding to the table, more than. >atbirdoitotal
fertilizer sales were privately traded between 1986 and 1988. However some evidence suggests that it
is less, According to a 1989 auditof the USAID program done by.a local consulting hrm (CabinetAZIZ
DIEYE), in 1986 4,155 tons were listed as sold by private dealers. But this included 1,947 toOS by
SONAGRAINE, the marketing wing of SONACOS, hardly a private dealer. SONAGRAINEalootOOk
4,072 tons of the 7,400 tons intbe USAID program in 1987. In 1988, 2,039 tons went to the
COOperaDveUNCA, which isar~lyprivate; only 1,300 tons were indisputably private. SotbeUSAID
effort to stimulate private fettilizer sales had little success.

10 V.A. KeUy,"Farmers'Demand for Fertilizer in the Context of Senegal's New Agricultural Policy:
A Study of JPaetors Influencing Farmers' Fertilizer Purchasing Decisions,"International Development
Working Paper 119, EastLansing, Michigan, Michigan State University, 1988, p. 70.

UMcLiiDdon, ibid.
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TABlE 3.1

FElliLI ZER PIlOliIlM

12/31186 12/31/87 12/31/88 6/13/89

Total wholesale (1000 NT) 21.4 29.1 13.3

TonNIS" S\DI idized (1000 NT) 6.7 5.5 6.7 0

SublIidya %01 total seles 25.6 22.9

AIlou'tt of subsidy paid
CFAF millions 16.9 186.1 64.5

uss thouaands 539.6 620.4 215.0
CUSS 1 • CFAF 300)

Number of private dealers 57 33 26

Priv~tede.lers sales (1000 MT) 7.2 11.6 6.6

As % of total sales 33.5 39,,8 50.0

UNCA sales '1000.MT) 0.6 0.6 2.0 0

Rang. ofpriceCCFAFlkg) 60·75 60'98 58-95 74,.104---S- Q ' •• o •• __ •• ••••• • ••• _._. __ ._

Source: U~ID/Dakar.

Notes: The private sales did not include SONACaS and CSS, which are not
Plblic either. In 1985 there was no private sale at aHexcept for CSS.
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A similar indication of questionable privatization progress is the shrinking number of private
dealers shown in Table 3.8 - from 57 at the end of 1986 to 24 in mid-1989. Privatization of fertilizer
distribution clearly has made littIeheadway. This was probably to be expected, because of the narrow
market for unsubsidized fertilizers and chemicals, which are profitable only on certain crops in certain
regions.

The. experience with channeling credit to private traders has not been good. In 1988, the fertilizer
company (SENCHIM) advanced credit to licensed private w~<)lesalers (Organismes Priv~ Stockeurs) for
financing fertilizer sales. None of these advances wer", repaid, and all OPSs or licensed .private
wholesalers were therefore out.of ft~rtilizer marketing in 1989. The cooperatives have taken a bigger
role, but they are a mixed bag, soml~ being authentic, and others merely administrative creations of the
GOS. In general, they are not very "private."

Responsabilisation of the Peasantr~,

Various objectives come under this heading: transfer of seed storage to farmers, more emphasis
on cash payments for. inputs, and fonnation of more autonomous and representative farmer organizations.
We focus primarily on the groundnut seed issue which has been a subject of dialogue and ·conditionality
since SAL 1.12

The issue was and is of special importance for two reasons. First, more seed is required per unit
of output for groundnuts than for other crops; the ratio of output to seed is about 10, while it is 45-50
for maize and millet. So storage is a bigger concern. Secondly, based on the view that groundnut
farmers would not or could not save or buy and store their own seed, the state had long been responsible
for seed storage; but this institutional arrangement, like most others in rural Senegal, was no ··Ionger
operational by 1980.

Before 1980 the GOS seed program was ambitious. It called for renewal of the entire sto-;k of
producers' groundnut seeds every year. Over 100,000 tons of improved seed were produced and
delivered annually between 1972 and 1981. Breeder seeds (Nt) were developed by the national research
organization (ISRA), which contracted out for multiplication to farmers under the supervision. of
SODEVA, the Groundnut Basin parastatal development agency. Contracting farmers produced improved
seeds (N2) for general distribution. Under this plan, seeds were provided to fanners before sowing time
(April-May). The farmers were then supposed to repay ONCAD in kind during the marketing season
(October-November) at a rate of 125 kilograms of groundnuts per 100 kilograms received.

Two main problems plagued this system: poor seed quality and a bad repayment rate. ONCAD
was unable to provide farmers with timely delivery of good quality improved seeds. In fact, because.of
the difficulty involved in handling, storing, and distributing over 100,000 tons of seeds each year, farmers
were habitually supplied with very poor quality seeds. According to World Bank analysis, by 1980 the

12111is section benefitted from the background paper by Bruno StockH, "Production et gestion
semencieres au Senegal," October 1989
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seed quality problem had become critical. SODEVA conducted tests in that year that revealed .a
germination rate of only 50 percent. The Bank attributed a large part of the blame for the disastrous
groundnut crop in 1980-1981 to poor seed quality.

The method chosen by the GOS in the spring of 1981 to fill the credit vacuum was to introduce
a deduetionor retenuesystem: farmers paid in advance for next year's seed. Also theGOSabandoned
its objective of having every farmer renew his entire seed stock every year, and began to distribute
ordinary seeds drawn from the previous year's general harvest. By 1983, according to the Ne~

Agricultural Policy document, 58 percent of tl.~national seed stock consisted of ordinary seeds.

This new system had the obvious advantage of eliminating the need for extensive credit to cover
the cost of seeds.. But it also had some serious faults .. Linldngone year's seed supply totheprevi?us
year's production raised the problem of how to finance adequate seed supply after an unusually bad Year'
Also, there was no. direct link between how much seed an individual farmer received and how much. he
paid, so productivity was penalized and inefficiency encouraged. Finally, thE retenue3ystp,mlocked
farmers into the central distribution scheme and contradi'1ed .the GOS's stated goal of transferring
responsibility for seed storage (at least for ordinary seeds) to farmers and local gmups.As>long as the
reten.uewas automatically applied to all marketings of groundnuts, there was little reason for anyone to
constitute his own seed stockssinc:e, in effect, he already would have paid for the right to draw upon
SONAR's stock. Under these conditions, it made little sense for farmers to hold back seeds from .their
annual harvests. 13

It was to combat these serious problems that World Bank staff proposed a scheme for
reorganization of the seed sector ill the fall of 1982. This plan would have allowedproduceI's to optout
of the central distribution scheme land would have given them some incentive to begin keeping their own
ordinary seeds. The plan called for producers to be issued a voucher during the 1982-1982-1983
marketing campaign on which they could indicate their preference for keeping their own seeds. Then,
in May, instead of receiving seeds, they were to be paid .an 80 CFAFlkg incitation payment to cover the
amount of seed that they. would have been entitled to receive (and for which they had already paid in the
form of the 10 CFA/kg retenue on their marketed crop). Such farmers would henceforth not be subject
to th~ retenue, or entitled to receive centrally distributed ordinary seeds.

The Senegalese Government, represented by the head ofSODEVA~agreed to the Bank's scheme
in October 1982. Voucbers were distributed during the groundnut campaign. But then things went awry.
In November,. President Diouf chal1gedthe agreed scheme by preventing farmers· who had opted outof
the central distribution. from storing their own seOOs.. These farmers were now required to. hand.th~ir
seeds over to SONAR, which would return them before the planting season. It is not clear why this was
done, although presumably it had something to do with protection against pests and insects.

Secondly~ SONAR's resistance grew. Its managers dtd not like the scheme to begin with~and

liked the presidential revision even less. They complained that the manpower restraints placed on them
would prevent them from effectively administering the complicated task of keeping track of seed not
strictly their own.

13.Urless••of course, farmers behaved as though the retenue were a tax.
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Subsequently, the GOS liquidated SONAR, whose input supply functions were taken overby tlle
groundnut oil refineries, beginning in 1985. The retenue system was dropped and, in the 1985-1986
season, the central groundnut seed stock was cut fmrn 120,000 to 100,000 tons.

The specific objectives from 1985-1986 onward, under SALs II and III were continued reduction
of the centrally held seed stock to 50,000 tons in 1986-1987,. ending free distribution of seed, and
complete liberalization of seed distribution after 198€: The overall objective "was a system change
whereby farmers wou~d either store their own seed or buy it at cost from SONACOS. SAL III makes
no mention of seeds policy.

Presently, groundnut seed is provided in three ways: cash purchases at SONACOS points of sale;
credit purchases, through the newly formed (1984) Caisse Nationale de Cr6:lit Agricole (CNCAS), which
involves the cooperative structure (UNCA); and self-supply by farmers themselves. The total national
seed stock is now estimated to be 100,000 tons, of which SONACOS keeps a security stock of 25,000
tons.

Thus a more de.centralized seed supply system has emerged, which is also more economic; the
size of the overall stock is down, and the security stock is much smaller than previously wanted by the
GOS.

Problems persist. Credit arrangement1 continue to be weak. SONACOS has provided seed
credits (in kind) to the cooperative organization UNCA, but has had mixed success in obtaining
reimbursement. Dual marketing channels lead to low repayment rates in some ar~ (Kaolack, for
example). Farmers can get seed credits through the cooperative channel but sell output on the private
(OPS) circuit.

Moreover, SONACOS has not always acted to support the institutional strengthening of the se"o,d
system. In 1986~1987, it contracted with farmers for production of 60,000 tons of N2 seed at the official
N2 price of 110 CFAF/kg. But SONACOS reneged shortly after the season began, agreeing to buy only
35,000 tons at the agreed official price, and paying the farmers only 90 CFAF/kg (the price for ordinary
grains) for the remaining 25,000 tons.

Despite such problems, and others such as lack of credit facilities, inadequate supplies of
pesticides, and poor practices of seed protection. the responsabilisatiolf objective seems to have been met.
In 1985-1986, the GOS provided three quarters nf all groundnut seed to farmers. Four years later Ulat
proportion was nearly reversed. A sample survey in March 1989 found that farmer seed stocks were
74,000 tons, or 69 percent of requirements. Some regions were much less well stocked, and overall only
40 percent of the stock was treated with insecticides. 14 But peasants have become largely responsible
for their Own seeds.

Earlier studies (1986-1987) cited in Commander, Ndoye, and Ouedrago, confirm that farmers
quickly began to store their own seed after 1985 (p. 162). These studies also suggest that informal

14 Ministere du Developpement Rurale, Direction de l'A,griculture, "Evaluation des reserves
personnelles desemences d'arachide," Dakar, April 1989.
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markets and family sources were able to provide needed credit. The program aimed at· shifting
responsibility to farmers has thus been successful.

DIsengagement de l'Ettd

Disengagement has many dimensions - reduction of regulatory intervention in the sector,
demonopolization, shrinkage of parastatal aet"Jvities - aU aimed at encouraging a larger private sector
role. We have already considered the most important regulatory reforms: liberalizationofcereals
marketing andprivatizatioll of rice imports. We concentrate here on that importantobjecdve of the New
Agricultural Policy and of World Bank and USAID conditionality: the reduction of parastatai· activities
in. rural markp 'l).

The implementation record is mixed.

• The attempt to privatize rice importing failed, as noted above. The CPSP remains· the
monopoly importer. The rice subsector is still highly controlled .. Domestic distribution
is th~retically liberalized, but panterritorial and panseasonal pricing with absorption of
transport costs up-country sharply reduces profitability for private seUc....s, which explains
why few are engaged in rice trading, exceptperb.aps in the Fle:uve region.

• SONACOSremainsa dominant 'resence in the refining, marketing, and trade of
groundnutproducts. Liberalization has e.n~jled a shift in marketing responsihilityto
farmer organizations. As noted above, a major effort in 1986-1987 to provide crop
credits to licensed' :vate wholesalers failed when the mercbants did not repay the loans.

• Since the announcement of the NAP in 1985, theRDAs as a group (SAED, SODEVA,
SOMIVAC, SODAGRI? and SODEFITEX) neither wasted away very fast norimproved
their efficiency much. A December 1987 evaluation of SOMIVAC, SODAGRI.• an4
SODEFITEX drew the followingconclusions: 15

The three RDAs did not achieve their targeted production, in part because of bad
rains, shortages· of equipment, and high cost inputs.

Farmer,,; were not adopting the extension messages on ylanting dates,fertiIizer
application, and pesticide use.

The RDAs (except SODEFITEX) were not seriously looking for indep~ndent

means. of financing themselves.

15 Delegation 111a Reforme du Secteur Parapublic, "Etuded'evaluation des lettres de mission des
societes regionales de developpement rural," Rapport Intermediaire #IV (by A. Cisse and M.· Gaye),
Dakar,. December 198'1.
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The drafting of leltres de mission does not adequately reflect the principles of the
NAP, nor do they take account of NAP modalities.

Farmers and, to a lesser degree, RDA staff are not informed about most qfthe
principles of the NAP.

• ThreeRDAs (SODAGRI, SODEFITEX, and SOMIVAC) have not done much .reaI
"disengaging" since 1987.

SODAGRI does integrated rural development. It is building irrigation
infrastructure in the Anamb~ River Valley. Because of poor results and high
costs, it was slated for termination. But its February 1989 report on the status
of itsLettre deMission 1985/86 to 1989/90 is hardly. the report of a dying
institution; SODAGRI seems unaware ofits decreed disappearan.ce. It has been
raising the pace of its activity, and bas firm plans to spendCFAF.12 .billion •• in
new irrigation works and machinery acquisition between 1989 and 1992.
Moreover, by early 1989, it had succeeded in finding foreign aid financing to the
tune of CFAF 7.7 billion (USS 28 million), or enough to fund 64 percentof its
planned program.]6

The SOMIVAC· story is similar. This RDA, which is responsible for rural
development in the Casamance, was officially slated fOl" liquidation in 1989. The
December 1987 evaIuat10npaints a grim picture of SOMIVAC's operations:
break-up of its small •anti-salinity dams, increasing salinity of .irrigated
perimt,'ters, farmer abandonment of prepared fields, poor land preparati()n,
limitedadoptiOIl of annual traction, and .reduced use of off-farm inputs. Visitors
saw poorly maintained or abandoned equipment everywhere. But phoenixes are
rising from the ashes. Staff and activities of SOMIVAC are being supported by
new donor-financed projects. As failed projects disappear, new ones,undern.ew
donors, take their place. Thus, .as the SOMIVACBilan for 1986-1988 rather
poetically puts it: "Ie PIDAC 1a departing rural development project in the
Casamance] dissout,verra Ie DERBACpartirdesesacquis.... Le perSonnel
duPIDAC est .en position de stand-by pour Ie nouveauprojetDERBAC...••.•Le
projet Rural de Sedliou ... ~g~Jement dissout verral'interventiondans Iazone
de PRiMOCAdont Ie programme d'urgence ~ d~j~d~marr~depuis Octobre
1987. "17 As a result of strong continuing donor interest in the region, mostof
the 40 percent ofits.staffdropped in 1986 have probably found jobs with proJects
in the region. And despite SOMIVAC's many difficulties, it is not likely to
disappear. So· the state presence in this region does not shrink, .but rather
changes names.

16MDR, Societ~ deD~veloppementAgricole etIndustriel du S~negal, "Lettrede Mission 1985/86­
1989/90, Bilan des Campagnes Agricoles 1986/87 et 1987/88," February 1989.

17MDR, Bilandes Aetivitts de SOMWAC, 1986-1988,p. 36.
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~ODEF1TEX has cut its activities least of all the RDAs. It continues to expand
its extension and input supply work, and has take:1 on the task of encouraging the
formation of village level organizations (Associations des ProdueteursdeBase),
by literacy and other training and support. Its third Lettre .deMission for the
period October 1988 to September 1992 gives no hint of intent to wither away.
SODEFrfEX continues to accept in this LMobligationsthat run counter to the
NAP and. to general·liberalization policies. It commits. itseif, for.example, ..• tobuy
the market surplus ofrice and maize in its zone of operadonsata·price fixed by
the Gas.I' This is not consistent with the abandonmentof fixed official prict$
for coarse grains. Nor is the monopoly buying .. situation in. line witb.the
liberalization decree of 1anuary 1986. Indeed, SODEFITEX inmid-1988
infonnedthe GaS ofproblerr~witbfinancing its loss-making maize operations.
In 1987-1988 SODEFITEX paid 70 CFAF/kg for groundnuts, which it had to
sell to· CSA for 73 CFAFIkg. 19

SODEVA bas decidedly disengaged. It suffered an early blow in.1983, when the .World
Bank and the CCCE decided to terminate their unsuccessful Sine-Saloumproject, which
had fmanced much of the SODEVA. payroll. USAID •. picked uP. the .burden with its
integrated rural development project thereby allowing SODEVA to continue operations
and maintain its staff of about 1,300. When thatprcject ended, SODEVA staff Was cut
in half (Table 3.9). Since 1985, SODEVAhas not cut back furtber,apparentlybeca~~

of lack of financing for severance pay. ACCCE loan in 1989tinanced such payments
to 220 discharged staff. . In addition to staff losses, SODEVAhas been crippled by
financial problems, unpaid debt from the state, and nonrepayment of its oWD.>subsidies
to farmers in the Groundnut Basin. Its present scope of activities is limited and its future
is uncertain.

SAED has also disengaged toa significantdegree. Its.land.preparationaetivitieshave
been largely privatized; a small "brigade" serv.es hard-to-reachperimeters th3.t would be
unprofitable for private operators. SAED inJ987-1988 did18percentoftbe .land
preparation work on its perimeters and in 1988-1989, 16 perc~nt.:D In early 1989,
management was. contemplating sale of SODEVA's remainin.g equipment and motor pool
to staff. The Central Maintenance Workshop is also upf()r sale. There is talk. of
privatizing its two ricemiUs. Responsabilisation is manifested by .new roles for fann~
organizations, which now handle paddy purchases, selection and wages of weighers;
transport of paddy, and debt repayment. SAED in ·19.87 contracted out for. some Dlilling
to a private mill (Delta 2000). Fertilizer provision has been left to the private sector, and
pac;ticide provision has stopped .

•1 MDR~"Troisi~lDeLettre de Mission entre Ie Gouvernement du S~n~gal et la Soci~t~de

D~veloppementdes Fibres Textiles~" 1988, p. 4.

19MDR, SODEFlTEX, "Note sur laSODEFlTEX (Janvier 1986 -Mars 1988)," p. tl.

:DMcLindon, Ibid, p. 7.
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TABLE 3.9

PERSOIIIEL II MJOI IDAS

1979 1'')80 1981 1982 1983 1984 1985 1986 1987 1985 1989

lOA ---- ...-.

smEVA '.882 1,500/a 1,405 1,362 1,261/b 634 634 634 634 413/e

SAED 971 951 1,008 981 981 711 944/d 7'2.4/e
(perm. only)

SOMIVAC 465 510 548 560 559 636 366 366 352 - /f

SClDEF ITEX 739 740 680 680/9 680/9 680/9 680/9 680/9 680/9680/9
(perm. anly)

smAGRI 125 97 80

-----------------
Sources: DRSP, J~1989; World Bank, liThe World Bank and Senegal, 1960-87," August 31,
1989; Ministere duDeveloppement Rural, "Propositions duMini stere duDeveloppement Rural
sur le Desengagement des Soeietes Regionales de Developpement Rural, II July 1987: and
World Bank, "Country .Eeonomie Men;orandun," 1984.

la Est i..tedin Vor ldaank J 984 "Country Economic Memorandun."
Ib As of Deeember 1984, according tOMDR, SOOEVA,IIBi tan,. January 1986 -March, 1988."
Ie Estimate, reduction of 221 due before end of 1989, subject to resolution of

severance. pay issues.
IcJ As of Dec-=-r1988, aeeordingtoMDR,SAED, "Rapport Semestrielde Suivi de la3eme

Lettre .de Mission," July 1987 • July 1990.
Ie Esti_te. 220 laid off on JU'Ie 1989. Note, 50 IIIOre to be laid off before J~ 1990.
If Seh~led to be liquidated at the end of 1989.
/g Estimate, based on statement that glObal employment has not been reduced.
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Table 3.9 gives a synoptic v~ew of the extent of reducedparastata1 activity in agriculture..• It
shows that staff reductions have been substantial in SODEVA, and significant in SAED and SOMIVAC.
The absolute numbers ofemployees let go is small, and many probably found employment.onsimiJar
public sector projects in the same area.

A useful parallel measure of parastatal agricultural activity would be budget subsidy data.. The
numbers at hand are shown in Table 3.10. The fact that most of the data stop at 1985 reduces.their
usefulness. Until 1985, in any case, subsidization of the agricultural parastatals continued,.suggesting
that there was little shrinkage of state spending on public sector rural development·agencies· during the
first half of the decade.

It should be emphasized, in considering reductions in the role of thestate, that.liberalizatiollof
groundnut marketing has advanced relatively little. SONACOS retains its official monopoly of purchase,
and almost all groundnuts are bought at official buying stations (seccos). The main change is that
frequently these stations are now managed by cooperatives or private operators. SQNACOSstill
determines allocation of purchasing rights, and prices remain fixed and uniform seasonally and
geographically. Shrinkage of SONACOS staff remains an elusive objective of donor dialogue.

V. ASSESSMENT

We have up to now.addressed only the question "whathappened?" - what were the prescribed
reforms and were they implemented? We have not tried to judge either their appropriateness or their
impact. We-now tum to evaluation, from several perspectives. Were the·sectoraladjustmentmeasures
well designed? This involves several side questions: Were (are) its analytic foundations .sound?W.as
the choice of priorities right? Did the specific reform measures. adequately considerdle
administr.ative/poiitical environment? Was the process, collaborative and otherwise, design,;d to increase
Senegalese "ownership"?

As noted in the discussion of public enterprise reform, it is a lot easier to see flaws. in the
inventions of others than to devise one's own. The benefits of hindsight and distance (bistorical and
physical) make this doubly so.. And finally, subjective judgment is much involved in. these kinds of
evaluations, as can be seen by the large number of difreFent horses that critics of Senegalese adjustment
policies have chosen to beat- of which more later.

Weak Analytic Foundations

Three key elements of theseetoral adjustment program that had weak analytic justification are
considered below: the. emphasis on rice pricing, cereals protection, and import substitution ··as the
linchpin of agricultural strategy; floor pricing of coarse grains; and the nce importprivatizationproppsaI.
W.e "Will .also comment on several common criticisms with which we do not agree: that the general
emphasis on price policy was misguided, that many components. in the program have· been .• based too
much on tiscal considerations, or that the program rests too much on a "vacuum theory ofprivatization"
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TABLE 3.10

FlIIMCIAL POSITICW Of.JOI IDAs, 1981-1986
(CFAFmi II ions)

IDA

TotalRDA Ie

1981 1982 1983 1984 1985 1986

. Subaidy
Net Subsidy

smEVA

Subsidy
Net Subsidy

SAED

Subsidy
Net Subsidy

3,100.0 5,600.0 6,000.0 6,500.0
(2,90000) (5,400.0) (5,700.0) (6,100.0)

1,573.5 1,439.6 1,698.4 1,925.2
(55.7) (79.6) 100.3 123.0

1,953.0
0.0

SOOEFITEX

Subsidy
Net S~idy

5mAGRI

Subsidy
Net Subsidy

SatiVAe

Subsidy
Net Subsidy

18.9
24.2

200.8
11.1

351.0
100.8

253.4
31.7

85.2
119.2 .

1.2

198.2
41.9

270.0
(0.3)

170.6
112.6

366.0
9.6

434.0
38.0

407.0
(20.0)

479.0
(431.0)

Sources: World Bank, ParapubUe Sector Review, Amex I, February 1989 and. The World Bank
and Senegal. 1960-87, August 1989.

lalncludes UED, SOMIVAC, SOOEVA, SOOEFITEX, and SOOAGRI
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- the notion that liberalization or disengagement will bring forth an automatic and quick private sector
response. Finally, there is the critique that removal of fertilizer subsidies was bad policy reform.

Rice Pricing, Cereals Protection, and Import Substitution

Throughout most of the 19805 the donor community, including of course the World Bank,put
major emphasis on a higher price for imported rice as the centerpiece of food policy. Thisconception
appears in SAL I, during the donor common front period between 1983 and 1985,and in SALs II and
m. The underlying analytic rationale is well known. Increased import taxes on rice are necessary to
discourage rice consumption, encourage local rice production, incr~e(by changes in relative prices) the
demand for millet and maize, and thereby raise output of all domestic cereals, but particularly the coarse
grains. The result would be greater food self-sufficiency. The GOS Cerea!sPlan ofJ986 aimed to raise
the ratio ofdomestically produced to total cereals consumption from 50 to 72 percent between 1986 and
2000.

While many donor representatives privately recognized that this was a hopelessly optimistic target,
they rarely challenged it publicly because they viewed the underlying policy as being in the right
direction. However, elementary economic analysis suggested that the import substitution idea had severe
flaws, or at least would entail very high social and economic costs.

The argument is well known-and has been put especially strongly in some recent research. First,
elasticity ofsupply tends to be low in Senegalese circumstances of traditional technology, poor transport,
and undeveloped marketing systems.21 .Recent modeling confmns and expands the earlier findings by
A. Braverman and J. Hammer abo.utthe costliness of import substitution policies. Rice and millet sh0'oV
only weak supply responses to price increases in these models because of limited land and because millet
and sorghum are much less profitable thangroundnuts. A doubling of cereals prices in these modeling
exercises increases the rate ofself-sufficiency by less than 10 percentage points.22

The macroeconomic and distributional effects of higher rice import prices are mainly negative.
When rice prices rise, consumers' real income falls, they spend less on food, and their nutritional status
worsens, Incomes in rural areas will tend to fall too, if the millet pdce rise by itselfis insufficientt()
raise millet production to desired levels. In this case, which is not improbable,producerprices for
groundnuts would have to be cut in order to make millet (or maize} production more attractive for
farmers. The result desired is a decline ingroundnut production and exports,. a reduction iniriceimpoI1S
and consumption, and a rise in millet production and consumption. The overall impact on national

21 Fora succinct expression of this view, see C. Delgado, "Structural Adjustment and the Speed of
Aggregate Agricultural Supply Response in sub-Saharan Africa," CLD Price Policy Conference Brief,
IFPRI,Washington, D.C., 1988.

22F.Martin and E. Crawford, "Analysis of Alternative Producer Price Policies in Senegal Using a
Micr()-Macro .Modeling .Approach, " Staff Paper #88-181, Department of .iAgriculturai Economics.
Michigan State University, 1988. According to this and related work, maize supply is more responsive
to price,but its demand is constrained because it is hard to prepare and because supply· instability forces
livestock-raisers to rely on imports .
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income, on the balance of payments, and on the state budget is negative. The impact on rural income
would probably be negative.

In purs'uit of its food self-sufficiency objective, Senegal thus necessarily pays a price in terms of
these income- and export-related goals; and given the claimed low elasticities of substitution on the
producer and the consumer side, the price of greater self-sufficiency would be high. This wiUcontinue
to be so unless relative world prices of groundnuts and rice were to shift so that it became more profitable
for Senegal's farmers to grow millet, maize, and rice than to grow groundnuts; or unless and until
technological. change (much greater efficiency in local cereal production) brings about that result.

The distributional consequences of cereals protection are also negative. At least in some parts
of Senegal, net sellers of grain are a minority of farm households - fewer than a third. in one region in
southeast Senegal in 1986-1987, or about as many as were net buyers.%3 Moreover, ·15 percent of the
households in this sample were responsible for 80 percent of cereals sales. To the extent that these
findings are general, relatively few farmers benefit from higher cereals prices.

TIle conclusion from this analysis is that it was wrong for the donors to put protection and import
substitution so much in the center of the agricultural adjustment program. World Bank staff and others
would point out that, given the periodically low prices of rice on world markets and SenegaI'sinability
to use exchange rate policy to deal with its overvalued CFA franc, there was no aIternativetoprotection
- if for no oth~r reason tban to deal with the overvaluation problem. This is now the prevailing doctrine
among Bcmk staff concerned with Senegal. Judging from the common agenda presented by donors in the
negotiations over the agricultural SECAL, the doctrine is now shared by most of the donors, who believe
that the p,rotection against imported rice is necessary. Some debate remains about how much protection
is desirable beyond that necessary to compensate for CFA overvaluation.

Joloor .Pricing or Coarse Grains

A second component with uncertain analytic underpinnings is the request to establish floor prices
for coarse grains. This is a complicated question over which reasonable people disagree. On the pro­
floor price side is the argument that without some such mechanism, unstable prices will discourage
farmers from expanding production. After all, price supports are common almost everywhere, including
successful Asian food producers like Thailand, Indonesia, and to a lesser degree, India.

But strong arguments exist against the setting of floor prices and a buyer of last resontole for
cereals boards:

• The maintenance of a .floor price is a costly policy, because short-term demand is
inelastic, and supply variable, due to rainfall variations. Prices and marketed volumes,
therefore, are volatile, so high costs are involved in purchasing the crop in bumper years.

%3 S. Goetz et al., "An analysis of the Effects of Changes in Marketing Institutions and Policy on
Cereals Producers and Marketing Agents in S.E. Senegal," Department of Agricultural Economics,
Michigan State University, 1988.
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Farmers do not believe that floor prices will be maintained. because cereals boards have
almost never in the past been able to buy. aI: official prices. all the grain offered in good
years. To establish credibility. it would be necessary to purchase all offered supply even
during a succession of bumper crop years. which would be prohibitively expensive.

Financial costs of carrying large stock are high. management demands onercus, and
heavy losses can be incurred through spoilage. In 1978-1979, ONCAD bought < and
stored 108,000 tons of millet for higher than free market prices; much was ultimately
spoiled.

Border trade is often substantial. Sustaining a floor price that provides higherincome
to farmers in neighboring countries is charitable, but not good food policy.

The macroeconomic effects of a successful floor price arrangement would probably be
negative. Production of substitute crops (groundnuts. cotton. possibly cowpeas) would
suffer; real income, export earnings, and economic growth would probably be lower.

There are usually more productive ways to spend the money that is.needed tofmancea
floor price: infrastructure expansion and maintenance, for example; reduced taxes on
farmers; or simply budget deficit reduction.

The distributional effects may be negative if most 'iarmers are net cereals buyers and most
marketed production comes from a small minority of growers.

For these kinds of reasons, the World Bank: and USAID have moved away from floor pricing,
despite its previous place in Bank: and USAID conditionality and in the Policy Framework Paper. Other
donors have been more reluctant to accept the position that coarse grain markets should operate without
intervention. The FED (EEC), for example, has proposed open market operations to stabilize prices
within a band based on past trends. Since the mid-1980s, successive years of bumper crops .combined
with budget pressures and management weaknesses of the CSA have rendered this issue moot; alldonots
now recognize that "support" or "stabilization" of coarse grain prices is not feasible.

The point to be emphasized here is that the floor pricing question was not well analyzed .. or
argued, does not seem to have been a subject for serious debate, and in the end only allowed. the CSA
to malee ill-advised interventions, as in 1985-1986 and 1986-1987 when 18,000 and 3,000 tc!!swere
bought at above-market prices. Minimal benefits resulted from such interventions. Payment .• ofabove
market prices for a small part of the marketed crop provides little producer incentive; it is mainlY a
transfer to those farmers lucky enough to sell at the above-market price. Some continue to argue that
properly tuned interventions can have real impact. but the evidence is sketchy.

Privatization or Rice Imports

The program to privatize rice imports is now said to have been an error. The likely benefits were
few. It was not intended to lower prices; in fact significant economif's of scale would have been given
up. Retail prices remained fixed, and inadequate allowance for transport costs meant that, outside ofthe
Dalear. region, competition would not be increased. There were evident risks of fraud, and the program
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neglected the difficulties of small operators in a financial system that was increasingly illiquid. Proper
anal~,sis might have allowed a more suitable privatization effort.

Anlllytic Foundations Unjustly Criticized

If three important parts of the agricultural adjustment effort were based on inadequate analysis,
there are several other components that have been unjustly criticized.

Pri~ Policy

The first such criticism is that price policy has been overemphasized, .and "structural" factors
neglected. .This has become received.doctrine. Supply elasticities are solow,. it is argued, that prices
alone would not provoke greater output. Production is constrained by inadequate technology,poor
transport, absence of good extension services, credit systems, and input supply organization.

The World Bank is heavily bashed for price policy fetishism in the internal evaluation, The World
Bank and Senegal, 1960-1987. Tho ~va:uators point out (pp.l01 ff.) that econometric evidence shows
rainfall to be the major determinant of agricultural output in Senegal, with prices having no clearimpact.
They also cite studies showing very low short-and medium-term supply elasticities in Africa. They note
that nevertheless: "Significant growth in agriculture has been postulated in Bank documents since 1980
on mete price effects. "

Two responses are called for. There are, first of all, the facts. As noted earlier, real producer
prices did not, in fact, rise much if at all in tha 1980s. The aggressive "incentive price" policy implied
in SALs and GOS policy statements was not implemented. It seems off the mark toallack th.e adjustment
program for o"eremphasis on price when in reality the price instrument was hardly applied.

Secondly, nobody denies the importa..ce of research, infrastructure, and services for farmers.
Whether more infrastructure is needed. isa question whose answer depends on demonstrated needs in
particular places. .Research bottlenecks .are often organizational, not financial,although in. the Senegal
case it may be true that funding has been •inadequate. And better farmer •services ·in Senegal •. are
constrained by institutionalbottJenecks. Capacity to deliver extension services, credit, and better and
more timely inputs is extremely limited. Price policy, meanwhile, can bea relatively simpleinstrument
with great potential punch. It is, therefore, not wrong to focus on prices simply because all the ancillary
structural factors are not in place. z.t

Excessive Stress on Deficit Closing

The second unjustitiedcriticism is that too much of the adjustment program has been driven by
the need to save public money. This is one of the main arguments that rons through the ODI study by

z.t See Elliot Berg, "Rice Marketing Liberalization in Madagascar," in World Development, May
1989.
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Commander, Ndoye, and Ouuirago. It is also a central theme in The World Bank and Senegal, ]9(i(h

1987.

The first thing to be said about this is that if anything has been learned in the past decade,it is
that without macroeconomic stabilization, adjustment is impossible. So it was right to give budget deficit­
closing the high priority it received in Senegal. Budget cuts could undoubtedly have been madein more
rational ways, using growth and equity criteria, but it is not evident that the sectoral pattern of
expenditure cutbacks was particularly noxious, especially after 1985.

Secondly, this argument does little justice to the accumulated evidence on parastatalorganizational
and policy failures. The RDAs established over the past 20 years a practically unbroken record of poor
performance. It is not just to cut budgets that the GOS and the donors sought to redimension SODEVA,
SOMIVAC, SODAGRI, and SAED, among others, and allow private agents a bigger role. Such an
institutional change is fundamental to strueturaladjustment.

"Vacuum Theory of Pri~atization"

The charge that Senegal's agricultural adjustment program rests 00 "a vacuum theory of
privatization" is the third dubious criticism.~ This idea, that private traders can immediately fiJI the
void left by state withdrawal from the market, is said to be contradicted by recent resean~h.26 The same
kind of criticism is made in 1he World Bank and Senegal, whose authors accuse the Bank of having
imposed "incomplete conditionalities": requiring state withdrawal without assuring private sector capacity
to assume the relinquished functions.

Part of the problem here is what is meant by "immediate." It is unrealistic to expect much .new
commercial activity by 1988, when markets have been liberalized only since 1986.. But there ismofeto
it than.that. The state withdrawal is often partial or ambiguous, as, for example, with the continuation
ofRDA activities largely unchanged for four to five years after their announced cutbacks, or the lack of
clarity in the January circular on coarse grains liberalization. Traders and others do not knowabourtbe
changes, or are often skeptical about them. The playing field is rarely evened out, despite liberalization;
parastatals or "cooperatives," for example, continue to b~ subsidized. in many activities from mechanized
land preparation to cereals purchases. Thesefuctors obviously obstruct the vacuum ·effeet; ·there is less
vacuum than there seems to be, and the actors who would· fill. it are constrained by unfair competition.
Even so, vacuums arise and economic agents respond. In the Senegal River Valley, there is a burst of
new private activity. (The boom across the river in Mauritania provides a far more dramatic example.)

25 The term is give in T.S. Jayne and N. Minot, "Food Security Policy and the Competitiveness of
Agriculture in the Sahel: A Summary of the 'Beyond Mindelo' Seminar, .. AIDIWashingtonandMicbigan
State University, 1989, p. 2.

26 Ibid.
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Fertilizer Subsidy Reduction

Finally, fertilizer subsidy reduction has come under attack - in the OED paper,and from other
sources. The World Bank.'s MADIA paper on fertilizer policy in Africa is ambiguous on the subsidy
issue, only warningagains1t oversimplified "good" and "bad" judgments.27 The Senegalese in any case
have always been in favor of these subsidies, most dramatically in the SAL I period. The GOS has
requested that they be reintroduced in the SECAL under discussion.

Both The World Bank and Senegal report and the 1989 consultants' report on fertilizer, which
was discussed earlier, call for the reintroduction of fertilizer subsidies. (1be Bank report is tentative,
suggesting that opposition to subsidies be reconsidered.) The arguments putforward are not convincing.
The main argument in their favor is that subsidies encourage the use of productivity-raising and soil­
conserving practices in the face of farmer lack of knowledge, lack of access to credit, and hesitation to
risk cash expenditures. But, in Senegal, subsidies have gone on for at least 20 years, so most farmers
now know about fertilizers; the. economic profitability of fertilizer use is not clearly established; the
dosages recommended in. the past were often inappropriate and wasteful; financial costs in any case can
be heavy and tend to grow; distribution is often late and rationing arrangements inequitable; the
emergence of a private sector distribution system is often discouraged; and better incentives are created
by substitutiI.g higher product prices for the input subsidy. In addition to its other advantages,
substitution of higher product prices for subsidies on chemical fertilizers does not discourage use of
nonchemical soil-enriching techniques, which are more appropriate to Senegal's needs than the use of
chemical fertilizer.

In the recent debates. partisans of restored subsidies base their case on soil conservation needs.
The technical· evidence preliented is sketchy, and the economics doubtful, even when environmental
implications are taken into alccount. What is not mentioned in those recent discussions are findings from
research in Burkina Faso that indicate declining soilfertiJity after five to seven years of chemical
application.

Other Deficiencies or the Sectoral Adjustment Program

There were deficiendes in the program other than analytic ones.

• Reliance on studies has been excessive, especially il1J price policy. Fromtbe late 1970s
on, at least three studie.~ on agricultural pricing were commissioned - two from SONED
(1977 and 1982) and one from SEDES (1988). The stated objective was to put price
making on a more scientific basis. But none of these studies had an observable. impact
on price setting. The first two were rejected because of inappropriate modeling. The
last wasaJso contested on anaI,ytic grounds; some expatriate economists regard it as
technically flawed. But in any case its main recommendations were ignored; itcaIJed in
1988 for a groundnut price no lower than 80 CFAFIkg and a consumer rice price no

27 LeJe et aJ.
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lower than 160. The GOS in that year cut the groundnut price to 70 and the retail dce
price to 130.

lFor 10-15 years, e'verybody has known that millet and maize cannot begin to win
consumers away from rice unless they are made more convenient to use and to store.
Research has been funded. for years, and various trials launched. Local TV and
newspapers claim that the new millet pro,:essing technology is operational. .But somehow
almost nothing had happer.~ by the end of the uecade. One of the local wheat millers,
SENTENAC, was given major responsibiHtyfor introducing millet processed by the new
techniques. The experiment has had little effect.

• Some high-priority issues have not been given much attention, at least until very .recently.

The land tenure issue is most bcLSic. In Mauritania, tremendous development
followed. a 1983 land tenure law that gave easier access to land along the Fleuve;
On the Senegalese side,there. are said to be many farmers and.other
entrepreneur~impatiently awaitini~ similar access. Senegal's democratic political
institutions permit less freedom of action in land matters,· but bureaucratic
obstacles and neglect may also explain the slowness of change.

It is not clear that enough has been done to finance agricultural research, given
that inadequ;lte technology is a major constraint.

Credit policy has received only limited attention.

Population or family planningpoJicieshave been treated in a pro fOrma fashion;
The Bank has accepted symbolic progress, such as an official announcement that
was mildly ~Iro-familyplanning.

• The process of negotiating the reform program was poor at the outset (SAL I). It was
Ba..'1k Jed, with little Senegafese participation. There were some contradietoryBanklFund
agreements.2I In the period 1983-1985, there was much more extensive dialogu.e,as
well as intensive cGordinationamong donors. After 1985, the Bank took the lead again,
alt..l lOugh the Americans and French continued to play important roles. The agricultural
SECAL that has been in preparation since 1988 introduced two innovations.. Three

21 In October 1981 the GOS agreed with Bank staff to sell fertilizers ouly for cash, to limit the
subsidy to 50 percent of the cost price, and to reduce the quantity of centrally distributedgroundnut seed
from 120,000 to 80,000 tons. In November, the IMF persuaded the GOS to sign an agreement that
raised rice prices 31 percent, abolished fertilizer subsidies entirely, and put the seed stock backup to
100,000 tons.
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donors are in it together - the Bank, the eCCE, and tll1e FED.29 And there is much
more lengthy and intensive dialogue between the GOS and the donors. The draft SECAL
(pASA) has been discussed line by line in formal donor-GOS meetings.

• Administrative feasibility has not received sufficient attention in the framing of the reform
programs. The number of conditionalities in the SALs grew substantially between. SALs
I and ill. (SAL IV is more focused, however.) ·The failure of SAL I was at leastin pari
due to the impossible administrative or organizational demands put on SONAR and the
cooperatives by the proposed voucher system for seeds.

VI. CONCLUSIONS

The World Bank's first SALin 1980 was largely an agricultural sector policy loan, and
agricultural policy reform. was important in later SALs and in bilateral policy dialogue. So it· is f:lir to
say that Senegal's adjustment effort in agriculture is at least 10 years old. In fact. it is older. The Sine­
Saloumproject of the Bank and the Caisse Centrale involved jr~ensive dialogue about rural institutions,
notably cooperatives, and Bank projects in the 1970s generated debate over producer price policies and
fertilizer and other subsidies.

The decade or more of dialogue and policy innovation in the agricultural sector has had many
positive results, especially since 1985.

• The market fbr coarse grains has been deregulated and. steps taken to implement. the
announced naltional food· strategy of reduced dependence on imports. Thus restrictions
on free entry to domestic trade were lifted in 1986, controls on grain prices were sharply
reduced, and legal controls over shipments of grain between regions largely eliminated.
The volume of commerci~l rice imports was kept at the 34O,000-ton ceiling agreed upon
in 1984. (This was so at least until 1989, when the ceiling may have been exceeded.)
TIle efficiency of foodgrain markets is being improved by the gathering and publicizing
of market prices of major food crops. The role of the .CSA has been limited to managing
the food security reserve and stabilizing coarse grain prices by maintaining a minimum
(floor) price. Numerous research experiments have been financed to develop improved
processing techniques for coarse grains, and trials launched to market the resulting
products.

• In fertilizer policy, which is a major area of dialogue and conditionality, direct subsidies
from local budget resources were dropped, eliminating the high subsidies (about 50

29 One indication of slippage in donor coordination is the fact that the WB/CCCEIFED groups were
unaware until mid-1989 that USAID was preparing an Agricultural Sector Grant covering many of the
same policy issues. USAID has since joined in the dialogue over the preparation of the agricultural
SECAL.
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percent of cost, on average) that had existed since the 1970s; donor-financed subsidies
were gradually phased out between 1985 arid 1989; .and imports of mixedfertilizsrs were
liberalized. New private. sellers have appeared - at least in the Dakar region and tha
Senegal River Valley.

• In the g-roundnutsubsector, farmers now are responsible for storing their own seed and
70 percent of them do so - a big change in a few years. Some deregulation has
occurred: ;;rivate buyers (OPS) are authorized and the cooperatives have a relatively
bigger role than before. Free distribution of seeds has ended, as have subsidies covering
the fixed costs of the refineries. Management deficiencies .• of the main ·groundnut
parastatal, SONACOS,have been made transparent by audits, and significant.cuts. have
been made in costs of processing and marketinl~.

• Some of the major agricultural parastataJs now run better as a result of better defini~ion

of.tasks, stronger management, and· better information. Abundant technical assistance
has helped. Thus tbeCPSP is ~,aid to have become much better managed~fter 1985, and
management audits have clarified management problems andpoIicyissues .in. such
important a.gricultural entities as the privately owned sugar company, CSS, theCSA,and
many of the agricultural RDAs. Large-scale technical assistance has been givento the
sector, including an estimated 20 technical assistance proje..~ to strengthen the·Ministry
of Rural Development.-

These institutional. and policy improvpments, and others not mentioned, arehy DO means
negligible. Nor did they come easily. TIley are the fruits of many monthsofrefIectionanddialogueand
many weeks of negotiation, by jonor staff and Senegalese officials. They represent genuine progress in
making the policy environment more suitable for growth, and probably more equitable as well. Burdo
they constitute structural adjustment?

Putting the question so crudely naturally leads to the prior question: in a countrylikeS~negal,

just what does "structural adjustment" mean? Most evaluations look at improvement lneconomic
performance indicators such as growth in GDP, .in exports, or in investment rates. This istbeapproach
in many of the World Bank's evaluations- its 1988 Report on Adjustment Lending, forexamp;~.30

Although such indicators are the bottom line, there are other criteria to measlllreeffective
"adjustment." We could also .look for changes in agricultural productivity, indicated by adoption ofn~w
crops, new techniques, or energy-unleashing institutional changes, as in China afterJ978.'Fhesem.ight
for various reasons not show up right away in output indicators. Change in the distribution of.asset
ownership and relative income levels could be another indicator of "adjustment." Have land rights
changed in any dramatic way? Ha'-' new land tenure laws. facilitated new activity? Or "adjustment"

30 See also World.Bank.and UNDP, Africa's Adjustment and Growth in the 1980's, 1989;an~K.
Cleaver, "Agricultural Policy R~form and Structural AdjustrnentinSub-Sar-"an Africa: Results to
Date," World Bank Africa Deparommt I,J988, cited in Hans Binswanger, "The Policy RespOoseof
Agriculture," in Proceedings of the World Bank Annual Conference on Development Economics, 1989,
pp.231-58.
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might be defined in institutional terms - a basic change in the public-private mix, for example, ora
measurable jump ill organizational competence in the public sector. Finally, it could be defmed in terms
of "learning" - whether economic understanding has increased or gaps between rhetorical sociopolitical
objectives and actual policies have diminished. These and similar criteria for assessment of structural
adjustment programs are less tangible and more subjective than the simple output measures. But they are
more meaningful in short- or medium-term evaluations, since there are so many intervening variables
between policy measures and output changes - most particularly, rainfall and world price changes.

We briefly assess the evidence that agricultur~J adjustment has occurred in Senegal since 1980,
according to the criteria mentioned above.

Growth

First, on growth: there is little evidence .that Senegalese agriculture has moved onto a new
growth path. Tables 3.1 and 3.11 show production of major crops during the 1980s, compared with
average output in the latter half of the 1970s. The substantial differences between the series in these two
tables are indicative of the .data uncertainties that bedevil any assessment. Nonetheless, it is clear that
aggregate output shows no clear trend. Developments in the late 1980s have not changed the conclusion
of the existing econometric studies: rainfall is by far the principal determinant of output variations.
However, some fairly dramatic intrasectoral shifts have occurred between export and food crops:
groundnut production declined by some 30 percent between 1975-1979 and 1985-1989 and cotton was
stagnant, but maize output rose by 170 percent, rice by 20-40 percent, and millet/sorghum by 15-35
percent. Why this happened is not clear. It cannot be attributed to adjustment policies; as noted earlier,
relative prices in the 1980s did not move significantiy in favor of food crops. It may be that the
production data are unreliable, or thatthe official prices for food crops are misleading; market prices for
food crops may have been systematically higher during the 1980s, though available evidence indicates
that this was not so for the later years of the decade.

The data show no general rise in aggregate output, other than that explainable by good rainfall
in the last half of the decade. Nor is there evidence of increased productivity of land or labor. (The
figures for area under cultivation and yield per hectare show little trend and are ofespecially dubious
quality anyway.) Farmers have not acquired much new capital stock over the decade. If anything,
decapitalization may have occurred, as some observers claim, because of the disappearance of the
Programme Agricole, with its array of input subsidies, in the early 1980s. And the research stations have
produced very little if any usable new technology, biological or other. However, some observers say that
there have been significant productivity increases in maize production, which explains its rapid growth,
and this might be an indicator of structural change.

The only other indic:atorof structural change looked at from the perspective of changes in output
or income is the turnaround in rural-urban terms of trade, which took place in the adjustment decade and
is related to adjustment policies. Food crop sellers, cotton growers, and to a lesser extent groundout
producers, all did better than urban unskilled workers or civil servants during most of these years. But
incentive effects were muted since real producer prices fell compared to the 19708 and were at best
slightly improved compared to 1980. Distributional implications of the altered terms of trade are not
clear, since net food sellers are probably a minority offarmhous~holds, and may comprise no more than
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MaizeRiceCotton

TABLE 3.11

PIlCDJCTICII OF MJOI CIlClPS. 1975-1989
(1,000 tons)

Milletl
SorghwGroundnuts

Vear la

Av,rage
1975~1979

1980
1981
1982
1983
1984
1985
1986
1987
1988
1989

1032 :;9 6C6 117 44

673 27 521 97 L.6
521 2' 545 65 57
870 38 736 120 68

1,092 44 585 lOS 82
569 31 352 109 61
682 34 4n 136 99
587 38 950 147 147
841 27 634 148 108
963 36 801 136 114
n3 45 594 145 123

-------------------._.---------_._---------_._-------------------------_.
Sources: USAID/Daltar BanltPrintout, SeptentMtr 30, 1988; .
and feR, Direction de l'Agriculture, "ResuLtatsDefinitifs
de La CBq)8gnt de Production AgricoLe, 1988-1989," January 1989.

laV••rs refer to crop years. Thus 1989 is for crop year 1988/89
(harvest end 1988).
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20 percent of the total. And the durabil ity of this change is also questionable; the cut in groundnut prices
in 1988 already narrowed most of the advantage of groundnut farmers compared to urban workers, and
wage increases in 1989 may have removed the advantage altogether.

This evidence, then, suggests that the 1980s have seen very littlestruetural adjustment in
Senegalese agriculture, as defined by the conventional outputor income indicators, and such changes as
are observable (such as theapparent:hift in output mix from export to food crops) cannot be Iink.ed to
price or cereals policy changes. This reflects the fact that despite serious attention to cost-cutting in the
groundnut and cotton subsecto:s, Senegal's competitiveness remains precarious.

Softer Criteria Assessment

Assessment according to the other, softer criteria mentioned above does not yield many more
positive conclusions. The state has pulled back a little from its previous role as regulator and as supplier
of inputs and buyer of outputs. But parastataland semipublic sector institutions (cooperatives) remain
dominant in the organization du monderural. The groundnut sector remains heavily controlled.
Regulatory loosening up is often partial and recent, and the playing flelddoesnotalwaysallowfair.
competition .between public and private actors. For these and other reasons, no decisive shift has
occurred in the public-private allocation of responsibility for rural service provision, no new
entrepreneurial class has come on the scene, the.existing class of rural intermediaries has undergone no
substantial growth or transformation - except perhaps in the Senegal.River Valley.

The agricultural parastatals have been.strengthened by •audits, technical assistance, and infusions
of aid money, but almost all remain highly dependent on external financing even for salaries and basic
operating costs. The Ministry of Rural Development has attracted much technical assistance and other
aid. It remains weak, however. And institutional capacity in the agricultural sector<in general is jf
anything weaker today than a decade ago, mainly because of the institutional. fragmentation that has
accompanied.policy-based lending. Agricuhural policy and·management responsibilities are now divided
among a score or more of agencies. In addition to the ROAs, the CPSP, and the CSA, there are many
n~w coordinating or implementing entities - for example, the Comite de Suivi Technique (for the SALs),
the Common Fund (which manages, with GOS participation, the allocation of counterpart funds generated
by food aid), the CPSP and CSA, various donor-sponsored sectoral committees, and many others.

Finally, it is not clear that much "learning" has taken .place. Some Senegalese officials have
become much more knowledgeable about agricultural policy matters, and about dealing with· the
international financial institutions and bilateral donors on policy issues. 'The volume and quality of
economic policy debate has also increased, withingovemmentand in the community at large. But the
number of civil servants who have been intensively involved is not large. The front-line t~hnical work
was shared with the many technical assistance people. scattered in the various sectoral entities and
economic ministries; there are 2,000 foreign experts in Senegal, almost as many as in 1960, and wbHe
manyareteachers,a fair number are in agricultural agencies. While thehigh-Ievel negotiating .andstaff
work, for SALs, for example, was mainly done by Senegalese,it concerned only a handful ofofficials.
The GOS capacity to produce quality analysis remains extremely thin. When one asks in Dakar whether
there are now a significantly greater number of Senegalese officials who think more cogently about
agricultural strategy and policy than there were a decade ago, the respOnses are mixed but not very
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positive. And the level of debate in the press, in university circles, and during the 1988 election
campaign gives little evidence of substantial improvements in recent years.

Why so Little Success?

On none of these-counts, then, tangible or intangible, can much evidence be marshaled that
indicates basic improvement or "structural adjustment" in the past decade. How is this explained?

One clear and generalr_JSon is that adjustment takes time - more even than the .10 years under
review here. And the general fGctors that impede reform, such as those noted atthe end of Chapter'Fwo,
also operate in agriculture, perhaps with special force. The important legal changes •that were
implemented had little real impact, since they simply confirmed existing market realities. Thebest
example is the liberalization of millet and maize marketing in 1985-1986. Itremovedlicensing
requirements and movement restrictions that were already regularly flouted; most transactions already
took place in the illegal parallel market before 1985.

It can also be argued that the policy prescriptions were wrong. This is one of the main
conclusions that emergesfrom other recent evaluations, such as the World Bank's own study(17zeWorld
Bank and Senegal, 1960-1987), and the 1988 study by Commander et aI. The misplaced emphasis on
price policy comes under fire in these and other analyses. The Bank study also criticized the emphasis
onfertilizer subsidy reduction, and the naivete regarding the possibility of privatizing rural institutions.
This study also points to neglect of the potentials of irrigated agriculture and research.

We argued earlier in this paper that th.e cereals or food policy, which is the centerpiece ofthe
agricultural adjustment program, has weak analytic support. In this sense, we join the critics. But this
does notmean that superior options were (or are) at hand. Given the nature of world rice markets and
the persistent overvaluation of the CFA franc, without some cereals protection, local production would
continue to provide declining shares of local food consumption. The debate was always abouthow much
protection is appropriate.

The adjustment policy package in agriculture was (and remains) appropriate: someprotection
for local cereals, reduction of subsidies, and reduction of the state's role in production and mCiI"keting.
Errors have occurred. The early seed policies were too cumbersome administratively. The liberalization
of rice importing could have been pursued with greater energy and imagination. Conditionalityon
technically uncertain policies such as rice protection should have been less prominent. It might have been
possible to confront the overvaluation issue more directly and creatively.

The basic problem in assessing the suitability of the agricultural policy package is theuncertai~ty

that surrounds the two issues most basic to agricultural policy: the right level ofprotection for domestic
cereals production and exchange rate .overvaluation. During the early and mid-1980s, therewere.l'easons
to believe that the latter problem could be resolved by direct action on exchange rates - in other words.
by fiscal and monetary restraints and gradual erosion of real wages. By the end of the decade this option
became increasingly improbable. But the political and institutional implications of a changedCFA parity
were so complex and so delicate that they could not be faced squarely.
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In any case, the suitability of the adjustment policy package cannot be blamed for the limited
results of the adjustment program, since the most important elements of the adjustment program were not
implemented at all or only partially implemented.

• Real producer prices were not raised systematically to "incentive" levels.

• The consumer rice price, the cornerstone of the whole structure of cereals policy, .was
only temporarily increased close to the levels called for by the import substitution
strategy of the Cereals Plan of 1986. Rice remained more attractive to consumers. than
millet or maize.

• Nor were relative producer prices changed in line with the official strategy: groundnuts
remained more remunerative than millet, and between 1985 and 1988 much .more so.

• The liberalization of rice imports quickly aborted, verite de prix in domestic marketing
of rice was never tried, and the subsector remains largely controlled.

• The CSA was unable to stabilize and support coarse grain prices. Its interventions were
few and generally ineffective.

• Institutional reforms did not reach any depth. For four years after the 19.85
announcement of the deperissement of the ROAs, their employment levels changed little
- relatively less than they did between 1979 and 1984, when there was no formal plan
to shrink the state. Despite a more favorable attitude toward the private.sector, foreign
investors stayed away; revision of the Investment Code did not·stop capital.flight, much
less attract new resources. Ambiguities in the deregulation instruments, persistence of
subsidized services and inputs by the RDAs and by NGO-supportedcooperatives, and
other uneven features of the playing field constrained the emergence of new
entrepreneurs.

Weak implementation derives in part from the Senegalese unwillingness to apply policies they felt
compelled to agree to in formal policy loan documents. Many, perhaps the majority, of relevant officials
were never convinced that removing fertilizer subsidies was a good idea, or that it made sense to privatize
the import of rice, among other reforms. But lack of conviction or outright opposition to specific reforms
could be translated into nonimplementation because of the permissive environment prevailing in Senegal.
The presence of so many donors and their sympathetic concern for Senegal's poverty have meant that
nonimplementationcarries few costs, and few risks of donor sanctions. When faced wi.th the domestic
political risks of imposing an unpopular reform (for example removal of subsidies), the authorities have
been inclined to risk donor wrath arising from violation of conditionality. It hascenainly proved the
appropriate course: sanctions are rare or nonexistent and aid flows mount.

Th~ donor community has made nonimplementation easy in other ways. In the early period of
reform, particularly under SAL I, detailed proposals for organizational change initiated by World Bank
staff were too hurriedly devised and too complicated for the local administration. It was easy, for
example,. for officials to argue that the proposed seed scheme was unmanageable, and to abandon it.
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There is also the factor of donor disagreement on policy specifics. Although these have
substantially narrowed in recent years, earlier disagreements made a common front on policy issues
difficult, except at a general, lowest-eommon-denominator level. It bas been easy for dissenting
Senegalese officials or political spokesmen to exploit this situation. The many difficultiesthatbave arisen
in negotiating the agricultural·SECAL are in part a reflection of this situation.

Several implications of this analysis ate worth emphasis. First, it should not be surprising that
recent assessments of agricultural reform in Senegal, such as that ofCommander, Ndoye,andOuedrago,
and the OED's study of the Bank's lending to Senegal since 1960, find no supply response in the sector.
The sector bas not been tested, since so few of the key reforms were implemented.

Secondly, case studies and microlevel analyses of reform programs can help in avoiding
misleading exercises that compare country performance on the basis of whether they have or do nothave
an adjustment program.31 We have to look inside those programs - look further than a simple listing
of conditions - to determine the reality of policy implementation.

31 See, for example, the Kevin Cleaver paper cited in the Hans Binswanger paper mentioned earlier.
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CIIAPTERFOUR

STRUCTURAL REFORM IN INDUSTRY

I. INTRODUCTION

The modem industrial sector in Senegal is far from insignificant. 1 It contributes more to national
production than agriculture - 23 percent versus 20 percent in 1987 -althoughmuch of industrial output
consists of agricultural processing. There are 600 registered industrial enterprises, of which about 120
qualify as modem, factory-scale entities. But the sector is not large in terms of employment, and notat
all dynamic. The sector employs fewer than 30,000 people - only 1-1.5 percent of the total labor force
in this country of seven million, and less than half the. number employed in the civil service.

Industrial employment has shown little or no growth over the past decade; the 100,000.potential
new annual entrants to the labor force have looked elsewhere for work. Between 1976-1985, the index
of industrial output grew at an average rate of only 0.7 percent a year; at the end of 1985 itwasstil1
below the peak it had reached in 1979. In recent years, industry has certainly not played the "leading
sector" role it once played in French West Africa, despite the high hopes. held for .it during the
(over)optimistic years of the 1970s.

Today, Senegal's industry is in serious difficulty, searching for renewal. and growth but
experiencing hardship and decline. Its difficulties stem in large part from past policies, which favored
industrialization at almost any cost - policies such as high protection, privileged long-term concessions
to about 20 large firms, and heavy government participation in the establishment, ownership, and
management of several large enterprises. As in many other developing countries, the result has been a
ramshackle industrial structure with too many enterprises that should never have been started, many that
are hopelessly oversized because of unrealistic expectations about market size and poor investn'lent
selection procedures, high .costs of production, managements that are frequently lazy and complacent

1 The most useful background documents on Senegalese industry to come to our attention are the
following: Vol. ITI (Industry) of the. World Bank's 1979 four-volume Economic Report; Chapter VII
(Industry) ofthe World Bank's 1984 Country Economic Memorandum; the 65-page document (General
Report, Sectorial Meeting on Industry) prepared by the Government for presentation to a donor-group
meeting hosted by UNIDO in Vienna at the end of 1987; the three-volume report.•• on usecteur
secondaire au Senegal published by the Minist~re du D~veloppement Industriel etde l'Artisanat (March
1989); and two highly informative and reflective papers (end-1988, unpublished) by J.P.. Desnot:
"Retrospectif del'industrie et du secteur s~condaire au Sen~gal" (25 pages) and "La Nouvelle Politique
Industrielle" (25 pages).
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because they have little competition, and a heavy government role that generates chronic operating deficits
that are covered by budget subsidies or bank credits. Those employed in the sector earn incomes
considerably higher than most others in the society. But consumers, as well as the state budget - whose
expenditures are raised to fmance subsidies and whose customs revenues are cut as a result of import­
substitution - are big losers.

Not all of Senegal's industry fits this negative picture. But the emerging sense of disappointment
with past policies became so strong in the early 19808 that both the GOS and its principal donors agreed
that new approaches were needed. The result was the New Industria! Policy (NIP) and its three-year Plan
of Action (PA), which were formally adopted in February and July 1986, respectively. The NIP and its
implementation has been a centerpiece of Senegal's structural adjustment program of the 1980s.2

As we review the attempt to restructure Senegal's industrial sector we will concentrate on four
questions:

• Was the diagnosis of sector problems analytically sound?

4 Was the remedial program well designed, in the sense that the priorities Were
appropriate, the reform instruments suited to their objectives, the time frame realistic,
and the desired changes administratively feasible?

• Has compliance with program conditionality been good, bad, or indifferent1and

• What can be said about the program's impacts, or effects, after its first four years (l986­
1989)1

Answers to these questions may help governments and donors decide what ought to be done in the future,
notonly in Senegal but elsewhere as well.

History

Although Senegal had made a start on industrialization before World War fi, the Illain< bu(St.sof
investment occurred during the quarter century following 1945. Private investment, overwhelmingly by
expatriate French interests, dominated the scene up to and beyond independence in .1960. A free trade
area of some 20 million people existed (L'Afrique Occidentale Francaise, or AOF), an area ofwhich
Dakar was the administrative andlogisticd hub and hoped to become the manufacturing center. The core
of Senegal's present industrial stru~1Ure was in place by independence - oil pressing; some building
materials; phosphate mining; fi-:,hprocessing; and a few import-replacing consumer goods, led by textiles.
In 1960, total employment in the. sector was under 15,000. Not surprisingly, almost all managers and
technicians were foreign~rs (overwhelmingly French). There was little or no competition in the product

2 Similar industrial restructuring programs have been pursued in· a number of other sub-Saharan
countries (See William F. Steel, "Adjusting Industrial Policy in Sub-Saharan Africa," Finance aruJ
Development, March 1988).
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markets, which were well protected, and most imported materials and supplies came from the metropole.
A trade union movement, closely linked to the French unions, was weH established. The Labor Code,
introduced in 1952, was closely patterned on French labor law.

New investment dried up in the 19608 for well-known reasons: independence in 1960 brought
a socialist~riented, African government to power; the break-up of AOF after 1960 fragmented the 20­
million-person free trade area served by Senegal's industry; attempts to recreate regional markets had
limited success; and the rise of industry in Cote d'Ivoire created new competition.

Participation of nationals in the sector was weak, and the growth of small-scale enterprise slow.
This imbalance in the industrial structure led the GOS to establish, in 1969, a new industrial development
agency, SONEPI. Its mission was to promote small and medium industry by identifying potential
project.s, encouraging the participation of nationals, and helping new enterprises get off the ground.
Between 1969 and 1986, SONEPI conducted 445 feasibility studies, of which 142 are said to<have
resulted in projects.

The 1970s saw a new burst of industrial investment - most, though not all, by the government?
In 1974 the GOS created SONACOS to buyout the private mills processing the country's largest export
product, groundnuts. SONACOS is today the largest industrial enterprise in the country. When
phosphate exports became very profitable in the. middle of the decade, the GOS bought 50 percent of the
equity in the two mining companies (CSPT and SSPT). Other major investments were made in Salins
du Sine-Saloum (salt mining), cattle slaughtering (SERAS), cotton ginning (SODEFITEX), and fishing.
Plans were also launched for a large iron ore project in eastern Senegal, although it never got off the
ground.

The industrial enthusiasm of the mid-1970s also produced another product - SOTEXKA,a large
government-promoted, Swiss-backed integrated textile enterprise (two large mills, at Kaolack and Louga,
which became operational in 1988). Over 90 percentofSOTEXKA's output is intended for Europe (the
Lome Convention gives Senegal unrestricted access to the EEe).

A huge investment (over USS 200 million) in anexport-oriented phosphatic fertilizer and acid
plant was made in the late 1970s. Long before the plant came on stream in 1984 the world maikethad
collapsed, confronting the GOS with large annual losses (the plant employed about 600, at a cost to the
GOS of about USS 300,000 for each job created). Ingroundnut oil refining the GOS,rendered optimistic
by two excellent years in 1975al1d 1976, decided to .repJace an old 4O,000-ton capacity mm with a new

3 A major factor in the govelnment's thinking was its relationship with pre-1979 Iran. Iran had oil
and •needed phosphatic fertilizer; Senegal needed oil and had the phosphate. A joint company,
IRASENCO, was formed. It planned a big oil refinery in Senegal, an ammonia/urea plant, and a
phosphoricacid/fertilizer plant. Some or all of these were to be built ata new deep-water port near
Cayar,.where a city of 200,000 would be built. The Shah's faU killed these plans. Two other schemes
that never got off the ground were an electric furnace steel mill, based on scrap, to be built in Dakar,
and a pulp mill to be built in the Fleuve delta, where it could use bagasse from the big new private sugar
mill (eSS), and rice mill hulls, as raw material. Skyrocketing oil prices made it profitable for the sugar
mill to use its bagasse waste as a fuel rather than sell it to someone else.
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200,OOO-ton mill (SEIB). It has always operated well below capacity and has been a consistent money
loser. SONACOS finally took it over in 1986.

Another large government industrial initiative was the opening, in 1976, of the··Industrial Free
Zone (lFZ) in Dakar. Six hundred and fifty acres were reserved for this project, of which 60·. were
developed in the first phase. Twelve years later, at the end of 1988, the Zone had only eight firms,
employing 436 people - a severe disappointment.

A similar overreaction to short-term trends led theGOS to believe that the closing of u'1e Suez
canal in 1973 and the earlier trend toward around-Africa supertankers could make Dakar >a major ship
repair center and convert Dakar Marine into a viable government enterprise. When the canal reopened
in 1977 and canal-scale tankers came back into vogue, plans were scaled back in hopes that Dalca,rMarine
could survive on small-ship and fishing vessel repairs. A huge floating drydock was purchased in 1981,
but has rarely been used - a costly gamble. Also costly, although less so, was the decision. of
SOCOCIM (the country's one cement plant) to reduce its energy costs by changing its technology (from
a wet to a dry process) and, when doing so, to expand capacity from 350,000 tons to 850,000. Thiswas
done, at large expense and with no increase in employment. Unfortunately, the expected growth in the
market did not occur, so the energy savings have all been eaten up by having to operate a large miHat
about 40 percent of capacity.

By the mid-1980s, the GOS was either the majority or a major shareholder in IS industrial firms;·
70 percent of its equity, however, was concentrated in oil milling and phosphates, two "strategic"
industries which were exempt from the new policy of disengagement. In more recent dialogue over SAL
IV. and the agricultural SECAL, privatization of the oil. mills has been put on the table, indicating that
they are no longer exempt from disengagement policy.

II. DIAGNOSIS

The problems of the industrial sector and of trade policy related to industrial development were
clear by 1980. The following elements were part of the World Bank diagnosis, but were widely shared.

Overprot~tion

First, the industrial sector was highly protected and largely noncompetitive. The trade and
industrial policy followed from 1960 was intended. to encourage import substitution.of consumergQPds.
Customs charges~ have always been high; this legal tariff protection tended to increase at the end of the
19705. With a view to rationalizing and simplifying the tariff system, the preference given to imports

4 These charges consist of the droit de douane ("customs duty") itself.andthe droirjiscal (".fiscal
tax"); the latter varies greatly according to the nature ofthe products (see structure of tariffs, Table 4.3).
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from the EEC was eliminated.5 In August 1980, the customs duties were increased from 10 percent to
15 percent.

Import-substitution enterprises producing consumer goods were the most highly protected. These
very capital-intensive firms produced high-cost, low-quality goods that consumers rejected, when possible,
in favor of imported goods (legal or illegal). Nor were there any incentives in the system ofprotection
to produce intermediate inputs domestically. The import-substitution sector thus operated most of .the
time way below capacity.

Given the higb profitability of domestic markets, the industrial sector was not export oriented.
Overall, the export sector has.· e~perienced serious difficulties since the end of the 1970s: exports,
excluding groundnuts, fell by 20 perc~nt between 1977 and 1984. Only fish exports rose. This weak
export performance was due primarily to the overvaluation of the national currency at the end of the
19708, but the greater relative attractiveness of domestic markets also played a role. An export subsidy
scheme introduced in August 1980 provided inadequate compensation and seems to have ··faded away
during the mid-1980s.6 The fact that labor and nonlabor costs were relatively high worked against
competitiveness, even in West African regional markets. For example, power costs were roughly twice
as high in Dakar as in Abidjan, andothernonlabor costs were also higher.

Not only were average nominal tariffs high, but the range of rates was wide and cascaded ­
finished goods were much more highly protected than raw materials and intermediate inputs. And on top
ofthis, numerous goods enjoyed tariff exemptions and special privileges that derived from the Investment
Code or from conventions speciales (see below): duty drawbacks, temporary admissions, andtariffreIief
granted by administrative order. There were also quantitative restrictions (QRs) on numerous
commoditi~. The precise extent of QRs is unclear. According to some sources there were 160 products
benefitting from QRs in 1984. Earlier, somewhat harder information, .derived from a review of nontariff
protection in the late 19708, indicated that only 30 local firms were benefitting from either import
prohibitions, quotas, or preliminary authorizations. This report concluded that the stronger and older the
protection, the weaker and less export minded were the firms which benefitted from it.'

This system was undoubtedly highly protective, but it was so complex and so opaque that no
reliable estimates exist of levels of effective protection in the early 1980s. It is known that in 1984 the
average rate of nominal tariff protection was 86 percent, while imports paid an actual rate<of lessthiIl

5 Imports originating in the EEC were formerly exempt from customs duties (only internal taxes were
applied to them); they were first taxed at· a preferential customs rate of 5 percent (instead of 10 percent),
thell in February 1980, after a protest from GAIT, the tariff preference was completely eliminated
(cus'toms duty of 10 percent identical) for an products except those of CEAO and CEDEAO origin.

6 The subsidy covered five products and was granted at a rate of 10 percent of fob value. In 1983
it was extended to 25 products and set at a rate of 15 percent of fob value.

1 A.M. Geourjon, "Evaluation de l'experience du Senegal en mati~re d'ajustement structurel: la
politique commerciale et industrielle," Report prepared for, Elliot Berg Associates, January 1990.
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20 percent. According to Ministry of Finance estimates, duty exemptions amounted to CFAF 108 billion
in 1983/1984, or about one and a half times the amount of customs revenue actually collected.8

Moreover, the trend in the late 1970s and early 1980s was toward incre."'~ed protection combined
with growing numbers of exemptions. This is indicated by a marked decline in the rate ofrecovery of
customs charges on imports - that is, actual amounts collected compared to collectible amountsiftaxed
at legal rates. This ·yield ratio· (the divergence between legal tariffs and sums· collected) fell from •• 22
percent in 1979-1981 to 16 percent in 1983-1985.9

The privileges granted via conventionsspl'iales have been especially costly, in terms ofsacrificed
revenues and in slowing industrial growth by creating aplethora of high-eost input in such strategic lines
as cement and sugar. The conventions specialef -Ire individually negotiated grants of special privilege
or incentive packages that go beyond those available under the normal Investment Code. After
independence, the GOS began making use of this instrument to induce potential investors to undertake
major projects. In Senegal, as elsewhere, governments keen to promote "strategic" industrial investments
(large, innovative projects with potential Jinkage.benefits) were tempted to make generousconcessi()ns
without close analysis of the costs to the Treasury and the country's consumers. Some 15 of these
enterprises are still operating, their conventions speciales still in effect. (See Table 4. L for a list of
current conventions and their expiration dates.)

Labor Market Innexibility

The second key element in the diagnosis of the industrial sector's ills is the emphasis on lapor
market inflexibility. Certain labor market characteristics encourage industrial growth: low wages,a
literate labor force with reasonable training opportunities, a structure of labor-management relations .that
is relatively nonpolitical and nonconfrontational, and a legal framework that does not preventemployers
from adjusting (at reasonable cost) their labor force to fluctuations in business. Almost none of these
factors was present· in Senegal. Money wages were high compared to other countries and. compared to
those in the informal sector (artisans and petty traders); the use of incentive pay was uncommon;
productivity was low; worker literacy was low and training opportunities few; trade unions. weak on idle
shop floor, were politically influential; and a strict labor code made itdifficult and costly for employers
to layoff employees. In short, Senegal's industry was a high-labor-cost sector, a fac,t that was notoffset,
but rather compounded, by the high cost of industrial electricity, fuel, telecommunicaltions, land transport,
and port charges. There·has been a modest fall in real wages during recent years.(money wages have
lagged increases in the cost of living). But, as noted earlier, this tendency has not been strong enough
to convert Senegalese industry from a high-wage to a low-wage sector - and it has had no impact on the

• Ibid.

9 Ibid.
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TABLE 4.1

INDUSfRlAL FIRMS WITH CONVENTIONS SPECIAl~S (END 1987)

~ Industry Expiration

1. Trefileries Dakaroises rod,wire 1989
2. SAR petrol. refining 1991
3. SODEFITEX cotton ginning 1991
4. SIPOA 1 1992
S. ISLIMA textiles (1) 1992
6" SIPS educa. paper prods. 1994
7. SNTI tomato paste 1992
8. PAD port of Dakar 1995
9. SOCOCIM cement 1999

10. cess sugar 2000
11. ICOTAF textiles 2000
12. SONACOS-SEIB groundnut oil ref. 2000
13. DAKAR-MARINE ship repair, engrng. 2000
14. ICS phosphate mining, fert.,

and acid 2001
15. CSPT phosphate mining 1987

Note: Five additional conventions remained in existence for industrial firms that were either in
bankruptcy, had ceased operations, or no longer had a juridical existence: COPETAO, SENREX,
SOFRIGAL, SAFCOP, AND SEIB (the latter had been absorbed by SONACOS, the giant
government oil-milling company).
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fa,,'tors that underlie productivity. 10

ID. PRESCRIPI10N: CONTENT AND PROCESS

As the movement toward structural adjustment gained momentum in the early 1980s, there was
nothing particularly subtle or unusual about the direction of change felt necessary for Senegal, Sub­
Saharan Africa,. or indeed for many other countries around the world.•The direction of change that was
advocated included the .disengaging of. the GOS from the ownership and management of productive
enterprises; allowing market forces, operating through the decentralized decision making ofprivateaetors,
a much larger role in the making of investment decisions; acknowledging the stimulating and disciplining
role of competition. and using it to further the interests of consumers; and expanding of theirboriz()nsby
producers and their governments - accepting competition from abroad and looking· abroad· forne",
opportunities to supplement what were often limited domestic markets.

"Liberalization" is the word generally used to describe the bundle of policies we havejust
described. The main instruments for setting it in motion are summarized in the words "disengagement"
(of the state) and "deprotection." By the late 1970s and early 1980s, this economic pbilosophy was
already influential around the world, even within self-proclaimed socialist governments, such as in
Senegal. The liberal philosophy had also gained new strength within the councils of the World Bcuuc.

10 One important export industry that experienced· a sharp decline in recent years is tuna processing
(freezing and canning). Started in the early 1960s, the industry grew to 10-11 firms, but by 1989 had
declined to only two. The industry was plagued by many problems (for example, the rise of factory
fishing vessels which cy..passed shore-based processing, supply shortages created by overfishing, supply
shortages created by diversion of supplies to Cote d'Ivoire, high energy costs, high costs ofunloa.ding
fishing vessels, and loss of British and German markets because of poor quality control).

But a prominent contributor to the industry'sbigb cost structure was tbe.high cost of labor
imposed by the rigidities of the Labor Code. .A Note published by the CNP in May. 1989 states that the
hourly productivity in Senegalese tuna factories was under half that offactories in nearby Cote d'Ivoire
(it was for this reason that one prominent French firm, with factories in both countries, had recently
closed its Senegal operation and transferred all operations to the Cote d'Ivoire). Two .principal reasons
underlay Senegal's noncompetitive labor costs in this industry: a requirement that female fisbprocessors
be allowed to do their work from a seated position instead of standing up (as in almostaH other
countries), and the cumulative weight of mandatory labor payments unrelated to out'put(a combination
of limitations r~ ~easonal employment contracts, excf:ssive paid holidays and personatdays off, high
absenteeism aIr -~. employees with permanent contracts, wage payment systems often not related to the
weight offish plOcessed, and a labor force with too high an average age and too high a retirement age).
While it seems obvious that Senegal's tuna processing industry (once, but no longer, among the world
leaders) cannot be saved by Jaborreforms alone, it seems equally obvious that it cannot be saved without
them.



119

It took over two years (from late 1978 to late 1980) for the GOS and the Bank to work out the
first Structural Adjustment Loan (SAL I). That initial effort, which addressed problems in agriculture
but not in industry, was aborted in early 1983. Despite the lack of any explicit industrial policy and
program in SAL I, the GOS was clearly committed to disengagement and liberalization. This was
reflected in the GOS policy paper submitted to the first Consultative Group meeting for Senegal, held in
December 19H4. A second SAL, focused almost exclusively on industry, was then under intensive
preparation; it was approved in February 1986. SAL ill, equally directed to industrial restructuring,
followed in 19B7. The preparation and adoption of a new industrial policy, plus an accompanying plan
of action, was a World Bank condition for giving its financial assistance. A document stating the GOS's
New Industrial Policy was issued the same month SAL II was approved (February 1986). The program
itself was spelled out in detail in a 49-page Pian of Action issued in July.

Both the NIP and its PA are impressive documents. Responsibility for their drafting lay with the
Ministry for Industrial Development and Small Industries (MDIA)) in which an able under secretary was
effectively backed up by a resident advisor from the United Nations Industrial Development Organization
(UNIDO). Although Wor: 1 Bank staff members were actively involved in the preparatory discussions
and in conceptualizing t.lte l~IP's content, it was UNIDO that played the lead role in helping the Ministry
do the actual drafting (Bank/UNIDO cooperation was apparently excellent). More controversial is the
extent. of Bank/GOS/industry consultation that went into the framing of the NIP and the PA.

The New Industrial Policy

The general policy content of the NIP has already been stated - disengagement of the state from
ownership and management of industries and the lowering of protection to stimulate firms into more
competitive behavior. None of the available documentation, however, states explicitly the degree of
competition to which Senegal's industry was to be exposed. The removal of all QRs and all tariffs would
have been devastating in a country whose exchange rate was judged to be overvalued by 30 to 50 percent.
Industrialists would have needed a tariff of that amount just to put their product prices on a level playing
field with impor+~ - in other words, with no protection beyond simple "currency protection." But,as
we will see below, the NIP tariff structure gave domestic producers substantial effective protection
(protection on their value added), by maintaining a reasonable differential between import charges on raw
materials and equipment (industry's inputs) and those on final products.

The structure of the action plan is summarized in Table 4.2. It can be divided broadly into the
deprotection actions that naturally aroused the greatest anxiety among producers; and promised
improvements in the economic and support environment, most of which involved either competingtiscal
considerations or institutional improvements, which are exceedingly difficult to bringaoout.TheSAL
agreements, while not entirely silent on the promised "upside" 3Ssistancemeasures, have devoted far
greater attention to the implementation of deprotcction. As local industrialists invariablycon:plain,there
has been a distinct imbalance in implementation between the dow;-:~idemeasures that hurt industry and
the upside measures from which it hoped to benefit. indeed, on orH~ key upside measure - reducing the
high oil and electricity prices Senegalese industry has trF.ditionally pai,j - the Bank fulallysided with the
Finance Ministry and the IMF in maintaining high prices, even aft':, Jil prices plummeted after 1984,
because it agreed that Finance needed the windfall revenue more than industry needed lower energy
prices.
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TABLE 4.2
OVERVIEW OF THE STRUCTURAL ADJUSTMENT PROGRAM FOR INDUSTRY

Lowering, Simplifying, and Standardizing Protection
• End quantitative restrictions (QRs) over a three-year period, starting with strongest

industries and giving others more time to adjust.

• Reduce ·and standardize tariffs, using a 4O-percent rate of protection on value··addedfor
finished goods, 20-percent on raw materials and intermediate goods.

• Eliminate exonerations and special tariffs for individual industries (unless protected by
conventions speciaIes).

• Eliminate almost all mercuriales (notional reference values to be used for assessing tilriffs);
to be retained only to fight dumping.

• Study likely impact of deprotection for a large sample of companies; actualimpaet to be"
monitored by a special joint GOS/employer committee.

• Review all conventions speciaIes; those judged to weigh heavily on the economy robe
renegotiated or terminated; no new conventions speciales to be permitted in the future.

• Decontrol all industrial prices except for five products produced under monopolyprivileg~
granted by conventions speciaIes.

• Increase competition among importers by making it easier to acquire trading licenses

Accompanying Measures (to help firms. meet increased competition)
• Study ways and means of reducing energy costs (oil, electricity).

•
•
•
•
•

•

Revise the country's Investment Code.

Establish a restructuring finance facility.

Strengthen the export credit and export insurance entities.

Increase the export subsidy and simplify its administration.

Revise two artides of the Labor Code to. give. employersgreater.fF~omtoJay~ff,·.to
renew temporary contracts, and to· hire directly instead of through the labor exchange.

Launch a research program that might lead to new industries.



121

DeprotectiollMeasures

What was not said as part of the stated objectives of the NIP was that deprotection would have
as one of its long-term benefits the closing down of several inefficient firms unable· to compete against
the enlarged flow of imports expected as a result of tariff reduction. This purging of .the economy
inevitably involves closures, bankruptcies, and job losses.

The NIP also promised to end government controls over industrial prices and profit margins,
counting. on increased competition to perform these functions. However, there· were five importaIlt
consumer items -all produced by firms enjoying conventions speciales - for which price control could
not be ended: sugar, condensed milk, wheat flour, cooking oil, and tomato paste. In addition to the
ending of price controls wherever possible, the NIP promised to introduce new rules that would make
it easier for merchants to become distributors of domestic products (reducing the threat of distribution
monopolies by manufacturing firms), and for people to enter the export-import business. The timing for
removal ofprice controls was linked to the schedule for the ending of quantitative restrictions (the last
of which was due to end in January 1988).

There is one additional aspect - a crucial aspect - of deprotection that deserves noting before
we tum to those aspects ofthe NIP intended to help firms adjust to their more competitive environment.
It is the problem of dumping or of offering goods at prices below full production cost or below the cost
at which they are offered in their countryof origin. QRs had assisted greatly incontrollingthis."unfair
competition"; butwith the ending of QRs, the whole burden would fallon the tariff system. Application
of any tariff to imports of abnormally low invoice value does not confer enough protection to restore the
resulting competition to "fair" levels. Indeed, "abnormally low invoice values" do not result only from
dumping by 'exporters but for other reasons as well. To try to control this problem, many Francophone
countries have long used a system of nominal import values, independent ofstated invoice values, ')n
which tariff duties are assessed. This is the system of mercuriales (reference· prices). The NIP called
for.a study, to be completed .by ·June, 1987, that would guide a revision of the mercurial system.
However - and this is the key point - the continued use of mercuriales, suitably revised, was counted
on as one oftwo major weapons against dumping. (The second weapon was the minimum de perception,
a specific minimum duty fixed at a rate independent of the commodity's stated value or classification.)

Upside Actions to Help Firms Adjust: The Accompanying Measures

It had been recognized for y~ that some key cost elements inSenegaI were higher .even than
those of neighboring Francophone countries - notably, energy (petroleum products and electricity) and
labor costs.The~ewas widespread agreement that me GOS .should try to do something about these high­
cost elements in the economic environment. The package of cost-reducing actiollsand institutional
reforms which the GOS promised to study as part of the NIP's Plan of Action came to.be known as the
"accompanying measures." They were the only part of the restructuring program to which industry
looked forward with hope rather than fear. The measures fall into three groups: (l)labor<market
reforms; (2) reductionof the price of nonJabor inputs ("technical inputs" they are often called in Senegal);
and (3) institutional improvements, including better financing facilities.
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Labor M&rket Reforms. The labor market issue was addressed in two conditionalities of SAL
n. The Labor Code was to be changed to allow greater freedom of hiring in two respects: by changing
the requirement that new hires take place only through the GOS's Labor Exchange, and by allowing more
than one temporary contract to be signed. The first of these two conditions addressed the oJd (and often
violated) requirement that all workers be hired through the GOS's hiring hall. The second was more
basic. At present the Labor Code defines two main classes of employees: permanent ones, who can be
laid off only by paying them high, company-financed severance allowances, and only then· jf theJayoffs
are approved by the Labor Inspector; and temporary employees, hired under contracts of defined duration
(usually six months). Such contracts may be renewed only once - any longer engagement of.a
temporary employee automatically reclassifies him as permanent. 11

With their jobs highly protected by the Labor Code, permanent employees often care little about
their productivity, which tends to be lower than. that of temporary employees, whose main ambition is
to acquire permane~nt status. Thus employers have an interest in minimizing the number of their
permanent staff and. using as many temporary workers as they can. The ·NIP proposed a.relaxationof
Article 35 of the Labor Code·to permit multiple renewals of temporary contracts.

The NIP contains a promise to stLlU~' and encourage incentive pay schemes, although these will
have to be made acceptable to the country's strong and politically influential labor unions... Evenifth~
unions agree to accept incentive-pay schemes, the task of raising labor productivity will not .be easy:
Senegal's industrial labor force has an illiteracy rate of 60 percent or higher (the national rate is about
70 percent), and both public and company training programs are weak.

Reducing the Cost or Nonlabor Inputs. Efforts were to be made to reduce the high cost .of
nonlabor inputs. Energy cost reductions had not been passed on. to industrial users following world oil
price declines after 1984. The NIP promised to develop, with World Bank assistance, an energy sector
plan in 1986, and to sponsor energy audits in energy-intensive firms.

Oil and electricity were not the only input costs from which employers hoped for relief. The
prices of several other government-run services were also felt to be unnecessarily high, such as rail
transport, Port of Dakar charges, telecommunications costs, and water. The NIPpromi~edto study
possibilities for reducing these input costs and to present an action program by March, 1987. PAs was
not, however,made part of the SAL conditionality.

Also, the high cost of key inputs provided by local suppliers- inputs such as cement and sugar
- was to be addressed through the reform of convention speciales arrangements.

Institutional Improvements. It was hoped and expected that some firms threatened by increased
competition would seek to develop new products and new markets and would try to reduce .production

11 One result of these two aspects of the Labor Code is that firms with excess employment ·often
cannot afford to reduce their staff. unless they elect to go out of business. A firm that goes bankrupt
does Dot pay severance pay to its workers before doing so; the code forces them to be claimants on the
firm's assets, just like all other creditors.
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costs; such restrueturingwould certainly require additional financing, both long term and short term.
Although the.NIP says almost nothing about how such restructuring was to be financed, .in late 1987 the
World Bank did extend a US$ 33 million equivalent IDA credit specifically intended to support
restructuring under the NIP.

A relatively minor improvement in the incentive stnicture for new industry was the approval,. in
1anuary 1987, of a revised Investment Code. This contained a new statement of investment objectives
(such as decentralization away from the Dakar region, using the findings of domestic R&D programs)
and linked these to special privileges that would decrease gradually over time (to avoid sudden
terminations that had given rise, in the past, to strong pressures for renewal). The employers' federation
(Conseil National du Patronat or CNP) complained that the new code contains fewer investment incentives
than the one it replaced. and fewer than the codes of the Cl>te d'Ivoire and of Morocco. two of Senegal's
principal competitors.

Closely related to the revision of the Investment Code was the establishment ofa guichetunique
("one-stop window") for processing investment formalities with the GOS. This single-stop office,
attached to the powerful Ministry of Economics and Finance, is authorized to secure all government
approvals.needed under the Investment Code once an intending investor has·submitted.the needed papers
to the guichet unique. Even more helpful may be the provision that aU applications are to be
automatically approved if not denied within" a period of 30 days.

In 1983, the GOS had established two institutions intended to provide export financing and
insurance against certain export risks. These institutions (CICES and ASACE) had been so weakly
funded and staffed that they CQuntedfor nothing and were nonfunctioning. The NIP aimedto revive these
institutions.

In a country with an overvalued exchange rate that, like that in all Franc zone countries, cannot
be independently devalued, policy must search for indirect ways to achieve those objectives which other
countries can seek directly via devaluation. An export subsidy is one instrument. andSenegaJ was the
first country in Francophone West Africa to use it (starting in 1980). Beginning with a 10-percent
subsidy on fob value, and limited to five products, the rate was increased to 15 percent in 1983; it was
henceforth calculated against "local content, "and was extended to 25 products (including fresh fish,
fruits. and vegetables; groundnuts and cotton. the two major agricultural exports. were not eligible).•The
new system pCOYed to be costly. with a high percentage of the subsidy going to the fishing industry, A
new law was approved in May 1986: the subsidy remained at 15 percent but the basis was changed from
"local content" to "local value added. "Without the subsidy, the country's largest cloth producer (selling
9S percent of its output in Europe) would experience an annual loss; with it. the firm could earn a small
profit.

As a form of long-run assistance, the; GOS promised to try to present, by March 1987. a research
program in three fields where it was hoped Senegal might have a comparative advantage - the fields of
agroindustry. marine biology, and pharmaceuticals.
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The Reform Dialogue

However this blend of "negative" (deprotection) measures and protective accompaniments worked
out in practice, adoption of the trade and industrial policy reforms of the NIP was certainly risky for the
Senegalese authorities. 11le question arises: Why did the GOS accept these very considerable political
risks?

One major reason was the need for aid money and the common front presented by the donor
community. The Bank, the IMF, the United States, and most smaller donors were strongly favorable to
the industrial reform program. The United States directly supported the NIP through its African
Economic Policy Reform Program grant (AEPRP I) of USS 5 million in 1984. OnlyFrance, .thelargest
and l1lostinfluential donor, had reservations. French political and aid representatives were not in
disagreement with the objectives and general orientation of the Bank-sponsored program. But many were
opposed to a sudden or drastic reduction in protection, either for industry or for agriculture. .Butthe
French were in a delicate position. Given the importance of French nationals in industrial ownership,
they could not take an aggressive anti-NIP stance without falling victim to charges that they were
defending their own self-interests. This, plus the recognition that reform -of the trade regime was
necessary, explains the apparent lack of French resistance, formal or informal, to the Bank-led program.

The second factor behind Senegalese acceptance was the widespread Senegalese disappointment
with the performance of the industrial sector. During the 1970s, the GOS had had great expectationsfor
the development of industry and bad agreed to heavy financial steps favoring the sector - high
protection, exemptions,. export subsidies, subsidies for public enterprises, and so forth. Disappointed by
the failure ofits policy, the state was more amenable to liberalization.

A.final factor was socio-psychological. The Senegalese administrative class harborsresentInents
and hostilities toward industrial capitalists, which made it easy for them to welcome a policy change that
would put the industrial class to severe tests. Senegalese civil servants inherited some of theirmeprise
(scorn) for the industrialists from their French predecessors; in colonial Africa·the administrative career
enjoyed prestige and was a symbol of success. Private sector operators were either French or Levantine
- single-minded profit seekers far from home - or, if Senegalese, parasitic merchants or very .small­
scale industrialists. More recently, the administrative attitude has evolved into a viewthattheindustrial
class is largely a group of rent seekers and corrupters, who enjoy a quiet and privileged life in the
shadow of high tariff walls and political favoritism.

Looked at this way, the NIP represented an opportunity for the administrative class to expose the
nonentrepreneurial, noncompetitive industria! class to a real test. The administrators were willing to do
this because so many believed the industrial ists were unworthy - a class that had made its way· not by
merit butby influence and corruption.

Another interpretation is more widespread in Senegal. This equates government acceptance of
the NIP more with nationalism than with class attitudes. According to this view, the GOS accepted the
NIP as a way to get rid of foreign industrialists who dominated the sector. Hard evidence in support Of
either of these interpretations is thin.
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Different Views on the Refonns

We discuss the GOS in the previous paragraphs as though it is a monolith. But of course
ministries and departments, and the private sector, varied in their positions on this as on other matters.

The Ministry of Finance took a favorable view of the reform, which gave it bopeof an
improvement in receipts, especially in customs receipts as a result of limitation of exemptions and a
lowering of rates that would reduce corruption and fraud. The MDIA was originally also favorable
towards the NIP since this ministry was the responsible agency and the overseer of the work. The reform
is still one of its major concerns; it is the main spokesman with the World Bank on industrial policy
issues.

The officials. in charge of customs administration had a perspective closer to that ofthe IMP than
to that of tbe.Bank; they focused on revenue generation.•When the main outlines of the NIP became
clear, these officials had time to reflect on the possible consequences of too rapid a deprotectionof
industry. The opinions of the customs administration in this area are significant; it manages the tariff
system (industry exemptions), watches over the application of QRs, and is responsible for controlling
corruption. The customs directorate approved the principle of lowering the rates on the grounds thatit
should encourage a reduction in corruption. On the other hand, it emphasized from the outset that too
strong and too rapid a reduction in tariffs, combined with a' simultaneous elimination ofQRs, would
impose severe strains on local industry.

The Directorate of Extemal Commerce in the Ministry of Commerce became burdened in the
19705 because of the complexity of importlexpon procedures and the proliferation of QRs. It was also
exposed to strong pressures from rival economic llctors. For these reasons, tbe Directorate welcomed
the simplification ofprocedures and looked forwatd to the reduction of QRs. Its leadership, however,
took the position that liberalization should not tie done without reference to the behavior of other
countries. On these grounds it supported the maintenance QRs for the textile sector.

Private entrepreneurs recognized that the policy of protection followed in the 1970s was
excessive, but they objected to rapid deprotectiun. They considered themselves victims rather than
culprits. They knew the legal texts were often i:'~ored and that benefits were given widely via tariff
exemptions and in other ways. They felt that finns had been able to profit from the tariff system .very
unequally, with those having conventions benefitting most. Detailed sector studies would have been
helpful in fitting tbe NIP to reality. Finally, the entrepreneurs were obsessed with the handicaps they
suffered as a result of the high cost factors of proli,iuction; in their view,the cost-reducing accompanying
measures should have been put in place before pf:oceeding with deprotection.

Private sector spokesmen have expressed two maingrievances with the. process by which the NIP
was .introduced. First9 they believe the World Bank was so dominant a player that it couldhavepush~
the Senegalese authorities to adopt the accompanying measures. These actions were crucial in.their view,
since if the private sector was to react favorably to the new incentives, it was necessary that there be
compensation for the losses resulting from deprotection, in the form ofeasier access to capital and Jabor,
lower input prices, and other supply-reducing changes. Yet the Bank and other donors were relatively
passive on these matters.
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Secondly. the private sector feels that it was not consulted in the framing or implementation of
the reform. The private entrepreneurs who were the principal actors in the reform. were assembled on.
January 18. 1986 at an information meeting organized by theMDIA with the help of UNIDO.SoII\e
comments were ask.ed of them on that occasion but no written document was distributed at that meeting.
The employers' federation felt it had not been given timely notice; the interministerial council ()fficially
adopted the NIP the following February 10. The industrial employers, who in Senegal are grouPed into
weU-struetured syndicars, proceeded to submit critical memoranda to the MDIAonthe NIP. Their
feeling of blunt .exclusion from the dialogue no doubt contributed to their general. hostility to the N1P3.lld
the policies it incorporated.

IV. IMPLEMENTATION

Thedeproteetion. reform has claimed the most attention and controversy, so we give it priority
here. To help in. following the issues, it is useful to. review at the outset some basics about the tariff
system. Since there appear to have been gaps between between formal implementation and actual
practice, an effort is made to discern possible backsliding via internal adjustments. The labor market and
institutionalrefonns are treated in less detail.

Deprotection

Since 1980, the taxation of imports has consisted of three elements:

•
•

•

A customs duty (droit de douane) at a uniform rate;

A fiscal tax (droitftscal or DF) at four different rates: a reduced fiscal tax (DFR), an
ordinary fiscal tax (DFO), an increased fiscal tax (DFM), and a special fiscal tax (DFS);
and

a VAT (value added tax} at variable rates.

These rates apply to the cif value of imported products or to their valeurmercuriale. Thec:ustomsduty
and the fiscal tax are true "port charges" since they apply only to imported goods.. The VATis a>tuon
domestic consumption; it falls on both imports and onJocally madeproduets. For that reason, itdoes
not affect the level of tariff protectiorll. The use of separate customs and fiscal charges is a legal fiction
found in several West African countries, which agreed to maintain a single custom rate forallimpolJS
but allowed individual countries to supplement them with fiscal charges. Itls the latter whichprovicl~

the differential between the degree of protection on industrial inputs and outputs, a matter.o(key
importance for industry.

The customs duties were reduced on schedule. The customs administration agreed toareduetiol1
in two steps: inJuly 1986 and in Iuly 1988. It would have preferred, however, not to have. gone beyond
the 1986 reform; the second reduction was made under pressure from the World Bank. Asnotedbelo\V,
the protection differential for final goods, which had been 40 percent in 1985, was to be reduced to to
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percent after July 1988. The customs administration, and many others, believed that this went too. far
- that a differential of 20 percent should apply to all sectors. This implied that semi-finished. products
would continue to be taxed at a reduced rate rather than at the ordinary rate.

In any event, the reform went forward as agreed. The reduced and rationalized tariff structure
is shown in Table 4.3.

The new tariff (Law #86-36) also provided for a progressive revision of the classification of
products to apply fiscal charges according to a product's degree of finish. Seven categories ofproduets
were defined:

• Social goods and related: pharmaceutical products, books, seeds, fertilizer;

• Strategic goods (products benefitting from state subsidies because of their impact on the
national economy): oil, cereals, and petroleum products;

• Capital goods and raw materials;

• Semi-finished products;

o Tariff revenue producing products (pourvoyeurs de recettes): consumer goods not
produced ·locally;

• Other fmished products: consumer goods made locally; and

• Luxury products.

Tariff protection acoorded to different industrial aetivitiesdepends on the gap between the taxes
applied to finished goods and those applied to inputs. This "protection differential" was 40 percentage
points in 1985 ([DO + DFM] - [DD + DFR]). Since the objective of the reform tariff was to lower
effective protection to limit the distortions they entailed, the differential was reduced to 25 percent on July
1, 1986. As Table 4.3 shows, Law #86-36 provided that activities. using semi-finished inputs(DD +
DFO) would enjoy a protection differential of only 10 percent after July I, 1988.

Law #86-36 was modified by Law #87-24 of August 18, 1981, to correct inconsistencies noticed
in c:ertain lines of production (protection of inputs at rates higher than those for the finished product).

The customs code of1974 was replaced in 1987. The new code improved the procedures for fme
tumngtariff classifications- something favored by local industry. It is 31so less protectionist than the
former code; the lower customs duty was intended to reduce corruption. Use of reference prices was to
besubstantiallyeJiminated to make the tariff system more transparent; they were to be used incases of
underinvoicing and dumping (see below).

It was expected that the customs administration would conduct a study on the codes de precision
with a view to their elimination. That study was never done and the tarift de precision are still in. use.
It is the only measure of tariff reform that has not been formally implemented: the codes de precision



128

TABLE 4.3

COMPARISON OF TARIFF RATES
(percent)

(Before •the reform and after the two stages provided by the law
[July 1986 and July 1988] and t~'1e reprotection of August 1989.)

l212 ~ 7/1186 7/1/88 8/1/89

Droit de douaile (DO) 5 15 15 10 15

Droit fiscal
reduit (DFR)

Droit fiscal
ordinaire (DFO)

Droit fiscal
majore" (DFM)

Droittiscal
special (DFS)

10

35

45

70

10

40

50

75

10

30

35

65

10

20

30

50

10

30

35

65
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have been retained as a possible means of maintaining or increasing effective protection.

The timetable for eliminating QRs was respected; some decisions were even taken before their
target date. Only the final stage, announc:ed for January 1988, was delayed - by one month - to
February 1988. The program provided that the first step would be liberalization of imports not
competitive with local industry. The ensuing stages, those which were going to hurt local industry,began
by liberalization of the most competitive Se1ctors. The most vulnerable (textiles, footwear, and school
materials) were liberalized last. QRs were leliminated for all industrial products except (and it is a big
exception) for the products whose firms enjoy conventions (notably, sugar and cement). Nothing can be
done about these remaining QRs until these conventions can be renegotiated.

Few governments are able to resist pr~ssures to protect their domestic industry in the face of
threats from external competition. We should, therefore, expect to find that measures of self-defense
were introduced in Senegal, overtly or covertly. It is not only a priori that we should expect this; already,
in August 1988, right after the second round of tariff reductions. Senegalese authorities let it be known
in Washington tllat they were thinking of reintroducing prior approvals (autorisations prealables) to
protect the textile industry. Also. government granted a reduction in the value added tax on textiles from
20 percent to 7petcent in 1988.

The second reduction in duties (that of July 1988) was supposed to lead to a reduction in the
protection differential to 10 percent for firms using imported semi-finished inputs. The Senegalese were
generally unhappy with this provision. They wanted at least a 20-percent differential for all finished
goods; the 1985 rate after all had been 40 percent. But the changes in the customs duty (DO) and the
fiscal tax were already on the books.

There were at least two ways to reduce duties on imports to increase the protection differential
- in other words, increase the rate of effective protection. One way was to reallocate commodities
among the six~igitbasic classifications into which fina! goods were grouped. moving them to lower duty
groups - for example, from a group paying the ordinary fiscal tax to one paying reduced fiscal taxes.
or even to one paying no fiscal tax at all ("suspended"). The second way washy manipulation of the
codes de precision. The six-digit customs classification in Senegal was enlarged.by two supplementary
digits. which 31lowed product reclassification to give greater protection to local producers. These codes
de precision permitted a differentiation in the taxation of products having the same basic tariff
classification, if the addition of a code de precision tould be justified. The latter have their origin, in
part. in the desire to encourage certain activities by taxing them at lower rates and, in part, in the desire
to create more appropriate product classifications than are provided by general tariff categories. Thus,
a product of mixed usage, capable of being used as a final consumer good or as an intermediate goOd,
would appear in the ann.ex under the DFM heading for its first usage and in the annex under the OFR
heading for its second usage. It is even possible that it could qualify for the "OF suspended" heading
if the user was in a privileged industry such as, for example, the dairy industry.

Thanks to these devices. the customs administration has maintained a differential of at least 20
points for the majority of activities. This is not what had originally been intended by Law #86-36.
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Similarly, some reference prices (mercuriales) have been set at levels designed to protect local
firms. The "minimumcoUection" principle: has been especially significant here. The mercurialesare
applied to almost all products made locally; they are intended to weaken the impact of QR removal and
the lowering of average levels of duty. The minimum collection device consists offixing a minimum
reference tax on imports. In principle, it is aimed at dumping and imports of goods for which ordinary
reference pricing is not an adequate barrier, or goods which may be subject to reclassification fraud at
customs. It can be and has been used as a protective measure. If the minimum tax is set very high, it
can become prohibitive.-, the legal equivalent of a QR. Thus in July 1988 four products competing with
those of CAFAL (switches, cigarette lighters, matches, and cigarettes) were subjected to avery high
minimum collection charge intended to discourage imports. In this case, the minimum collection measure
replaced the QRs that applied to these products until December 1987.

All ofthese "adjustments" represent nonimplementation or retreats from the original reform. We
could not determine how widespread or significant they were, but it would not be ~~rprising if further
research revealed a widespread reintroduction of protection by these devices.

In any event, the GOS made>a full-scale retreat from trade policy reform and the NIP in 1989.
In August of that year, the GOS took explicit steps to reintroduce higher protection via tariff charges.
It proposed an increas,e in. formal tariff structure- a rise in customs. duties of five percentage points,
from 10.percent to 15 percent, the. rate that applied before the second tariff reduction of July 1988. The
GOS took: this step knowing full well that it would be resisted by the World Bank. In what seemed to
bea talc:e-it~r-leave-itletter to the Bank:, the GOS also told the Bank: it had imposed minimum taxes on
certain imports and extended the mercuriales as a necessary response to the growth of fraud
(underinvoicing and dumping). Eighty-five products for which mercurialisation was technically difficult
were subjected to the minimum collection measure. With the raising of customs charges, .tbe
reintroduction of·vaIeurs mercuriales as the basis of determining input values, and the broad ·use of
minimum values set at prohibitive levels, the tariff structure became probably as protectionist as it was
in 1985, and may even be more distorted than it was before the reform.

The Bank and the Fund had to respond to these proposals, which had been put forward by the
GOS almost as a fait accompli in June 1989, without prior discussion. The Fund favored the. revenue­
raising aspect. But the Banlc: was naturally worried about giving in to inevitable employer pressures lest
it threaten the whole liberalization program. Bank skepticism about the need for any "reprotection" was
based partly on the failure of CNP to respond to an earlier Bank invitation that it propose some specific
measures that the parties. might discuss. As matters turned out, both the Banlc: and the Fund agreed to
accept the amount of reproteetion the GOS had proposed.

Bank:. staff tried to put the best face possible on this reversal of reform. Tney said. the changes
were consistent with the main orientation of the trade reform and that the GOS has agreed that various
duty exemptions are to be phased out in 1991 for the vulnerable sectors (textiles, batteries, and matches).
But this is far from certain.
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Conventwas SpeciDles

The NIP-associated World Bank. conditionality took a soft and gradual approach to the problem
of special agreements. The required actions involved studies and audits. SAL II specified that a study
should be done evaluating the costs and benefits of each of the industrial conventions; thle GOS would
then consider the advisability of revisions.

A major legal and political question was whether the GOS would have the authority to cancel or
change such agreements. It could be argued that they were sacred contracts that must be aIllowed to run
their full terms. But a different view prevailed, namely, that conventions are two-way agreements that
impose obligations and standards on an enterprise as well as giving it privileges: if the GOS judged that
a firm had not lived up to its obligations, it would be entitled to reopen a convention for renegotiation
or, in extreme cases, to cancel it.

By mid-1981, a preliminary review of the 15 industrial agreements still in effect had been
conduc","'<!. The general conclusion was that four of the 15 firms were so clearly a net burden .on the
economy, and had so clearly failed to live up to their promises, that steps should be taken to revise the
agreements. The four firms so targeted were CSS (sugar), SOCOCIM (cement), SAR (oil refining), and
ICOTAF (textiles). Since these judgments were preliminary only, and the GOS wanted stronger evidence
before formally moving to renegotiate, it was considering a proposal to conduct some six in-depthstudies
before taking any further action. At mid-1989, no decisions had yet been taken on any of these
recommended studies and the GOS had not yet moved to reopen any convention for renegotiation.

Labor Market· Reforms

Only one of the labor market conditionalities in SAL II and In has been complied with -the
removal of the requirement that employers hire only through the government's Labor Exchange. Since
this regulation was not effective, its removal was not much of a move toward more flexible labor
markets.

The second and more fundamental reform, the NIP's proposal that the Labor Code be changed
to allow multiple renewals of temporary contracts, was less successfully implemented. The trade unions
opposed this change, and when it was submitted to the National Assembly for approval in June 1987 the
unions lobbied strongly against the change, and it was defeated. Thus, on the key issue of moving
towards· greater flexibility in layoffs, the NIP was defeated. The best that could be obtained was a
lengthening of the maximum period during which workers could be employed on temporary contracts
from six months to one year.

SAL IV attacks labor market issues on a broader front than the earlier SALs; they are indeed
centerpieces of the new program. The following changes were approved by the National Assembly in
October 1989:

• In September 1989, the GOS issued a decree allowing firms unlimited use of temporary
contract labor, in the form of activity increase (sUlcroit d'aetivitl);
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• In the revised Investment Code, eligible enterprises can hire workers on·. temporary
contracts for up to five years;

• Small and medium-scale enterprises (investment of US$ lS,()()() to 650,000), which
comprise 40 percent of the formal manufacturing sector, will from 1990 be aJlowedto
sack workers without prior authorization by the GOS; and

• All enterprises in the Industrial Free Zone of Dakar will enjoy these new rights.

The GOShas also agreed to review the collective bargaining system and to freeze minimum
wages for three years. Hardy measures also were agreed to for public employees: a reduction of over
6,000 civil servants; a reduction in the projected wage bill from CFAF 132 to 127 billion in 1988/89;
and a salary freeze until June 1992, except for incentive bonuses.

Whether or not the GOS and the unions can hold to these reforms is an open question. Three
and a half years into the NIP there was little evidence of movement to deal with these problems' IrseeIllS
clear that a government strongly linked to the trade unions has been extremely reluetantto exert pressure
on the unions to permit changes that would make it easier for employers to raise productivity and •to
adjuspheirlabor force.more flexibly. In late 1989t the GOS seemed to accept theconclu~ion that labor
problems might affect the country's industrial future. But whether the promised political, legal, and
contractual reforms can be achieved is still uncertain.

What is certain is that it will not be easy to change the present negative characteristics ·of
Senegal's industriallabor market and labor relations into the higher-productivity/lower-Iabor-coststructure
the sector will need to survive when exposed to competition. Both trade union and government officials
bavetraditionally been suspicious of employer motivations and feel that employers want more flexibility
not because it is needed to strengthen the sector but only to serve their own interests. Terrell and Svejnar
(ina recent study of the industrial labor market) see no way out of stagnant employment levels andfalHng
real wages unless the GOS, unions, and employers can arrive at a "social compact" that wilIencourage
"greater effort, motivation, and labor productivity." Neither the New Industrial Policy nor the wider
structural. adjustment program until 1990 sought to make a major issue of the ·.!I~atisfactory state of the
country's labor relations. Any such attempt is necessarily confrontational, challenging long-standipg
institutional arrangements, deep-seated attitudes, vested personal interests, and one important part of the
GOS's power base. The Bank halS chosen to make such an attempt in· SAL IV.

Reducing the Cost or Nonlabor Inputs

Energy costs have been abnormally high because the GOS did not pass on to industry the
reductions in energy costs following the Sharp fall in world petroleum prices in the years after 1984. A
government severely strapped for revenue did not·want to give away these savings. Somereductionsin
electricity charges (varying from 8-18 percent) were made in July 1986; but these were partlYi.offsetby
increases. in the fixed demand charge, so that industry had not, in fact. been given any substantial relief.
In late 1987, electricity costs in Senegal were reported to be about 60-65 percent higher than in nearby
COte d'Ivoire. Only the phosphate sector had succeeded in obtaining some relief. SALIV takes up these



133

issues again. The energy sector plan envisaged in 1986 was not completed, although by the end of 1988
energy audits were done in nine energy-intensive firms.

LiberaUzingPrices and the Channels ofDistribution

Price control .in the .competitive sectors was abolished by.a decree on June 30, 1987, the
procedures governed by import-export cards were simplified by a decree on May IS, 1987, and alaw
guarmteeing free competition was enacted. Price control has been maintained, however, for strategic
produetswhicharegovemoo by conventions.

Investment Code and "One-Stop Window"

The Investment Code of 1981 was to be changed. One of its deficiencies was that it did not
provide any. transition.period .for enterprises, which were exposed to normal· taxation as soon as their
exemption period was over. Conditions for approval were highly flexible and, in addition, the "Grand
Code" permittedflrms with an iIwestment above 2 billion to claim the very advantageous terms of the
conventionsspeciales. The promised new InvestmentCode was adopted in August 1987. In general, the
new code. was tighter fiscally. It allowed fewer incentives to investors. Special conventions were n~

longer to be granted. Benefits were denied for modernization investments. The code was adopted within
theSAL/NIP deadline, but it is a relativelyunsatisfaetory compromise between those who favored putting
all incentives under a single legal regime and those who believed in the stimulative ..effects ofspecial
benefits. Adoption of the new Investment Code was accompanied (one year later) by the establishment
of the guichetunique to facilitate processing of investment proposals.

New. Financing Facilities

As noted earlier, the World Bank did make financing available for industrialrestrueturing. But
it came into being late; the new fund did not start accepting applications until the end of 1988, two and
a halfyearsaftertheNlP's start and well after all deprotection measures had been adopted. Moreover,
it was not designed to truly facilitate access to restructuring finance.

The credit was set up :\S an APEX fund under control of the Central Bank, which·would make
funds.availabl~througbcommercial·banks ·that agreed. to participate after working out. specific loans with
individual .firms. Few. if any of these banks (most of which were in the. midst of a serious,prol()nged
finanCial crisis themselves) had been accustomed to making medium- or longer-term loans to industry;
their specialty had always been short-term trade financing. The Bank recognized the risk that "the
banking system may bereluetantto increa~e its financial exposuretQ the industrial sector, perceiv~as
moreriskytbantraditional sectors such as commerce." This fear proved correct: . the APEX facility
startedfunetioningin October 1988, but not a single loan had yet been concluded by mid-JulyJ989.
Severalfirms.had approached commercial banks for possible loans but only two or. three of the banks
were .sufficientlyJiquid to even consider participating. Most requests were not for equipmentfinanci~g

but to. help the firms consolidate outstanding credits. Although this bad not been foreseen when the fund
was established, IDA agreed to let the funds be used for this purpose when part of a larger restructuring
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package, but tile Central Bark had not yet reached its own decision on this point by mid-July. Thus, of
four approval-requests submitted by banks, two had been accepted by IDA and were awaiting the Central
Bank poiicy decision on the credit-financing issue.

Jnaddition to the slow start in getting this restructuring facility off the ground, there was
considerable criticism that the financial standards set by the fund (and presumably required by IDA) were
unrealistically strict and sophisticated and, if not relaxed, would effectively exclude from help the great
majority of firms likely to need it.

Export Subsidies and Duty Drawbacks

This system was modified in August 1986. The subsidy (25 percent) is now fixed on domestic
value added and no longer on the fob value of exports. This chan.ge makes the procedure more rational
from an economic point of view but it complicates .ldministrationandresults in long delays in payment.
This change has also been poorly received by exporters, whose value added represents a low percentage
of their export value. Another source of complaint is that this subsidy applies only to exports outside the
CEAO.

But the most important deficiency was. in the administration of thes.e .schemes.. Delays and
uncertainties about payment of subsidies and reimbursement of import duties turned. these. presumed
"automatic" benefits into exceptional events. Exporters did not take them into account. Moreover, with
the rise in import duties since August 1989, the loss of duty drawbacks has become more onet0us, so new
funding .would be required in any overhaul of the system. In any event, aU parties agree that these
schemes have provided little or no export incentives.

Summary

In summary, if, like Senegal's industrialists, we classify the different elements of the NIP into
negative and positive measures, we see that, with the exc~?tion of the. ending of the codes de precision,
all t:1e negative measures have been put into effect. But it is different for the various positive measures.
Some have been delayed (APEX credit) or have. been poorly implemented: the operation of the APEX
facility is a case in point. The procedure for calculating the export subsidy has proved too complicated
and not particularly stimulative of exports. A new Investment Code is now under discussion..As for the
various improvements in the business environment, the principal "accompanying measures" that were to
help industries achieve their restructuring _. modification of the Labor Code .and lowering of the. costs
of nonlabor inputs - have not been adopted.

V. IMPACT AND REACTIONS

The hean of the NIP was deprotection - reform of the tariff system and the ending of >all
quantitative restrictions on imports. The intent was not to. eliminate all protection; it was rather.· to
eliminate overprotection, to put the full burden of protection on .tariffs, and to reform the latter so that
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they were fairer among different industries and were basee on a sounder conceptual basis (in other words,
the protection of value added, not of final selling prices - as the starting point of tariff policy). The
ending of QRs was phased over a three-year period, with those industries judged best able to stand more
competition exposed to it first, and those least able given three years in which to restructure themselves
to withstand the increased competition they knew would come.

To assess likely impacts of the tariff reform, a study was commissioned. It was done by the Paris
office of the Boston Consulting Group (BeG), an international firm. The work began in October 1986
and was finished three months later. It collected and analyzed data from some 60 large-scale firms,
roughly half the number of such firms in the country. The study made estimates of the likely volUMe
of unemployment resulting from layoffs because of efficiency measures taken as firms restructured
themselves, and closure of firms unable to survive in the new, less-protected environment. Itsmain
findings are summarized in the following statements:

• The direct increase in unemployment in firms that are unlikely to survive should be
relatively light (about 700 jobs or less).

• Job-loss resulting from layoffs in firms needing to decrease employment to survive should
be between 350-460.

• Fixed investments on the order ofCFAF 2.3-3.3 billion (USS 7.7-11 million) will be
needed for restructuring.

• If attention is broadened beyond the likely direct impact of the NIP toinc1ude
productivity-raising measures needed to make Senegalese industry competitive,th.enthe
number of jobs at risk rises to 3,500-5,000 and the need for new fixed investment rises
to CFAF 7·11 billion (USS 23.3-36.7). The industries most in need of efforts to raise
productivity are the agroindustries and textiles.

The BCGreport went on to identify several "accompanying measures," which it said were needed
iffirms were to adapt successfully to the new competitive environment. The BeG listofaccompanying
measures differs substantially from those that had been previously announced as part of the NIP's Plan
of Action (cf. Table 4.2). The BeG warned that if its accompanying measures - all but oce of which
required actioii by the GOS - were not taken, then the impact of the NIP, "particularly on employment,"
might be substantially more serious. The accompanying measures listed by BCGwere these:

•
•
•
•

Greater consistency and predictability in administering customs regulations;

Protection against dumping;

Protection against smuggling;

Input price reductions: downstream industries should not have to· support th.e high
domestic prices of suppliers operating under conventions spl!ciaIes; major users of key
inputs like energy and water should be allowed to buy them at a price equal to their long-
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term economic cost (in other words, without the supercosts that now yield the Treasurya good profit);

• Productivity increases, which will require some reductions in staff: changes in sociallegislation should be made to make this possible;

• Fiscal regulations should not discourage mergers of firms; firms in certain sectors workat such low operating rates that they cannot survive without merging; and

• Firms that cannot become competitive in certain of their products should be allowed toimport items needed to fiJI out their productlines.

Of the items listed above, BCG cited customs rationalization and labor-force flexibility as the two mostimportant.

In some quaners, it appears, much more positive effects were anticipated. A document wassubmitted to the Consultative Group meeting in February 1987, entitled "Les projections du programmed'ajustement, 1985-1992," which projected a rate of growth in manufacturing output of 5 percent a yearand similar fates for exports and investme~t growth. These projections assumed a complete reversal ofpast trends. How such incredibly optimistic projections could have been derived is not clear, especiallygiven the kinds of lags that are present even in the most successful trade poHcyreform programs.

Senegal's industrialists reacted with hostility to the NIP. They had not been unanimously andstubbornly opposed to the NIP from its start. Many had recognized the need for greater competition,· andthere had long been consider~le resentment of the privileged position held by firms protectt:(lbyconventions speciales, 'Which insulated teem almost entirely from the effects. of liberalization. Whatdisturbed the employers was their absence from the table when the NIP was designed, the speed withwhich deproteetion was put· into effect, the extent to which the policy was carried, and the severeimbalance that developed between the implementation of the deproteetion measures and theOoosely)promised set .of accompanying measures intended to help tofte restructUring process by loweringmanufacturing costs and providing financing for new investments. This asymmetry in theresttueturingprogram, and in the amount of government and donor attention given to its two sides, pressed hard onmany firms bu.t especially so on those hit by the increased volume of unfair comlJetitionthat arose notlong aftertbe NIP began to be implemented.

By all accounts, deprotection brought in its wake a huge increase in fraud, mainly in the formsof misinvoicing and dumping. The ending of QRs meant that exporters in other countries couJdtrytodispose ofsurplus good! in Senegal with only a duty to worry about. Importers no longer had to worryabOut getting quotas. Furthermore, liberalization included a reform of the licensing system so that itbecame much easier and cheaper for people to become importers or exporters.

In December 1985, there were 2,669 importer/exporter cartes (cards) in existence. Tradeliberalization started the next month. During the next three and a halfyears there were 6,722 new cartesissued, giving a total of 9,391 valid cartes as of mid-June 1989. This was an increase of over two andone-half times in the number of registered importers. Not all of these newcomers were active, of course.B\ltthe importer registration figures are telling and lend credence to the complaints of the CNP and
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individual manufacturers that there has been a significant increase in imported goods, and in dumping,
as a result of trade liberalization.

The industries most affected by deprotection have been textiles (the second-largest industry in the
country), matches, batteries, and chemicals. In June 1988, CNP sent a memorandum to the Minister of
Industrial Development and Artisanry proposing an emergency plan to save the country's textile industry.
At the same time, the CNP called public attention to the serious difficulties that deprotection was >creating
in the mechanical· industries, milk products, animal feeds, cereal and biscuit manufacture, mineral water,
clothing, hosiery, paper cartons, lubricants, paints and varnishes, and plastics (especiallyPVCproductS).

The hard-hit textile industry tried to slow down deprotection by asking the GOS, in early 1988,
to suspend libeRlizationfor at least two years (by the time deproteetion was to affecttextiles, the industry
had two years' advance notice). In its Note, the Fed~ration des Industries Textiles du Senegal (F'ITES)
complained, with much reason, that Senegalese industry was being asked to accept a degree of
deprotection that even the developed countries do not follow (witness the import contro]sagreed to in the
multifiber agreement). If the local industry was to have any chance of survival, here .is whatFITES
thought the GOS should do:

• Put quotas on imports from Southeast Asia;

• Prohibit imports of used clothing ifriperie), a source of problems for the industry for
many years. Inmid-1989tf:ere was a duty on used clothing but none on new clothing
- so a· high proportion offriperie was entering Senegal, in container-load quantities, as
"new clothes";

• Provide relief on "technical" production costs - service inputs purchased from
government suppliers. By far the most important such cost was electricity: in spinning
and weaving, electricitywas said to account for 40 percent of production costs - second
only to raw materials and considerably more than the cost of labor. The cost of
electricity in Senegal was said to be twice its cost in the C6ted'lvoire and Cameroon,
four times its cost in France, and five times its cost in China;

• Reestablish economic order at the frontier. By this, FITES meant: widen the spread
between the duties on inputs and outputs; strengthen the fight against fraud (it quoted an
estimate from Jeune Afrique for March, 1987, that "contraband accounts for 00 percent
of Senegal's textile market";; reestablish the system of mercuriaies, the main instrument
against underinvoicing and dumping; "revise" the export subsidy (export sales account
for over one-third of textile-industry sales);

• Activate the promised restructuring fund (see below);

• Suspend all taxes on the industry during the first year of liberalization; and

• Reform the Labor Code.
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ID~ November 1988, one of CNP's two constituent employer federations, the Societe du Patronat
IndustrieUe du Senegal (:\;PIDS) issued a Notl~ expressing con,cent about the downward trend·of industrial
employment being caused by liberalization..Among member firms of SPIDS, there had been an average
loss of emp)loyment, over the three years 1986-1988, of 6 percent per year. Over the next two to four
years a further loss of abdut 15p,~rcent was projected. If these projections proved accurate, they would
mean a loss Qf 10,000 of industry's total 1985 employment of 35,000, a 3O-percent decline. Behindtbese
figures is mu~hpain ,Uld anguish tl)r those dira.~ly affected. .But it results from a purging· from the
economy of some inefficient, low-value-added industries that cost consumers and the treasury dearly.
.And thesetigures do not include firms still protected by conventions spiciales.

One could of course accuseernployer representatives of trying to scare the GOS and the World
Bcal1k into relaxin:g the pace and extent of deprotection. But in mid-1989 there could be little doubt that
stnleturaladjUStn'ilent was contributing to.a significant shrinkage in employment in the fonnal,or large­
scah~, industrial sector, .and in die number of firms siciJ] operating. The office in the MDIA responsible
forbelping industries in trouble reported in July that23 firms had gone out ofbusiness since 1986.• 0t
Pro~fed impossible t.o get a Ust, however. A Chamber of Commerce list of closed firms contained the
:nam~Ss of 16 that had closed since January 1, 1986, resulting in the loss of 3,141 permanent jobs­
ItemplQlrary jobs lost were notrep0l\ted.)

Many of the closed firms, .. such as the frequently cited case of Bata Shoes - were closed for
reasons having little to do with the NIP. In any case, the general mood of industrial leaders was
decid(:dly hesitant and pessimistic: outside the firms protected by conventions speciales, few if any finns
were profitable, few·· were making any plans for new investments, no new Joreigninvestment was
occurring, and some major bankruptcies were feared. Figures available from the guichet unique showed
not a single application for a factory-scale industrial project since the office opened in March 1987.

VI$ CONCLUSIONS

No one who has looked at Senegal's industrial sector within.the last two years has come'away
confident and optimistic about its health and its future. The sector's malaise is obvious and widespread;
an acceleration of bankruptcies and closures, with escalating unemployment, is a real fear. Thevolume
of new inv~, ment, either by existing or by new firms, is extremely low. These negative impressions
doubtles:s suffer from the exaggeration of all .short-term perspectives; but they are real and they
complicate the problem of passing judgment on the NIP and its implementation. Senegalese industry
might well be in its present difficult condition even if there had been no effort to restructUre it. Given
tilis caution, what can we say about the apparent success or failure of t!leindustrial restructUring
experience of the ·1980s1

A Summary Scorecard

Table. 4.4 provides a summary score-card of what was done, and what was not.done, to
implemelltthe NIP. It ties in closely with Table 4.2, where the main objectives of the NIP were outlined.
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TABLE 4.4

IMPLEMENTATION PERFORMANCE OF TIIE·NIP

Thjn&s Don~

Quantitative restrictions abolished.

Tariff structure reviewed & revised.

Many industrial prices decontrolled; likewise
distribution channels.

Investment code revised.

One-stop investment office opened.

Future conventionsspeciales prohibited.

Study of existing conventions done.

Access to import licenses made much easier (=
more competition).

ThinKs Not Done

Cost of technical factors reduced.

Increased flexibility in labor market.

Strengthening of export credit &
insurance schemes and agencies.

Export subsidies increased &
administration simplified.

Launching research program· to identify
new investment possibilities.

Establish joint govtlemployer· comm. to
monitor NIP progress.

Renegotiation of conventions speciales.

Timely establishment of an appropriate
restructuring investment fund.



140

A few comments are needed to put this compl iance scorecard in better perspective.

• Although the tariff structure was given a thorough overhaul and average rates· were
reduced and initially made more internally consistent, the process of makingeltceptions
began again almost before the •ink was dry. Two instruments initially intended· to be
abolished, or nearly so (the va/eurs mercuriaies and the codes de precision), regained
considerable use as instruments to fight against underinvoicing and maintain the target
"protection differential" of 20 points between inputs and outputs. In addition, the GOS's
restoration of the basic tariff level to 15 percent in mid-1989 undid a significant part of
the initial reduction.

The net result of these revisions and counterrevisions appears to have left. the tariff level
and structure not verj different from what they were before the NIP was introduced.
"Plus ~a change, plus c'est lam~me chose." It is difficult to say, however, whether the
unforeseen steps backwards (reprote.ction) reflected government responses to pressures
from private interests or to genuine concerns about a deteriorating industrial scene and
the need to do something about unfair import practices. In any event, if it is true that
the customs regime today is not very different from what it was before the NIP, then the
trade liberalization episode is largely over.

• There is another difficulty also: one is sometimes told that there was so much Stnuggling
into the country from Mauritania and, especially, from Gambia that the formal protection
measures did not really protect -implying that the reduction of formal protection did
not significantly increase the competition. to which Senegalese industry was exposed,
since it had long had to compete against smuggled goods. This is a difficult argument
to accept, although it is doubtless true of certain goods at certain times.

• The GOS did not promise to reduce the costs of technical factors: it promised only to
study the possibility of doing so. Formal studies do not appear to have been conducted
untiJearly 1989, when reductions in fuel and electricity charges were agreed upon by the
Bank, the Fund, and the GOS.

• Regarding the amount of assistance for expm1S, a change in the basis on which export
subsidies are paid .(from fob value to value added) did little to strengthen incentives.
Also, administration of the system became more, not less, complicated. And nothing was
done to strengthen the ineffectual export credit and insurance agencies. Thus the NIP
brought little or no help for industrial. exports __ an area identified by the World Bank,
in its four-volume 1979 country economic report, as the key to sectorgrowili(with
exports to the EEC,under the Lome convention, more promising than those to the much
poorer, smaller, and more restricted regional markets of West Africa). Exportpromotion
comes in for renewed attention in SAL IV.

• The Bank did move promptly to help set up a financing facility for industrial
restructuring, but it took much longer than expected and - what seems a fataJflaw­
it wCJ~ linked, administratively and conceptually, to the private banking systeDl, which
was in complete disarray. One cannot be sure that the earlier availability of more easily
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a,;cessed funds would have been used by industry, but that would have seemed a better
strategy for encouraging restructuring investments.

Diagnosis, Design, and Compliance

Few who have looked at Senegal's industrial scene take issue with the broad objectives ofthe NIP
- opening the sector to greater competition, making the sector more flexible and efficientso that·it could
stand up to competition, and encouraging more exports. By far the strongest and most persistent criticism
has come from French observers, who feel unifomJy that the NIP tried to go too far, too fast, and that
it was unbalanced in the emphasis given to the negative reforms of deprotection in contrast to the weak
attention·.given to the positive cost-reducing areas represented by the accompanying measures. Neither
SAL n nor SAL ill mentions any of the accompanying measures except the effort to increase labor
market flexibility. This asymmetry is part of what these observers mean when they characterize. the
program as "brutal."

The brutality criticism implies that the diagnosis and program were basically sound but should
have b~nspreadover a longerperiod, should not have exposed the sector to quite as much competition,
and should have required the introduction of the main accompanying measures as a precondition for
reducing protection. There are two difficulties with this view. One is the question of how the donors
should extend assistance during whatever longer adjustment period might have been chosen (say five,
seven, or ten years): one can· argue that such a timetable would have permitted a more logical· phasing
of adjustment activities (studies, cost-reduction measures, and establishment of financing facilities in the
early years, with deprotection measures postponed until the later years). The NIP and its PA did not
attempt such sequencing: all activities were on the same, compressed timetable. One difficulty with .the
stretched-out, sequenced timetable is that the major donors might be reluctant to extend assistance in the
early years with little more to show for it than a series of studies. Another is that hard policy .choices
could be deferred, then abandoned.

The second major difficulty is the assumption that giving more attention to the (cost-reducing)
accompanying measures would have succeeded in putting them in place. There is a fairly clear trade-off
between giving industry lower prices for fuel, electricity, water, telecommunications, and public transport
and preserving those values for the .accounts of the utilities that supply them, helping fund their
investment programs or. (in. the case of fuel) providing important revenues for the GOS.. Perhaps. aU one
can say is that this problem deserved more systematic attention than it seems to have received. If some
sharing ofthes.e cash rows with industry could have been negotiated, industry complaints would have
been muted. Allin all, it seems fair to conclude that not enough attention was paid, in advance, to the
real possibilities and difficulties of reducing input costs; this vagueness allowed false hopes to ar:ise. within
indUStry and needlessly gave it a weapon for criticizing the whole program.

One part of the diagnosis, and the remedy proposed, does indeed seem weak, namely, the
approach to introducing greater flexibility in the labor market by making it easier for employers to hire
and layoff workers. The latter problem - compounded by the division of employees into "temporary"
and "permanent" with different rights - is undeniably an important cause of overstaffing and low
productivity. Perhaps it was not unreasonable to expect that some improvement in labor market tlexibiI ity
could be made by trying to push a change in the Labor Code through the National Assembly. But in
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retrospect a less confrontational strategy might have been devised, which might have been morepromising. Comparative studies of other systems of labor law in developing countriesmighthave helped.

Despite the great difficulty of learning what is real!y happening in the sector (closures,bankruptcies, layoffs, product import-volumes, duty receipts, and so on) - and then trying to sort outwhat has been caused by restructuring measures and what simply reflects long-term trends or normalbusiness fluctuations - we lean toward a judgment on the NIP that is. more favorable· than unfavorable.

There seems little question that for most industries there was (until mid-1989 anyway) morecompetition than before restructuring began in 1986. Increased imports, not new domestic investment,provided this increased competition. The abolition of QRs and of autorisationspreaIables, plus the largeincrease in the number of licensed importers, underlies the apparent increase in imports. A .large shareof the increased impOrts may have led to "unfair competition" - to dumped goods and goods that areunsaJeable in their producers' normal markets offered to Senegal at distress prices. This major problemappears not to have been anticipated. Nor does any mechanism exist for flagging such problems whenthey arise in particular product lines and for devising remedial measures. It was originally intended thata joint government-industry committee would be established to monitor implementation of the NIP (seeTables 4.2 and 4.4). This apparently was never done.

There have been complaints from industry that it was not adequately consulted during the designof the NIP and the PA, and that they were handed a fait accompli that was flawed because of inadequateindustry consultation. Again, it is difficult to sort out the truth:WorJd Bank representatives say theydid considerable informal talking with industrialists, and note the weak state. of industry organization,.in1984-1985, for conducting more formal talks. As noted, the climax meeting with employers just beforeformaIadoption of the NIP does seem not to have been planned and conducted with sufficient sensitivityto gaining employer acceptance and feedback.

Formal compliance with the conditionality built into SALs II and III has been good: few specificactions to which specific dates were attached were not done, and most have be.en completed on time. Theadministrative backtracking by use of mercuriales, codes de precision, and .minimumduties •may,however, have undermined the real impact of the refonn. The formal compliance record is marred onlyby a few lapses, such as the delay in renegotiating any of the conventions speciales after completion oftheir overall review, and the previously noted failure to set up an adequate monitoring system.

We do not know how the NIP actually affected the level and structure of effective protection.Even at the level of the firm (a proxy for individual product classifications)~ it may be difficultto tellwheilier impacts reflect changes in the formal tariff regime, increased competition resultingfromaoolitionof QRs or from increases in underinvoicing, dumping, or smuggling. It seems likelythat changesin thetariff regime have been minor, and less than originally intended, but that the impact of "unfaircompetition" has been greater than anticipated. There are so many serious data problems that theseimpressions cannot be tested against numbers. And the monitoring system is so weak that they cannotbe firmed up by reporting the views of "knowledgeable people."

There have been other attempts to assess the impact of the NIP - by USAID, by UNDP/UNIDO,and by the Economic Counselor of the U.S. Embassy. The most quantitative attempt to monitor theeffect of the NIP of Senegalese industry has been made by a U.S. consulting firm, TvT Associates of
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Washington, D.C., hired by USAID to help it develop a monitoring system for industry. Using quarterly
survey data collected by the Ministry of Economics and Finance, TvT has constructed 10 indices for 19
industry branches, covering 33 firms. The indices are based on averagel; for the 1982-1985 period and
present data for output, sales, inputs, sales prices, cost prices, input prices, exports, export prices,
imports, and import prices. While the write-ups of each branch provide a considerable amount of useful
information, it has proven extremely difficult to arrive at any overall judgments about the impact of NIP
on the sector, based on these (often incomplete, often much-delayed) government-coUecteddata;
moreover, the GOS does not allow anyone else to collect survey data. Here are the main conclusions
reported in the mid-1988 and mid-1989 monitoring reports:

The data base, which is the main reference for our analysis, is not consistent enough to
assess the overall effect of the NIP. In fact, the impact of the reduction of custom tariffs
rates cannot be seriously assessed without analyzing the evolution of the consumption of
imported inputs per branch [no data on inputs was then being collected in the MOF
survey). Also it is necessary to make sure that the eventual reduction of price of imports
is the result of reducing the tariff instead of being the result of a favorable world price
trend. [July 28, 1988]

One year later (June 1989), the USAID monitoring report stated that: "We still cannot reach global
conclusions regarding the overall impact of the NIP on the industrial sector." There were problems.with
incompleteness of the base period database, failure of some firms to respond to the MOF quarterly
survey, and the complete absence of employment inform In.

Despite the authors' inability to arrive at any overall judgment on the impact of the NIP. one can
derive considerable understanding of the situations faced by several branches and individual firms. What
stands out more clearly than the effects of the NIP are the number of firms that were experiencing
difficulties for reasons. that had little or nothing to do with the NIP (for example, a fish-processing
industry that had lost international competitiveness, textile producers that were losing local market share
to lower-eost producers in nearby coulltries even before the NIP increased competition fromnonregional
producers, and biscuit manufacturers suffering badly because they had to buy their sugar and flour from
highly protected domestic producers while producers in the Cote d'Ivoire could buy their inputs at world
prices).

Such difficulties reflect the long-run price a countrj pays for granting excessive long-run
protection (through conventions speciales) to start up industries that should never have been startedin the
first place (or onlywith much more limited concessions). The NIP has so far been unable to correct any
of these past mistakes; but it speaks clearly about prohibiting similar mistakes in the future._

French observers are not the only critics of the SAL industrial program. In May 1989, after
interviewing a dozen industrial firms, the Embassy's Economic Counselor drafted a report which said in
pan:

Industrial sector production. which registered modest increases since 1982, declined about
12 percent between mid-1986 and mid-1988. Today it appears that sales and profits of
a number of firms have fallen off, several thousand workers have lost their jobs, and the
rate of closure of firms· may be accelerating. These developments are due to a variety
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of factors. Some appear to be associated with the NIP while others are completelyunrelated to it.... [Our interviews) found an industrial sector which complains of beingbesieged by low-cost imports and hampered by high-cost factors of production, customsfraud, rigid labor regulations and the lack of badly needed financing.... To limit thedamage now under way the GOS needs to move quickly....

Our interviewees welcomed the opportunity to share their opinions of the NIP andbecame quite eloquent in th.eir virtually unanimous denunciation of the policy. Mostagreed with the principle of liberalization and competition, but they arg-\Ied that the policyhad been badly designed and poorly implemented. They faulted the World Bank forfailing to consult Senegal's industrialists and for relying on theories which theyconsidered had little basis in rt~ity. All agreed that the trade liberalization measures hadbeen taken too abruptly over a two-year period while many of the "accompanyingmeasures" have either failed tiD materialize or else have been put into place only afterunconscionable delays.

A recent USAID internalreview has produced a more positive assessment. It found evidence thatthe NIP reforms "are already producing desired.effects and should continue to produce favorable eff~ets.. . . Some industrial firms visited ... h,ave already demonstrated a capacity to adjust to .the conditionsof world market competition. 10 The team's strongest impression, however, was the emergence ofnewstrength in the informal sector, including,small-&caJe or artisanal manufacturing. This sector appears tohave· benefitted strongly from the NIP's reductions of customs duties (which were, however, mostlyrescinded in August 1989) and from th\e surge in imports foJIowing the ending of. QRs·and~heliberalization of import trading. Despite shortcomings in the reform process,th~ review recommends thatUSAID continue to support .donor efforts Ito help restructure the sector. An· improved· programiwiHrequire better donor and govemment communication with affected groups, an improved monitoringsystem, greater willingness and ability to make midcourse corrections, and the. ironing outo! "competin~donor agendas" (this apparently refers to tension between the IMF's concern for maintaining governmentrevenues and other donors' willingness to sacrifice some of these revenues to lowering industiialcosts).

Another .recent review (late 1989) was done by MDIA under UNDP/UNIDO sponsorship("L'Ajustmentdu secteur industrieI au Senegal It). The review concludes that there has been. very Jiuleimprovement in the institutional environment within which large-scale industry operates. Abouttwo­thirds of the 22 firms visited expressed optimism about their ability to adapt to the new competitiveenvironment. Nevertheless, the three-year reform period has se.ena strong and rapid deterioration in thecommercial and financial environment confronting industry (the Bank-sponsored APEX facility did notprovide the kind of help needed). Restructuring should have been 1,receded by specific subseetorstudies(not just the BCG global study); there should have b,~en more consultation with industryandlabor;.andthe adjustment period should have been stretched over five years, at minimum. There has been no relieffrom labor market inflexibility nor from the high cost of nonlabor inputs. Budget constraints Jarge1yexplain the GOS's inability to strengthen agencies intended to help industry restrucmre(ONFP,OIlUZ,CICES, ASACE, SONEPI). With external supports so weak, industry's ability to adjust has dependedmainly on what it could do internally - through better work organization, training, and managementimprovements. The review has little to say about what ought to be done in the future: its one and one­half pages ofrecommendations are brief and general, emphasizing a need to rciliinkrestrueturing strategy.in cooperation with.affectedparties.
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A Summing Up: 13 Questions, 13 Answers

Perhaps our net judgments, and suggestions for the future, can best be conveyed by the answers
we give to the. following questions:

1. Has industrial restructuring been a success? 'No.

2. Has industrial restructuring been a failure? No.

3. Could the sector have been left as it was, with no attempt at restructuring it? No.

4. Should the World Bank and other donors have limited themselves to making atec;hn.ical
assistance.diagnosis of the sector'sproblems, leaving it up to the GOS either to take, Qrnotto
take, whatever remedies it wished? No.

5. Were the NIP and its PA develop&:: with sufficient industry consultation to gain employer
comments on and endorsement of the program? No.

6. Was the degree of deprotection excessive? No.

7. Should the deprJtection steps have been.stretched over five. years instead of two and one-half?
Yes.

8. Were all major problems correctly foreseen? No. (Major points missed: infeasibility of
introducing key accompanying measures and the intensity of "unfair competition.")

9. Was adequate assistance provided to help finance productivity-increasing investments? No.

10. Has restructuring strengthened Senegal's industry by forcing employers to take aetions.that make
it more competitive? Little such evidence to date.

11. Was adequate machinery put in place to monitor program progress? No.

12. Isilldustrial restructuring inherently difficult to design, to implement, and to evaluate? Yes.

13. Should the World Bank and other donors attempt to continue, through fine tuning, the industrial
restructuring effort? Yes.
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CHAPTER FIVE

THE FRENCH A1~1) U.S. STRUCTURAL ADJUSTMENT PRO.GRAMS

I. INTRODUCTION

Although the IMF and the Bank have played the lead roles in Senegal) stabilization andstru.cruraladjustment programs, some of the larger bilateral donors have also participated. The United States andFrance, the. two largest, have both developed independent structural adjustment programs parallel to andcoordinated with the Bank's much more visible assistance. In both cases, however, the poIicy-oriented,budget-supportprograms.still absorb only a minority share of those countries' total assistance programs,which have continued to be dominated by project aid. This chapter reviews the American cmdFrenchexperience with this new form of assistance. 1

Table 5.1 summarizes the more complete Table 5.2. It shows the trend of total aDA for thedecade 1978-1987, the shares of bilateral and· multilateral aid, the relative amounts of American andFrench aid, and the proportion of total bilateral aid coming from the United States and France combined.

The following points are worth noting:

• Bilateral aid (from 16 countries) has provided two-thirds of totalassistance, with no clear
trend. in the proportion;

• French and U.S. aid have accounted for over half of all the bilateral assistance. Thelarger secondary bilaterals include Canada, the Federal RepubHc of Germany, Italy,. andthe Arabs (classified as one donor) ..• Of the secondary bilaterals, as of 1989, only theSwiss government had participated in structural adjustment assistance tbroughcofinancing;

• French aid has been, on average, about three times greater.than U.S. aid, retlectingthe
historical COlonial .connection; and

1 This chapter draws beavHyon two background papers prepared for this study:G. Chambas,"L'Aide Fran9aise l l'ajustement strueturel, "October 1989; and S. Keener, "Structural AdjustmentinSenegal: Role of the U.S.," September 1989; andona recent USAID evaiuation of its ESFprogram:J. Huber, "Evaluation of the Economic Support Fund (ESF): USAID/SenegalProgram Grant Years.IVand V," TvT Associates, September 1989.



TABLE 5.1

OFFICIAL DEVELOPMENT ~'STANCE TO SENEGAl, 1978-87
(Commitments, ill USS millions)

1978 1979 1980 1981 1982 1983 1984 1985 1986 1987 1978-87
(Avg)

Bilat 187 199 257 251 368 336 347 250 409 454 306

Multi 84 163 120 119 114 92 99 63 229 438 152

Total 271 362 377 370 482 428 446 313 638 893 458

Bilat % 69 55 68 68

France 74 94 115 144

USA 25 23 37 33

76 79 78 80

94 101 121 142

41 S6 68 47

64 51 67

150 175 121

52 4743

Fro + USA
as % all
bUlls 53 59 60 71 37 47 54 75 49 49 S4

Source: Data supplied by USAID/Dakar.

Note: In line with convention, figb:es exclude assistance from International Monetary Fund. But
Structural Adjustment Facility loans are in fact "assjC!!ance," not short-term balance of payments
support. These amounted to SDR 17 mn in 1986 (f ("st SAF); SDR 26 mnin 1987; SDR 60 mn
(ESAF, first year) in 1988. The total to be disbursed in 1988-90 is SDR 145 mn.
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TABLE 5.2

AMOUNTOFOONOR PARTICIPATION

1918 1919 1980 1981 1982 1983 1984 1985 1986 1981
aid

Canada 4.6 2.9 2.5 304 5.3 6.2 6.5 4.6 3.0 3.8
France 34.7 27.0 41.6 31.7 33.6 26.8 24.6 27.2 25.8 25.9
Germany 2.5 3.8 4.4 3.2 6.2 6.0 6.0 5.2 4.5 2.4
Italy 0.1 0.1 0.0 0.3 0.3 2.1 2.1 5.2 5.2 6.7
Japan 0.7 1.1 1.9 2.2 2.2 4.7 3.4 3.9 2.1 3.7
Arabs 4.4 0.4 0.8 14.0 5.7 14.8 15.8 13.0 6.0 4.9
United •States 6.1 8.7 13.5 9.4 11.3 14.4 18.1 14.5 6.7 7.1
Other 5.6 5.2 5.7 3.9 7.6 5.1 6.1 5.7 9.0 7.3

Total
Bilateral
Aid 58.1 49.2 70.4 68.1 12.2 80.1 82.6 19.3 62.3 61.8

Multilateral Aid

EEe 20.9 35.2 9.1 14.9 13.6 5.0 5.5 2.0 10.9 11.0
IDA + mRD 5.0 6.3 7.0 12.2 7.4 6.3 5.5 9.7 19.1 17.3
Other 15.4 9.3 13.5 4.8 6.8 8.6 6.4 9.0 7.7 9.9

Total
Multilateral
Aid 41.3 50.8 29.6 31.9 27.8 19.9 17.4 20.7 37.7 38.2

Source: Derived fromOECD data (calculated by R. Greene and A. Thioune, USAID, Dakar,·1989)
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• Althougb not shown in Table S.I (see Table S.2), the largest multilateral donor bas not
been the World Bank but the European Economic Community (EEC), the bulk of wbose
development assistance flows througb the Fond Europ~nde D~veloppementreED).The
BEC in 1989 and 1990 was engaged in a joint effort with the World Bank and the CCCE
(Caisse Centrale de Cooperation Economique), negotiating an agricultural sector policy
loan.

Although one might think that the presence of multiple donors with independent structural
adjustment programs would raise serious problems of coordination, of "turf," or of conftietingpolicy
objectives, these problems seem to have been·minor. As noted especially in the chapter on agricultural
refurm (Chapter Three), there have been numerous differences ofemphasis and opinion on various reform
particulars. But the extent and general cordiality of donor coordination in Senegal have been unusuaL
The key problem, as in the case of the Bank, bas been the donors' inability to achieve the structural
changes they sougbt,·and for which they appeared to secure nominal agreement from the GOS. ·We look
first at the French experience, and then at that of the United States.

u. THE FRENCH ROLE IN STRUCTURAL ADJUSTMENT

Official French development assistance moves through two channels: the Minist~rede l'Aide et
de laCoop&ation (MAC, the Frenchgovemment aid agency, acting through the Fond de rAideet de
la Coop&ation,or FAC),and the CCCE, a parastatal tinancingagency. TbeMACis thechannelfol"
grant assistance, including grants for general budget support; its fund! come from the Treasury. The·
CCCE makes only loans; its funds come from borrowings on the French capital market. The CCCE's
normal project loans bear an interest rate·geared· to the· eCCE's. borrowing rate; its structural· adjustment
loans, however, bear a modestly lower rate,subsidized by the Ministry of Cooperation. Assistancefrom
both sources involves a common procedure that includes tripartitefield·missioDS on·wbich are represented
the Ministry of Cooperation, the Ministry of Economy and Finance, and the eCCE. Whether a country
is given grant or loan assistance depends on judgments abollt its public finances and its repayment ability.
Since Senegal has been designated as eligible for adjustment loans, but nOt for general grant budg~
support(an aid category reserv~ for the poorest countries), our attention will focus entirely on struetural
adjustment support from the CCCE.

Table S.3 shows the yearly amounts of such aid over the ll-year period, 1978179-1988189,alld
its distribution between structural adjustment loans and other forms of financial assist?..Dce. Until the end
of the 19705, almost all the CCCE'sassistaDce took the form of "bard" loans forspecitic projects or
institutions. It did not use its financial assistance to tty to influence macroeconomic or development
policies. Whatever influence France exerted in those areas (and it was considerable) was exerted
indirectly. through.the technical advisers who continued to woft in most ministries as part of French
teclmical assistance, and through trusted French officials who enjoyed access to and audience with
Senegalese decision makers.

When the fiscal crisis of the late 19105 arrived, French officialsquicldy realized that Senegal's
problems were too deep-seated to be relieved withouta change in the form of foreign assistance. French­
aided projects suffered from Senegal's inability to fund its share of the costs and it was obvious that the



TABLES.3

FRENCH AID FOR STRUCTURAL ADJUSTMENT
(commitments, in billions of CFAF)

Type of aid
Stroet. Adj.

Yar Strnet. Adi, ~ Th1aJ. CFAF/S Total (%)

(an.
average)

1978/79 2.5 8.0 10.5 201 23.8
1979/80 2.5 7.0 9.5 225 26.3
1980181 14.0 20.4 34.4 272 40.7
1981182 5.0 25.5 30.5 329 19.6
1982/83 7.5 17.9 25.4 381 29.5
1983/84 12.7 19.4 32.1 437 39.6
1984185 7.3 19.1 26.4 449 27.7
1985/86 10.0 17.6 27.6 346 36.2
1986/87 12.5 28.9 41.4 301 30.2
1987/88 12.5 38.0 S0,S 298 24.8
1988/89 15.0 27.5 42.5 316 35.3

Source: Caisse Centrale de Coop~ration Economique (CCCE) and the Organization for Economic
Cooperation and Development. Exchange rates from various 'World Bank reportS.
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country would not be able {O regain fiscal control without large amounts of outside budgetary aid. The
prQblem was much tOO big for French aid alone; besides, French advisors and French interests were still
prominent in the country and hence French policy could not be expected to have as much detachment and
independence as others. Indeed, French officials are said to have felt that the GOSpreferredothersto
playtbe lead role. So the French welcomed the roles that the Fund and the Bank quickly assumed.

French officials were more sYmpathetic to the stabilization efforts of the Fund than to the early
structural reform efforts of the Bank (the Bank's SAL I dealt primarily with changes inagriculture,a
sector of special French .interest and expertise). Many French felt the Bank was overambitious in its
reform objectives and perhaps not sufficient!y sensitive to the del ieatepolitieal situation in which the GOS
found itself.

The French characterize their early relation to stabilizationlstructural adjustment as one·· of
alignemenr - acceptance and support of IMF and Bank objeetivesand forms of aid but withoutany
strong participation in the policy dialogue.2 In 1978179,. for the first time, France made nearly a quarter
of its aid available in the form of general budget support. That proportion was to average just over one­
thLd of much la.rger total flows during the following decade (Table 5.3). Some details on French
Mructural adjustment loans during that decade are given in Table 5.4.

When the Bank resumed its policy-based lending discussions in 1984, after the cancellation of
SAL lin ·1983, most French officials found themselves in general agreement with the Bank's conviction
that Senegal's inefficient state entities should be cut back.and its poorly performing·produetive sectors
reformed. But there were persistent differences in emphasis and on particular policy issues. Most French
observers believed, for example, that Senegal's agriculture (particularly rice and sugar) de5ervedm?re
protection than the Bank wanted to give it; the rural world needed more organization(for example, into
cooperatives) if market mechanisms were to work equitably; cereals prices, including coarse· grains,
should be supported; .exposing fanners. fully to fluctuating. world prices would be. undesirable; and dee
marketing liberalization was of doubtful benefit.

In industry, many French felt that the New Industrial Policy would be to<> brutale, unless.a1Lparts
of the package could be delivered and .the timetable stretched out; new SALstrueturesmighteclipse
regular GOS agencies; and SAL activities were monopolizing the energies of too many of the bestpeople
of the GOS. Many French aid officials apparently felt that the Bank's liberalization policy was somewhat
doctrinaire and extreme. But the French werereluetant to push their views with the .Bank because ofthe
size of French interests in the country, especially in industry. And the French .. fully recognized the
dominant need to regain control over Senegal's macroeconomic parameters, through restrueturingthe
economy. That imperative made the French rein in their reservations and align themselves with the Bank
and· Fund programs.

A major difference between French and American adjustment assistance has beenthartheFrench
provided loans, the Americans grants. Moreover, the French loan terms have not been particularly

2 French officials· have and. had the rights of participation that key or principal donors have in anY
country. Bank and Fund staff consuit regularly with local French aid officials, and visiting missions
rarely fail to brief counterparts in FAC, theCCCE, and the Tr~or~
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TABLE 5.4

SOME DETAILS OF FRENCH STRUCTURAL ADJUSTMENfLOANS

SiDed Amount Borrower ~ Tenn~ Use of Funds
(CFAF bn) % ...yrs...

12/78 2.5 BNDS 10.200 15 4 capital budget
1/80 2.5 BNDS 12.770 15 4 proj. counterpartfnds.

11/80 10.0 BNDS 14.440 15 5 capital budget
8/80 4.0 State 7.500 15 5 debt arrears
3/82 5.0 State 10.000 15 5 "restructuring"
12/82 7.5 State 16.125 15 5 "
3/83 10.0 State 9.825 15 5 ..
12/83 2.7 State 14.200 15 5 "
3/84 7.3 State 8.095 15 5 If

6/85 10.0 State 9.150 15 5 ..
9/86 12.5 State 5.750 15 5 "
9/87 12.5 State 5.700 15 5 ..
10/88 15.0 State 0.681 30 10 ..

Source: Chambos, and CaisseCentraJ~ (CCCE), 1989.
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"soft": interest rates have been over 10 percent in five of the-13 last years and~ until last year, all carried
a IS-year term after a four- or five-year grace period. However, the loan-grant distinetionbecame
history in 1989 when President Mitterand, in Dakar, converted most of the unrepaid loans into grants.

The Caisse Centrale's adjustment aid has taken the form of straight budget assistance - originally
to pay for items. in Senegal's capital budget but soon changed to cover selected noncapital expenditures:
repayment of debts owed by the GOS and by public enterprises, the making of contrats-p1ans .Jor
individual enterprises, orrefonn of a.fili~re (vertically integrated sector). French acijustmentassistaDce
has been much lessconcemed with macroeconomic .perfonnance than has been, for example, World Bank
adjustment lending - the French have left such issues to the Bank and the Fund. Nor has explicit
conditionality been an important aspect of France's adjustment assistance. The French have left to others
the specifieationand enforcement of structural reforms. A related aspect is the absence of tranchingin
the Caisse's adjustment loans, although the customary use of annual adjustment loans <carries. similar
implications. In Senegal, the French have never interrupted their 12-year series. of adjustment loans
because of "poor performance" on an earlier loan.

One final observation - one that can also be made of the structural reform assistance from the
United States and even from .the World Bank: despite the introduction of structural adjustment aidin the
late 19705, two-thirds of French development assistance remained in the traditional project andtechnical
assistance mode. When structural adjustment lending was introduced, then substantially increased, .it did
not gradually push out project lending: the volume ofproject lending also increased substantially, •leaving
the. proportion of project assistance at the end of the decade about where it was during tbeearlyyears
of adjustment lending. The French, like most other donors, have financed a larger and larger sbareof
each project's costs.

m. POLICY-BASED ASSISTANCE FROM THE UNITED STATES

The United States has addressed issues of development policy and institutional refonnthrough
three instrumentalities: the Economic Stabilization Fund (ESF), the Africa Economic Policy Reform
Program (AEPRP), and the self-help· measures under Titles I :md ill of its PL 480 assistance. Most of
our attention will be given to the ESF program, much the largest of the three programs; webrietly
describe the other two at the outset.

The Africa Economic Policy Reform Program (AEPRP)

AEPRP-I in Senegal began in 1986, with a USS lS-million grant designed "to play a secondary,
reinforcing role to the major industrial sector reform initiatives supported by the World Bank." .• The
funds were released in three tranches (1986, 1987, and late 1988) upon satisfactory. evidence thattheGOS
had complied with grant conditions (most related to the Bank's SAL II conditions on reducing duties and
lifting QRs). The counterpart funds generated were used partly to repay the debts whichce~ain

agroprocessing parastataJs owed to the banking system, and part!Yto repay the government's oWllarrears
to the private sector.
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In January 1990, USAID assembled a four-man team to evaluate experience under this initial
AEPRP grant. The team's report represented a somewhat "revisionist" position; in other words t it
contained a number of judgments at odds with the generally neg ve reports by others on the .adverse
effects of the New Industrial Policy. The Lowenthal Report (to use the name of the team's leader}found
that reduced protection, especially via removal of QRs, had administered a needed shock to industrial
operators, and that it seemed to be working, with several formal-sector fIrms beginning to take steps that
might allow them to survive in the more competitive environment the NIP was intended to produce. •The
repon argues that the "big winner" in the short term appears to be the infonnalsector, which has shown
a "dynamic response ... to customs and import liberalization and may serve as. a spring-board for
economic growth in the 199Os."

As for the struggling formal sectort the shock effect of the NIP has undoubtedly been beneficial;
many of the firms now in difficulty were ailing before the NIP came along, so the policy itself cannot
be faulted for being too drastic. Despite some criticisms and disappointments, the report strongly
supports USAID's participation in what it regards as a needed and generally successful program of
industrial policy reform.

The positive evaluation in this report raises a number of questions about the assessment of
bilateral policy-based lending. The first is how to sort out the USAID contribution to the reform effort
from that of other donors - notablYt in this caset the World Bank. The U.S. contribution in money was
a minor (though not insignificant) part of the total aid linked to the industrial policy reform. Table 5.1
shows that, .in 1986 and 1987, total aid commitment averaged about USS 750 million a year. while the
average U.S. commitment was USS 50 million, of which the AEPRP was USS 15 million (for these
years). AEPRP's intangible influence probably counts for more than is indicated by the simple arithmetic
of its relative weight in terms of money. But the small share of aid it represents still leaves· questions
about potential impact.

Moreover, USAID's role in the area of industrial policy reform was minor and supportive,. and
not nearly so active and visible as it had been in agriculture. It is not clear that USAID participated in
the crafting of the industrial reform, or in the dialogue with the aDS prior to its adoption. AEPRP's
main contribution was one of fast~isbursingbudget support.

To these questions about the extent of AEPRP's impact - how much it defined or influenced the
contentor evolution of industrial policy reform - should be added a second issue: the effectiveness of
the industrial reform. As shown in Chapter Fourt the New Industrial Policy wasintroductdwithout
adequate consultation; it was asymmetrical in its application (deprotection was not balanced by "positive"
labor market and institutional changes that would have increased competitiveness); and it is generally
believed that the NIP accelerated industrial decline and raised unemployment. Moreover, in 1989, the
level of effective protection was back up near its prereform level. So it would be hard to call the·reform
program a success, despite the positive elements pointed out in the Lowenthal Report.

PL 480: The Self-Help Measures (SUM) or Title I, and the Common Fund

Beginning in the mid-1980st USAID began to use its control over counterpart funds from food
aid to set cc:lditions in support of policy objectives. In view of the link to food-sector imports, it was
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only natural that USAID should use PL 480 counterpart fund conditionality. for the promotion of
agricultural objectives. The particular objectives it chose to support were centered on promoting food
se1f-sufficiencythrough. the expansion of domestic grain production. We will not review experience in
tyinl policy and institutional reforms to traditional food aid; it is enough to list the main conditions
USAID was proposing in 1987.. In the language ofPL 480, conditionality measures are. called "Self-Help
Measures" (SHM). Here are the conditions proposed:

• Domestic cereals marketing is to be deregulated. There are to be·no restrictions on
purchasing, marketing, storage, or transport. The only price the GOS will set is a .floor
price;

• The coarse grains floor price mechanism will be made effective and will be operated in
accordance with criteria set by members of the Common Fund. Farmgate prices will be
monitored, the floor price guarantee agency (the Commissariat de Skurit~ Alimelltaire
or CSA) will be given adequate funds, and sufficient buying points will be established;

• Input distribution is to be progressively privatized. Fertilizer subsidies are to be phased
out; Rural Development Agencies are to be withdrawn from input distribution and
marketing functions; and coops encouraged to participate in input distribution and
marketing;

• The National Cereals Council will be strengthened so that it ~.n perform its intended
functions;

• A method for estimating the country's cereals requir,ements, production, and
deficits/surpluses will be agreed upon by the GOS and the donors in the Common Fund;
and

• Transport assistance will be made available to encourage wider domestic marketing of
specified commodities.

USAID•s principal instrument for pushing these agriculturalobjectives was its participation in the
Common Fund (CF). a joint GOS/food donor entity setup in 1985 to control the use of counterpartfunds
generated by food aid. The cereals program had been jointly suggested by the World Bank,USAID,and
other donors and had been endorsed at the 1984 Consultative Group (donor) meeting. A· key objective
of the donors, and especially of USAID, was to improve the operations of the national cerealsboatd, the
CSA. The donors hoped to do this through conditionality attached to the use of theCF money_

Progress as of mid-1989 in meeting these conditions or objectives is reported by. USAIDas
fo1'lows:

• In October 1985 the GOS announced (in the press and on radio and TV)thathencefor....h
there would be no restrictions on private purchase, storage, or transport of local cereals
(millet, sorghum, and maize);

• In January 1986, the GOS announced a floor price for the purchase of local.cereals;
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• TheCSA was allocated funds from the CF to enable it to make floor price cereals
purchases;

• In November 1986. a National Cereals Council was established. Its authority and
functions were not clear, however; nor was its relationship to theCSA. Two years later,
USAID deliberately regarded the Council as stiU-bornand chose not to try to breathe life
into it;

• The GOS avoided the practice of publicly announcing the beginning. of the annual
agricultural "campaign," thereby ratifying the notion of open cereals markets;

• The GOS agreed that the CSA would make no free distribution of cereals, except in
emergencies. All CSA cereals were to be sold (:I condition. laid down by the CF);

• The GOS received not only food a.id under PL 480 but other compassionate commodities
as well (Title II goods, mainly supplies for maternal and child health clinics). The GOS
was made to pledge that it would use the proceeds of Title I food aid sales to pay· the in­
country transport costs of Title II cotnmodities;

• The GOS began, in 1987, a system for monitoring and publicizing the market prices of
local cereals;

• As noted earlier (Chapter Three,) local coarse grains are not as easy as rice for urban
consumers to use, and hence not as popular. Studies were sponsored seeking an
improved technical basis for expanding local cereals sales. Not much progress has yet
been made on· this front, however;

Starting in late 1986, the GOS began developing a methodology for assessing the
c.ountry's need for food assistance (essentially a residual after projecting requirements and
local production); and

• Fertilizer marketing was to be progressively privatized; this meant cutting back on
distribution by the RDAs.

USAIDlDakar and AIDfWashington in 1988-1989 engagoo in transatlantic debate on tbe>tloor
priceissue. The two ends of the AID bureaucracy agreed that the CSA had a proper role in trying to
stabilize the prices of locally product"{\ grains but they differed on how this ought· to be done.
USAIDlDakar wentaIong with the CSA's intention to announce in advance·threshold purchase.and sales
prices, establishing a publicly known band within. which it would try to stabilize ..cerealsprices.
AIDlWashington did not like that idea; it thought the CSA should not make any price announcements in
advan.cebut should operate "as a market participant with a special responsibility" - much as central
banks operate, quietly and discreetly, in national currency markets to intluence the price of foreign
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exchange. The outcome was closer to the Dakar Mission's position (and the eSA position) than to
Washington's.'

Assessment of the efficacy and impact of the food-aid-based policy lending is made difficult by
the same problem noted for the AEPRP: it is not easy to identify specific U.S. components of a policy
agenda that was shared by the donor community. Cereals marketing liberalization bas been a part of
World Bank and IMP dialogue since 1980. U.S. involvement was clearly more substantial than in the
industrial sector, but with the possible exception of fertilizer policy, it does not seem thattheSHM
contain any autonomous conditionality. U.S. participation in relevant dialogue, however, appears to bave
been substantial.

The overall results of the agricultural policy refonn were discussed earlier. We should note here
that the PL 480 conditionality on cereals policy suffered from the same general weakness that
characterized the overall policy reform effort in agriculture: frequent lack of clarity and absence ·of
consensus on specific policies. The question of floor pricing and the associated issue of the appropriate
role for the cereals board are excellent examples. As noted earlier, donor consensus on the feasibility
and desirability of floor pricing eroded after 1987. The Bank began moving fitfully toward border parity
as the central pricing principle, and away from support for stabilization schemes supported by the GOS
and the bilateral donors. This divergence of views was mirrored within USAID.

Broader issues arise in assessing the institutional impact of thePL 480 policy lending. As in all
heavily aided countries, the question of counterpart funds became important in Senegal. To coordinate
its use, the donors and GOS created the Common Fund. While the objective was sound, the operations
oftheCF generated considerable criticism by u.s. officials. In mid-1989, they argued that after three
years of existence the CF bad little to show except a plan for its future work. Due to an inadequate. staff
and a habit of working through committees, the Fund was not living up to its mandate to manage the sales
proceeds from foodaid in support of the country's cereals strategy. A major source of the Fund's
ineffectiveness stemmed from a fatal structural defect - its joint composition. That prevented it from
becoming anything more than a debating society, with considerable GOS/donor controversy. Some U.S.
officials urged that the CF become a donor entity only, interacting with the National Cereals Council,
the CSA, and the Ministry of Finance. They urged the CFto focus ona few key policy issues, enforced
by CF conditionality, and avoid acting (as the GOS often wanted it to act) as a project-funding entity.
This American criticism did not carry the day, however; aside from a few minor modifications, the CF
remains a joint body and continues to approve projects fina."1ced with CF resources.

The Economic Support Fund (ESP)

The Economic Support Fund has constituted USAID's most important policy-reform instrument
in Senegal. The Senegal ESF program has been dedicated exclusively to agriculture and .agroiildustries;

, There was also some discussion of fertilizer subsidy policies. AID/Washington wanted airtight
guarantees that subsidies would end on December 31, 1988; USAIDlDakarcould only assure its
headquarters that USAID's funding of the subsidies would end - but it could not guarantee that other
donors would not finance them.
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however, with the exception of the ending of fertil izer subsidies, ESF has dealt with a different set of
agricultural policy issues than those on cereals policy pursued through PL 480 SHM an<! the CF from
1985 onwards..

USAID has approached its ESF grant making in three-year cycles, with broad objectives
articulated internally at these intervals. Formal negotiations with the GOS, however, take place annually
and result in agreements (ESF I in 1983, ESF II the followin, year, and so forth) that spell out the
spe4:itic objectives, the conditions the grantee must meet to qualify for tranche releases, and the ways in
which counterpart fl.mds are to be used. This review, therefore, covers the two sets ("f ESF agreements
(ESFs I-ill and ESFs N-VI) that span the six budget years from 1983/84 to 1988/89. Table 5.5 shows
the dates. amounts, and local currency use of all six ESF grants, and of the AEPRP and PL 480 policy
grants as well.

The program laid down for both ESF cycles focused almost exclusively on agriculture. Most of
the broad issues were the same: cereals marketing liberalization, the perequation (price equalization)
sy&tem of agricultural pricing, and the efficiency of agroindustry. The mechanism for resource transfer
was also the same: direct cash transfers into a reserve account, with counterpart CFA francs used to pay
off mears to the private sector. (Under the first three ESFs, it was GOS arrears that were paid down;
under the second three it was arrears of agroindustrial public enterprises.)

The same kinds of problems arise in assessing the ESF program as arise for other forms of
bilateral policy lending. First, it is difficult to sort out the U.S. input and impact from that of other
policy lenders who were pushing on a parallel path, especially the World Bank. Second, ESF has a
strong political flavor; it is designed to help politically friendly countries that are in economic difficulty.
So it cannot and should not be judged as a policy reform vehicle alone; even without a policy impact the
grants could be judged "successful" if they cemented the political alliance, or directly contributed to U.S.
security or political objectives, such as the maintenance of overflight privileges or friendly votes in the
United Nations.

Related to this is the fact that ESFs I-m were in part a learning experience and in part a resource­
gap-elosing exercise. As a result, its "policy bite" was weak. The addition of ESF assistallce to its
traditional project aid forced the Dakar USAID mission to add staff with new skills in macroeconomics
and policy m'ilysis. There was not a good pool of agricultural sector work to draw on: the World Bank
had not been strong in developing background knowledge in this field. So USAID's first moves were
somewhat tentative and experimental. The major objective was budget support or gap closing: thefirst
ESF·grants were urgently disbursed to help Senegal meet its performance targets under IMF agreements.
On the substantive or policy side, USAID limited its conditionality, under ESFs I and n, to reinforcing
the debt-reduction objectives that were a centerpiece of conditionality in IMF agreements. Forcing the
GOS to payoff some of its overdue agricultural loans would contribute to reestablishment of some
liquidity in the banking system. This was an important action but not one that addressed agricultural
policy or the structure of agricultural institutions.

Nonetheless, the ESF program, through its two cycles (1983-1989) did have a clear central focus
on agriculture, as noted above, and this facilitates evaluation. The agricultural policy .changes USAID
addressed during these six years may be grouped into the following six clusters:



Pro&Tam

160

TABLE 5.5

USAID STRUCTURAL ADJUSTMENT GRANTS, 1983-1989

Amount Local Currency Use
(USSThousands)

ESFI

ESFll

8/83

12/83

5,000

10,000

Repayment of crop credit due to. the banking sector

Reimbursement of crop credit and GOS ureat's on
ONCAD debt

ESFllI 12/84 15,000

ESFIV 12/85 12,484

ESP V 5/87 11,075

ESFVI 11/88 9,700

AEFRP-I 8/86 15,000

PL480 12/85 9,500

Repayment of the credit for the peanut seed stock

Repayment ofGOS arrears due to private enterprises

Repayment; ofGOSarrears due to privateenterprises

Repayment ofGOS arrears due to private enterprises

Repayment of GOS & parastatal arrears

Repaymentofagriculture-related debt and financing
of Self-Help Measures

PL480

PL480

1986

1987

10,000

10,000

Same

Same

Sources: Adapted from. the Huber Report, p. 33-a ("Evaluation of· the Economic Support·Fund
(ESF), USAID/SenegaI, Program Grant Years IV and V," September 1989. TvT Associates,
Washington, DC). AEPRP figs. from the Lowenthal Report. PL480 figs. foman internal USAID
memo.
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• Privatization of rice imports and liberalization of domestic rice marketing;

• Removal of fertilizer subsidies and privatization of its import and distribution;4

• Reducing operating deficits and increasing the efficiency of key agroindustries,notably
in vegetable oil and sugar;

• Reducing or eliminating subsidie.c between crops (perequation), and converting GOS
support from an "official producer price" basis to a floor price basis;

• Limiting the functions of the Rural Development Agencies; and

• Reforming the private but monopol istic wheat import system.

We assess the.program from three. perspectives: (1) its conceptual soundness and the quality of
the dialogue; (2) the extent of GOS compliance; and (3) the observable impacts, given its specific
objectives.

The Appropria.teness of the Policy and Qualityot the Dialogue

The general orientation of the U.S.program was eminently sound. There were good reasons to
select agriculture as a target sector and to limit ESF to that sector: it is the largest produetionsector; its
recent performance had been weak; the World Bank's 1980 attempt to address the sector'sprobiems in
SAL IhadfaUentotbe ground when SAL I was canceled, leaving something oCa vacuum;andUSAIi)
had. considerable knowledge of the sector· through its years of proje...'t assistance therein. In its early
selection. of objectives, USAID foHowed the IMFand the Bank in specifying that its funds be. used to
clean up the financial mess that characterized the relations among the uOS,some agrkulturai parastatals,
and tbebankingsystem. Paying off someone else's debts for them hardly counts as.a "reform,"although
it· was intended to help restore liquidity to the· near-bankrupt. banking sector, a -:itat need •for renewed
growth. An equally sound early step was USAID's support for the multidonor insistence that theGOS
think through, and commit to ~, I."iting, a New Agricultural Policy.

One of the earliest reform targets of USAID was the Caisse de P~requationetdeStabilisationdes
Prix (CPSP). Presiding OVf~ra set of cross-subsidy arrangements for major crops that bad become
intolerably expensive, the CPSP was inefficient and widel~: accused of corruption. Workingwithtbe
World Bank, USAID Set.OlJlt to help put in order, and perh,?s to shut d~wn!, this importantagency.
Since. the agency's principal source of funds for subsidizing producer prices came from its monopoly
position as the country's only rice Lmporter (a position that .invited favoritism and corruption. in th.e
agency's relations with the private domestic wholesalers), it was reasonable for USAID representatives
to. see privatization of rice imports as a way to increase efficiency and equity in rice imports and· to
reduce the CPSP's role in the economy. If producers of important crops (notably peanut farmers) were

4 Fertilizer subsidy policy was also addressed in a USS 5 million grant from the Sahel Development
Fund (1983) and in a USS 20 million project, the Agricultural Production Support Grant (l987-199l){
Fertilizer subsidies and RDAs are discussed in Chapter Three.
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to continue getting subsidies, the GOS should finance them directly from the budget, using general
revenues.

In most of its chosen policy reform targets, USAID's analytic footing was reasonably sure. The
policy analysis underlying the program was based in part on its own !t'.:dies (for example, the substantial
agricultural sector survey done in 1985 by Abt Associates), and in part on World Bank analyses; its
conditionality was certainly closely iinked to that of the Bank.

But in.three areas where USAID had its greatest autonomous influence, questions can be raised
about the suitability ·ofthe proposed policies. First, USAID and U.S. Embassy economic staff were
closely associated with the proposal to privatize rice imports. As noted in Chapter Three, the reform
effort failed. The main reasons, although not the only ones, seem to be the inability to demonstrate
significant economic advantages in the change, the underestimate of the financial constraints on entering
into rice importing, the thinness of the trading sector, the underestimate also of the
technical/administrative/political difficulties of replacing the per~quation system with a simpler, more
transparent system of import taxation. Political factors and obstruction by rent-eamers entered also, of
course, but they might have been overridden if a more feasible reform program had bun put forward.

'The UniteAi States also took the l~ in the fertilizer subsector, calling for liberalizatio·n of
marketing and gradual reduction of subsidies. Attacks on the conceptual soundness of the U.S.-backed
policies have come from two sides. On the one hand, interventionist-minded critics of subsidy removal
say that in the presence of risk.iness and lack of credit arrangements, Senegalese dryland farmers will use
very little fertilizer if they have to pay full cost. This argument was considered i~ Chapter Three. Free
marketeers, on the other hand, might say that USAID's intervention (along with that of the French)
allowed subsidies to continue, without much positive effect, for many years. After all, the GOS had
accepted an IMF proposal to abolish all subsidies cold turkey in 1983. It was only American (and
French) concern over too rapid change that allowed the subsidy system to linger on for six more years.

The most serious error in U.S. reform mongering, however, comes from none of the above, but
from the whea~affair. One of the major objectives of the 1986-1989ESF program was maximization
of GOS receipts from wheat imports. This was not the only objective, however. The U.S. Embassy had
been put under pressure by U.S. wheat exporters to "do something" so they would not be blocked from
competing in Senegal by unfair trade practices. Although USAID was responding to this pressure, it was
also convinced that the country's existing wheat-importing arrangements hurt local consumers and the
GOS as well as American wheat exporters.

Senegal does not grow wheat, so the urban population's taste for French-style baguette bread must
be satisfied from imports. The latter are handled by two milling companies (both French-owned) with
which th:: GOS had price compensation agreements that were far from transparent but were reported. to
give every advantage to the compan!es. So as USAID and the GOS moved toward ESF VI, USAID laid
down a "condition precedent" that Senegal would have to purchase its 1987 wheat imports through a
proce.v of international competitive bidding (lCB), to be conducted in late 1986. This was at a time of
especially aggressive U.S. subsidization of exports.

A U.S. firm (Cargill) won the competitive bid, which was conducted by the CPSP. The price
was considerably lower than that traditionally paid by the Frencb-owned Dakar millers, whose
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government operating subsidy (based on the milling yield. or flour-recovery percentage) appeared to give
them excess p,rofits. The purchase of low-cost wheat converted the traditional government subsidy into
an import-gen,erated profit. part of which the mills now owed the Gas.

The millers were not happy with their first encounter with the CPSP-administered leB. When
the CPSP showed some resistance to accepting full responsibility for administering the new import
contract, this responsibility was turned over to the Dakar millers, to whom the wheat was to be delivered.
This amounted to letting the fox guard the chicken-house - putting the millers in a position to delay or
sabotage the refunn.

Despite the millers' resistance. the cootract held. To demonstrate the public benefits of import
liberalization. USAID urged the GaS to use part of the import windfall to lower the price of bread. The
rest of the excess import profit was used to payoff a subsidy owed to CSS in return for lowering the
retail price of sugar. (CSS is owned·by the same Frenchman who owns the .larger of the two Dakar
milling companies. This individual is said to wield considerable political influence, both in France and
in Senegal.)

One would have expected 1988 procuk·ement also to have used leB. The dominant Dakar miller
discovered. however, tbat his agreement with the GaS could not becanceIed without one year's notice.
So 1988 procurement went forward under a system of international "reference prices" which in effect
permits the millers to arrange their own imports provided they do it at "average world prices." USAID

. was ll..l1certain whether this would permit the GaS to be free of its prejudicial agreement with the millers;
it therefore held up disbursement·of the second tranche of ESF V until the GaS and Grands Moulins de
Dakar reached a specific agreement on future wheat procurement.ESF VI. signed in November 1988,
required the GaS to cancel the unclear agreement with the millers and to negotiate. by the end of October
1989, a new agreement that would satisfy certain standards of transparency and equity. USAID held .up
release ~~. anESF tranche until an acceptable agreement was signed, which fmally happened near the·end
of 1989.

This reform episode is open to criticism from several directions. First, it compromised the
United States as reformer, by confusing the reform program with the advancement of U.S. commercial
interests. This increases cynicism about free market reforms, among other unfortunate effects.

Second, it was in contradiction with the basic thrust of the reform program, in two respects. It
sought to remove wheat import decisions from the private sector, and give them to a government entity,
the CPSP. And it insisted on a reduction in the price of imported grains. flying in the face of the policy
of increased self-sufficiency, which is the main objective of Senegal's cereals policy. .

Finally. the action dragged the USAID mission into debate over technical details of grain milling
and marketing. which was beyond its capacity to deal with effectively. This would have been productive
if it had encouraged USAID to address some fundamental aspects of the wheat/flour problem. For
example. the first question about this matter is: why should the local mills not have been bappy to buy
lower-eost American wheat? The possible answers are: political ioyalties to French suppliers (dubious);
transfer pricing benefits (maybe); indifference to input costs because of the way prices are set (probably);
and unfavorable qualities ofD .5. wheat, other than price. If the dialogue bad been constrUctive, it might
have been a doorway to in-depth study of these questions. In any case, if the millers' resistance was in
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part due to the fact that the price setting system discouraged import of low-eost wheat, the policy dialogue
should have aimed at removing this feature, rather than pushing U.S. imports.

With respect to the nature of United States-Senegalese dialogue, there is certainly•.much· joint
donor-GOS discussion on policy in Senegal -in the Common Fund, in various sectoral. meetings, and
in the. Ministry of Finance on the occasion ofIMF missions. The United States requested regular
meeting! with the MOF to discuss policy matters, and these take place. However, it is n()t clear what
is disCUGsed in these meetings, or whether and how it advances the dialogue beyond what takes placein
other forums.

Comp6ance with Conditionality

Heavy explicit conditionality is a characteristic of the ESF policy loans to Senegal; they are
replete with "conditions precedent" (equivalent to "prior actions" of the IMF or the Bank's conditions
of Board approval) and "covenants" (the Bank's "actions" or "conditions"). Tranchingisstandard,as
it is with Bank policy credits now.

Annex 2 lists, under several major headings, the conditionalities that were attached to ESFs.I-VL
Several features are evident. The conditions are loosely drawn; few are quantified ormonitorable.Many
are process requirements - to "study/audit," "prepare," "improve," and so forth. Out of 65
conditions,JS were for studies or audits;. two-thirds· of the •.conditionalities inESF V were. requested
studies -studiesthat USAID financed and largely arranged. Finally, many of the conditionalities are
derived from parallel. policy agreements of otberdonors, mainly the World· Bank.

Table 5.6 gives the results of.an analysis of GOS compliance with ESP conditionality. Thereare,
however, limitations to the meaningfulness of this table. Many of the actions required are not related to
policy cbang(~- for example, writing letters, or agreeing to try to. cut costs. This leads to some
extremely cl'aritable assessments - for example, the rice import privatization can be judged as partially
successful because some of the.required steps were Uken even· though the experiment Was quickly
abandoned. Although it is difficult to weight explicitly the impor"'~ceof these conditions. it seems that
those not implemented were often. the most significant.

It should be noted that the trend in compliance seems downward. InESF IV•.onlyabouthalfthe
conditions (excluding boilerplate) were fully satisfied. .ESF V had a better record, butwitbmany
repeated conditions. And, in ESF VI, disbursement was aetuallysuspended as.a·result ofn,-:Jperf0rmaDce
on the wheat issue. The suspension was liftedonJy at the end of 1989. In any case,. lack ofcompliance
has almost never led to cancellation by anypoIicy lender. It hasoccurredonJy oncem Senegal since
1980. - the SAL I cancellation in 1983. (Several IMF agreements were dropped in the early 1980s, but
none since 1985.)

ImpaetlErrectiveness

USAID has commissioned two independent reviews ofits ESFprogram.. Thefirst,conduct~

by a two-man team ofUSAID economists and written up by a graduate. student (Nancy •Northrop, aft~r

whom.thereport is informally known) was done in 1985; it covered ESFs I-m..Thesecond. coveritlg
ESFs Wand V, was done in 1989 by John H.Huberunder a USAIDcontraet with TvTAssociates.
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TABLE 5.6

COMPLIANCE WITH ESF CONDmONALmES

Partially Not Total
Program Siti1~ SJ,tistied Delayed Satisfied Conditions

ESF I 7 0 1 4 12

ESFnf.j 3 0 0 0 3

ESFnI 10 0 1 1 12

ESFIV 12 4 2 5 23

ESFV 11 1 2 1 15

ESF VI Lh 16 0 0 7 23

TOTAL 59 5 6 18 88

Sources: Figs. for ESFs I-V from Keener. Figs. for ESF VI from Huber.
Note: Table. does not include "boiler.plate"conditions. Conditions which no longer apply because
they have been dropped by USAID are considered not to have bee:1 satisfied.

a ESFII conditions do not include the condition to keep ESF grant money free from Senegalese
taxes and fees as this is more of an administrative concern than an element of policy reform.

Lb. As of September 1989.
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Both reviews are positive about sector accomplishments under the ESF program. These upbeatjudgments
are in marked contrast to the critical assessment, by William K. Jaeger, of USAID's two decades of
project aid for agricultural and rural development between 1960 and the early 19805.' Our •• summary
of USAID's experience with its ESF program draws heavily on these reports and on the background
paper.prepared for this study by Sarah Keener.

The main reform objectives of theESF program can be summarized as follows:. privatizing rice
imports and liberalizing its domestic marketing, pbasi~g out the price compensation system, raising the
efficiency of agroindustries and reducing their fiscal burden, increasing coarse grain cereal consumption
and reducing grain imports, and maximizing GOS receipts from wheat imports.. Huber's evaluation of
the effectiveness ofESFsIV-VIconcludes that although it bas "not been completely successfulin bringing
about the desired GOS pOlicy reform, ... overall, the program has operated satisfactorily and achieved
most of its policy reform objectives" (p. 2).

It is difficult to reconcile this conclusion with the results ofthe overall agricultural policy reform
effort as outlined in Chapter Three:

•

•

•

•

ltice import privatization has been abandoned, and there has been little pr9gress in the
liberalization ofd()mestic distribution of rice;

The centerpiece of cereals policy - a higher consumerprjce for ric.e - was abandoned
in 1988, after a two-year trial;

The pereqUlJtionorprice compensation system bas been modified only on the surface;
it remains essentially unchanged; and

The maximization of the perequation (tax yield) from imported wheat - in other words,
wheat purchases at lower cif prices - was realized for one year.· A reference price
system replaced competitive bidding in 1988, and in late 1989 it was no longerclearho\\,
many of the 1988 changes would~ndure.World wheat prices hadrisen: the April1989
U.S. Gulf Port price for wheat was US$ 4.75 a bushel compared to an average .1988
price of USS 3.95. U.S. millers apparently have lost interest in the Senegalese market;
they. are said to be no longer favorable to competitive bidding.. In any case,theU.S.
insistence that the benefits of lower import costs be passed on via reduced bread prices
was in flagrant contradiction with Senegal's overall cereals policy. 6

Although there was progress in strengthening the operation of the Caisse de P~r~uationetde
Stabilization des Prix and in raising the efficiency ofagroindustries, this progress. was limited. The CPSP

, W. Jaeger, "The Impact of Policy on African Agriculture: An Empirical Investigati()I., "Williams
College, December 1989, Draft.

6 This of course doesn'1 mean ~t was a bad policy; in fact, it increased nutrition levels of the many
bread .consumers-apositive effect.. But it is inconsistent with the self-sufficiency objective, which aims
atsubstinltinglocal for imported cereals, hence higher import prices.
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story is worth detailed attention, since it clarifies .also the small progress in two other main objectives-­
rice import liberalization and elimination of the ~requation arrangements. It also bears on problems of
thegroundnut sector, which the ESF program has consistently addressed.

'lbeCPSP.story. The CPSP is aparastatal with monopoly control over rice andvegetable.oU
importation and distribution. The CPSP is also responsible for administering the ptriquatiolldes prix,
the system of producer-price supports, supposedly self-.financed through cross-subsidies among crops,
notably between rice operations and groundnuts. In the keygroundnut sector, the major function of the
CPSPhasbeen to stabilize producer prices. The GOO established the farmgate price that the oil crushing
firms had to pay. TheCPSPin return guaranteed these firms a margin above their operation costs. If
the .international price for peanut oil rose above this level,. the CPSP collected the profit generated by the
oil crushing firms. If it fell below, the CPSP compensated the firms for their losses. Thesepayments
were to be financed through receipts produced from the proceeds of the other export crops or on. imported
consumer goods.. Unfortunately, CPSP receipts during the early 1980scould not coyer the costso(their
compensatory payments to the oil crushing firms. Poor management and bad weather compounded the
problems in GaS pricing policies, resulting in the CPSP's accumulation of massive debt.

Between 1983 and 1986, USAID, the Bank, and the French hadall.financed technical assistance
designed toimprovetheCPSP's accounts and financial management, and to clarify its functions. Asdle
donors came to understand the CPSP better, a consensus emerged that technical assistance alone would
notbeienough to achieve an acceptable degree of improvement in CPSP performance and to bringit into
conformity with the objectives of the NAP. In 1985, a key additional reform was developed: the
privatization of the CPSP's marketing functions, in particular its monopoly role in rice imports.

Liberalizatj0nof rice importing and distribution became a battleground: •tbe GOSagreed to
separatetheCPSP'sproducer-price stabilization and rice-marketing operations,but accepted only partial
privatization of the rice import trade. A year or so ofcautious experimenting with partial. privatization
(1986-1987) revealed problems from. which the GOS, and then USAID and the. Bank, chose to retreat
rather than attack~ain. >Some of these problems had to do with the selection of approved importing
firms, assuring the adequacy of import supply, and importer/GOS disagreement over who would bear
inland. u-ansport .costs. Others·. arose because the GOS .strongly ··wanted to maintain its uniform-price
policy throughoutthe country but was unwilling to subsidize private transport. Since private traders were
unwilling to absorb these costs for delivery in the interior, real privatization of marketing .was ••. not
possible. Furthermore, th.ere was no real· certainty, from a commercial and economic point of view, that
import privatization would bring about advantages on which it could count, such as lower cost7 D1ore
competitive pricing of import and domestic marketing and other services, and so forth. To theconuary,
from the GOSpointof view, rice supply reliability would be endangered,. pricing subjected to greater
uncertainty, and unnecessa.rypolitical problems created. So the reform was abandoned and the CPSP role
in .rice marketing reverted to its pre-1986 status.

USAIDfelt ithad"got .bumed" somewhat on rice liberalization, and by 1988 it had turned the
effort over to the Bank. A 1988 USAID planning document stated that:

The U.S. position is that we leave the World Bank out in front on the rice import
privatization question. If they want to get themselves off the hook of what turned out to
beapoody implemented experiment, we support t1]em. Alternatively, if they can figure
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out a viable approach to rice importation, given all the conflicting aims of rice policy,
we will follow them. on that track.

But despite the failure of rice privatization, donor conditionality had contributed (in USAID's view) to
marked improvements. in CPSP finances and financial management.. By 1989, USAID had abandoned
its earlier aim of closing down the agency which, it believed, had been converted into a viable and
healthy institution.

Part of the problem with liberalizing rice imports was· the need to substitute a system of import
taxes to replace CPSP profits in order to fund the groundnut producer-price subsidies. While the initial
ESF efforts had succeeded in "clearing up the CPSP's arrears and turning it into an efficientoperation,"
ESFIV failed to replace price compensation with fiscal measures (import duties that wouldprotecl1ocal
producers)"Huber notes tbatthe forthcoming World BanklCCCEIEEC agricultural sector adjustment
loan "contains no policy objective which aims at phasing outthe price compensation system as such, only
the goal of aligning periodically adjusted producer and consumer prices closer to world market prices."
And,. as we saw in Chapter Two, this remains a point of contention.

A key objective ofESFs IV-'VI has been to raise the efficiency of agroindustries, much the largest
of which is the government peanut-ei'Ushing combine, SONACOS .. A second major target has been the
sugar company,. Compagnie Sucri~re S6nl!gaJaise (CSS), the. country's •largest industrial. firm. Although
private, ess·operated under a conve1ltion ~dale, which entitled i~ to subsidies on its operating costs;
if these could be reduced, so could the· subsidies.

The oil millinlstory. In oil milling, USAIDhas focused on six objectives, all intended«)
reduce and eventually to end the industry's dependence on subsidies while making suretbe oilmilling
firms did nctcompensate for their loss of subsidies by accumulating more bank debts. The. six objectives
have been: .improving seed managerl1ent··~d eliminating subsidies for treating seed with fungicides,
pushing SONACOS and SEIB to rep'ty,'~e!r ~ebts to the banking system and to collect debts owed tbem
from farmers .• for seed credit, ending Of8ovemment subsidies to the crushing mills', •liberalizing prices
for domestic cooking oil in exchange· for payment of taxes and duties owed. by SONACOS and SEIBon
imported vegetable oil and export duties owed on grmmdnut oil, making SONACOS aprofitablf~entity,

and completing an audit of SONACOS's operations.

On groundnut seeds, bothESF IV and SAL II aimed to get SONACOS out of theseedbusines.s
(especially the "business" of distributing treated seeds without recovering the. intended payments •• from
farmers). USAID. and other donors also wanted farmers. to assume responsibility for their own.·~
requirements. SONACOS would be limited to maintenance of a S«.'UI'ity .supply.R.epaymentof
SONACOS's d..bt arr~ts has proved easy since ESF conditionality has specifiedtbat this is one ofthe
things for which grant counterpart funds mUSt be used (in effect USAID paid off the SONACOSdebt,
just as it had earlier paid off the CPSP debt and the IMF had paid off part of the .GOS. debts to the
banking system - "wiping the slate clean" while trying to put in place refonm that would prevent a
similar mess. from developing again).

, It was hoped the transfer of the subsidy responsibility to SONACOS would accomplish this
objective.
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In response to the donor effort to end the GOS subsidy to the oil mills (paid by the CPSPout of
pirtquation funds~ or, in other words, profits on rice imports), the GOS simply removed thegroundnut
sector from the CPSP's responsibility. This left SONACOS responsible for financing, on its own,
whatever subsidies to the fanners might be. required by the difference between .government-mandated
prod.ucer prices and (lower) world vegeta:;~: ~~: prices. USAID and World Bank agreements both
contained conditions designed to force the GOS into a more flexible system of producer prices·- one that
would be. related to world prices - so that in years of low world prices~ when subsidies might be
necessary, their amouut would still be manageable for the Treasury. But this donor pressure to get rid
of price perequanon (on six key crops, not just groundnuts) and make all agricultural prices "stand on
their own feet" has not succeeded.

A similar failure met the ESF IV attempt to make SONACOS pay the duties and taxes it owed
the GOS on imported vegetable oil and exported peanut oil. That condition had to be suspended when
the sharp fall in world peanut oil prices after 1986 dealt a severe blow to SONACOS's already-weak
finances. Finally, USAID and the Bank both exerted pressure on SONACOS, throughout much of this
six-year period, to improve tile entity's accounts and managerial practices. The necessary external audits
have been delayed, as has been the preparation of an "action plan" for operational improvements. Known
inefficiencies - notably excess staff and crushing capacity - have continued because of GOSreluctance
to take steps it had agreed. to take when it signed ESF IV. Promised staffing cuts have not materialized,
so the l,OOO-person permanent staff and 700 temporaries remain - the same numb.er as in 1985.

While the effort to restructure SONACOS's price environment and its operations has certainly
been disappointing, it has not been a complete failure. Huber notes:

SONACOS has.reduced its processing and distribution losses from 7 to 2 percent since
1984. The number of collection points has been reduced from 1,700 to 750 and
processing costs were reduced below CFAF 18/kg in the 1988/89 crop year compared
to over CFAF 20/kg two years earlier.

Similar cost and physical targets are being established for SAED in rice production and for
SODEFITEX in cotton, but those programs are not as far along. In Sugar, ESF V required··an audit of
CSS (the bugeprivate rmnthat operates under a convention speciale). A consultant study, completed
in June 1987, convinced the GOS that the company could reduce its high production costs, justifying
cancellation of the GOS'shigh annual subsidy. The latter was ended in November 1987. TheGOS(and
notthe CSS) continues, however, to subsidize some major industrial users of CSS's.high"'pricedsugar,
to allow them to compete with imported products.
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IV. CONCLUSIONS

One can certainly see improvements in agriculmral policy and the performance ofagricultutal
institutions to which USAID, as a major donor with sustained interest in the sector, .has made significant
contributions. A 1989 USAID internal document summarizes achievements as follows:

Implementation of the .New Agricultural Policy is now well under way in terms of
liberalizing commodity and input markets, encouraging farmers to stand on their own,
and paring back direct involvement byparastatals in marketing and processing activities.
RestrictiollS on the movements of produce have been eliminated; the role of the Food
Security Commission (CSA) in .cereals price support has. been.minimized; fertilizer
subsidies have been reduced; and theGOS has withdrawn from peanut seed· distribution.
USAID assisted the GOS in developing the New Agricultural Policy and has· actively
encouraged these changes...' . ··Major· producer subsidies on peanuts, cotton, and
domestically-produced rice are still iIJforce. However, fixed prices on other agricultural
crops and government monopolies on trade ofoth\i:r crops have been eliminated.

The listcould be lengthened. A number ofuseful studies have been tinanced such as an inf0nnal
sector· inventory, and studies on tax. policy and private sector potentials. The CPSP is better.managed,
and the RDAs are cutting bac.k on their activities. The dialogue has becomemorestrueturedandthe
USAIDmission has increased its capacity in policy analysis. The financial contributionofESFwasa
substantial factor in allowing Senegal to meet IMF performance criteria or benchmarks.

All of this and more can be put on the positive side of the ledger. But it is nonetbel~sbard to
agree with the conclusion of the recent ESF evaluation - that the program "has achieved most of its
policy reform objectives." Three of the major objectives of the ESFprogram have not been achieved
- rice import liberalization, a consumer price for rice that would be an incentive for import substitution,
and abandonment of Mrequalion - and the status of a fourth objective, the wheat import issue,. is
uncertain. As noted throughout this chapter and more fuHyin Chapter Three, the record of. achievement
in agricultural policy change is patchy.
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CHAPTER SIX

SOCIOPOLITICAL DIl\fENSIONS OF ADJUSTMENT

I. INTRODUCTION

In Senegal, as in developing countries generally, concern over social aspects of the adjustment
process grew more insistent as it became apparent that "adjustment" was going to take longer than
expected. Concern also emerged over the hardships associated with adjustment-related policy reforms
and particularly their impact on the poor. In recent years this has become the most discussed aspect of
adjustment programs worldwide.

In this discussion, two main positions have been staked out. The first, championed by the United
Nations IntemationalChildren's Fund (UNICEF) and widely shared in the donor community, is that the
C()sts of stru.ctural adjustment programs·have fallen most heavily on social groups with the lowest incomes
and the fewest assets . According to this view,deflationary effects associated with stabilization programs
hurtunskiUed wage earners and informal sector populations more than businessmen or established civil
servants. Cuts in social sector spending hurt the poor, while middle class groups MeUttle touched.

The second position, set out mainly in World Bank and IMF publications, has. several central
themes.. One stresses the need for agnosticism given the brevity of most adjustment experienc~, the lack
of in-depth case studies, and the difficulty of disentangling the effects of policy changes from exogenous
factors influencing economic performance. According to this set of ideas, the costs attributed to the
adjustment program are often .due to recession and to cutbaclcs in fiscal capacity andeconomicaetivity
that wOllld be inevitable in any case. Related to this, the status of the poor with a formal adjustment
program should be assessed against the standard of their likely status without adjustment.

Despite the lack. of hard information about the pre-adjustment condition of the poor and about
what has actually happened in the 19805, there are, according to this argument, strong a priori reasons
to expect that many ofthe standard market-oriented adjustment measures either help the poor or hurt the
rich more than the poor. Liberalization of agricultural markets, reform of parapublic enterprises, and
devaluation or equivalent exchange rate measures all tend, in the poorest countries, to help rural people
who are the bulk of the. poor.. Although some government regulations and. subs~dy arrangements protect
the poor, most do little more than create rents that are collected by the rich and well placed. Thus.
deregulation is usually equity enhancing. The same is true for reduction of.poorly targeted subsidies.
Finally, faster economic growth, which is supposed to result from adjustment measures, is the best way
to reduce absolute poverty. ~..

It is beyond the scope ofthis chapter to address all these issues related to the impact ofthe policy
reforms of the 19805 on poverty in Senegal. We focus instead on two more limited aspectsof thesociaI
dimensions debate: the. behavior of public spending on education and health over the course of. the
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adjustment experience in Senegal - that is. in the 19808 - and its effect on health and education status;
and the impact of adjustment via policies on agricultural prices, wages, and employment. on farmers and
formal sector wage-earners. We set the stage for discussion of these issues by considering at the outset
two other questions. First, when and how did formal adjustment programs explicidytakeinto account
social factors? And second, what are the different socioeconomic groups. that have affected the
adjustment process or been affected by it?

n. TIlE SOCIAL DIMENSIONS FACTOR
IN SENEGAL'S ADJUSTMENTPROGR.Uf

Until the mid-1980s, economic stabilization/adjustment efforts in Senegal. did notexpHcidy
consider social questions, especially effects of policy reforms on tl1e poor. The World Bank's First
Parapublic Sector Reform Project (1977) - the initial step in structural reform inSenegal--focusedon
strengthening central controls over. parapublic·entities. Discussion of employment effects.is·.hardto.find
in the documentary record. The first SAL (1980) also made no mention of sociaLimpacts.

It was only In 1985 that the dialogue surrounding the adjustment program began to take account
of social factors. Initially, tb~ issue arose not in the context of direct poverty reduetion or protecti<)Dof
vulnerable groups but as part of a concern to "protect the long-term bases of development:. human
potential and basic infrastructure." A section of the Senegal government'sProgrammed ~jUJ~tementa

Moyen etLong Terme 1985-92 (pAML) developed this theme, calling for new educationalaJldheaJth
policies as well as for better physical infrastructure. It also proposed new .policies to· encourage
employment.

By 1986, preoccupation with social costs of adjustment had •become part .of· the world-wide
dialogue on development. All World Bank adjustment loans after 1986 contain a section onsociai
dimensions. Senegal's SAL III, signed in 1986, for example, addresses not only educationandheaith
sector needs and employment concerns, but also analyzes likely income distribution •effects of key
elements in the program. Thus, raising normal official producer •. prices. fOi"majoragricultural
commodities. it argues, wiiltend to raise rural incomes. This will raise rural welfare and should shift
rural-urban terms of trade in favor of the fann sector, thereby slowing the rural exodus. Also,the
adjustment-induced economic growth should raise employment and incomes of the poor, though this will
take time. As for specific projects or programs, the SAL m.Presi! ;nt's Report stales that "there js.~.

insufficient basis to. identify ·and design operational programs and prnjects aimed at alleviating the
transitional adverse impact of structural adjustment on vulnerable groups. It

Whatever the gaps in knowledge about who Senegal's poor are and howtopr0!ectthem,events
outside and inside Senegal pushed both donors and Senegalese political leaderstowardgreaterconc~rn
with social aspects of adjustment. On the world stage, by themid..1980s, stabilizationladJustm~nt

programs were under broad and heavy attack. In addition to criticisms by UNICEF, questions have been
raised by NGOs, bilateral donors, and international agencies such as.the Economic Commission forAfrica
(ECA). At Khartoum, in January 1988, World Bank representatives did public meaculpas,admittiI~g

to neglect of social costs of adjustment. Inside Senegal, ongoing concern over unemploymentwasvasdy



173

magnified by the political events of February 1988, which appeared to threaten Senegal's social and
political order.

It is, therefore, no surprise that in the preparatory documents for SAL IV, social.issues figure
prominently. The World Bank held a seminar in Dakar in February 1989 covering these questions, while
one of. the four commissions that worked on the Letter of Development Policy. (LOP) m.1989 was
responsible for social issues. The LOP of May 1989 calls for "policies to reduce the short-term impact
of economic policy on the most disfavored social groups, notably wage earners ofthepubiic and private
sector." Proposals are setout on employment promotion, population policy, and on health, education,
and social development.

The increasingly important place given to social dimensions is indicated by a new World Bank.
project, approved in August 1989, for a USS 20 million program of urban public worksprojeetsintended
principally to provide jobs for unemployed urban residents.

m. THE SOCIOPOLITICAL DYNAMICS OF ECONOMIC REFORM l

All reform programs have friends and enemies, and the outcome of .theinteraetionofthese
interest groups helps determine whether and what kind of reforms are adopted and how they •are
implemented. In most of the developing countries, many key .actors in the decisionmaidng systelIlare
foreign to the country concemed;the World Bank and the IMP obviously playa ~ior role, as do
bilaterals with strong interests in the adjusting country - France··in Senegal, for example:, •The interplay
oftheextemal actors is an interesting and important subject. On basic issues like the level of protection
for local cereals'and the industrial import liberalization programs, donors in Senegal diffE~red yigorously
among themselves and the working out of these differences helps explain what happened in .rice policy
and the shifting policies on industrial reform.

But the main issu.e bere is the jv~aI political economy - how the various Senegalese interests
acted-and reacted in the framing of economic policy.

An analysis of the social dynamics of adjusnnent in Senegal must take into account certain special
features of the social structure that prevail there as in many African countries. As Frey~Nak0nznotes:

"The dominant principal of social structure in Senegal is the vertical alliance," not' dJterestgroups based
on common economic interests. ..ClientaIism" prevails, restingonreciprocityintbeexch~geof

services. This system is translated into politics by "clients" working fora leader (for exampleJby
recruiting new followers) in expectation of receiving a share of thebenefits the ie3dergains by his or her
position. Any influential person can expect to have a number of such clients, each in turn developing
his or her own clientele, thereby creating a vertical· hierarchy of sometimes disunited factions. These
clientele groupings or "clans" are the fundamental political units.

1 This section is based upon a background paper prepared for this report by Regula. Frey-NakoDZJ
"Rapp<>rt de Mission, Evaluation des Programmes d'Ajustement Structurel au Senegal, Dimension
Sociale," Federal Office of External Economic Affairs, BerneJ September 1989.
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This structure bas important implications for the political process. The clan is detetmined.more
by social relations than by ideology or a sbared political conception. Thus~ the political process it spawns
cannot be understood in terms of class conflict or interest group politics as there tends to be more conflict
within clans than between them. Instead~ personal relationships take (}Il the most importance: personal
connections tend to be preferred to institutional channels for influencing decisions and importafitdecisions
are often made· "in the corridors." The many factions within. a chm will each pursue their particular
agenda~preventing the clan from. acting as a l:.uitary actor.

Clientele loyalties explain some of the economic behavior~ sucbas lending and loan recovery
behavior ofmajor banks~ that is now being addressed under the structural adjustment reforms. Tbeslpw
pace of reform of the public and parapublic sectors can be expjainedto some extent by the fact. tbat
Senegalese politicians owe more loyalty to their clientele than to the civic polity. Because their political
influence depends upon their ability to provide rewards to their clientele~ primarily jobs and accessto
financial resources, they are unwilling and often politically unable to implement policies that would
adverselyaffeet this ability.

Frey-Nakonz identifies six economically based interest groups that play a role in defining the
adjustment program. The administration - more broadly thefonetionnairesor the bureaucracy -isthe
primary domestic actor. In addition~ a number of groups act to influence the decisions. of the
government,panicularly employer org;Lnizations~ trade unions, and farmer organizations. Lessorganized
groups~ such as the "marginalized urban population" (unemployed or in the informal sector) and wornell,
have had less opportunity for input and have thus played a somewhat more passive role in the process:
Itshould be emphasized that these. six groupings do not denote classes or•unified" interest groups; rather
they serve here as organizational devices for a discussion of sociopolitical developments. References to
"classes" should be loosely interpreted.

It is important to obse,,-veatthe outset that the adjustment programs have created a higher level
of political awareness among tile popu~ation at large. Almost for the first time in Senegal, concrete issues
of economic policy are now widely discussed in the public press and on television. The SALs,and the
market-oriented reform strategies they embody, have sparked debate on the substance of policy to a
degree not previously known. Employer groups have been politically mobilized in·responseto. the
changes in the trade regime and· industrial policies. Unions have opposed some aspects of the reform
program~ particularly in reforming the Labor Code and in the education and bealth sectors.

The Bureaucracy (Fonctionnaires)

The administrative or bureaucratic class (fonetionnaires). bas been given .. difficult~often
contradictory tasks in the adjustment precess. It is responsible for the negotiation ana implementation
of the adjustment program, the central elements of which (1iberalization~ deregulation, privatization,job
freezes~ ·or retrenchment in the public sector) are aimed at cutting the roots of bureaucr.ic influence­
the capacity to distribut\~ patronage in theform of jobs and access to "rents." Yetwithoutcontinuedaid
flows, which require ;(;le.~tance of donor conditionalities, jobs and money will shrink anyway.

Thefree-market-oriented policy reforms of the adjustment program are, moreover~ accepted
without intellectual conviction. Large numbers of the bureaucratic class, probably the.majority~ believe
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that most of the reform policies are technically inappropriate for Senegal; they will not bring faster
economic growth on a sustained basis.

Thefonctionnaires who negotiate and implement the programs have to win. donor support while
defending the "general interest" of Senegal. 'They then have to sell donor conditionalities to the public,
which involves accommodating diverse sectional interests, while they try to retain the public's political
support. In this process, modifications in agreed conditions may often be required.

The nature of the contradictions and dilemmas faced by the administration can be summarized
in its •four principal tasks. The administration and thefonetionnaires. must (1) winpolicy..based lQans
without sacrificing Senegal's general interest; (2) accept and implement a set of policies many of which
they believe are misguided; (3) sell this program they only half-heartedly believe in to the various
parochial.groups whose interests are at stake, and they must do this without sacrificing the general interest
and withoutfatal political consequences; and (4) implement a program that,. if successful, willshrinkthe:r
sources of influence, at least in the short run.

These factors help explain why implementation of many reform policies is slow, why slippage
is frequent, and why Senegalese "ownership" of the reform program remains fragile and uncertain.

One of the most important effects of the structural adjustment process has been the shifting of
some. political authority fromfonetionnaires to other groups. Political forces play an obviousrole',F0r
example, the events surrounding the elections ofFebruary 1988 and t'te cries for change (sopi)thatwere
strongly articulated during the •campaign gave new. political presence to the urban-based ••• opposition
parties. That politicalaetors have become more visible and influential is also illustrated by the experience
with. labor market reform. The National Assembly refused to approve an administration proposal (agreed
to with the Bank as part of SAL II) to allow greater employer flexibility in hiring and firing. Andthe
beginning,; of·disengagement by rural development agencies has resulted in some. transfer of authority
from these RDAs to fanner. associations and NGOs. To .some extent, too~ the newly emergent (stilLvery
small) private sector has become more significant, in the Fleuve region, for example.

There has also o~curred all internal redistribution of bureaucratic influence; the World Bank in
particular, but donors generally, have created over. the. years a myriad of coordinating bodies that have
diverted influence and power from established ministries and other agencies. The creatioI' ofthe Comite
de Suivi de I'Ajustement Structurel has, for example, played a major role in policycoordination,red~dng

the role (real or potential) of the Ministry of Plan and Cooperation. The strengthening ofthe Delegation
llaR6forme du Secteur Parapublic has reduced the influence of the various core supervisory agencies
in government, and also that ofthe Ministeres des Tutelles. The Ministere du Developpement Rural has
long seen its authority sapped by donor-supported rural development agencies.

Employer Groups

Employer.groups have displayed new vigor since 1986. Senegal's employers are grouped into
36 syndicats or employer associations. Of these, the 13 most important are part of the. Conseil J~atioflaI
du Patronat (CNP)~ which was formed in 1986, shortly after the announ:ement ofthe New Industrial
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Policy (NiP). It has since become the single most representative and articulate defender of 3mployer
interests.

CNP spokesmen decry both the process and extent of implementation of the industrial policy
reforms introduced in 1986. They say the government failed to consult them when the NIP was being
developed; they were told about it ex post, by a technician from UNIDO who was .the chief spokesman
at a· meeting announcing the reform program. CNPspokesmen also criticize •the •. eXcessively rapid
introduction of import liberalization without the promised parallel actions: increasing credit availability,
liberalizing the labor market, preventing smuggling, and reducing energy costs.

By late 1987 ~ theCNP was presenting memoranda to the government and engaging irrf0rtnal
dialogue with ministries on these issues. In January 1988 they participatedinasemular bringingtoget1ler
government, employers, r"d trade· unions to discuss the NIP. A simiiar seminar· was held· later in the
year to discuss the draft Li.:'Pfor SAL IV.

The complaints of the organized eu . fers were echoed by many other aetors,both in
government and among the donors - nutably the F:'ench aid authorities. The result was tile revision on
industrial reform in Aug-.lst 1989, which raised the level of tariff protection close to prereform levels.
In effect, the CNP led a victorious campaign to rescind much of the NIP.

The NIP bas led to one substantial structural change WI,' political implications: thegr0wiliand
diversification of the trader community. Sharp reductions in the cost of obtainingimport licenses (from
5-10 million CFAF to less than 15~OOO CFAF), led to a large increase in the numberofH:ensed.traders
- from 3,191 in April 1987 to 8,583 in May 1989. Notmuch is known about who these new traders
are,norabout the nature of the competition between infonnal~ small-scale and large-scaletradingsect0f~'

But there is little doubt that sjgniflcantchanges hav~ occuired. For example, members of the Mouride
community from theBaol region, who are known as "Baol Baol," have replaced Lebanese importers in
some lines such as electronic equipment, clothing, ,md footwear.

Trade Unions

It is hard to know tile extent to which the formai trcde union strueturecan be taken to represent
wage earner interests. Despite their long history (a 1947 railroad strike was one of the milestones ofthe
struggle for independence), the trade unions. have always been highly politicized, continually splintered,
supported fmancially not by membership dues but by outside aid and politicaiparties.Th~:· bavebeen
led by a few full-time trade unionists cmd are little present on the shop floor. Since independence,the
main unions Jave become arms of the ruling party, and have been given formalrepresentfltionin
govemment(lrgans. TheConfed~rationNationaledes TravaiIleurs S~n~galais (CNTS)~ ~e<mainunion

federation with 59 .constituent unions and claimed membership of70,OOO, has the.rigbttonametw0
cabinet ministers, theVice..President of the National Assembly, and ten deputies of thePartiSociaIiste.
The CNTSis also represented in the mail1 social and economic commissions and on the boards of state
enterprises.

The close formal ties between the CNTS and the ruling Parti Socialiste commitmemberstoa
policy of "respo~jbleparticipation" in government. Such a relationship Ihnitsthefreedomofactionof
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the CNTS and sometimes generates internal criticisms that union leaders have sold out in return for
personal perks. However~ government control of the CNTS has not always prevented the federation from
adopting independent and sometimes anti-reform positions. Following a Journee de Rejlexion in August
1986~ the CNTS issued a statement rejecting the policy of disengagement of the state. It proposed a
policy of transferring state-owned enterprises to worker.organizatiollS~ a proposal which appears to have
fallen on deaf ears. The CNTS urges pro-employment policies~ and has fought against liberalization of
Labor Code provisions on hiring and tiring. Its influence appears 0 have been strong in the National
Assembly decision in 1987 to reject government's proposed changes in the Labor Code - changes that
were a condition of release of the second tranche of SAL II. (1be tranche was released anyway.). And
in 1989 the assembly finally did approve the changes allowing employers to hire workers on temporary
contracts for more than six months~ which had been the previous limit.

The non-CNTS union" active among teache'"s and health workers have also been critical·.of the
adjustment program and aggressive in strike actio~. The Post-Secondary Teachers' Union (SAES or
Syndicat Autonome des Enseignants du SuptSrieur) broke away in 1985 from the General Teachers UnioTA
(Syndicat Unique et DtSmocratique des Enseignantsdu StSntSgal, SUDES) that had beenautonomo\1ssince
1976. The SAES has led the fight against such World Bank-supported reforms in uleeducation sector
as· double. shifts of primary school classes~ mixed grade c:assrooms, and budget shifts favoring primary
education.

In its first newsletter~ Documents~ in November 1985, SAES critically analyzed the World ·Bank
education policies for Senegal as outlined in its November 1984 Country Economic MemorandUM. The
SAES wrote disapprovingly of improved selection for entry into secondary schools~privatizationof

education and training, and use of teachers with. less credentials. .'t especially attacked the low pay and
poor conditions of teachers. In February 1986 it organized a rally on its demands for change; its 19
demands focus on improvements in salary and working conditions.

All through 1987, negotiations were held with the Re<.1:orate of the University, with the
Presidency~ and with the Education Ministry. Since no results were forthcoming, the SAESheld a protest
strike in January 1988. The strike was supported by students and became a partofth.e larger
postelectoral protests in February that led to the declaration of a State of Emergency.

At the beginning of 1989, SAES joined with another independent teachers union to iieada 70-day
strike which was only settled at the price of significant wage concessions (a 40 percent rise in civil service
indices via a special research and training supplement); other. fringes were also raised~and working
conditions improved. Joint consultation on educational reforms was also stipulated andgovermnent
agreed to regular biannual bargaining meetings with SAES.

In the health sector, SUTSAS - the Syndicat Uni des Travailleurs de Sant~ et de l'ActionSociale
- was formed in 1981 and now claims 3,000-5,000 members. This. autonomous union has a larger
membership than that of the public health workers union which is part of eNTS.

SUTSAS struck in 1984 and ~gain, for three weeks, in 1985. In July 1988 it led a series of
rolling strikes. The falling share of budget resources allocated to health was a constant theme in these
strikes. SUTSAS did not, however, attack the healt.: elements of the adjustment program at this time~

but only the SAL policies in general. Its preoccupations were that budget management wag not
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evenhanded, and that some donor programs (notably USAID's family planning program) were poorly
designed or implemented, salaries were falling in real terms, and health infrastructure deteriorating.

In November 1988, government agreed. to a number of important SUTSAS demands- on fringe
benefits, promotions, training, materials, supplies - which will impact significandyon the budget. The
union also won agreement to reinstate consultative commissions for the management of the health sector.

Fanner OrglUlizations

The final group of actors whose role seems to be in.process of significant change. is the •organized
peasantry. There has.been·considerablegrowth in the number and role of farmer organizations.• Some
of this isthe result of direct policy intervention. The 1984 New Agricultural Policy calls forthe
"responsibilization" of 11lralsociety, and donors and NGOshavebeenintensifying~ffortstoreinvigorate

cooperatives and other associations. The Bank and French aid agency have, since theearly1980s,pushed
hard for decentralization of the cooperative movement by the encouragement of smaller sections
villageoises and economic interest groups (groupements d'interet economique) .... SOFIDETEX,therural
development agency (RDA} that promotes cotton and cereals in southeastern Senegal, has concentrated
on thefonnation of Grassroots Producers Associations (associations des produeteurs de base) that will
take over marketing, input supply, and other functions at the village level. By early 1989, several
hundred such organizations existed, compared to a handful only five years earlier.

In addition to the direct emergence of new farmer organizations, other factors have been atwork
indirectly. Thus the opening up of the Senegal River Valley and the beginnings of disengagement of
SAED,theRDAfor that region, have given rise to .a burst of new private sector activity and to an
increased ..• NGO presence as. well. The multitude of NGOs have. encouraged the fonnation< of .cereals
banks, village shops, and similar activities run by farmer organizations, encouraging an expansion of their
role.

Thefutute role offarmer organizations has indeed become a major issue in the whole program
of liberalization/disengagement of the state, though ids not much discussed.. Many Senegalese and some
foreign aid representatives believe that full liberalization of marketing is premature. They believe that
the balance of power in rural areas is unfavorable to small farmers and that thus farmers should have a
chance to organize in the defense of their own interests before market forcesareaUowedfuller<sway.

The favored status given to farmer organizations is one reason why privatizationof11lral services
has.made only slow progressin most of Senegal. Disengagement of the state (or privatization itselfJis
defmedas transferring activities to any of the variety of farmer organizationsandnurturingtbese
organizations1:>ysubsidies or regulatory protection. But often these farmer organizations are •. too weak
to assume their new functions.

We.• have. said nothing about oth.er rural social groups whose role is often un4erscoredthe
religious brotherhoods. Frey-Nakonz, in her background.paper, notes that the. brotherhoods (Mouri~es

andTidJanis, notably) are notreaIly welI.-defined interest groups.. TIley are constellations of groups with
particular interests that reflect varied economic or class composition. The political alignments of these
1:>rotherhoods are not simple. M. Diouf, the chief of state (a member of the Tidjani brotherhood), has
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closereJations with the Khalife-General of the Mourides. °lbe Mouridesstrongly supported the Tidjani
Diouf in the ejection of 1988.

Nor is it clea: that the brotherhoods influence economic policy in someconsistent.direction. It
used to be said in Senegal that the government's resistance to reductions in input subsidies reflected
brotherhood influence. But subsidies are gone (at least as of 1989). And the GOS was forced to cut the
producer price of groundnuts in 1988 because of low world groundnut oil prices. The brotherhOOdS are
certainly politically influential, but the extent and direction of their impact is not clear. Andthe
adjustment program, to the extent that it reduces rents generated by administered prices and other
interventions, willtend to reduce the influence of these and other pressure groups.

Low Income Urban Populations

There has been much concemthatpoliticallyunorganizedurban populations, especially informal
sector and lowincome groups, will bear the highest costs of the adjustment process. Higher prices for
basic necessities, increasing competition for a decreasing number of jobs, cuts in social spending, and
falling real wages could all contribute to a declining standard of living. The extent to which any of these
effects have been ·felt is unclear because of a lack of basic data; the insulation of the lower income urban
population from some policies (for example, decreases in the real value of the minimum wage haveJittle
direct effect on workers. in the informal sector); and the imperfect implementation of other pplicies. For
example, real food prices declined rather than rose throughout most of the 19808 and health and education
status improved on aggregate even as real expenditures fell. The cost ofbread, an important staple of
the urban poor, feU steadily and. sharply over the decade; rice prices were also lower relative to the
generalleveJof prices.

Some impact has nonetheless clearlybren felt and as a result these marginalized groups have
begun to find their voice.. A new willingness to protest was· shown during the violentdemonstrationsthat
followed the 1988 elections. Cries of "sopi" (change) were met by thegovemment with food price cuts
and other concessions.

Amore subtle effect has also been noted. As the state and the modern sector oftheeconom)'
have become less dependable as sources of support, traditional political structures (often ofreligious or
ethnic origin) have gained in importance.. These structures can guarantee social and economic support,
even if at a low level. The resulting economy (variously described as "underground," "informal,"or
"pppular")reJiesmainly on service provision, and especially on commerce with itspptential for a1Dl()st
infinite division of tasks. A high degree of division of labor ensures that revenues from this inf0nnalsector •commerce are well distributed while competition ensures that markups are low --- abenetit. to
consumers.

Women

Tbere is little data available to identify differential economic impacts of adjustmen(on women.
Women are affected bystruetural adjustment at a variety of levels. To the. extent that theyarernember~
ofthesataried class, they suffer from reductions in real wages and layoffs. Because women tend to be
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less educated than their male peers, it is feared that they maybe among the first lObe laid off, although
no statistics·exist on this issue. There is some evidence that once laid off, women in Senegal have greater
difficulty than men in finding new formal-sector jobs.

Declining incomes have left both urban and rural women with new demands on their time and
energy. Frequendy,the wives of unemployed urban workers have ensured the survival oftheir families
by becoming traders. Commerce is considel(d a low-caste endeavor among men but is. acceptable for
women of even the higher.classes. In rural areas, there has been a notableincre&Se lJloff-farm activities
by women. Among the poorest classes, the probable decline in job opportunities has led some malesto
enter sectors traditionally left to women, such as the sale of prepared food. This newcompetition.has
had adverse effects of its own on women.

IV. THE EFFECTS OF THE ADJUSTMENT PROGRAM ON
EDUCATION AND HEALm

It is widely feared, and sometimes strongly asserted, that stabilization/adjustment programs of
the 1980shavehad particularly damaging ·effects on the poor by causing cuts inpubHcspendingon
edueationandhealth. These services are particularly crucial. to the poor; without access to education and
health care, their chances for climbing out of poverty are diminished. Spending cuts have certainly
occurred in some countries.2 Butit is not clear how general a phenomenon this has been, nor is the
meaning of "cuts" always made clear. These questions are particularly important in Senegal because,
before its adoption of formal adjustment programs in the 1980s,the country traileci far behind comparable
developing countries in education and health sta.tus.

In the paragraphs that follow we analyze how the· education and health sectors have fared in
Senegal during the past decade. The analysis draws heavily on the background paper prepared for this
report by Gerard Chambas and on recent work by Mark Gallagher and QsitaOgbu ofthewroridBan.k;
all.data and tables are derived. from the work of these authors. We look first at various measures.ofinput
changes, both•financial (shares of government expenditure and of national income that. are. allocated to
education and health and· changes in absolute levels of government spending on these services) and
physical (schools, teachers, clinics, and medicines). We then examine available data on education.an~

health status- measures of "quasi-outputs" such as enrollment ratios as well as conventional measures
such as changes in life expectancy and morbidity data. It tums out thatinSenegal hea1thalldeducation
status has improved in the past 10 years despite stagnant and then declining real per capita public
expenditures. Available information does not allow us to explain this result. satisfactorily, though we
explore some possible reasons.

2 See C.A. Cornia, R. Jolly and F. Stewart, Adjustment With a Human Face; Protecting . the
VulnerabletJrtd Promoting Growth, UNICEF, 1987. See also, UNICEF, The State of the World's
Children, ~~89.
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Limitations

The budget data at hand suffer from nUI1'lerOUS deficiencies, of which the followin~:are the main
examples:

•

•

•

They are estimates and not actuals. This is probably nota serious source of error as
actuals are usually very close to estimates for the operating budget;

Capital expenditureestirnatestend to be particularly unreliable and until recently did not
figure in the national budget, because most capital expenditure is financed by foreign
grants or quasi-grants; and

The data are •not based. on a functional and economic classification of budget
expenditures, but on budget allocations to relevant ministries. Some major items· of
expenditure are thereby excluded. For example,th1e military budget finances the
Engineering School at Tbies, a major facility, as well as many medical services. These
expenditures are not included. in our estimates of education andbealth expenditures.

Changes in Shares of the Operating Budget andGDP

Table 6.1 traces the evolution of spending on education and health during. the 1980s. The
foHowingmain p.:>ints emerge concerning shares of spending:

•

•

•

Educational spending has been "highly protected, " as some writers have used thatterm?
In fact, its share of current expenditures actually rose during the early yearspf the
adjustment program, •peaking at 24.1 percent in 1983-1984. Wbileeducatioo'sshare
declined. to 22.8 percent in 1988-1989. it remains above the trend in the 19705;

The share of spending on health has declined slightly over the 19808 -from an average
of 5.6 percent in 1980-1982 to aboutS.l percent in 1987-1989. This decJinecomeson
top ofa substantial declinein the 19705. The health budgetsbare has thus fallen to its
lowest level in the last20 years; and

Asa share of GOP, educational. expenditures have fallen since 1984 after increasing in
the 19705 and holding constant between 1977 and 1983. HealUlexpendituresasa share
of GOP have tended slightly downward in. the1980s; the general trend bas been
downward since the early 1970s. The extent of decline was greater in thepreadjustment
decade than iothe 19808.

Cf. N. Hicks and A. Kubisch, "Cutting Government Expenditures in LoCs," Finance and
Development~ 2113, pp. 37-39; and Anderson, Jaramillo, and Stewart, Ch. J, in Cornia etaI., ibid.
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Changes in Levels mad Composition of Public Expenditure

We use H'.al expenditures per capita as the best summary indicator of the evolution of real
resources allocated. to education and health. Table 6.1 shows that real spending on education thusdetined
was fairly steady from 1980 through 1984 but has since fallen dramatically to a level 25 percent below
its 1984 level.

With respect to health, the trend in real spending is similar - holding steady from .1980 through
1984 and then falling off rapidly. The difference Jsthat this fall comes on top of the declines in real per
capita spending seen in the 19708. By the end of the 1980s,per.capitaspending on health care was more
tha:.n40 percentbelow its level in 1979-1981 which in turn was some 30percffDl ,,~lowits 1evelin 1970.

There have also. been significant shifts in the composition of the education and health budgets.
In education, the expansion of the teaching staffduring a period ofbudget constraints has causedsalaI'y
cosu to grow from 65 percent of recurrent expenditures in 1980 to 74 percent in 1987. Nonteaching staff
salaries have declined as Ministry of Education staff have been redeployed as teachers ... Overtbesame
period, there has been some shift in the allocationoffunding between primary, secondary, vocational,
and higher education.. Primary education's share has risen from roughly 36 percent at the beginning of
the decade to 46 percent. in 1986-1987. The increase came out of the budgets.ofhigher and vocational
education, whose shares fell from 20 and 8 percent respectively in 1980 to. 19 and 4 .percent in 1986.
Secondary education has held its share at roughly 25 percent. The share ofrecurrentexpendituresgoillg
to .suppUes, including books~ bas fallen from 8.2 percent to 4.7 percent over the same •period.

In the health sector, the emphasis on the .construction of new health faciliti~ has beenrefle.eted
in the growing size of the capital budget. Recurrentexpenditure8 are dominated· by salaries,. which
accounted for 65-69 percent of the total through the1980s. The budget for medications and routine
supplies has been fixed in nominal terms since 1983 and represented 2.4 percent of recurrent expenditures
in 1987.

Change:; in Levels or Physical Inputs

Senegal's supply of educational inputs expa..llded rapidly in the 19808 (Table 6.2):

• Between 1980:md 1987, teaching personnel increased by 57 percentovetall wbilethe
number of ruraLprimary school teachers grew by a stunning 86 percent; and

• Over the same period, the number of public schools increased by 55 percent. to over
2,300. Private secondary schools also increased rapidly and now comprise almost one­
half of the total. Of new classrooms built in rural areas, 67 percent were provided
entirely by local communities.

Indicators for the health sector are presented in Table 6.3 and show the fonawing:

• The number of hospit~s.health centers, and rural health facilities expanded stron~ly

through the 19808, while the number of hospital beds per person declined. Manynew
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health facilities offer only rudimentary service as they lack personnel, equipment, ar.d
supplies; and

• Although the number of public phy:~icians and nurses has declined by more than 30
percent since 1980, the number of nurses operating in· rural areas has. increased by 43
percent. An increasing number of midwives also are operating outsideof the Dakar area.

Changes in Outputs and Quasi-outputs: Education and Health Status

To assess the impact of reductions in real spending and physical inputs we want to know how
education and health "outputs" (indicators of health and. education status) have been affected. In
education, we look at information on enrollment ratios, graduates, and the quality of education provided.
In health we Should look at changes in IifeexpectancY'1 at infant mortality, and at indicators ofmorbidity.

Enrollment figures reflect the expansion.of educational opportunities·that has occurred as Senegal
pursues its goal of universal primary education by the year 2000. Overall enrollment increased by almost
halfbetween 1980 and 1987, to 765,000, with female enrollment growing by an even faster 56 percent.
Currently, 56 percent of the primary age cohort attends school,up from. 46 percantin 1980. Regional
differences have narrowed markedly (see Table 6.4). Secondary school enrollmenthas increased from
lIto 13 percent of the 12-17 year old cohort, while university enrollment has nearly doubled,

The increase in students has been matched by a parallel increase in the number of teachers,
thereby preserving the student-teacher ratio. Effortsbave been made to maintain teacher quality as tbeir
number has grown. Regulations introduced in 1977 require new teachers in the publicschoolsystelD to
have at least one year of teacher training. By 1987 fully 98 percent of primaryschoolteachers bad been
trained; 55 percent had either four years in teacher training or their baccalaureate degree and one Year"
of additional training. The supply of trained teachers may pose a bottleneck to further expansion ofthe
school system. Enrollment in the teacher training program has dropped precipitously since 1983 and in
recent years graduates have been too few to even replace normal annuaLtumover.

Most studentperformance indicators are at or near the levels they showed in 1980. Thatthese
indicators have held steady .is in itself an achievement .given the •concurrent surge in thestuderlt
population. Dropout rates show a very slight upward tendency and now average 8.8 percent,Whil~

repetition rates have held steady at 17 percent. At the primary level. fully 80 percent of a given cohort
now reacbthe final class, but only 40 percent eam the Primary School Leaving Certificate (CEPE).
Average test scores on the national examinatiollishow no trend.

Afthesecondary level, performance seems to haveimproved: standardizedtest sooresare higher
andgradaation rates (graduates as a percent of enrollment}have increased. Improvedperformanc~ on
the national baccalaureate exammayretlect theintroduction of a screening exam which mustbepasse<i
before the exam can be attempted. On average, students at Catholic secondary schools are outperforming
those who attend public ornondenOininationaIprivate schools.



1~5
_....--- -. -

~ ..s Prtx:aa IrJ:%1caten frr r4at1e:m. 1918-1988
19'78 19'79 1980 1981 1982 1983 19B1' 1985 1ge6 198'7 1988

lHM:S

Sbanta
fWaftl. 161l,m 1~,199 190,'721 2m r986 216,322 253.3S8 ZT1.078 28' .1472 298.793Mal. Z12,433 ztrr,192 33'i,<&J 328,1'9 352.5ll4 "JT ,S'lO 432,53'7 ~.133 l466,fCT1bt.al~ 1111.21' lI67.391 522,C!)! 529.7C5 568,866 6Ctl,g2S 703,615 7'29.605 165,liOO~ \iN.~: 'fIr1.-ry ••37'3 1152,675 lI96,066 533.~ 567,069 583.890 6lO.~ ~3,lt;'73Iua*'1 '71.1168 99,705 1as.9l16 113.011 '2'.~ 129.8611 136.m '1ala.~61~·RIte

~(~n) -".91 lfT.2J SO.2I 52.3 53.9S 53.as 5'.6J 55.'71SIa:I:dw, (12-19) 10.45 n.os '1.21 n.SS 11.SS 12.5'S 13.1S 13.31
1\*' »
~

!U'U. 2,2119 2.·..::AI 2.6119 2.83' 3.1Q3 3.731 .... '97 11.678 1I,11tT -.937~ 11.0151 !t,ZTl -,701 5,195 5,9'99 6,398 6.7i'9 6.319 6.533 6.631nal 6.310 6.115 7,3!1J 8,029 9,_ 10,129 10,976 10.99'7 ",a 11,568St!a'n'r'v7
JWal. 0 0 0 0 0 0 5 22 58 711~ 2,l)Q 2•• 2.~ 3.075 ;,220 3.:ilO 3.1"T3 11.016 11,261 1I.ll85Total 2.JXl 2,1194 2.809 3.07'5 3,220 3,560 3,7'7'8 4,O~ 11,319 1l.5l991bt.al.~ am
SecM""1 8.610 9,209 10,159 , 1, lOll 12.602 13.689 14,754 15.035 15,599 16,127~.~ 85 108 1113 135 1111 134 12'3tiwrs1t, 539 578 644 ~ 636 635 685 701 710

Scb:lQl.s
N:aUc

JIro:IDry 1,265 1,)34 1,1119 1,503 1,622 ~,7'98 1,984 2.0Etl 2, ,60 2,207~ 91 9~ rn 101 ,oa 114 13' '35 1411 15J'n:Ital P\ti.1c 1,356 , ,1l26 1,516 , .6011 1,73) 1,91.2 2, 1~4 2,2'15 2,):)4 2.351Pr.tftte
~ 155 159 162 '69 '73 171 156 167 . 162 166s-rzdvy 78 i'9 7'1 86 91 ~ 115 121 133 1'39Total Pr'1vate 233 ~ 2'39 255 264 267 281 294 295 ~'%atal Sc:h::lols 1,589 1.666 1.755 1,859 1,994 2.179 2.395 2.509 2.599 2.662 2.373~ liN.c:b ar.l PHa.

1,796
PIU23S DmCA1tRS

~Bate

~ T.OS S.OS S.OS 'T.OS T.OS s.os s.OS 8.OS 9.es 8.OS~ 11.81 10.81 9.9S T.9S 10.6' 12.1' 13.91 11.21 11.11i0IeNll 8. " 8.21 8.21 7.~ T.1Ii B.7'J 8.6S 9. " 8.5S
~t1cln Rlte
~ 16.llS 17.01 16.9J 16.9J 17.2S 16.11i 1"l.OS 16.SS 17.1J 15.6J:::. ....,., 1!t.7'J 15.SS 14.61 15.BS 19.8'S 17.01 19.7'S 1S.1'S 17.51 18.7'SC¥enll 16.11 11.5S 16.31 16.7'J 17.7'S 16.5J 17.llS 17.1S 17.45 16.21
lbIbr~

S«'«z!d!u'y

1.,~
!Im4 3.601 7,998 5,531 7.'7IJ
~ 3.028 3,632 2,m 2,360 2,136 2,M3 3,036 2,961 3,948 3,910TOtal. Sf' o.r, '1,2'39 10,875 7,&17 9,310 18,21.14

'!8Id'8"~ 960 1,026 1,256 1,133 1,774 1,llO7 52q 7lI6 553 391Ufti'lllllr.l1ty 1,2'21 1,349 1,553 1,601 1,770 1.092 1,483 1,lr78 1,553
Ava ~. sacra en
MIUarwl Elclm

1rT.5'SPr1au'y 52.31 110.1$ 37.os lI2•.3S SO.9J Ill.as 58.SS 2'l'.3J 36.4S
~ 28.61 ZT.1S 32.OS 30.51 31.51 32.M 37.M 1I9.9J qa.9S 52.'71
~

'55.6S8F'E'M 2S.OS 119.61 33.21 3).61
BrIl:caJ....te 5"T.~ sa.os 11.1.~ 68.11 52.9S 59. IrS 62.6S 53.S'S ~.OS 53. IIIAvg 2rlQr! .N:Il.1C 33.9'$ 511.~ 110.0$ 59.M

Prt.....

~.M
Ef"E2ot 13.7'S 15.8'S tS.6i 26.~
f!r.acTJa) ......te 28.3S 31.~ 37.M 21:rs ~.~ 112. 1~ 4lI.9S 32.9J 43.3S 41.5S
Avg.2miIlrY Pr1wte 2O.1S 18.]S 2O.1S 42.61'1'IJIIcbr.~ 0.98 0.99 99.OS 97.OS 99.OS 98.OS 99.OS 99.01 92.OS 99.OS



186

TABLE r .....\
0, .....

Inputs and Outputs for HealtJ1$ 1975-1988

'.7S ,,,. '1171 '111 '111 'f,1Il "11 11. "83 '.M '... ,.Ill
t-vTS

'UHHI••

....".l.
Qooe~,.... e.- Vert ,.
T.Ul , • " " " '1 '1 II ,.

" ,. ,.
MiNlU. e...~.....

lloo....... c.. 'We"t. 33T.,., 33 3. :14 :Ii 35 3S 39 31 4llJ .. .. "'lQtCo:RCS!?~ •• tI .. 81 ~ll .. III 1$ IS .5 13 15
lI\oali e ""'1'" lIoau

""... VI 2.. 300 23'1 2. 351 3U .to,
Urlt:8" 1.115 II ... " Il'I IS 1:1 II
Tln., 3. 3!oD 34'1 3" 371 378 31S oA2'I &37 ~, 470 alia

.....u" "__"" ilCll Ull 174 no arJ 1251 '215
",,'t"''''''1,y ~"Gt l tt.' ••

A.... t ," ,. In SCI .... am 40Q .nu,.,." 52 se Sl Sit il1 AI 41 4' 41 S4 54 51
'for.et no :t.t '.1 S57 ... se1 - 543

..... H. F...nUln...." ... ',317 3.351 3.<W3 3,400 3.1C13 3.U3 3.US 2.254 :1.213 3.571 3,1.... 10,000 '.7 e.! 1.11 1.3 .... .., 5.' 5.3 5.1 S.I G.a 5 ••
....tl" Ceft;'.P. - I. - ., 117• 1rt '1q l7it 'I' 113 15' ''I.

... 10.0GlI 1.7 1.7 t.7 , .e I.' 1~4 1.3 , .t ,. t h3 1.1 1.1
U_ "-tll.flU, '.501 , .m 1.113 '.51!! I,S4' 1,3S2 1,4':11 , ,4<17 , ,,:JS1

~•• 'G.~ 3.0 3.12 3.2 2.' 2.1i 2.4 2•• 2.~ ~.1

lOloa't. .....,.,...
"",..'e' .... n. 2M 27. 211 33$ 33. :nit ,st il. )2. illa

... 'O.ClIO fI.U a.lS1 "O,a:iI G.51 O.d 0.5' tI.51 0.51 G.4Il tI.'" 0 ....
i I. ,.",..l ...... m......... ',:If' 2.:I8t 2.~1O 2.121 2.a4 2,"11 I,ct. 1••' 2.011 , .34.t 1.01S
_ 'O.lICIIl <l.in _.Sf! ••• 4.N ••13 ..~.S4 ~.SI 3." :1• .3' 2•• 2,117
" , .......t ...... f. ICIl •• lla ftS 37'S 3ft

,.
IIf....... 2'11 DI ,.. :l1R ~1

,. ,,,
~. 321 :131 40ft

pe.. 'O.lICIO 0." G.II fl.n 0.71 12.1$ 0." C.53 D." 0.$1 O.U 0.111

carnvrs

yt",tli 1. ~ect lltt...

11o~el

"",ephau. 412.2 3••1 .....7 !c•• f~t,O 311.1 21'.' 221.2 :111;0 .11•• :la••
...., "" .c.re'."8 3." ••3 :I.1l11.11 :1••'.'" :1.'30.1 !.l,IN.:I 3,'.~.1 ,,31#.0 1._.1 171.0
IilQI Catote.e "'1.:1 tlXl7,1 'aaG•• lotl••1 '4la.' 541.' 3ft.' 141.1 2'l0.5 3U.' 315 ,81;5
I'ull1lC ....t,,, ""'ete

-""'IIl !lit .5 !IO'. , 13lI.0 ~.. 10••2 7U.2 '112 •• • .ol ••

u!"e." 1,"'.3 40.~.7 _,QoIIO.1 , ••, .1 f ,121.' ~I.I

T.'to4 1 ••7..,3 ".-.1 S.......:i 7,'z!.Q ••311.0 t,e' ••7 2.3U.O 1,21e.1I ,1V1~1., ".t"• ." ... , ••"Hy
'"tl't~••

.....'a 1••• 15.1 17•• ••• '.1 10.' '1;5 '.3 .&.3
u...... 73.~ III1l,O 10~ ._ 12t,l ••4 ... ~ SI.e Sl.S 71.' II•• 5~.G 35;2
T.~., '''.3 Ill.! 110.0 •••• 80•• ••• '0•• ' n.:I 3'.5

Illlllllll:fttzac1o:!ill. (' .0000'
ICI:

""'.1 lU.e 27.... 1.... Ul.3 "4'l.' ".4 G.l 11.1 13.0 2:3.'
Uro_," 35.7 !I1I.7 52.1 <11.4 a.5 2.,7 27.0 46.' iSI •• lii!O,.
T.u' "7.7 3'''.1 :lO1 .7 n2.1 415.1 1IlI.' m.l' S1.~ 17'1.' 343.• '

1tl>Il!'lh"
'....,.4- '\;\0.2 ,5<&•• '''.2 %<11.' 3.,5 '<\.7 C'\ .0 "'.S
11..- II 211 H.:I = .• " ill.' 1:1'.4 ,.,.,
ra'•• '~.£ 15U.;;: 311.2 '113.4 " ••1 all.' ., .5

'a.~ 1<1•••• «l5.3

Sie"rc:en !It .. ~\lli~." .... C. GtIi«.
_.

HI fit .....lle ! ....MitvMlCl • ......"·c.a.. ...c.. s.ct ...:...r.tc••··Cft.· .....b ...r&;'il
£:v pi; c,a ...W.rle &eniLl. """,:,~...ga ~"".

11 ~,.CHt Ot~u'li. ~" ftC; ul""f,lelMl ...chV "!til tlU. f_ 1''''''.,.... ,oere.



187

GROSS PRIMARY SCHOOL ENROLLMENT RATES BY REGION
(for ages 7 to 12)

(percentage)

1977-88 1981-,82 1987-88/a

~negal Average 40.9 47.2 55.7

R"iQUS
·Dakar 87.1 90.1 89.7

Ziguinchor 60.0 86.3 102.0

Diourbel 14.6 21.0 31.0

Saint Louis 39.5 45.1 46.2

Tambacounda 20.6 29.0 31.3

Kaolack 22.6 30.3 40.4

Thies 30.9 43.3 56.1

Louga 17..6 20.8 32.8

Fatiet 20.5 33.3 43.3

Kolda 25.2 34.0 45.4

Source: G.Chambas, "Les consequencessociales de l'ajustement: Ie cas de l'education et de la
sam~, It report prepared for Elliot Berg Associates. November 1989.

la ·.Preliminary figures.
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Tertiary education, especially the vocational schools, has bo.-:~ the brunt of r~nt cuts· in .the
education budget. Although the tODit-term impact of these cuts is not yet dear, it is known that
graduation rates have declined at the wtliversity.

In the health sector, standard indicators of health status show a marked improvement in the 1980s,
even as most delivery indicators (such as consultations and hospital stays) have decreased.. According
to World Bank data, life expectancy increased from 40 in the early 19708 to 43 in the early1980s and
48 in 1987, while mant mortality declined from a rate of 147 per thousand Jive births in 1980 to (a still
high) 131 in 1987. The fall in infant mortality seems to have occurred mainly in rural areas; several
studies reported by Chambas show declines there of 25 percent between the. mid-1970s and the.mid­
19808. Table 6.S shows· morbidity rates for major diseases and indicates generally sharper deciines in
morbidity in the 19808 than in the 19708. Much of this decline can be attributed to a successful. series
of vaccination campaigns: only 13 percent of young children had received BeG vaccinations in 1981
compared to 94 percent in 1988; the vaccination rate for measles rose from 15 percent to 75 percent over
the same period, and coverage for yellow fever from 10 percent to 76 percent. While daiiy calorie
supply per capita remains high in Senegal (estimated at 2,350 by the World Bank), childhood malnutrition
levels are no better than average for Africa: roughly 30 percent of children under five showsomesigm
of wasting or stunting.

Declining P.~blie Expenditure and Improved Performance

It appears that despite stagnant and declining real per capita public s~etor expenditures curing the
adjustment programs of the 1980s, the· health and education status of the Senegalese people, and
particularly rural people, has, on aggregate, improved. How can this be explained?

In education there is at once less to explain and some clear expla..'latory factors. Education
expenditures suffered real cuts only after 1984. The educational authorities in Senegal also made a
number of important adjustments to austerity:

• They increased the share of the budget going to primary (edu~ation from 36 percent to 46
percent between 1978-1981 and 1986-1981, shifting funds out of higher and.vocational
education: some slippage occurred in 1988-1989, when the primary-~evel share of the
budget fell to 44 percent;

They increased the share of primary education &pending going to rural areas. Between
1918 and 1988, enrollment ratios grew by more than 50 percent in eight of nine. regions
outside of Dakar. Since the enrollment ratio in Dakar re-miillled unchanged, the result
is a significant equalizing of educational opportunities (Table 6.4);

• Teacher salaries, like all public employee salaries, wer~ restrained during. most of the
1980s.The decline in real wages (nearly SO percent pet l.eacherbe.tween 1978 and 1988)
faciHtated employment of .a larger number of teachers, while Lhe redeployment ...of
Ministry of Education staff from administrative work to teaching freed up 1,262
additional teachers between 1984-1985 and 1987-1988; and
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'fABLE 6.5

MORBIDITY RATES FOR SEVERAL MAJOR DISEASES
(cases per 10,000 inhabitants)

Mea.~les

Whooping Cough

Poliomyelitis

Tetanus

Malaria

72

66

0.6

2.2

1,147

70

33

0.3

2.0

910

38

12

474

Source: . Chambas, "Les consequences sociales de J'ajustement: Ie cas de reducationet de Ja
sante, "report prep(U'ed for Eiliot Berg Associates, November 1989.
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• In primary education, major ilL"lovations were introduced: mixed grade cJassesand
double shifts allowed more efficient use of physical plant and of teachers. In 1987-1988,
almost 15 percent of pupils were in double-shift schools, as compared to 7 percent a year
earlier. Teachers under the double- shift system (517 in 1988) work two shifts of20
hours instead of one of 28 hours. These teachers, like the 146 teachers in mixed-grade
classes (in 1987'·1988), receive a pay bonus of25 percent above base salary. These
arrangements economize significantly on teacher cost per pupil and are regarded as
successful, although tJ1ey involve reduced classroom hours for pupils - 25 percent less
in the case of double shifts - and thus may be putting educational quality at risk.

Similar reallocations of resources are also evident in the healtbsector.The number of health
posts and health huts grew especially sharply in the 1980s, often financed by donors or local
communities. The number of government doctors per person fell, but by much less in rural areas than
in Cap Vert. The number of midwives per capita increased in rural areas And fell only slightly in urban
areas.

But t.iis is hardly enough to explain the apparently substantial improvement in health status
indicators in Senegal, especially since real public spending on hea1thhas been in steady decline for some
20 years. It is of course possible to reject the hf.aIth status data; they certainly have lots ofdeficiencies
and uncertainties. But they are no worse than similar data for other developing countries, and are
probably better than most. And the trends in the data are so clear and so strong, they are hardto deny.

Ore partial explanation is that as public expenditure has waned, foreign aid donors and private
providers hcve more than filled the resulting gap in health. services. Total health aid to SUb-Saharan
Africa in the first half of the 1980s averaged about US$ 500 million a year; Senegal probably received
$20-25 million a year during this period. 4 This includes only a small part of the contribution of NGGs;
the Catholic Church in particular is very active in the health sector.

User fees became more general during the 1980s; by 1985, two-thirds ofthe medicines distributed
by health· centers and posts were financed by users and user fees accounted for 4;7 percent ofthe Ministry
of Health budget. Cost recovery activity has moved from post to center to hospitals, probably asa result
of ilie sequencing of budget cuts. Thus, as the health budget has continued to shrink, rural posts may
now be finding themselves better able to finance health care than their urban counterparts. LoCal
governments are allocating much of their (slender) resources to the purchase of medicines and
construction of rural health facilities. In 1985, local health committees sponsored the construction of 265
health huts, 53 rural maternity facilities, and 61 health posts. Private practitioners are providiJ1gan
increasing share of curative services, particularly in Dakar. About three quarters of the physicians in the
Dakar area were in private practice in 1988, compared to a little over haIf in 1980. !i is estimated that
private health care provides 30 percent of the nontraditional total and that this percentage·has been
increasing.

4 See F. Orivel and AJ.R. Tchicaya~ "L'aide exterieur publique a la sante en Afrique sub­
sanarienne," in L'economie sociale dans Ies pays en developpement, Actes de Colloque, Caen, September
28-29, 1989, pp. 279 ff.
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Another undoubtedly important factor in the improvement of Senegal's health stat'.lS has been the
increased effectiveness of preventive health services such as the antimalaria program, maternal and child
health care programs, and especially the expanded program of vaccinatior.s which has been in operation
since 1978. These programs, usually operating 2Jrtonomously and with outside support, have not been
dependent on central government budget suppon and thus have been largely unaffected by the drying-up
of local financing. The fact that they could continue their preventive operations is almost certainly a
major part of the explanation of the paradox of reduced public spending and improved health.

A set of intangible or spillover factors may also be relevant. The 1980s witnessed much new well
digging in rural areas; greater access to clean water may explain some of the improved health status.
Also, there was probably a substantial improvement in physical infrastructure in the 1980s, giving rural
people easier access to transport and communications and with it access to health-related services,
including emergency care. An expansion of private spending on medicines and traditional practitioners'
services may also have occurred; these have, after all, always been the principal source of medical care
for most of Senegal's rural population.

A final factor, based on more cynical observation, may be that most of the earlier public spending
on health did not have much impact on average health status; it affected few people at best. So its
reduction h~ hurt only a limited segment of the population.

v. ADJUSTMENT POLICIES AND INCO~IE DISTRIBUTION

In this final section we address the question: How have the stabilization and adjustment programs
of the 19808 affected the economic welfare of major socioeconomic groups?

Specific impacts on income levels and distribution and on employment were to be expected. As
part of the New Agricultural Policy (1984), consumers were to pay higher prices for rice and other
staples; this was to be t.~e main pillar of food policy, intended to stimulate local food production and
move Senegal closer to food self-sufficiency. At the same time, iocalagricultural producers were to
receive higher prices both for food crops and for exports. One implication of this policy was that the
raraI-urban terms of trade were to be turned in favor of farmers, which would not oruystimuIateoutput
but also help deter rural exodus.

Public sector wage earners were to suffer because of budget constraints that would hold down
wages and employment; over part of the 1980s, wage and employment freezes were attempted. The
policy of shrinking the role of the state would in fact require reduction in staff. And part of the expected
fallout from the New Industrial Policy, which liberalized the import regime, was at least a short..,run
reduction of industrial employment.

Costs to wage earners and to consumers were to be balanced or compensated in various ways.
Most importantly, the adjustment measures would produce a supply response in the economy; the GDP
growth rate would rise. Also, foreign assistance inflows would rise, or at least not fall, in recognition
of Senegal's determination to adjust. Finally, the Government of Senegal, in pursuit of ongoing social
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policies, would introduce employment schemes, including some that would be addressed to .the "new
poor" or "victims" of adjustment, notably disemployed workers.

Our analysis is divided into two parts. In the first we address the question of implementation:
To what extent have the key price and wage policies and the anticipated employment effects been
realized'? In the second, we review some of the measures that have been taken to cushion the impact of
adjustment policies either on "victims" or on the poor generally.

Implementation

Data bearing on die implementation question are assembled in Tables 3.3 through 3.7 in Chapter
Three, and Tables 6.6 and 6.7 below. These data are partial and rarelyrobust but they suggest a number
of significant conclusions.

• The objective of raising real prices to agricultural producers was only partially achieved.
Table 3.3 in Chapter Three shows that real groundnut prices were lower in the 1980s
than in the 19708, and, compared to 1980, were lower in most years of the ensuing
decade. Cotton, millet and rice prices did better; they were in fact higher compared with
1980, although not with the 1970s. Groundnuts are the major source of farm .cash
income (over 80 percent of the tot?J).. So the fact that its real price was below its 1980­
1982 level through most of the deCade means that the weighted real producer price for
major crops did not improve. Compared with the 1970s of course, real· prices in the
1980s were uniformly lower.

e The policies designed to bring about greater food self-sufficiency, of which the
centerpiece was raising the consumer price of rice, were not implemented. The real price
of rice to consumers fell throughout the decade, as did the real price of bread (table 3.6).
Millet prices also fell in real terms, at least after 1984, but the ratio of millet to rice
prices moved only slightly in favor of millet. And if the price ofprepared millet (flour)
is compared to rice (the pertinent comparison to many consumers, since it compares
prices of the two staples at similar stages of processing), then the repative attractiveness
of rice over millet increased in most years of the decade.

eWage-earners had declining real incomes over the decade, as tlbies 6.6 and 6.7 show.
Between 1980·and 1986, the Dakar Consumer Price Index rose by some 80 percent; then
declined by about 8 percent from 1986 to 1989. UnskiIled workers suffered the least
deterioration in rea! wages; the legal minimum wage (SMIG) r'l~tained 75-90 percent of
its 1980 purchasing power throughout the decade. SkiJIed andeduc~ted people, the more
highly. paid, did significantly less well by available measures, though these may
understate the real income changes of this group, since fringe benefits are imperfectly
known and recorded. But it is likely that skiB differentials underwent major compression
during this period. This compression means that the wage income distribution probably
became more equitable, even though all segments of the wageeaming population were
on average worse off at the end of the decade than at b'1e beginning. Average real wage
rates paid for civil service jobs fell from 30 to 40 percent between 1981 and 1985, but
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TABLE 6.6

INDICATORS OF PlUVATE SECTOR WAGE CIWICiES
All) IUW.-UilIAM TERMS OF TRADE

1970 - 1989
============================_====.a==========•••==:===•••========-========================

MinillUll Wage
unSkilled Urban

(SMIG)

Skilled
Middle

level
Manual

Hi!,3hly
Sld~ led

Clerical

Average
Monthly
Wages
(Manut.)

Ratio
Ratio Ratio Prod. Price
Prod. Price Prod. Price Groundnuts
Groundnuts Millet to Civ. Servo
to SMIG to SMIG Avg.Earnings___ .~ •• _80 .______ _ • • _

NOIlIinal Real Index Base Wage Ratio 'OOOs
(eFA/Hr) 1980=100 t~ SMIG (Percent) /a CFAF ly80=100 1980=100 1980=100
--~ .. _-----_._---~- --------_._------- -----.---. --. __ ._---------.. _------_._---~-----

1970 51 103 1.86 8.65 103 113 95
1971 51 99 1.86 8.65 121 113 110
1972 51 94 1.86 8.65 132 113 114
1973 51 84 1.86 8.65 B2 113 109
1974 98 139 1.81 8.16 S5 89 86 116
1975 107 115 1.55 5.73 111 94 148
1976 107 114 1.55 5.73 111 94 NA
WT7 101 102 1.55 5.73 59 98 110 132
1978 107 99 1.55 5.73 109 119 124
1979 107 90 1.55 5.73 114 125 102
1980 134 100 1.47 5.27 72 100 100 100
1981 137 100 1.47 5.17 98 98 102
1982 146 91 1.46 4.86 119 115 125
1983 152 85 1.1)3 4.63 136 115 111 117
1984 175 88 1.43 4.57 83 105 92
1985 184 80 1.41 4.39 95 109 107
1986 184 75 1.4'1 4.39 143 128 150
1987 184 78 1.41 4.39 143 128 144
1988 184 80 111 128 109
1989 Ib 184 81 111 134 NA

-_._--.-----------
Sources: F. Martin, "SeMgal Country Study," in Ell iotBerg Associates,
CereaLs Policy Retorm in the SaheL, DECO/Club du Sahel, 1986; IMF and Peter Bloch,
Wage Policy, Wage Structure, and E~loyment in the Public Sector of Senegal," World Bank, 1985.

/a from Collective .'tgreementfor Comnercial WorKers.

Ib 1989pdce data is for January only.
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TABlE 6.7

IlIllCATcaS OF PtilUC SECTClR WAGE CllMGES. 1970 - 1989

Civil Service
Monthly Earnings
(ThousandsCFAF)MaxilllUllMinillUll

Civil Service Monthly RatesAverage
Monthly

EmployMent Earnings

Gover~t

Wage
Bill

Fiscal
Yeers

BHlions NCllIlinal Real Index NQIllinalReal Index Overall
of CFAFThousands Thousands Thousands 1981 =100 Thousands 1981 = 100 Cat.A Cat.E Average

29.6 100.0 231.3 100.0 201 49 113
32.3 93.0 233.4 86.0
34.9 89.9 236.1 78.0
36.5 84.9 238.2 70.9 203 63 127
36.5 n.9 238.2 60.9
36.5 68.6 238.2 57.3
36.5 71.7 238.2 59.8
36.5 n.9 238.2 60.9

1910
1911
19n
1973
1974
1913
1976
19n
1918
1919
1900
1981
1982
1983
1984
1965
1986
198';
1988
1989 /2

20.8
21.6
23.3
25.5
32.0
37.0
40.8
41.8
48.4
68.5
19.4
83.3
92.1'

10004
'i06.6
111.8
119.8
122.3
125.2

37.7
38.5
39.7
40.6
42.7
45.9

NA
52.7
51.8
56.9
59.3
63.0
66.3
67.7
67.0
68.8
68.1
67.1
66.5

46.0
46.8
48.9
52.3
62.5
61.2

NA
66.1
n.9

100.3
"1.6
1'0.2
116.5
123.6
132.6
'~5.4
146.6
151.9
156.9

130 26 54

Swrces: H4F and Peter Bloch, "Wage Policy, Wage Structure, and Eq:,loyment
in the Publi c Sector of Senega l," Wor ld Bank, 1985.

/1 From Collective Agreement for ConmerciaL Workers.

/2 1989 priceda.ta is for January only.
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then stabilized through 1988. Average civil servant earnings also feU by about 40
percent (Table 6.7). There has been some slippage in salary bill containment in 1988 and
1989 as successful strikes led by a number of unions have resulted in major wage
concessions: for example, the 4O-percent supplement gained by teachers in early 1989.
Priv.ate sector earnings have probably fallen less sharply in the 1980s,butavailable data
are. sketchy.

•

•

During the 1980s, the rural-urban terms of trade moved in favor of the rural sector,
although the movement is uneven and due more touie drop in urban incomes than to
increases in rural incomes (Table 6.6). As noted in Chapter Three, thernostcommon
indicator. of· these intersectoral terms of trade is the ratio of producer prices to urban
wages. Comparing the most representative wage rate (the SMIG) with the most
important cash crop (groundnuts) indicates that the terms of trade were favorable to
groundnut producers through most of the decade, but that the price reduction in 1988
moved the ratio to near equality. Comparing cotton, rice and millet prices to theSMIG
shows a more clear and sustained improvement relative to the early 1980s.. Moreover,
compared to civil servants and ·highly paid workers in both public and private sectors,
farmers were better off throughout most of the 1980s.

Ambiguities in the civil service wage data require caution. in specifying relative wage and
terms of trade changes after 1984. The problem is that average monthly civil service
earnings, which are derived by dividing the GOS wage bill by recordedGOS
employment, rose by IJpercent in real terms from 1985 through 1988. This can be seen
by comparing the average nominal earnings shown in column 3 of Table 6.7, with the
coDSumerprice index shown in Table 3.3. This rise in real wages is not evident in th.e
data on civilservice real rates (columns 4-7). These were stagnant between 1985 and
1988. The difference between the earnings and rates data in Table 6,7 can·be explained
by internal promotions or movements up the salary scale; a 3 percent per annum increase
of that kind is not unusual. So if we compare the civil servants earnings data with the
rates data available for the SMIG, and if changes in the SMIG are representative of
changes in earnings of unskilled workers, then the relative positions of the unskiHedand
more trained who are in GOS employment moved in favor of the. civil servants between
1985 and 1988.

Employment Creation

As noted earlier, it has been widely feared that stabilization and adjustment policies, especially
after 1984, would induce large-scale unemployment. Thousands of disemployed were anticipated from
the planned reduction of the role of the rural development agencies. An international consulting firm
predieted<in 1986 that 1,000-5,000 industrial workers might lose their jobs as a result ofthe introduction
of the New Industrial·Policy. Government documents mention figures for induced unemployment ofas
much as 13,000 workers.

Very little solid information exists on employment and unemployment, less on trends in the
1980s, and even less on numbers disemployed directly as a result of policies identified wit' industrial
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restructuring or trade liberalization (see Table 6.8 for available figures). Some numbers exist
foremployment changes in the rural development agencies. A total of 1,398 RDA employees were
reported .to .have been laid off between 1985 and mid-1989. of which 360 were from SAED, the RDA
in the Senegal River vaHey; 686 from SODEVA, the agency responsible for the Groundnut Basin; and
363 from SOMIVAC, the RDA that works with farmers in the Casamance. An unknown but probably
significant number were immediately taken on by proj~'t authorities working in the same. area. The
number discharged in any case is much less than the 2,380 envisaged in the New Agricultural Policy and
other statements of government policy.S

The number disemployed in the industrial sector is not known. Employment inmanufaeturing
has been stagnant or indecHne for some years. Thus, significant shrinkage of manufacturing employment
occurred before 1986, before the beginning of the trade liberalization program. Some frequentIy cited
examples of adjustment-induced unemployment, such as the loss of about 500 job;.; asa result ofthe
closing of the Bata shoe company,· had i ittle to do with post-1986 changes in trade policy.

Whatever the volume of unemployment that can be linked to adjustment policies, the policy
response through the middle 1980s was addressed more to the educated unemployed than to those
displacedbyadjustrnent. Public employment programs in these years were small in scale and highly
concentrated on the "insertion" of new university and secondary school graduates.

Between 1982 and 1986, almost 7 billion CFAF was committed to employment-generating
projects. of which 6 billion had been spent as of early 1986.6 Some 266 projects were< financed,
consisting of.subsidized lending operations to individuals or groups of individuals. Almost all bad been
targeted on the educated unemployed - 5.5biHion CFAF on 251 projects comprising the so-called
11Ulitrisard program. which financed the setting up of small enterprises by new graduates. Afew returned
emigrants (from France) had .also been aided. A total of 781 "promoters" were t'inance<i:666university
graduates, 103 secondary and technical school graduates, plus 12 returned emigrants .. Each hired. on
average a little over two other employees, thus creating nearly 2,700 jobs. Only eight employees laid
off by rural development agencies were "reinserted." The investment cost per "inserted" .graduate· and
per job was high: about $5,000 per university graduate (at the 1985 exchange rate) and $1.050 per job.
Many of the jobs did not last long, however, since - as will be noted·below - many of the enterprises
created soon failed. But wh.at is most pertinent from the point of view of adjustment isth.at there were
almost no projects for poHcy reform "victims" - the disemployed (deflates) of the public or. private
sectors. Nor was much done in rural areas or even secondary towns; 86 percent of the projects financed
between 1982 and 1986 were in the Dakar-Thies region.

.5 CILSS, "Le desengagement des ·Societes de Developpement Ruralesalil Senegal; Etude de
reconversion des agents victimes des mesures de deflation du personnel," rnimeo. 1986.

6 Ministere du Plan et de la Cooperation, Direction des Ressources Humaines. Mesuresde
redressemen: structurel et poliIique d'insertion et de reinsertion professionnelles: Bilan et perspectives,
February. 1987, p. 12.
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TABLE 6.8

EMPlO'i'JiEJlT ClWlGES. 1910 - 89

Civil public Nanufactvring
Service Enterprises Sector

1970
1y71
1972
1973
1974
1975
1976
1977
'1978
1979
'1980
1981
1982
1983
1984
1985
1986
1987
1988
1989

37.7
38.5
39.7
40.6
42.7
45.9

NA
52.7
51.8
56.9
59.3
63.0
66.3
67.7
67.0
68.8
68.1
67.1
OC-.5

14.1

18.0

21.2

23.1
24.0

23.0

26.7

27.3

27.2

Sources: F. Martin, "Senegal Country Study," in Elliot Berg Associates, Cer'eals
Policy RefoMll in the Sahel, OECIl/ctub du Sahel, 1966; IMFandPeter Bloch,
Wage Policy, Wage Structure, and E!!1)loyment in the Public Sector of Seneg,al,
World Bank, 1985.
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After 1987 important changes occurred. 7 First, the institutional structure for employment
policies was strengthened. A government agency, the Delegation a l'Insertion, a la Reinsertion eta
rEmploi, was created to manage the goveITh"TIent's policies and programs in employment creation. New
financial instruments were also created - a Fonds Sp~jal de Reinsertion and a Fonds NationaJd'Emploi
(FNE) with a special financing facility for microenterprises (the Fonds Special or FS).

Second, the pace of spending on these programs increased. Between November 1987 and March
1989 almost 3 billion CFAP were spent, compared to 6 billion in the 48 months between 1982 and end­
1985. The rate of spending rose sharply in the first two months of 1989.

Third, the target groups became more diverse and "victims of adjustment" received more attention
than the educated unemployed. Table 6.9 shows the target groups of the 228 projects financed after
November 1987, the resulting volume of job creation, and average costs. Fifty~ne percent of the
approved projects went to disemployed workers, about half of those being ex-RnA employees. Onlya
quarter of the projects were for university and technical school graduates.

Finally, the program became much more dispersed geographically. Table 6.10 shows that only
half the projects were in the Dakar region - a sharp drop from the proportion in earlier years.

Evaluation of these programs is not possible with the i.nformation at hand . The scope has been
limited; about 8 billion CFAF were allocated between 1982 and March 1989. The number ofjob~

created is uncertain. Data are inconsistent,only initial employment estimates exist, "promoters" can be
an individual ora group of individuals, and seasonaJor temporary jobs are often not distinguished from
permanent ones. It seems unlikely that more than 3,000-3,500 Jobs were created by theseprograms<since
1982. And these are at high average cost - about S8,OOOa job, at 1989 exchange rates. Moreover, tile
risks of failure are high, which of course escalates the costs per permanent job created. Thisisevident
from the results of the maltrisard program, which financed the creation of smalienterprisesby
university/school graduates. Table 6.11 summarizes information available at SONAGA,themanaging
agency of the program, in the spring of 1989. It shows the high rate of failure in. commerce, .in. fisijing,
and in transport (trucking). and the high implicit cost of each durable job.

Since the political disturbances of early 1988, the GOS has proposed a numberofJarger-scale
initiatives in employment generation. In his June 1988 address to the nation,PresidentDiouf
recommended the adoption .of a Civic Action program which would .a]low young volunteers to serve for
a year in military-like organizations that would· engage in construction of public works and other
economic aetivit;es. ·1"nis idea has considerable history in Senegal; it was triedinthe 1960sinvarious
fonns. The results were unifonnlyinauspicious - the programs were poorly targeted, inefficiet.tlyrun,
and expensive. Experience with these kinds of youth employment schemes has been no differentin other
countries. It is fortunate, therefore, that no action had been taken, as of the endaf 1989, to implement
the president's proposal.

7 The foHowing paragraphs draw heavily on Presidence de la Republique, Secr~tariat General,
Delegation ~ l'Insertion, a 141 Reinsenion et a rEmpioi* "Requete de Financement du Programme
d'Insertion et de Reinsertion," Mz.), 1989.
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TABLE 6.9

-IIiSERTlCIID AID .IIISERTIotIlI PIOli'UlIII
iOWlllber 1981 - febn.M.\ry 1989

Target Group

University Graduates
Seeondary/Tec:h­

"icsL Graduates
Ois~loyed

(deflates) of
PrivateSectol":

Agric/fish
industry
Banks

Other ~isemployed

Emi:Jres
Artisan Groups
Uf'lefil)loyed

Profess; orals
Other

Total

M~r of:
Projects Promoters Jobs Performance

(a) (b) (e) b/a cIa c/b.... __ .... _. -...._---_ .....

44 69 492 1.1 11.2 7.1

20 21 77 1.1 3.9 3.7

58 78 353 1.3 6.1 4.5
16 16 48 1.0 3.0 3.0
22 24 182 1.1 8.3 7.6

20 23 71 1.2 3.6 3.1
6 1 33 1.2 5.5 4.7
a 51 63 6.4 7.9 1.2

18 26 68 1.4 3.8 2.6
16 58 101 3.8 6.3 1.7

_~ ____ $_.O_.~._~ __________ ~ _______ ~ ___ ~ __ o ______ ~ __ .~_

228 375 1488 1.6 6.5 4.0

Source: Presidencede La Republique, D.I.R.E., Requete de Financement dw Programme
d'insertion et de Reinsertion, May 1989.
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TABLE 6.10

REGIONAL DISTRIBUTION OF THE 228· APPROVED PROJECTS FOR
"INSERTION" AND "REINSERTION" PROGRAM

(November 1987 - February 1989)

Dakar
Thies
Saint Louis
Ziguinchor
Diourbel
Louga
Tambacounda
Kaolack
Kolda
Fatick
Indeterminate

Percenta~~

51
13
7
6
5
4
4
3
2
1
4

100

Source: Presidence de la Republique, DJ.R.E., Requete de Financemem du Programme
d'!nsertion etde Reinsertion, May 1989.
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TABLE 6.11

MITRISARD PROGRAM RESULTS
AS !If APRIL 1989

Sector Nuri:ler of
Enterprises

Initial
E~loyment

Investment
ebn CFAF)

<1982-1986)

Created Fai t~!d Graduates Eq:>loyees

Trensper-tat: i on 47 19 174 227 1.716
Cannercle " " 22 52 .053Bakeries 35 0 50 400 .816Fishing 25 25 75 500 .775Truck Fal"'miing 6 0 24 39 .318Printing 7 0 20 25 • 186Others 64 nd 1n 639 .880---_ ........ .......... -_ .. -.. ---_ ... _.- ...... ..._---- ... _...
Totals 195 nd 442 1882 4.760
---~--.-~~~'-~-~---_... _-~----------------~--------------~-----~~-------_ ... _---

Source: SOMgS. Direction de La Promotion.
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A program to use unemployed urban labor to rehabilitate urban public facilities. has made more
progress. In mid-1989 the World Bank approved a US$ 20 million IDA loan to finance a program of
public infrastructure repair in urban areas, to be carried out through labor-intensive schemes by local
contractors. The project includes a "package of services" to strengthen contractor capacity and labor
skills.

The World Bank apparently designed this project without much Senegalese input. which may be
the reason it appears to have few champions in the Dakar bureaucracy. But there are good .reasons to
be uneasy about this project. Its main justification is supposedly its impact in reducing poverty. But its
impact on povelrty is highly uncertain. Contractors are not asked to hire poor people; it WOUld in. any
case not be practicable to imposie conditions on hires. It is not even clear how the man".ging entity will
define "labor intensity" in awarirding contracts. It could weigh labor intensity against cost factors in
awarding bids or cciiirol actual factor inputs once contracts are awarded.

The project .has some training objectives, for contractors and for workers. But this component
is smail ($1.5 million) and pOOJi'ly defined. To the ~xtent that the projects are tnIly labor intensive, they
will not present much scope~ ft~r meaningful skill training. And it is not certain that an environment
where efficiency and cOitarli~ (presumably) subordinate considerations is one that will encourage
contractor tr.aining.

An estimated 30 pen:e::ilt of the $18.2 million direct cost of this project will go to salaries. Based
on a SiMIG of 1,700 CFAF ($5.30) a day, and a workMyear of 250 days, the projectwill generate about
2,000 jobs a year for two yeali's, at an average COSK per job of $5,000. The direct economic benefits are
the avoided costs of rehabiHtadngthe facilities using other services. But the project's rate of ren' rD using
these benefits ;alone will surel!.y be low. The main benefit, as noted, is the presumed impact on poverty
reduction. Bank staff also claim tl}at there wiH bean intmgible benefit of making the overall adjustment
program more palatable politically.

Aside from its poor targeting. its high cost, thL~ ambiguity of its guidelines in project selection,
and the difficulty of controlling implementation, tt'le project has other serious weaknesses. Most
important. it is hard to see how government wiH be able to resist pressures to maintain or even expand
the program be:yond its twoo'year Hfe. The propensity, already evident, to shift political and bureaucratic
priorities away from policy n~form toward employment-creating schemes will be intensified. Not only
is it likely that there will be multipJi'ed demands on donors for these purposes, but employment schemes
may come to claim more 10caHy raised resourCt~ as well. The effects of all this on government's
commitment to ho!dthe line on employment in the Civil Service and parastatal sector cannot be positive.

VI. CONCLUSIONS

Any assessment of the impact of struct',JraJ adjustment programs must fU'st address the question
of implementation: have adopted or agreed-upon policy or institutional reforms actually bl~en

implemented? If the answer is "no" or "temporariiy" or "pa."1ially," the analysis ofimpaets has rotake
that fact into account. This obvious and important point is frequerady overlooked. There is, for example,
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much analysis of the supply response of er...onomies presumably "in adjustment" that comes to negative
ans\l;ers without taking into account tlIe limited degree of reform implementation.

Social factors received no explicit attention in the early policy lending to Senegal. Both the 1977
Parapublic Sector R~form Project of the World Bank and its first Structural Adjustment Loan in 1980 are
silent on social issues. After 1985, these became a major oonc~~rn in Seni~gal as elsewhere. the
political shock waves created by disturbances at the time of the presidential electionebru
sod?1 questions, esp~ially employment issues, have moved to center stage.

The adjustmentprocess of the 1980s has had much political fallout.

• It has increased political awareness and significantly enhanced the extent and
sophistication of public debate over economic policies;

• Political actors have gained influence at the expense of the administrative class in the
determination and implementation of economic policy. Political parties, organized
employers and wage earners, legislators, organized farmers - all seem to have more
voice now compared to fonetionnaires;

• The adjustment process has led to some iaternal redistribution of bureaucratic influence.
The Delegation de ReDJrme du Secteur Public has gained at the expense of the core
agencies with responsibility for control of the parapublic sector and at the expense of the
supervisiiJg ministries. The· Ministries of Labor. C;vil Service, and Plan have lost
bureaucratic ground to the DeIegation~ I'Insertioll, ala Reinsertion et ~ I'Emploi. The
creat~on of an autonomous unit for monitoring the SALs has had the effect of creating
a parallel economic policy entity alongsitle the Ministry of Plan and the Ministry of
Finance;

• Employer groups have become more unified, better organized, and more articulate as. a
result of their experience with the NIP. The NIP also appears to have stimulated a big
increase in the size of the trader group engaged in importing; traders Iicens~ to import
grew in number from 3,200 to 8,600 between 1987 and ~989;

The trade unions have also become more active and less amenable to control by the
governing political party. They have ied effective strikes in the education andheaJ:th
sectors and have been major components of the opposition to reform. Salary bill
containment has been adversely affected by 1988 and 1989 wage settlements with strUing
teachers and health workers;

• The religious brotherhoods do not appear to have influenced the reform program in any
systematic way, nor have the policy changes of re,;ent years had any unique impact on
their social or pol itical status; 3J,id

• T.oe urban unemployed and those in the informal sector have begun to express political
voice, uniting in the demonstrations that followed the elections in 1988. A more
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generalized response to diminished opportunity and grievances with public policy has
been to fall back on more traditional organizations (religious and .ethnic) for support.

After maintaining its budgetary share and re.aJ resources through the first half of the 1980s,the
education sector began to see a sharp and continuing reduction in resources .. However, indicators of
educational status do not yet reveal any deterioration of the gains made in the first halfof the decade.
Enrollment ratios have c~ntinued to grow at the elementary level, with rural children enjoying greater
access than ever before. Secondary school and university enrollments also. continue to increase.. Some
of the explanation for this phenomenon of more education with fewer real public resources may be that
qualiFy is declining. Evidence to this effect does not exist. Test scores on national exams show no
decline in performance and secondary school scores have in fact improved. Possible 'elements in the
explanation are effective internal reallocation (bigger budget shares for primary, smalhr ones for
university; more to IUral regions, less to Dakar; fewer teachers on administrative assignments,morein
classrooms) and more efficient use of teachers and classrooms (double shifts, mixed grade classes).

Public spending on health has declined at a faster rate than education spending, both relatively
(as a share of government spending and GOP) and absolutely (real spending per capita). This decline
began 20 years ago - that is, before formal policy reform programs were introduced. Yet,Senegalese
now live longer and appear to suffer fewer illnesses than in 1980. AvaHablehealthstatus indicators
suggest continuing improvement. The main reasons for t.his apparent paradox include increased private
spending; some reallocation within the health budge:t (more rural-preventive and less urban-curative);
continuing external aid inflows; increased effectiveness of preventive services, especially immunization;
and spiH-overs from general improvements in rural infrastmcture.

The impact of adjustment policies on various social groups has ·been tempered by .weak
implementation of many reforms. Thus real producer prices of export crops were not on balance
increased during the decade, although net sellers oifood crops have probably done better than they did
in the 19705. The real price of rice to consumers fell over the decade and relative rice/miHetprices
moved only slightly in favor of millet. So the higher food price policy inherent in the food self­
sufficiency goal was not implemented. Consumers were thus spared reductions ii! real income from that
source.

In terms of real price changes, there have been no rea! winners in the 1980s;reaJ prices were on
average lower during the decade foraH groups, with the possible exception of net sellers of food crops.
In relative terms, however, farmers have done better than wage earners; in this ser~e, the rural-urban
terms of trade were turned in their favor. Wage earners as a group suffered substantial falls in •• reai
wages. some jobs were lost (though not by established civil servant:;) andjob opportunities inilie modem
sector dried up. Nonetheless. disemploymentin rural development agencies was only half as large as
planned and civil serviceempioyment actuaHy rose by 15 percent between 1980 and 1988. Among'i\lage­
earners, the unskilled fared better than the skilled; those paid at the legal minimum wage saw their. real
rate erode by 10-25 percent over·the decade, compared to a decline of some 40 percent in civiIservice
average earnings and rates, with higher-skilled workers experiencing the d~?est drop.

Employment policies until 1997 were limited in size. and concentrated on the· educated
unemployed. Some6hiilion CFAF were spent on these programs between 1982 and 1986, most of it
on t."te "maitrisard" program t~at provided subsidized loans to unemployed university and technical school



205

graduates. A tctal of some 770 graduates were thus employed, each employing an average of two other
workers. Tho durable employment impact of these programs was small and high-eost; many of the
ent~rprises failed. The programs of this period in any case had little to do with helping either those hurt
by adjustment (disemployed public and private sector workers) or the truly poor.

Since 1987, spending for employment generation has increased and the programs have become
broader in their target groups. Disemployed workers have received more than half of the 228 loans given
between November 1987.and March 1989. The other new tendency in employment policy is ·10· seek
foreign financing for make-work schemes. One of these is a new $20 million World Bank .project to
finance the rehabilitation of urban infrastructure by contractors who will use labor-intensive methods.
While the main justification for the project inspires sympathy (poverty alleviation), this project has many
weaknesses and risks: it is not weB-targeted on the poor, it will be extremely difficult to administer and
monitor, it wiH be difficult to terminate after two years, and it may sap the already weakening. resolve
to hold to employment and wage ceilings.

What light do these resl*", from Senegal shed on the general debate about the social costs of
adjustment? First, it does not appear that public expenditure cuts associated with the
stabilization/adjustment program in the 1980s fell especially heavily on the poor. Health expenditures
feU most deeply, but rural and preventive services were relatively protected and rising revenues from user
fees combined with foreign assistance seem to have filled resource gaps. In any event~ Senegalese were
living longer and leading healthier lives at the end of the 1980sthan a decade earlier. Moreover, rural,
relatively poor poople probably benefitted most from this imprpvement in health indicators. Similarly,
many more Senegalese were in schools in 1989 than in 1980, rural people enjoyed much greater access
to primary schools, and the quality ofeducation does notseem to have deteriorated -- this despite a sharp
fall in real spending per head after 1984. In education particularly, but in health also, much of the policy
response to austerity was to raise the efficiency of resource use, and to use available resources more
equitably - in other words, in ways that frequently benefitted !:l)e poor.

Second, the policies adopted under the adjustment program have on balancefavored the ruralpoor
and the lowest-paid groups in the fonnal wage sector, those paid at or near the legal minimum wage.
The heaviest wage cuts in the civil service were imposed on the more highly paid staff. The efficiency
r.onsequences are undoubtedly negative but the probable result has been a levelling of urban formal sector
income distribution; we can't be sure because layoffs were probably much more substantial among the
"unestablished"govemment workers, most of whom are at the lower end of the skill ladder.

The Senegalese experience, then, does not support the argument that the "social costs" of
adjustmentfall most harshly on the poorest, either in its income distribution results or in its predictions
that social sector spending suffers disproportionately, with long-term negative consequences for the poor.

Two paradoxes run through the analysis of this chapter. The first has already been underscored:
access to health and education, critical factors for poverty reduction in the long run, has widened in the
19808, despite declines in. real public spending. The adjustment program contributed to this outcome
directly (by encouraging resource-saving or supply-augmenting adaptations to austerity) and indirectly
(by assuring a larger flow of external assistancetban would have been forthcoming otherwise).
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Second, the bureaucracy -- widely portrayed as the defender of its own i:nterests and those of the
urban elites who are its presumed clients, has lost more from the process andsubstallce ofthe policy
reforms of the 19808 than any other socioeconomic group. They have not )ost1everything:upper-Ievel
civil service jobs have not been cut. But these jobs carry much lower real remuneration t.l}anadecade
ago. In theaUocation of sacrifices, egalitarian ideology or instinct has prevailed; the political authorities
have slashed· the wages of the higher-paid elites while trying to .proteet those of low-paid formal· sector
workers..•Moreover, growing political awareness and new· organizational. strength among other groups
has resulted ina shift of authority from the bureaucratic to the political sphere. Finally,thestrengthof
the bureaucracy has been sapped from another direction- the diffusion oforganizational authority arising
from the intensive donor presence and the creation of diverse coordinating bodies or new agencies,
largely at donor behest.
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CHAPTER SEVEN

CONCLUSIONS AND RECOl\1MENDATIONS

In this chapter we summarize the main points in the previous analyses, draw general conclusions,
and spell out some of their implications for aid policies.

The central conclusion can be plainly put: Senegal did not do much real adjusting during the
19808 --the decade when preoccupation with structural change presumably occupied the center ofthe
policy stage.

The decade was not without achievements: many positive policy and institutional changes
occurred.

• Stabilization measures were successfully applied. After a rocky beginning in the early
1980s, macroeconomic performance strongly improved; between 1984 and 198711988,
budgetary and balance· of payments deficits were drastically .cut and inflation brought
under control. I

• Numerous supp)y-focusedadjustment measures were introduced. Deregulation occurred
in many markets. Price controls were eliminated on most consumer goods and subsidies
on most inputs. Parallel markets in coarse grains were legalizec.and the old system of
government price setting abandoned. Agricultural parastatals were cutback and some
are better. managed. Free distribution of groundnut seed has ceased, and farmers are
responsible for their own seed. Compared to the beginning of the decade, farmpdces
rose more than urban wages.. The industrial sector received a competitive shock. reform
of labor market institutionswas begun. entry into importing was made much easier,<and
the need for new investment received much more public attention. Much more is ~o\Vn
about the public enterprise sector, its problems, and the difficulties of reducing them,
while the. climate for private sector activities has improved and some privatization has
occurred, especially in the Fleuve region. These and other changes were discussed in the
sectoral chapters. Other areas of improvement. which were not touched on in ·the.text,
include reform .ofpublic investment programming and banking sector reform.

The budgetdeficit fell from over 8 percent of GDP in 1982/1983 to under 2 percent in 1987/1988,
while the currentaccountdefidt fell from over 18 percent of GDP to 10 percent over the same period.
The rate ofinflation, which was 15 percent in 1982/1983, was less than 0 in 1987/1988 (see Table 1.3).
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• This was a period of many droughts, external shocks, reductions in real public spending,
and - at least for much of the decade - little or no economic growth. It was· also, at
least since 1984, a period of stabilization that req.uired government fiscal austerity and
close attention to the current account of the balance of payments. Nonetheless, in those
policy areas under direct government control, such as wage and price policies, the
relative position of the poor seems to have been prote-eted. Farm prices did better than
urban wage rates, and, in the urban formal sector, wage rates of unskilled wage earners
fell less than those of the more highly skilled.

Too much weight should not be put on this evidence, which is very soft, and there are
some contrary indications, such as the steady rise in average civil service salaries.
Nonetheless, there does s~m to have. been a reversal of rural-urban bias. And perhaps
more to the point, throughout this turbulent period the education and health status of the
Senegalese population improved, especially in rural areas.

We have tried, in the sectoral analyses, to use broad criteria for assessing the effeetivenessof the
adjustment program - the appropriateness of design,degree of implementation, and economic and social
impact. We have also been forced to confront the question of defining "structural adjustment." Most
evaluators look tor supply response or impact. on such aggregates as GDP growth, exports, and
investment rates. This iscertain.ly one important criterion forjudging success or failure in adjustment.
But itmay not be a satisfactory indicator in the short or medium term. Except in severely distorted. and
underperforming economies (like Guinea or Ghana at the start of their adjustment efforts, and perhaps
China in 1978) supply response is likely to take some time even where the macroeconomic environment
is put right all at once and most of the required measures are fully implemented.. Credibility has· to be
established. Needed institutional changes almost never come quicldy. Also, many important variables
intervenebetw~n policy changes and economic outcomes, rainfall and world prices being the most
obvious. These can hide underlying tendencies and data weakness may rule out credible econometric
sorting out of the multiple determinants of output changes.

Moreover. the growth in output and related measures ·ofeconomic impact is only a partial
indicator or criterion of adjustment success or failure. Two others have been mentioned throughout this
report: institutional change - any sharp shrinkage of the state and the rise of new entrepreneurial or
intermediary classes, for example, or a great leap forward in organization of the public sector, .or a
change in land tenure arrangements that opens up new productive zones; and - less tangible - the extent
of learning that has occurred among local officials, politicians, and others.
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I. OUTCOl"lES

Gro~1h

We tum first to growth. Controversy surrounds the oftilcial GNP est~u•..ites, so even more than
the usual caveats are in order. But do they tell a story of successful "adjustment"'? Many would say yes.
The IMP Survey of May 1988 carried a front page story trumpeting Stmegal as a case of .. adjustment with
growth." The article pointed out: that after many years of siow growtb, output (GDP) had grown by over
4 percent a year for several successive years at the same time that budget and current account deficits
were sharply cut and monetary (;~xpansion slowed.

Doubts abound, on thret~ counts. First, the data themselves. The official World Ban.k estimates
(in the World Tables) of GNP per capita, given in Table 1.1 in Chapter One, show much smaller
incre.ases, except for 1987. Even in official circles, the published official national income data are
regarded with skepticism.2

Second, fluctuations· of production in the 1980s follow established patterns, in that rainfall
continues to be the major detenninant of output. Thus, according to the official data recorded in IMF
reports 9 there were two very good years in the early part of the decade: GDP rose by 6.5 percent in
1981/1982 and 8..5 percent in 1982/1983. This was the period when Fund agreements and SAL [were
unravelling. The main cause of growth was good rains coming on the back of several dry years. Growth

. was u1en negative for two yean" 1983/84 and. 1984/85, high (over 4 percent a year) betwet:n .1985/86
and 1987/88 when rainfall was excellent, and stagnant or negative again in 1988 and 1989 when weather

. was less favorable.

Finally, on the sectoral orsubsl~ctorallevel, it is hard to see where recent performance indicates
structural changes that canc.ootribute to growth. Disarray has characterized the formal industrialsector
since the 1986 changes in trade and industrial policy. Perhaps productivity-augmenting changes were
induced by the "shock" of the New Industrial Policy but evidence is not at hand. Nor were the labor
market changes introduced under SALs II and. III significant. Dropping the requirement. for employers
to hire only through theLabor .Exchange had virtually no effect, since in practice employers had always
gone around it anyway. Changt::S in tl1(~ informal sector are not known and are noUn any case counted
in the official data.

In agriculture~ the only possible new situation is in maize production which has increased fast
during the 1980s. Production of other fo.od crops has also grown relatively rapidly. Tne outputmix thus
appears to be shifting in favor of food i:ropS. An important underlying shift may be in process, in that

2 To address this skepticism, the 'World Bank, in March-April 1990, sent a statistician to. examine
the Senegalese national ac.counts. This June 1990 report pointed out the source of the problem: the
existence of two sets of official data, one produced by the Statistics Department, and the other by the
Ministry of Finance, Direction d\i~ Prevision Eccnomique. The laner, used by the IMF, was regarded
with skepticism.
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relative prices may have turned. in favor of fOod crops, but the data do not show this. Groundnut
production, in any case, shows no upward trend, and it is by far the main generator of rural income.

For all these reasons it is hard to see in Senegal's growth data, or in other economic outcome
data, evidence that some basic change has occurred that has moved Senegal onto a higher growth path,
or made the economy more flexible and more productive - which is the shorthand jargon for structural
adjustment in much oithe literature.

Changes in Institutional A.."TaDgements

Nor is it possible to see fundamental changes in institutional arrangements, and the elimination
of structural roadblocks to faster, higher-quality growth. All such judgments are of course subjective.
But in many areas that matter, it is clear that institutional change has been slight.

The crucial area of wage adjustments, t~mployment, and labor market flexibility, for example.
were not effectively addressed, at least until the SAL IV negotiations. Despite serious dialogue and many
tries, the GOS had not succeeded, by 1990, in cutting back government employment and wages. More
generally. labor market inflexibiIitiesand distortions were addressed in only a limited way. Real wage
cuts in the 1980s were much smaller than in mo;;,! other African countries.

Nor was the redefinition of the role of the state pushed very far, as we saw in Chapters Two and
Three. Very little divestiture has occurred, and almost no change in the environment or culture of those
enterprises whose shares have been offered for sale; for the most part the GOS sells minority shares, and
it still seems anxious to retain holdings in many divested enterprises. Privatization via deregulation and
demonopolization is making only slow steps. The coarse grain trade is somewhat more private than it
was,but reform there has involved mainly bringing the parallel market into the open. Progress in
privatizing agricultural input supply has been glacial. Several of the RDAs (SAED and SODEVA) have
been cut back. Others, targeted in the New Agricultural Policy for extinction, rise from the ashes with
donor assistance. The major crop, groundnuts, remains under substantial control, and SONACOS, the
sector's dominant parastatal, shows no signs of withering away. Toe principal effort at structural reform
in marketing - privatization of rice importing - was abandoned as a failure. Good reasons were
evoked, but it is nonetheless true that rice imports are privately organized in The Gambia, which
operates under many of the same constraints as Senegal.

l'here is also not much evidence that the management of the public sector has be,en strengthened
over the course of the past decade. In the public enterprise sector, available data, admittediy crude, show
little increase in productivity. It is not clear that price flexibility is greater now than in the early 1980s,
nor is overmaIll1mg less serious a dr,ag on financial profitability. The PE sector remained at the end· of
the 19805 a drain on the budget and· the banking system. Indeed, one of the worst cases of financial
mismanagement surfaced in the late 1980s - the cross-subsidiz.ation of etablissements publics through
the Agenc.e de Comptabilite Centrale.

In the PE sector, and in government generally, there have been some management improvemeot£
at the micro level - that is, through audits and rehabilitation of specific public enterprises and
government age,ncies. 1nere are also important improvements ill personnel management, data processing,
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debt management~ investment programming, and in other areas. But three macroleveI changes have
worked against better public sector management.

The first is the disaffection of numerous civil servants whose real incomes have deteriorated
substantially since the 19708. Second, fiscal pressures and inadequacies in the .budget process have
exacerbated ongoing problems of scarce operating and maintenance allocations. Government operations
remain more than ever crippled by lack: of gas for cars and trucks, lack of spares, books, medicines,
copying machine maintenance, and even paper. Finally, administrative fragmentation has taken place,
inspired often by donors and exacerbated by the rise of program assistan:e.. Macroeconomic policy
making is divided among the Presidency, the Ministry of Plan (until 1990), the Ministry ofFinance, the
Central Bank, and the Comite Technique de Suivi du SAL, with the Bank and Fund having a major role
and muc.h kibitzing by bilaterals. Agricultural policy making is dispersed among even more hands, from
the RDAs and other parastatals (CSA, CPSP) and the Common Fund, which distributes counterpart from
food aid sales. All of this has led to a diffusion of responsibility, created new demands for coordination,
and made management of the public sector more complex and difficult.

Finally, on institutional matters, a number of issues critical to Senegal's economic future received
little attention over the decade, or unsuccessful attention. Land tenure in the Fleuve is one example -­
not much has been done to clear away tenure obstacles to economic expansion in this promising region.
Another example is agricultural research - very little usable new technology has come out of ISRA, the
research organization. And as noted above, the research on new ways to process coarse grains, which
aims at increasing their convenience of preparation and their storage qualities, has not come up with
solutions that are cheap and acceptable by consumers. 3

Still another neglected area ofstructural significarlce is family planning, which is even now not
much· of an issue in public policy discussions. It might also be said that reformers came late to the
financial sector, and that even now truly structural issues in that sector are only beginning to be
addressed. Something similar could be said about rural credit arrangements, although here there have
been some :weB-focused studies and a little experimentation.

Learning

The third set of criteria for structural adjustment, after economic outcomes and institutional
transformations, is learning effet."'ts. These are the hardest to define and to perceive, and the most
subjective. But the principal is important: surely a measure of structural adjustment has to he the extent
to which ideas have been changed, horizons widened, and new knowledge or insights gained about the
nature of the adjusting society's problems.

The policy dialogue and associated studies of the past 10 years have certainly augmented
knowledge about the Senegalese economy and its chief constraints. A significant number of Senegalese
have participated in the dialogue, and in the preparatory work for it. Since SAL III, Senegalese have

3 This conclusion is contested by many observers who say that the technology is there but has not
been effectively marketed.
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made major contributions to setting the policy agenda and overseeing its execution. The Senegalese
economic authorities have grown much more sophisticated about the costs of granting tax and other
privileges to investors, about the economk implications of fiscal and monetary policies, and about the
politics of economic reform.

The intellectual environment and the level of policy debate and its character have certainly
changed in the past 10 years. The flaws in dirigiste policies and in public management of economic
resources are much more widely recognized and appreciation of the nature .and potentials of market
solutions is far greater.

It is hard to know, however, how deep and broad these changes are, and how much the dialogue
surrounding the adjustment program has contributed to the debate. Some of the potential leamingbenefits
of the efforts at reform were absorbed by expatriate technicians, who are numerous in the economic
ministries and who were often engaged in the technical work related to adjustment policies. But judging
from casual observation, discussions at the university, and scholarly and popular articles. on economics
and economic policy, many intellectuals and officials remain unconvinced about the suitability of free
market policies for Senegal. Events in Eastern Europe may do more to change this than all the debate
over structural adjustment of the past 10 years.

Recent evolution in the dialogue over the sector loan for agriculture gives some discouraging
signs about learning effects. This SECAL for agriculture (called PASA, its French acronym) has been
under negotiation for two years. Senegalese officials have proposed their own drafts, and long joint
meetings have ensued. The result of numerous drafts and frequent formal negotiating sessions over this
two-year period has been stalemate on many key issues. Moreover, donor representatives have seen no
consensus developing on the Senegalese side - no crystallization of policy positions. Many are unsure
about who speaks for the Government of Senegal. These disappointing results suggest that the hoped-for
impact of adjustment lending in consOlidating government's policy-making capacities has not appeared.

II. IMPLEMENTATION

It is nct only Senegal's slow progress in adjustment that stands out in this review of policy reform
in the 1980s; it is also the striking fact that many of the key components of the reform program were not
implemented.

• The New Agricultural Policy has gone unapplied, for the most part. Its basic strategy
(more food self-sufficiency) has been abandoned, without anyone saying so publicly.
Real agricultural prices were lower in the 1980s than in the 19708, and official price
ratios were never aligned so as to favor food crops. The existing official policy>of
maintaining floor prices for coarse grains has been dropped in practice. Rice .market
liberalization has not moved forward. Most of the parastatals maintain levels of activity
not far from what they were in 1985. The shift toward rural producers of the terms of
trade, the responsabilisation of farmers (groundnut seed provision and new farmer
organizations), the removal of the (already largely ineffect~ve) regulations in coarse grain
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markets, and the removal of fertilizer subsidies are the main planks that were put in
place.

• In the public enterprise sector, adoption of most of the reform objectives was half­
hearted: management selection did not result in a significantly bigger proportion ofnon­
fonetionnaires as CEOs; transparency of financial operations between the state and other
state entities was not much greater at the end of the decade than at the beginning;
overmanning was probably not reduced, nor was the GOS resistance to raising prices of
PE outputs when costs rose, Divestitures of stat~ enterprises were minimal, and other
types of privatization, not involving sale of state assets, were pursued only a little.

• In industry, tariff reforms and removal of quantitative restrictions were implemented in
1986 and 1988, special agreement~ that contain tax breaks and other privileges are being
reviewed, most prices are no longer controlled, and the investment code limits excessive
tax incentives. But "reprotection" occurred in mid-1989; it is not clear that anything is
left of the tariff reform except formal abandonment of QRs, which have, however, been
replaced by high minimum duties and high reference prices. It is also possibiethatsome
back-door slippage occurred even in 1988, through manipulation of the codes de
precision and reintroduction of minimum duties. And the numerous "positive" measures
(labor market reform, improved investment climate, access to restructuring credits, and
so forth) were implemented slowly, weakly, arnot at all.

• Some questions (~3Il be raised even about the macroeconomic successes of the· mid- i 980s.

- It is true that there was a sharp reduction in the fiscal deficit between 1984 and
1987/1988. But much of it was due to declines in world prices of oil and rice, which
were not passed through to consumers. This terms of trade improvement amounted to
some 4 percent of GDP, .which "explains n much of the budget deficit reduction between
1984 and 1988. No real improvement in tax performance occurred; there was a windfall
revenue gain that was not sustainable.

- It is also true that the government share of total expenditure. was cut by over a. third
(from 32 percent of GDP in 1981 to 21 percent of GDP in 1989). But it is doubtful that
this reflects a true stru"tural change. 0) Some of it represents a cut in investment
expenditure. (ii) Despite revenue gains, the share of tax revenues in GDPdecHned
during these years; for reasons beyond its control (customs fraud, for example),
government commanded fewer resources. (iii) The period 1985-1989 witnessed a
deterioration of the banking system, which became burdened by 100 bn, CFAFin
nonperforming credits. Much of this consists of credits to public sector agents. It is not,
however, counted in government expenditure. On top of this, large arrears>were
generated in Treasury Accounts (perhaps 30 bnCFAF). SQ the cut in government's
spending share is much less than that suggested by the decline in the budget deficit:GDP
ratio.

One important explanation for slow adjustment in SenegaIisthus immediately apparent: somany
of the basic elements of the structural adjustment program were not implemented. It is not surprising that
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reform-indu<::ed output changes are few, or that intermediate objectives were not realized - improved
efficiency of state enterprise operations, for example, or a substantial transfer of responsibilities to the
private sector. Weakness of implementation reduced the "bite" of the program. In the agricultural
sector, wherle nonimplementation was especially important, it would therefore be wrong to infer that
supply failed to respond because the program was inappropriate, relying too much on price policy for
example. The program may have been inappropriate, but that had little to do with suppiy response, since
so much of t1~e policy and institutional package was not implemented.

III. REASONS FOR POOR PERFORMANCE

Thus, the unprecedented volume of analysis and studies in the 19805, the extensive and intense
policy dialogue, the large amount of aid money tied to policy reform - all yielded Uttle structural
adJustment, and many of the basic reforms adopted in formal programs such as the SALs were weakly
implemented. Both the limited impact of the reform effort and its poor implementation nee.d to be
explained.

Difficulty of the Task

It is useful at the outset to recall earlier observations on the difficulty of reforming government
organizations" which has been a big element in Senegal's program. The problems involved ·are deep
rooted, often intractable. Many of them have not yielded to good solutions anywhere; after all, the
record of administrative reform around the world is hardly brilliant. Moreover" while more progress was
to be expected than occurred, 10 years is not an eternity in these matters. Some sense of history, blended
with the kind of sympathy or charitableness that comes from an awareness of the magnitude of the
problems at hand, helps put the Senegalese adjustment experience in the right perspective.

Exogenous Factors

In addition tome difficulty of the task, many reasons have been given - in this report and oL~ers

- to explain Senegal's slow progress in structural adjustment-These can be grouped into. three
categories. The first consists of external or exogenous factors. Drought and price shocks for. imports
(especially energy) or exports (especially oilseeds) clearly help explain the unravelling ofSAL land the
related IMF prograrns in the early 19808 - to give one example.

Senegalese Inaction

The second set of factors relate to Senegalese actions or lack of actions. These tend to receive
die greatest emphasis. in discussion ofrefonn implementation. .They include: the strength of vested
interests; bureaucratic foot-dragging; lack of political win or commiuneilt, by which is usually meant the
unwillingness of the authorities to accept the political risks involvl~ in implementing painful reforms; the
democratic nature of Senegal's political system, which reinfofcesthe previous factor; ideoiogyor belief



215

systems - many Senegalese officials and intellectuals do not believe in the efficacy and beneficence of
free markets in general and competition from imports in particular, or in the behavior-ehanging power
of prices, the justice of market-determined prices, or in the potentials of the private sector; and the
limited organizational capacity to absorb a far ranging prograt"ll of policy and institutional change.

Donor Presence

The third set of explanations derives from the donor presence - from the large role played by
external aid-givers in conceptualizing" impiementiing, and financing the reform program < We have
emphasized these factors in much of the previous analysis. They al~ not only of central importance by
themselves, but they also conditioned (and condition) Senegalese action or lack of action.

The extemalpresence has slowed the reform process in two main ways, First, it entails large
resource inflows, much diversity of policy opinion, and no willingness to impose sanctions forpoar
implementation, has weakened Senegalese political commitment to reform. And second, there has been
some bad reform mongering - missteps or errors, in more polite language.

Senegal has been extremely successful in attracting foreign aid, for a combination of reasons:
geographical "(good strategic position and inclusion among the Sahel states, which are all subjects of donor
concern because of their proneness' to drought and their poverty); politics (competitive politics and
openness); and even religion (attraction to Islamic donors). With 1.5 percent of the population in sub­
Saharan Africa, Senegal received 4.8 percent of total net official assistance (ODA) to the region in 1987.
In i980-1987, aid commitments grew by 18 percent a year, more than twice as fast as totalODA; in
1987, Senegal received over US$ lOOper person, which was 20 percent of GDP and 4-5 times t.~e

average in Africa: There are said to be 30 public sector donors and over 100 NGOs active in the
country.

Public investment is financed by external resources in Senegal, as is a significant amount of
operating and maintenance costs. Aid disbursements in 1987 were US$ 642 million. Total government
revenues in that ye..aI" were roughly $750 million, and export earnings were about the same. So aid
donors in L.'1at year contributed an amount almost equal to locally raised revenues, and they provided.
almost as much foreign exchange as was earned by exports. The weight of external aid is not so heavy
every year, but in the past decade it has usually been almost as heavy.

Behind these figures lie many achievements - not least the avoidance of famine during a long
period of bad rains and improvements in health and education status of the poorest segments of the
population during a difficult economic period. But Senegal has also been a victim of its own success;
the reform program has been eroded by the aid presence.

" OECD/CILSS, Club au Sahel, From Aid to Investment--to Financial Suppon, Annual Report on
Official Development Assistance to the CILSS Member States, Paris, January 1990, p. 27.
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Freedom From Hard Choices

This erosion has come to pass in various ways. The ready availability of donor resources has
reduced that quintessential elem~mt of political responsibility-then~ to make choices. The Senegalese
authorities have become habituated to solving problems of resource scarcity more by looking for money
from donors than by making h;ud choices about what to sacrifice. This is cer~nly understandable.
Wh:at government would not do the same if it could? If a minister has a project to finance and it is
rejected in the normal process of public expenditur~programming, he seeks a foreign patron, who is not
usually too hard to find. And if the budget is short on recurrent cost appropriations, donors c.anusuaHy
be counted on to provide some local cost fmanchg. Or the cars, gasoline, cnpying machines, and
computers of the abundant technical assistance personnel can be counted on to help keep things afloat.
If government is concerned about unemployment, it holds fund-raising meetings with foreign donors,
pointing to the adjustment program in which the donors are implicated as a reason for support.

The result oiall this is an Alice-in-Wonderland situation in which none of the standard rules need
hold. Choose only development projects with a satisfactory economic rate of return? Why, when the
supply of a.."ld demand for projects is such that funding is available for any reasonably packaged proposal.
Worry about debt service? Maybe. But the Senegalese and neighboring states were warned about debt
sen/ice when the· Manantali and Diama dams were financed. They ignored those warnings. In fact they
were right to do so. since much of that debt has already been forgiven. Worry about recurrent costs
enough to reject projects for which grant financing is in hand? Ridiculous. The reasonable approach is
to hope that there will be more resources in the future, or that donors will sustain the completed project.

More immediate manifestations of this phenomenon are at hand Reduction of staff in SODEVA
was postponed for four years on the grounds that the GOS did not have the money for severance
payments. It was not until the French government provided financing that these redunda.it workers were
let go. It is only in an aid~istorted policy environment that such things can happen.

Or take the case of wage changes in 1989. A dramatic shortfall in revenue occurred in fiscal year
1988/89. Revenues fell about 30 billion CFAF or 11 percent from the estimate in the Poi icy Framework
Paper. Effects on expenditures were drastic - not least a cutback in repayment..; of old ONCAD debt.
wh.ich would raise interest costs in the future. This did not stop the GOS from announcing general civil
service wage increases, a hike in the SMIG. and special fringe benefit increases in the health and
education sectors. Not only are the short-term consequences highly unfavorable in terms of the operation
of the .pubHc sector; these actions complicate the long-term task of improving competitiveness.

Lack or Clarity in Dialolgue

The presence of a multitude of donors weakens the structural adjustment effort in another way:
it 'fastly complicates the problem of clear transmission of policy messages to the Senegalese side in the
dialogue. Donors disagree on many fundamental issues - the desirability of exchange rate devaiuation;
thE~ desirable extent of parastatal withdrawal from service provision in agriculture; the nature. and pace
of trade liberalization and industrial sector reform; the rationale for and appropriate level of protection
for cereals; the desirability of intmducing support prices for local cereals; the mix between collective
organizations and individual agents in the organisation du monde rural; and even. recently, on what is
tlu~ right approach to use in agricultural extension.
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One implication of this is that there has been in the past a great deal of static in tile dialogue.
Since few sustained and technically serious efforts are made to iron out donor divergences, policy
proposals that claim general c\dherence often have to be framed in general terms, and this can lead to
significant differences in the course of detailed application.

This situation also allows responsible Senegalese who havE~ doubts about any particular policy
proposal to find allies among me donors. Whether or not this emerges as 1D overt item of dispute, it has
the effect of deflecting the impact of the dialogue on intellectual conversions - it makes changing minds
harder when everybody knows that the analytic foundations of the policy are not universally accepted.
It also means that policy implementation can be avoided on grounds that the proposed policy was
unsuitable.

These circumsta..l1ces have to be placed in a broader political and economic context that is
extremely favorable to the continuation, even expansion, of assistance. Senegal's political supporters ­
France first of all, but the European Community and the United States also - would take a very dim
view, to say the least, of aid slowdowns. The Bretton Woods institutions take a similar position, for their
own internal reasons and because of the wishes of powedul board members, and because Senegal is a
poor, drought-prone country with few resources or opportunities, and part of an economicaIJ.y troubled
region. The result is a no-sanctions environment, a generalized soft-budget constraint, which allows the
GOS access to aid resources alinost entirely without regard to impiementation performance.

Erosion {)( Political Will

It is in this framework that the issue of "political will" has to be considered. In donor circles,
lack of political will is usually cited as the major reason for weak implementation and slow adjustment.
But this charge can" be levied against any government that sacrifices some efficiency objectives for other
goals. So it is not by itseifan illuminating explanation.

The more interesting question is: What factors determine this kind of choice? We should tirst
ask why the GOS authorities should reject policy and institutional reforms if their adoption would induce
the benefits their proponents predict: increased productivity of resource use, faster economic growth and
higher per capita incomes, healthier public finances, and more effective attacks on poverty. In addition
to the obstacles mentioned earlier, such as bureaucratic resistance and vested interests. a major general
reason is surely that expected benefits were too small, slow, or uncertain to outweigh expected costs.
Or, the benefits that looked persuasive on a general level, and in e2\Jly stages of negotiation of policy
loans, turned out to be less enticing as details were filled in and implications hecame clearer. Or as the
program evolved, the outcome of the cost-benefit calculus shifted, wit.lJ. the costs of implementing the
reforms rising and the costs of nonimplementation (saf'rificoo benefits of reform impact and sacrificed
aid money) falling.

The no-sanctions, soft-budget-constraint environment almost surely played a major role in shifring
the GOS cost-benefit calculus in favor ofnonimplementation. Although SAL I was not fully disbursed,
early Fund agreements were terminated, and there have since been some delays in tranche release, donor
commitments have risen steadily, despite a highly imperfect record of compliance with World Bank and
other conditionality. Conditionality was never very forbidding to the Senegalese. Those who were there
remember how the Bank stmggled to avoid a break, even after quite flagrant noncompliance by the GOS
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between 1981 and 1983. They saw also that far from slowing down, foreign aid rose faster than in
earlier years and faster than in neighboring countries.

If "political will" is looked at as a function of expected costs and benefits, then its lack was a
factor explaining weak implementation and slow adjustment. But it was the aid presence itself, and
particularly the softening ofbudget constraints that it entails, which undermined political will, by reducing
the expected costs of nonimplementation.

Deficiencies of World Bank Policy and Programs

Although we have argued above that the large number of donors decreased the iik,~lihood of
success in Senegal, we add here that the failure to implement the program and produce desifl~ outputs
was also due to the errors or inadequacies in the design and monitoring of policy and institutional
reforms, and that the World Bank - the largest and most significant donor - must take the brunt of this
critique. The design inadequacies of some Bank: programs were discussed in the sectoral chapters. We
summarize them as follows.

• The Bank put too much emphasis on strengthening public enterprise (PE) supervisory
agencies in the early period of PE reforms, and scattered its efforts among all array of
such agencies rather than focusing on one or two, as it did later in the 19805. The Bank
relied too much on technical assistance, and stayed too long with an in~ffective training
institution, reducing thereby the training impact of its long effort tostrengt!len public
enterprise operations. Bank staff introduced a hurried and hence insufficiently considered
program of subsidy reduction that had to be abandoned after a year~ The problem ·of
indirect subsidies was neglected for too long.

And probably most .important, the Bank's strategy gave too much of a roit to the
negotiation of contract plans as part of an effort to ensure delivery of government
financial obligations to the PEs. The objective was neither feasible nor deshable,given
the nature of the public expenditure programming process in Senegal. Finaily,the Bank's
strategy gave too much priority to the privatization of ownership - in other words, the
sale of state-held shares in PEs and some whole companies. But this program had little
support among the Senegalese and its impact, even if successful, would have been trivial,
since only small enterprises or share holdings were mostly involved, and .the firms that
were to be sold were not big drains on the budget or the bariking system.

• In agricultural po! icy. Bank staff gave high priority to a number of reforms ,whose
analytic foundatimlS were shaky. Tnis is e.ipecially true of that cornerstone ofthe
adopted strategy - a high tax on impo:1:ed rice, to encourage millet/maize substitution
tor rice on the C.1r..sumer side~ ~.r.d lc~ai grain production for importd rice (and wheat)
on the producer ~.. ~. Many critics, insid·e and outside the Bank, have arguedthatthe
t~hnkal case for tnis policy is weak: to be effective, very large relative price changes
would be needed 10 increase the food self-sufficiency ratio appreciably, and the results
would be mainly t :S::'3tive - lower income, reduced export earnings, probably bigger
budget deficit!;, probably slower growult. Risk would probably not be reduced; risks of
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deficient rainfall would replace world market risks. In.;ome distribution effects would
probably be negative, as net sellers of l;ereals, usually larger, richer farmers, would gain,
while net buyers (urban houseaolds and many rural families) would lose. Nutritional
status, especially of poor people in towns, would worsen.

This criticism, however, which is made in most of the recent assessments of Senegal's
agricultural a4justment program, has to be tempered by. recognition of some. harsh
realities - the need to compensate for dle overvalued CFA Franc, and the need to give
some protection against severe temporary drops in world rice prices. So, despite the
analytic uncertainties surrounding a cereals protection policy, in practice Kis hard to see
that reformers had many options.

• It can be argued that the Bank took a long time to come around to the principle ofborder
parity pricing, which is a far cry from the hazy principle of "incentive pricing" that
prevailed more or less implicitly for 10 years. It also took 10 years to finally give up
on floor pricing for coarse grains, which is probably undesirable and almost surely
infeasible in Senegalese conditions. And in its early efforts at reorganizing seed
distribution, the Bank overlooked administrative constraints. (In considering these
deficiencies, however, it is important to recall that other donors were strongly pushing
these weakly grounded policies and that the CFA overvaluation created much common
ground on issues like cereals protection. Moreover, the GOS did not in fact adoptmost
of the recommended policies.)

• The industrial and trade policy reforms suffered from a series of missteps. TheNew
Industrial Policy, which incorporated the reforms, was the outcome of collaboration
between the BCL'lk, UNIDO, and the French and U.S. aid missions, but program design
consultations with local actors (employer representatives and trade unions) was weak.
Moreover, the program framers· underestimated the impact of QR elimination on
fraudulent importing. And thelocal business community attacked the NIP (and the Bank)
because of its "one-sidedness": it reduced levels of protection but failed to ensure
parallel introduction of accompanying "positive measures."

Two measures had been promised to make the labor market more flexible. But the
National Assembly rejected the one that would have facilitated layoffs, whiletbeother
(an ending of a hire·-through-us~nly government hiring requirement, which was
approved), was of only minor importance. Hoped-for reductions. in energy and utility
costs proved impossible when it was decided, with Bank and Fund approval, that the
GQS needed the revenues more than industry needed the reduced input prices. A
promised new financing facility to help enterprises face new competition by restructuring
took two years to set up and its rigid lending rules severely limited access. Arevision
in export subsidy arrangements left some exporters worse off than before and everyone
with more complex procedures and greater uncertainty abvut receipt of the subsidy.
Nothing was done to awaken Chid strengthen the twogovernmentexpol1-assistance
organizations. A new Investi11ent Code was passed. but its provisions were less generous
than the .code it replaced. A one-stop window for prospective investors did openup, but
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with little impact; private capital outflows outweighed new foreign investment between
1986 and 1988.

In addition to sector-specific errors, a number of general deficiencies can be cited. First, the
program was too much Bank-owned until the.end of the decade. Senegalese participation and hence sense
of ownership was minimal in the elaboration of the first three SALs, as it was in the development of the
USAID policy loans.

Second, too much was tried too fast. Conditionalities or "actions required" were excessive in
number and complexity. And despite evidence of administrative indigestion, the number of
conditionalities increased in each SAL. (The tendency is reversed in SAL IV,. which is more narrowly
focused.) There was persistent overoptimism, both at the speed of implementation and the arrivaFof
impacts. Thus the time needed for signing of contract plans and for sellfig state-owned assets was
regularly and seriously underestimated. In some" GDS documents - those presented to the 1987
Consultative Group for example - industrial production was projected to rise rapidly after 1986 as a
result ofthe changes introduced by the New Industrial Policy. No objective factors existed to justify such
optimism.

Finally, .the lead player, the World Bank, was too much preoccupied with conditionality. This
was true also of USAID, but less so :l!ld with fewer consequences.

Explicit conditionality is frequently inappropriate, usually ineffective, and sometimes
counterproductive. It is clearly inappropriate in three sets ofcircumstances: when institutional reform
is involved, when the conditioned action is not entirely within the control of the government, and when
technical consensus is lacking. Yet in Senegal, conditionality was imposed in numerous instances where
these circumstances prevailed.

Conditionality is inappropriate in institutional refoflns mainly because institutional deficiencies
do not normally lend themselves to improvement by specific, time-bounded changes, and because
procedures and organizational capacities are weak for many reasons that are beyond quick remedy. Thus
a public expenditure management system is not much strengthened by imposing a specific procedural
condition - for example that all investment projects be systematically evaluated and that only those with
an economic rate of return of 10 percent should be accepted for financing. Such a condition depends on
adequate evaluation of projects in the technical ministries, well-established accounting conventions for
costing, and so forth. These.are usually lacking.

Conditionality is inappropriate when government control is lacking in another sense: where it
takes two to taneJ.Conditionality on privatization is a good example. Government may offer shares
of state enterprises for sale, but somebody has to be there to buy them at a mutually acceptable price.

Conditionality, finally, is inappropriate when it is nottechnically clear what to do. Agricultural
policy conditionality on support prices for coarse grains is one example; another is the conditionality on
raising .consumer rice prices.

Conditionality is not only inappropriate in these and other circumstances, it is ineffective as well.
Monitoring is impossibly difficult. Meaningfut, measurable indicators are scarce. Subjective and
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optimistic assessments are easy to come by; it is always possible to weight performance on different
indicators so that overall performance is judged acceptable whatever the extent of noncompl lance.
Certainly the Senegalese experience, which has seen backsliding or cosmetic compliance on. many
important conditions combined with rising inflows of aid, provides a good example of the ineffectiveness
of conditionality.

This leads to a final and most significant disadvantage of conditioned policy lending. Its existence
often distorts the dialogue. Both parties want and need to keep disbursements flowing, so in the face of
lagging performance or noncompliance they agree to accept half-steps or cosmetic measures that will keep
the program on track. Several cases were noted in the sectoral chapters, and more could be cited,5

IV. IMPLICAnONS FOR SENEGALESE ECONOMIC POLICIES

It was not a primary objective of this study to examine the substance of Senegalese economic
policy and the country's development strategies. We were tasked mainly to look backward, at the way
the policy reform process evolved in the 19805 and the nature of Senegal's adjustment. Many specific
judgments aoo~ t. policy are nonetheless scattered through the report, explicitly or implicitly. Some of the
principal conclusions are summarized here. .

• The exchange rate issue has loomed in the background throughout the decade, and has
now become a major obstacle to successful adjustment. We have taken no strong position
on this debate~ though the analysis in the chapter on macroeconomic policy makes clear
that drastic action is required, whether by direct action on the real exchange rate (cuts
in real wages associated with. more restrictive fiscal and monetary policies), or by
changing th.e parity between the CFA Franc and the French Franc - in other words,
deValuing. The slowdown in French inflation, the depth of the reaHgnm~nts required,
and the failure of the C6te d'Ivoire experiment aimed at cutting nominal wages suggest
that a devaluation is probably unavoidable.

S One example will suffice - privatization and the two-to-tarv,o problem. The Bank staff person
insists in SAL negotiations on inclusion of an explicit condit )n saying that X number of .public
enterprises will be privatized. The Senegalese partner notes (tat government will put the shares or
companies up for sale, but cannot guarantee that buyers will appear. The Bank representative admits the
point, but insists on retaining the condition, saying that if the GOS really tries, that wiU be acceptable,
even if actual sales do not take place.

\\'hen the sales do not take place, as happened under SAL II, then ta'le Bank is forced to play
games, accepting as satisfactory performance not actual sale but intent to sell, as evidenced by an
announcement in the press. But why should Lltere have been any such condition at all? It is clearly
inappropriate; the Bank does not wish to see sales at any price. Furthermore, conditionality on such
politk-aHy sensitive issues crealtesa deep contradiction: it looks like something the Bank is imposing,
even when this is not true. So it works in opposition to the need to give Senegal ownership ofllie
adjustment program.
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More vigorous state-shrinking is imperative, as is improved performance of the strategic
enterprises that will remainin the state sector. But policies to achieve both ends require
amendment. Privatization via divestiture should be given less emphasis, •and ·cenainly
less central a role in the overall refonnprogram; other forms of privatization should>be
given much greater attention - contracting out, franchising, and accelerated
deIOODopolization and deregulation, in, for example, the· groundnut sector, •transport,
water and power, and state-owned industrial enterprises. In the attack on inefficiency ill
SOEs,the reliance on contract plans should be reduced; it should be accepted that given
budget constraints and the way expenditures are managed, the GOScannot· regularly
deliver on promises it makes to state enterpr.ises.To base so much of enterprise reform
on the contract plan, which emphasizes the definition of mutua! obligations, is thus
unrealistic.

Given the revenue outlook and the likely needfor greater austerity in the 1990s, itcannot
be expected that the civil service will continue to enjoy even that level of real wages that
itretained in the 19808 - which is another way of saying that accelerated decline in real
wages in the civil service is likely whatever exchange rate policy is pressed. And
materials and supplies and maintenance expenditures will be no more abundant in the next
decade than they" have been in th.e past, and probably will be even scarcer. This
magnifies tbe need for faster state-shrinking, since the effectiveness of the public sector
can only deteriorate under these expected Conditions. Alternative ways have to be found
to deHverkey services, and the search should be much more active and imaginative than
it has •been up to now. The potential of privatizing activities ann functions. by· hiving off
or fra,gmentationhave hardly been examined as yet, and contracting out has also been
ne:glE#~"ted. Also needed is greater opennessio private investment, creation ofautonoll1Ous
instiu",tes for provision of key services, encouragement of local consultant capacity, .and
encouragement of informal sector an<.:1 microenterprise development.

In. agriculture, ·the required policy posture was outlined in Chapter Three: border parity
pricing for all crops, with correction for the degree of overvaluation, and provision for
smoothing of external price fluctuations by use of variable levies; quick and .full
liberal ization of the rice and groundnut subsectors, with el imination of transport and other
subsidies; improved research, andishiftingresearch activities to regional institutes for
greater continuity and easier acce7)S to resources; and quicker shrinkage of the rural
development agencies. In the organizationdumonderuraJ, government and donors alike
should show greater awareness of the need .for evenhandedness, so as not to crowd out
private players and thereby stunt the growth ofthe intermediary. class that is indispensable
for the modernization of agriculture.

The need for adjustment in the industrial sector remains as great as it was in 1985, and
the major instrument continues to· be .greater competition through reduced protection.
The industrial sector will have a longer time to adjust than they did in the mid-1980s, and
many of the positive ancillary measures will be in p~ace~ facilitating that adjustment.

Two general points about Senegal's policy orientation are worth emphasis. First, geography
imposes strong constraints on the country's range ofoptions. Any departure from world prices, and from
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prices and policies prevailing in neighboring countries, will sooner or later create intolerable stress, and
force alignment. Changes in groundnut and rice pricing in 1988 were in part due to this smuggling
factor, which will not go away so long as Senegal's policies are out of harmony with those of world
markets and those of its neighbors.

The second point has to do with discovering comparative advantage and predicting future sources
of growth. This is a matter of considerable angst among Senegalese planners and those in the donor and
academic communities; Senegal, they say, is competitive in nothing, and nobody can find any convincing
prospects for the future.

But this is not the right way to think about the problem. It is not the job of planners and
economists, and especially aid donor staff, to predict where Senegal's future lies. This is not something
we are very good at. 6 Future avenues for economic development are something that Senegalese and
perhaps foreign entrepreneurs will discover. All we can do is help create a policy and institutional
environment that is conducive to entrepreneurship and investment.

This is why the exchange rate issue is so cnlcial. With a badly overvalued exchange rate, policy
makers are forced to replace entrepreneurs in the discovery process. The beauty of an appropriate
exchange rate is that it allows individual decision makers to respond to emnomic opportu.nity as reflected
in market prices, rather than politically or bureaucratically determined prices.

V. IMPLICATIONS FOR AID DONORS

Dilemmas of POlicY-&lSed Lending

The postponement of adjustment in the 1980s, coupled with the high level of assistance that. now
prevails, creates serious dilemmas for the donor community. On the one hand the heavy aid presence
in Senegal has had unintended side effects that impede the adjustment process. It reduced Senegaiese
political will to make changes necessary for adjustment and slowed Senegalese political maturation by
allowing the postponement of hard economic and social choices. The donor presence, when it is so
pervasive, also creates generalized institutional disorder. Donors garner too much influence. They decide
who is well paid and who is not (by payment of supplements on externally financed projects) They also
become the arbiters of institutional survival; agencies that win donor support through direct aid and from

6 Mauritania provides an amusing example of this. A world Bank report in June 1979 observed:
"The overall growth of the Mauritanian economy from 1977 to 1985 could reach 3.5 percent. with iron
ore mining being the main motor of expansion. 11 In May of 1987 another Bank report stated: ..As. the
largest source of foreign exchange, only the fisheries sector can provide significant impetus to the
economy in the short and medium term." And another document. in May 1989, says: "Irrigated
production is a key potential source of growth. Other sectors of the economy which were previously
engines of growth now appear limited in their prospects." (The irrigation in question was the traditional
capital-intensive, state-Qrganized kind. This report makes no mention of the private rice growing sector
that was emerging at the time.) Emphasis added.
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counterpart funds thrive, whiie most of the rest stagnate or disappear. Donor-sponsored or financed
coordinating bodies proliferate, weakening line ministries and reducing the cohesiveness ofpolicy making.
The availability of relatively large counterpart funds, generated by program assistance, exacerbates. this
problem.

Even more intrusive institutional interventioIllS have occurred in rural areas, with respect to the
organisation du montle rural. Donors (induding NGOs) have long been involved in creating and
sustaining village organizations such as cooperatives, village sections, economic interest groups (GIEs),
and producer associations (APBs). With these have ,;orne village cere.alsbanks, boutiques, cooperative
credit arrangements, and joint sale of crops. All of this is acceptable, even desirable.•But it often creates
a situation of de facto discrimination against private, profit-seeking agents. Surely one of the reasons
there has not been a more vigorous growth of rural intermediary agents is the widespread preemptionof
their· functions by donor-subsidized farmer organizations.

It is hard to see how the ratio of aid to GDP and to public expenditures, which is already very
high, could be.much expanded without intensifying the negative eff~~ outlined above. The further
growth in counterpart funds that is generated by program aid would probably induce further disruptions.
This is where the frrst dilemma arises. Senegal is not only aid addicted, but will need continuing high
levels of support to ease the structural changes that were postponed in the 1980s. Appeals to donors to
soften social unrest will continue to draw new support. The danger is that Senegalese political muscle
will atrophy further, as the authorities continue, with outside help, to put off making t.;e hard choices;
and that institutional intrusiveness will become even worse.

The second dilemma relates to conditionality and nonimpiementation of agreed reform programs.
Many ofthe participants in the policy dialogue in Sene;gal agree that lack of sanctions for nonCompliance
has been a major factor explaining Senegal's slow progress in adjustment. The dilemma arises fromthe
reluctance of the international community, including tbe Bank and the IMF, to stop. aid flows to· needy
countries except in cases of flagrant, repeated, and unrepentant nonperformance, which occurs rMely.

The third dilenuna arises from the difficulty of putting together a coherent set of policy reforms
in a setting where the client country is asserting "ownership" of the adjustment program. It is widely
believed .that implementation of adjustment programs will improve only when recipient governments feel
that the program is their own. One path to this objective is to encourage the cHent government to take
responsibility for actually drafting the detailed reform program. 7

The id.ea is good. In practice, however, the program of the client government may notbe
acceptable to the donors; the proposed policy measures may be too few, too vague, too stretched out in
time, or even contrary to "correct" policy. This is what has happened in Senegal with the agricultural
SECAL. After more than two years of parallel drafting of programs by the GOS and a donorgroup,.and
lengthy meetings entailing line~by-Hne discussion, the GOS position is still far from that of the donors.

7 Recommendations to adopt such approaches have been made by a number of observers, including
the authors of some recent World Bank reports. See Berg, EHiot; W. Hecox; and J. Mudge, "Evaluation
of Kenya's Structural Adjustment Program," USAID, Nairobi, 1985; and World Bank, Sub-saharan
Africa: From Crisis to Sustainable Gro",1h, 1989.
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In this kind of situation, the GOS may own the program, but the outside partners cannot buy it. So, in
this case, the recommended procedures for increasing local ownership have been followed but without
the desired or expected results. In the end, the nr..ed for money will drive the Senegalese authorities to
sign a SECAL incorporating the donor position on contentious issues, and the sense of loca] ownership
will have been increased very little, if at all.

What Should Donors Do?

A major conclusion of this review is that structural adjustment (or policy-based) lending is not
working in Senegal, or is working very imperfectly, and that its continuation requires resolution of the
kinds of dilemmas outlined above. Whatever the criterion - sustained GDP growth, institutional changes
that might set the stage for future growth, or learning - its impact has been slight. But how should it
be changed, if at all.

Before addressing that question, it is important to be clear about what is not being indicated here.
The general push towards market-oriented reform, outward looking development, and general
liberalization of the economy was and is the right strategy. The old policy orientation based ondirigisme,
state capitalism, and heavy protection for industry was bankrupt and needed to be chaHenged and
changed. The desirable direction of change was clear: growth in Senegal required a leaner state, a better
structure of incentives, a more competitive economy, and a bigger role for private actors. In this respect,
Senegal is no different than the other countries in Africa and elsewhere that have found liberalization a
prerequisite to faster growth and modernization.

Nor does our negative assessment of adjustment lending give support to tl".lat large. group of
"structuralist" critics who accuse the architects of adjustment lending of putting too much emphasis on
prices, private sector encouragement, export promotion, and state shrinkage. Most of these poiicies.were
so weakly and intermittently implemented that the Senegal experience provides. no proof of their failure.

Nor, finally, do~.s the judgement that adjustm(~nt lending has failed echo those critics who fault
it for not having discoverr.d future comparative advantage or future sources of growth. As indicated
earlier, that is not or should not be the purpose of an adjustment program, which can and should do no
more than create the right environment for entrepreneurial innovation and the discovery of new options
by local people.

How, then, should donors respond to Senegal's disappointing adjustment record? Three broad
options exist.

1. Donors can do more or the s.ame. with some refinements and improvements. One common
proposal is for more recourse to prior actions - making policy loans heavily conditional on the
implementation of key actions before approval or disbursement. Another recommendation is to give
grea.ter foclls to policy loans, and to reduce the number of conditions. Suggestions have been made to
increase local ownership, among them allowing local officials to define the content of the reform
program, as indicated above.
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Prior actions and fewer conditions are the direction of change in Senegal, as seen in SAL IV and
the agricultural sector loan. Prior actions now playa greater role in Fund lending - a policy change that
came out of a recent review of Fund conditionality. These are desirable cha."1ges. but their efficacy
remains to be demonstrated. Plenty of governments backslide on prior actions after money has been
released. The details ofFund experience with prior actions are not public knowledge, but the record does
not seem to indicate that the problem of compliance has disappeared.

As for the other modifications, we have seen the slim results of the effort to instill ownership by
joint elaboration of the terms of the agricultural sector loan. And the streamlined, more focussed SAL
IV does not seem to be off to a better start than the earlier, more diffuse SALs.

2. A second possibility is a get tough option. The conditionality-using donors could respond to
nonperformance by drastically cutting back on levels of assistance. This might be called· the Zaire
model. But Senegal is not Zaire, and this option has no public advocates and few private ones - outside
of a handful of disaffected working leve~ staff in some aid agencies.

In any event,this kind of proposal is unfair, would be counterproductive, and is infeasible. It
is unfair because it placed implicit blame on Senegal for a situation that is not entirely of Senegal's
making: it is a bit like a drug dealer imposing a cold-turkey cure en his addicted customer. The
proposal would be counterproductive because the risks of political instability and social disorder might
be substantially increased.

The proposal is infeasible, in any case, for several reasons. First of all, Senegal's reform effort
is not widely perceived to be particularly bad. Only two years ago, after all, the IMF chose to put
Senegal on the front pages of its Bulletin} trumpeting it ~s an outstanding case of adjustment with growth,
Moreover, in a speech he gave in April 1990, the Fund's M.anaging Director listed Senegal as one of
seven star performers in Africa - countries that are showing "distinct success. "8 And it is infeasible
also because the Bank, the Fund, and the main bilaterals are committed to spend in Africa,and none of
them - especially the bHaterals with strong political and other links to Senegal - are likely to risk its
destabilization because of an unsold state enterprise or a too-low price of rice.

3. The third option is to gradually reduce the volume of aid and cbange its composition, with
program assistance in general and policy·based lending in paniculargraduaHy being reduced in favor of
nonconditioned sector and project assistance. This is the aid policy posture that is most consistentwith
the analysis in this study.

• He puts Senegal in the best-performing group of countrieS, "that are showing distinct success, as
a result of several years of determined implementation of sound policies. This group provides an example
to the others that there is light at the end of the tunnel, that a resolute application of weU-eonceived
policies will produce results. Among these countries we find The Gambia, Kenya, Mauritius, Senegal,
Togo, Tunisia, and more recently Madagascar. Yet even for these countries, success remains fragile.
The economic progress could run out of stearn and be lost, if there were to be a failure of political will
to persevere with sound policies, or if there were an interruption in the flow of financing." Remarks by
M. Camdessus, Managing Director of the IMF before Bretton Woods Committee Conference on Africa's
Finance·and Development Crisis, Washington, D.C., April 25~ 1990 (IMF publicity release).
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The reduction in aid volume is necessary to increase Senegal's self-reliance and reduce the
negative side effects of large aid inflows, notably their distorting effects on the development of political
responsibility and on institutional development. No country can avoid severe distortions when aid
~.mounts to nearly 20 percent of its national income, finances virtually all its public investment,
contributes almost as much to its budget as local taxes, and is by far its greatest single source of foreign
exchange. As a rough target, aid volumes should slowly decline to, say, 10 percent ofOOP by 1995,
and less than 5 percent i.n the year 2000. Simply holding aid levels constant in nominal termswouid,
assuming a rate of inflation of 5 percent a year, go much of the way to achieving this target

The form and content of assistance also should be changed, to increase its effectiveness and
reduce some of the unintended side effects noted earlier. First, loans and credits that are explicitly tied
to specific policy refoI1l1S should be phased out. As it has evolved in Senegal (and many other places),
policy-based lending combines the worst of all worlds. It is full of explicit conditionality, which is almost
never seriously inVOked. The conditionality dominates the dialogue, reducing the opportunity .for
uncontentious and open exchange of ideas and true joint problem solving. It is thus counterproductive.

. It not only encouragescoverups and game playing, as the parties search for ways to continue spending
reg.ardless of slippages in implementation, but the heavy conditionality is incompatible with local
ownership of the reforms.

Abandonment of explicit conditionality tied to loan agreements does not mean the dropping of
all conditionality. The implicit conditionality that now exists would continue to determine overall aid
levels. As happens now, countries that make progress in improving their policy environment would
receive more generous treatment that those that do poorly, though lending by the multilateral institutions
wQuldrarely faIl to zero .

USAID programming might be affected more than any other bilateral by a shift away from
conventional policy lending. But policy money such as is represented in the Development Fund for
Africa could still be allocated according to policy performance. And the quest for policy defiCIencies to
be addressed could still go on, but would be attacked by study and dialogue and not by tying loans to
performance via explicit conditionality.

It is wOrtll emphasizing that the disappearance of explicit conditionality from SALs and SECALs
a.'ld from USAID lending does not mean that conditionality will be absent. In addition to t.~e implicit (or
ex-post) conditionality deriving from the understanding that the scale of future lending depends on past
perfonnance, there is: also the continuing presence of an agreed-upon macroeconomic framework, via the
Policy Framework Paper, which has become st?..ndard in l.ow income countries like SenegaL WhetlH~r

or ~nt a PFP or some. similar formal statement of macro policy existed, even in a world swept eleanof
explicit conditionality, the suitability of macro policies would remain a major determinant of aid­
worthiness.

The replacement of explicit, ex-ante conditionality by implicit and ex-post understandings will
reduce game playing, encourage true dialogue, and allow local ownership to develop. It will put an end
to the present ceaseless searching of policy nooks and crannies to find policy failures that can be wriu,en
up for the next policy loan. It might help to put to rest the idea that adjustment is a one-time thing;~or

while that is true when the problem is a response to a particular shock in the internal or external
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environment~ it is not really the case in countries like Senegal. "There tile problem is ongoing and long
term - reshaping institutions and improving policy making in a continually changing environment.

Program assistance, even shorn of explicit conditionali.ty, continues to have negative effects on
the will to adopt reforms. Program assistance should, therefore, bt~ reduce1 as a share of total aid, with
less fungible forms of resource transfer playing a larger role. This means more aid in traditional project
form, more in the form of on~lending to the private sector, and more in spending that takes place outside
of the client country -- aid to regional research institutions, for example, and scholarships and training
grants in donor or third country institutions.

These recommendations may seem outside the mainstream of current thinking, but this is not so.
They are similar to some of the proposals put forward in the 1989 World Bank report on sub-Saharan
Africa.!) One of the early statements made in that document echoes our argument here: "Big changes
will be needed in the way aid is dispensed."

In reality, many of the recommendations that are then put forward in the report are hardly "big
changes." The report calls for:

• A decade-long rise of 4 percent a year (real) in outside assistance to cover the "rising
foreign resource gap " - resources needed to sustain living levels and provide savings for
investment;

• A continuing (though more selective) use. of structural adjustment assistance;

~ Greater use of donor support for time-slices of sector and subsector development
programs; and

• A greater donor willingness to fund recurrent as well as capital costs of fl developm¢nt
expenditures. It

None of this pays sufficient attention to the kinds of problems we have outlined in this study.
But other proposals in .the World Bank report are clearly more sensitive to these problems. Thus,
awareness of the fungibility problem is indicated by the suggestion to link aid to "specific development
expenditure" to minimize inadvertent funding of "military spend:ng, luxury consumption, inefficiency and
capital flight."

To help "internalize ll economic policy management, the Bank report suggests that monitoring(}f
macroeconomic performance and related donor programs should be along parallel tracks. (presumab!y
this means the removal ofconditionaHty from lending programs.) The first track would be me dialogue
- "as disciplined as under SA lending. But the understandings would be in less high profile ways than
under SA programs. Moreover, they would be based more on a government's own internal policy papers
than at present, with donors focussing on their analytical quality and on implementation." The second

9 World Bank~ Sub-Salulro.n Africa: From Crisis to Sustainable Growth. it Long-Term Perspective
Study, 1989.
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track "would be an agreed program of donor support, which would vary according to performance in
implementing the targa programs. Donor support should become far .more selective. Those pursuing
sound progra.ms should receive toe external funding required.... Countries with weak performance should
receive much less assistance...

Though much of this is vague and all of it is general, it seems to be in Hne with the spirit of our
proposals. It seems to say what official Bank evaluations of adjustment lending have not said explicitly
- that there are basic problems with policy-based lending and that these need fixing. The implied
recommendations for separating the policy dialogue from specific lending instruments, for encouraging
greater local ownership, and for reducing fungibility of these resource transfers are similar ta the
proposals we have put forward for Senegal. We do not agree that real aid inflows should increase during
the 19905, and we believe that circumstances require a more decisive (though gradual) retreat from
program aid, whether policy based or not. And it is hard to be enthusiastic about calls for more financing
of recurrent expenditure, given the fungibility of those r~ources. This proposal indeed is not altogether
consistent with others made in this World Bank report. But it is clear that at least some Bank staff are
ready to acknowledge the need for a backing off and backing down on adjustment lending.

The 1990s will be a dangerous decade for Senegal and a trying one for donors. The adjustment
problems that were left unsettled in previous years have grown more acute, while Senegal's financial,
organizational, and political capacity to deal with them have weakened. The social tensions andpolitica!
pressures that shape public policy will be less permissive of painful adjustments than they were in the
past.

Senegal's pih"tners in adjustment and development are similarly facing new challenges. Structural
adjustment (or.policy-based) lending has produced modest results, and has revealed serious contradictions.
The deficiencies of policy lending are becoming clearer just as the push to increase this form of aid has
gained strong momentum among all donors, from A.I.D. to the European Development Fund. Senegal's
donor community has to find a way to move back from its present preoccupation with conditioned· pol icy
assistance to a renewed concern with old-fashioned project aid, conditionality-free dialogue, and much­
increased sensitivity about the effects of foreign aid money on pol itkal will and indigenous institutional
development.
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A.NNEX ONE

AGRICULTURAL CONDITIONALITY IN SALSI-ID
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AGRICULTURAL CO!'illITIONALITY IN SALS I-III

Structural Issu~

SAL I

Price distortions:

Measures Taken Measures Planned

- agricultural
producer prices; Increase farmers' prices as

of May 1980.

Elimination of subsidies on
agricultural. inputs, except
fertilizer.

1.

2.

Study on free
marketing and
prices for domestic
food crops.

Study on optimal
pricing policy for
export crops.

3. Study on changing
fertilizer
composition and
prices.

- consumer prices.

Weaknesses in. institutional
set-up in agricultural
sector.

Elimination of subsidized
urban food prices (1975­
80).

Creation of SONAR for
supply of agricultural
inputs.

ONCAD put into
liquidation and majority of
staff put on notice of
discontinuation.

Reduction in the charges of
central treatment of
groundnut seeds from 25 %

4.

5.

6.

Easing of domestic
price controls.

Tests with a
cooperative
structure based on
village groups (crop
marketing, credit,
input supplies and
seed stocks).

Reorganization of
research,



Structural Is'i~

1-4

Measures Taken

Five-year rescheduling of
farmers' debts.

7. Reorganization and
auditing of
accounting system
of cooperatives.

SALU

Cereals Po1ic.Y

8. Production of
ONCAD's financial
liquidation
statements .

9. Study on
agricultural credit
system.

10. Strengthening of
regional rural
development
agencies.

11. Studies on the
functions of the
price stabilization
fund.

Excessive dependence on
food imports; subsidization
of imported rice; imperfect
substitutability between
local cereals and .imported
cereals.

Rigidprooucer price
structure and controls on
marketing of cereals.

Initiated preparation of
cereals development action
program with FAO
assistance.

Increase in producer prices
in 1985.

Doubling the consumer
price of rice since 1982;
eliminating consumer
subsidies and providing
adequate nominal
protection.

1.

2.

Identification ofa
coherent cereals
development
program focusing
on production
factors, ·.processing.
and price policies.

Introduction of
producer price­
support mechanism
for cereals irnanaged
by CSA.



S1.ructural Issues

1-5

Measures Taken MeasuresPlanned

Excessive· GOS intervention
in food imports and
marketing.

Adoption of objective to
stabilize rice and wheat
flour import volume at
1984 level for the 1985-89
period.

Lifting of all barriers to the
free marketing of cereals
(except paddy).

3. Maintenance of at
least a 25%
nominal. protection
for domestic cereals
by adjusting, as
necessary. the retail
price of rice.
following
consultations with
the Bank.

Fertilizer Policy

4. Progressive state
disengagement
from rice import
:)perations and
privatization of rice
distribution
following
completion of
ongoing CPS
contract (May
1986).

Excessive GOS intervention
in distribution.induding
heavy subsidies.

Excessive state intervention
in seed distribution and

Elimination of fertilizer
levies on producer price of
groundnuts; sale of
fertilizer on cash basis
only; decision not to
finance subsidies through
Treasury resourc',--, and
relying exclusively on
subsidy scheme financed by
external grantsin 1985/86
growing season.

Groundnut Sector

LiquidaHon of SONAR. the
parastatal managing input

5.

6.

Progressive
elimination of
fertilizer SUbsidies,
import
IiberaHzation•.and
privatization. of
fertilizer
distribution by
1989/90 season.

Progressive
reduction· of central
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Measures Taken Measures Planned

marketing of groundnuts
leading to heavy burden on
public finances; low
producer prices; inefficient
structure and management
of oil mills, including
heavy state subsidies to
cover direct costs.

Institutional Reforms

Institutional weakness in
planning investment
programming, budgeting,
statistics.

Excessive. involvement of
rural development agencies
(RDAs) in .production
activities; overstaffing;
poorly defined objectives,
leading to heavy burden on
public finances .

SAL III

Refonnaimed to:
Reduce dependence on food
imports; increase and
diversify agricultural
production and exports;

distribution; reduction in
central groundnuc seed
stock from 120,000 t to
100,000 t during the
1985/86 season; elimination
of seed and fertilizer levies
on producer prices.

Reduction in half of the
guaranteed coverage of oil
mills' fixed costs.

Increase in the number of
private traders licensed to
purchase groundnuts.

Liquidation of STN.

Restructuring of SODEVA,
including55% cut in staff.

Restructuring of SAED,
and signature of a lettre de
mission.

Cereals

Preparation of cereals
development action
program focusing on
production factors,
processing, a.nd prices.

7.

8.

9.

10.

11.

1.

groundnut seed
security stock.

Complete
liberalization of
seed distribution as
of 1986/87 season.

Elimination of all
guaranteed
coverage ofail
mills , fixed costs.

Restructuring oil
milling operations
by merging
SONACOSand
SEIB.

Continued
restructuring and
disengagement of
RDAs.

Strengthening Rural
Development
Ministry's ability to

plan, program
investments, IDd
execute budgets.

Implementation. of
the cereals
development action
program, including
in particular:
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increase productivity;
achieve greater efficiency
of public resource use
throcgh fostering private
sector initiative and
withdrawal of the state
from direct involvement in
production activities; and
reduce income disparities
between urban and rural
areas.

1-7

Measures Taken

Reduction of CSA
operations and introduction
of a floor-price mechanism
for cereals.

Steps taken towards
disengagement of the State
from rice import
operations; privatization of
internal marketing of
cereals (except for paddy).

Establishment of sufficient
nominal protection for
domestic cereals and
periodic adjustment of
retail price of rice in
consultation with the Bank.

Reduction of fertilizer
subsidies in accordance
with agreed timetable.
Steps taken towards the
liberal ization of fertil izer
import in ac.cordance with
agreed target date and the
privatization of fertii izer
distribution.

Reduction of central
groundnut seed security
stock.

Liberal ization of seed
diSh ibution and
implementation of a seed

MeasuresPl®ned

- audit of CSA
(April 1987);

- review.of
performance of
coarse grains
processing units
before the end of
1987;

- maintain rice
protection at a
level sufficient to
maintain il1centive
to productiOll of
local cereals.

2. Establishment ofa
price information
system for producers
and traders (luly
1987).

3. Fertilizer subsidy
limited toCFAF 16
kg. during the
1987/88 season.
Agreement to
complete
liberalization of
fertilizer imports by
1989-90.

4. Groundnut Guarantee
FLndtobe managed
without recourse.· to
the Budget.

5. Undertakesmdyof
agric;!ltural incentives
and price support
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Measures Taken Measures P1anneg

action program. detemlination. (April
1987). Review
results of the study
with the Association
and agree on action
program (Oct. 1987).

6. Study to reduce
groundnut marketing
costs .(Dec. 1987).

7. Audit and plan of
actions to restructure
industrial facilities of
groundnut •processing
industry (Mar. 1988).

A~ricultural Credit
8. GOS to define the

main principles of its
agricultural. credit
policy. (April 1987).

9. GOS will carry OUta
comparative study of
ongoing agricultural
credit programs in the
first half of1987,to
review··leveLof
agricultural interest
rates, measures to
reduce non­
repayments and
administrative costs,
and review need. to
establish risk
guarantee
mechanisms.

Diversification and Export Promoti0l}

10. Agree on TOR for
investors meeting
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Measures Taken

Instinttiona) Reforms

Preparation of
reorganization of the
Ministry of Rural
Development (MDR).

Restructuring and/or
disengagement of a number
of rural development
agencies; revision and
signing of Lettres de
mission for SODAGRl.
SODEVA, SAED,
SODEFITEX, and
SOMIVAC.

Management of Natural Resources

Measures Planned

(May 1987) to
stimulate domestic
and foreign
investment· in
diversification export
crops in the Senegal
River Valley.

11. Follow-up (June
1987).

12. Implementation of the
MDR reorganization
and strengthening of
the MDR capacity for
investment
programming and
budgeting (to he done
under the MDR
Strengthening and
Organization Project).

13. Adjustment of
existing regulations
on land allocation in
the new irrigated
areas with a view to
fadl itate domestic
and foreign
investment and
diversification crops;
to foster intensive
land use; to rer...over
part of investment
costs; and, to
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Measures Taken

Livestock Poli~

Measures Planned

facilitate the
reinsertion of civil
servants in dIe
agricultural sector.

14. Preparation of a draft
decree codifying
respective roles of
rural communities
and Government in
allocating irrigated
land (June 1987),
including regulations
concerning the access
to land by outsiders
of thecomrnunity and
agro-businesses.

15. GOS to define its
livestock policy and
strategy, including
decontrol of meat
prices, by June 1987,
and implement action
program for livestock
development (Dec.
1987).

16. EI imination of
SERAS'marketing
monopoly of hides
and skins (Dec.
1987).

17. Restructuring of
SODESP (Oct, 1987).

Source: World Bank:. Operations Evaluation Department, The World Bank and Senegal. 1960-1987.
Report #8041, August 1989, Annex L
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ANNEX TWO

ESF -CONDITIONALITY BY SECTOR
WITH NOTES ON COMPLIANCE

AND RELATED CONDITIONALITIES
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B. ROAD MAINTENANCE BUDGET

1. CPs deal ing with creation of a road maintenance
revolving account and rural roads maintenance.

2. Road Maintenance Budget.

Not Satisfied. No longer
applicable since local
currencies were shifted for
use in roads program to
repayment of crop credit to
banking sector.

Not Satisfied (see above).

ESF I

ESE I

C. DAMPENING INTERNAL RICE CONSUMPrION
AND ENCOURAGING LOCAL CEREALS PRODUCTION

L GOS will request a study of constraints to cereals
marketing and a plan for removal of the constraints
developed.

Reor&anization Of the Imported Rice Sector

Written confirmatj';:m from Treasury that the CPSP
has honored all financial arrears to the Grantee and
private banks thus promoting a smooth transition to
significant private se(;wr participation. This written
document should specify that the arrears have been
honored:

2. - reimbursement by CPSP of CFAF 5.0 billion
in arrears on customs duties on imported rice
owed to the Treasury.

3. - reimbursement of a minimum ofCFAF
500 minion to the Grantee for sums due on
price equalization for CPSP's imported rice
operations.

4. - reimbursement by CPSP of
CFAF 400 million in arrears on rice credit
sales made in 1983 and in 1984.

Satisfied.

Satisfied. Letter to Min. of
State 12/30/85.

Satisfied. Letter to
Director, CPSP 1/2/86.

Satisfied. Letter to
Director, CPSP 12/31/85.

ESFlII

ESFIV

ESFIV

ESFIV

Related Conditionality: Reimbursements are part of the World Bank's goal of
cleaning up CPSP accounts, arrears, and non-reimbursed advances (see USAID

,
A\.J.\
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ESF CONDITIONALITY BY SECTOR

A. CPSP

1. Accept tbeprinciple of hiring outside technical
assistance to reinforce CPSPtinancial management
and establish an acceptable date by which technical
experts will be recruited.

2 .. Undertake animmediate audit of CPSP's
accounts.

3. Examine the possibility of reducing CPSP's
activities and of· simpl ifying. or el iminating the
purchasing and marketing rolesofCPSP.

4. Require CPSP to produce dear accounts of its
overall. situation by quarter and·· according to its
various sectors of intervention (Le. peanut~ rice,
sugar, tomatoes, flour, and cotton).• The first
accounts should be completed by July 1984 for the
period .March-June.

5. Completion ofdiagnostic study by CPSP and
recruitment ofe:;ternal technical assistance to
strengthenfinante .and management.

6. Covenant to perform or cause to perform before
December ·1986 a detailed review of the production
costs of agroindustry being subsidized by the CPSP
with aview to establishing by March .1987 a
timetable, including all sectors covered by the CPSP,
for reducing the CPSP's price supports.

Satisfied. Experts on site.

Satisfied.

Satisfied. Study completed
and donor review held with
GOS. Conditionality in
multi-year ESE will address
specific. actions.

Delayed--Iate arrival· of TA.
Accounts should be
forth .•0 commg.

Satisfied.

Not satisfied. Studies
carried out, but still no
timetable developed at mid­
1989. (Some progress:
SONACOS and CSS
operating subsidies
eliminated.)

ESE I

ESF I

ESE I

ESE I

ESE III

ESF.IV

Related Conditionality: SAL I caned for financial roorganization of CPSP. SALU
called for reform .of CPSP,
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internal Memo, H. Lubell). SAL I calls for "complete repayment of arrears of
customs duties."

S. Grantee agrees ro announce by February 1986
that Senegal will progressively privatize rice import
operations and internal distribution beginning in July
1986 through elimination ofa quota system (the
Grantee reserves ~th~ right to designate a specific
wholesaler to distribute rice in the event of a rice
shortage in any given region.

Partial1y Satisfied.
Announcement made in
February 1986. Quota
system abolished 7/1/86,
replaced by contracts
between dist.and CPSP.
New import system
published 9/2/86 with effect
12/1186.

ESFiV

Related Conditionality: SAL II calls for "effective separation of the rice operation
from the CPSP and participation of private importers/traders in import and
distribution of rice after May 1986 (condition of 2nd tranche release). It

6. Grantee agrees to obtain the final·· reconciliation
of the CPSP'saccounts by April 1986 to facilitate
transfer of imported rice operations from CPSP to
private importers.

7. Grantee agrees to introduce by July 1986 a
mechanism to manage the. Grantee's
security/regulating stock and to obtain an appropriate
corresponding reduction in the level of CPSP
personneL

Delayed. Satisfied. Arthur
Anderson audit del ivered
11/20/86

Partially Satistled. Security
stock of 60,000 MT ofrice
in place but no reductions
in personnel.

ESF IV

ESF IV

Related Conditionality: SAL II requires (as a condition for 2nd tranche release) that
"a security stock of 60,000 tons ... to be financed by food aid counterpart funds ...
be constituted and managed by SONADIS. It

8. Grantee agrees to ensure that CPSP will have
paid a cumulative total CFAF 10.0 billion in customs
duties and will have collected an additional CFAF
400 million of arrears on earlier credit sales by July
1986, assuming timely legal action, before rice
import operations are transferred from CPSP to
SONADIS and the private sector.

9. Grantee agrees to ensure that the regional retail
sale prices of rice will reflect adequate margins and
the full cost of transport by the beginning of July
1986 (prices will be considered as maximum prices
and not as fixed prices).

Satisfied. As of 6/30/86
CPSP paid CFAF 12.8bn
in customs duties to GOS
Treasury for FYs 1984,
1985, 1986.

Not Satisfied; for dist.
outside Dakar, CPSP has
been absorbing transp.costs
since 7/1186. While sales
prices are not uniform,

ESFIV

ESFIV
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differences are smaller than
diff. in transp. costs.

Related Conditionality: SAL II says that the GOS is "to set the level and structure
of the rice price, which would include margins based on real transport cost."

10. The Grantee,will provide evidence that
agroindustries (cotton. and rice) will reimburse all
outstanding crop c:redit for the 1985 crop year.
SONACOS will reimburse the crop credit and
interest owed to the BCEAO with respect to
groundnuts for crushing. Pending the availability of
funds and appropriate approvals, the second tranche
of USS 5.0 mn will be disbursed after SEIB has
reimbursed the totality of the capital plus interest
owed with respect to purchases of groundnuts for
crushing for the 1985 crop year.

Satisfied. Letters BNDS
12/31/85 and BCEAO
1/4/86.

ESFIV

RelatedConditkmality: This issue was part of the discussion leading to the
SONACOS/SEIB contract plan called for under SAL II.

Dampeni1.1.~.Jmported Rice Consumption

11. The Grantee win provide the terms of reference
for a study of measures to reduce rice imports. Such
a study win examine, inter alia, (a) options for
setting)he dcmestic price of rice, if and when the
worid :pr.c~ rc:.overs to a level beyond that reflecting
a 25peI'(:~nrclevei of protection for locally-produced

: t •Hh .,.. ) (b)grains ~rruuet. sorg urn, maIZe, ...o'l,vpeas ,
measures for reducing domestic consumption of rice
as called for in the GOS cereals plan, and (c) a fiscal
insuucent ior replacing the perequation on imported
rice.

Partially satisfied. Report
by Fallou Dieye delivered
11/87. Terms of reference
on (b) and (c) agreed upon
but no reference included
on (a).

ESPV

Re!ated Conditionality: SALs II and III supported similar measures to reduce
dependence on rice imporLS.

12. The Grantee wilJ provide a draft acceptable to
USAID of the study on measures to reduce rice
imports. and a timetable for establishing a plan of
action for achieving that end.

13. The Grantee win adhere to the curr~nt timetable
for privatization of rice imports, namely that the
private sector win be responsible for tWlenty-five

Satisfied.
Report by Fallou Dieye
delivered 11/87.

Not Satisfied. Covenant
amended, then deleted.
GOS allotted responsibility

ESFV

ESFV
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percent of rice imports for the period of December
1, 1986 through November 30,1987, except for
CPSP imponoo for managing the security stock of
60,000 MT.

to private sector for
importing 85,000 MT rice
March-June 1987. Then
donor committee
recommended one-year
postponement.

Related Conditionality: SAL II called for the participation of private
importers/traders in the import and distribution of rice.

14. The Grantee will provide a substantive progress
report satisfactory toUSAlD on the study on
producer price relationships between cereals and
peanuts.

Satisfied. Report by Papa
San delivered 11/87.

ESFV

Related Conditionality: SAL III supported the agricultural prices and incentives
study.

Increasinl: the Efficiency of Resource Allocation in the
AJIricultural Sector! Clarification the Rice Policy

IS. The GOS will agree to carry out an official
review of its rice policy in the light· of the
coDSulta..'1fsrepon prepared under the terms of
ESF V, the agricultural price and incentives study by
SEDESfinanced by the World Bank and the eCCE,
and the November 1987 review, the GOS will make
explicitthe attempt to reconcile the competing
objectives of its current price policy, among them:
protection ofand inr,entives to loci! production of
cereals (coarse graiIb and rice); and .41He.. iation of the
GOS budget situation.

Satisfied. Min. Economy
& Finance issued letter
12/88.

ESF VI

Related Conditionality: SAL III also required review of its study and the
development of an action program based thereupon.

16. Th.e GOS will prepare Lie terms of reference for
a study (to be financed by USAID under ESF VI) to
examine the modalities and timing for the
disengagement of SAED from. the milling and
marketing of rice in the Senegal River Valley, as. an
incentive to increased .paddy production and
acceleration of privatization.

Satisfied. 12i23. ESFVI
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17. The GOS will prepare and present to USAID a
policy statement on rice policy following the official
review specified insectioll above.

18. On the basis of the study referred to in section
above, the GOS will present to USAID
recommendations on modalities and timing for the
disengagement of SAED from the milling and
primary marketing of rice in the Senegal River
Valley.

Not Satisfied as of 9/89.

Not Satisfied as of 9/89.

ESF VI

ESF VI

Related Conditionality: SAL II calls for preparation of a specific schedule for
disengagement of SAED from production activities. SAL HI also calls for a reduced
range of aetivides for. SAED.

19. The Grantee will agree to undertake a study on
the producer price relationships between cereals and
peanuts. Such a study will also examine price
differentials between Senegal and the Gambia.

20. The Grantee will provide a substantive progress
report satisfactory to USAID on the study on
producer price relationships between cereals and
peanuts.

Satisfied. Reports by Papa
Sall 11/87, and Mbaye
Mbaron Jarramaet aI.
11/87.

Satisfied. Repmt by. Papa
Sail delivered 11/87.

ESFV

ESFV

Related Conditionality: SAL III supported agricultural prices and incentives study.

D. SUGAR

1. The Grantee will agree to undertake an audit of
the CSS.

2. The Grantee will provide a substantive report on
the CSS audit.

3. Tne GOS wi11provide to USAID the preliminary
results of the Arthur D. Little audit of the

Satisfied. Study. Audit
commissioned by CPSP
from Louis Berger
International, O.C.C.R.,
and Arthur Young. Study
of sugar sector by Arthur
D. Little.

Satisfied. Louis Berger
study of sugar sector and
CS5 completed 6/87.

Satisfied •• 8/88. Audit.

ESFV

ESF.V

ESFVI
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fixed producer prices of export crops in favor of a
flexible floor price mechanism.

Related Conditionality: SAL II asked for introduction of producer price support
mechanism for cereals managed by CSA.

4. The Grantee agrees to complete before December
1986 a study on the feasibility of replacing price
equalization bya fiscal instrument (e.g. exptJrt taxes,
tax rebates. internal taxes).

5. The Grantee agrees to covenant to perform or
cause to perform before December 1986 a detailed
review of the production costs of agroindustry being
subsidized by the CPSP with a view to establishing
by March 1987 a timetable, including all sectors
covered by the CPSP, for reducing the CPSP's price
supports.

6. The Grantee agrees to replace. by July 1986,
price equalization on imported rice with a special tax
that will be readjusted periodically.

Not Satisfied. World Bank
has taken up issue with
GOS,

Not satisfied.

Not Satisfied.

ESFIV

ESFIV

ESFIV

Related Conditionality: .These issues were discussed as part of SAL Irs call for the
separation of CPSP from rice imports. Part Of the Bank's goal was to make CPSP
more financially viable.

F. FERTILIZER / INPUTS

1. GOS to present plan for reorganization of
fertilizer sector by private sector for 1985-86 crop
yn.r by May 31.

2. GOS will complete action plan for transfer of
seed stock to farmers over a 6 year period.

Satisfied.

Satisfied.

ESF III

ESF III

Related Conditionality: SAL I calls for tests with a cooperative structure based on
village groups. At the November 1983 meeting of donors in Dakar, it was proposed
that "eventually, seed storage must be taken over by peasants themselves."

3. The Grantee will provide a written statement
cleared by the Ministry of Rural Development that
for the three-year period beginning with the signature
of this agreement no state credit program for

Satisfied. Letter MDR to
Min. Planning4/12!85.

ESFIII
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Compagnie Sucri~re Sem!galaise (CSS) carried out
for the GOS.

4. The GOS (a) will review the conclusions of the
A.D. Little audit of the CSS mentioned in section
above and (b) will prepare and present to USAID an
action plan for dealing with CSS.

Not Satistied as of 9/89. ESF VI

Related Conditionality: As a condition of second tranche release, SAL III calls for
fmancial and technical audits of CSS by independent consultants prior to December
1987, as well as "actual renegotiation of convention with CSS."

E. PRICE EQUALIZATION

Related Conditionality: See related comments under CPSP above.

1. Tile Grantee agrees to eliminate price
equalization on exWrted groundnut products and on
domestically consumed vegetable oil.

2. The Grantee agrees to authorize the oil crushing
firms to recommend adjustment ofdomestic
consumer price for cooking oil in relation to price
fluctuations on international markets and local market
conditions; these firms are, in turn, Hable for taxes
and duties onirnported vegetable oil ar 1 for export
duties on groundnut oil.

Satisfied. Le\.~er Min. of
State 12/19/85. ·(Huber
says: "Satisfied formally
but not in spirit, by removal
of groundnutsector form
CPSP's operations....
However, the problem was
simply turned over intact to
SONACOS and the GOS
Treasury. ")

Satisfied. Letter Min. of
State 12/19185. (Huber:
"Partly Satisfied. The
domestic cunsumer· price· for
cooking oil was adjusted to
a new level to take account
of local market conditions,
but the retail price for
cooking oil is still fixed and
unrelated to international
prices. It)

ESF IV

ESF IV

Related Conditionality: SAL II calls for the liquidation of SONAR and the transfer
of groundnut marketing responsibilities to the oil mills.

3. The Grantee agreesto establish before December
1986 a plan for phasing out before October 1987

Not Satisfied. ESFIV
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fertilizer sales will be established outside of those
that already exisL Le. those for SAED,
SODEFITEX, S0DEVA, and SOMIVAC (for
cereals seeds) and PIDAC. The CNCAS credit
program will· not be affected by this condition
precedent.

4. The Grantee shall confirm that crop credit, due
on the seed stock for the 1984-85 crop year, will be
fully reimbursed by the end ofJune 1986.

5. The Gralltee will confirm that SONACOS is
actively attempting to collect from farmers the peanut
seed credit issued during crop year 1986/87, and will
provide a status report on payments to date. If that
credit is not repaid by the farmers, SONACaS will
absorb the loss.

6. The JOS will confirm· its timetable for
progressive reduction and elimination of the subsidy
for treatment of peanut seeds, namely in (billions of
CFAF): 1986/87 - 1.0; 1987/88 - 0.5; 1988/89­
0.35.

Satisfied.

Satisfied. Letter from Min.
confirms thatSONACaS is
trying to collect on credit.
As of March IS, 1987, the
CFAF 2.961 bn has been
completely recovered by
recuperation of seed debt.

Huber: "Satisfied, ~y line
item in GOS budge.
Program is on track. Th.ere
will be no subsidy for the
treatment of peanut seed
beginning with the 1989/90
crop year."

ESFTV

ESFV

ESF VI

Related Conditionality: SAL II calls for decontrol of distribution and marketing of
inputs (elimination of free distribution of seeds and GOS withdrawal from.seed
:narketing support), at least for groundnuts, a limit on seed stock, ~liminationof

sub1Sidies for seed and fertilizer. and reorganization of oil mills.

G. GROUNDNUTS I SONACOS

1. Contract between GOS and oil crushing firms on
management of seed stock.

2. Oilcrushingfinns meet contractual terms with
GOStorepay debts to banking sector for 1983-1984
groundnut .purchases·and pay excess profits to GOS
treasury in accordance with agreed upon transaction
costs.

Satisfied.

Satisfied.

ESF III

ESF III
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Related Conditionality: These issues were discussed at the November 1983 donor
meeting in Dakar.

3. The Grantee agrees to authorize the oil crushing
firms to recommend adjustment of domestic
consumer price for cooking oil in n~lation to price
fluctuations on international markets and' loca! market
conditions; these firms are, in tum, liable for taxes
and duties on imported vegetable oil and for export
duties on groundnut oil.

Satisfied. Letter Min. of
State 12119/85. (Huber:
"Partly Satisfied." See
under PRICE
EQUAUZAllQN.)

ESFIV

Related Conditionality: SAL II calls for the liquidation of SONAR and the transfer
of groundnut marketing responsibilities to the oil mills.

4. The Grantee agrees to provide evidence that oil
crushing firms have received approval from the
Grantee to take all necessary measures required to
maintain profitability in the face of flu,,;tuating
production levels and international prices (e.ig.
through appropriate re-ductions in excess plant
capacity and personnel).

Nominally Satisfied. Letter
Min. of State 12/19/89.
However, SONACOS stiIl
running deficit in part
because of high producer
price for peanuts fixed by
GOS.

ESFIV

Related Conditionality: SAL II calls for a reduction by half of guaranteed coverage
L~ oil mills' fixedcosts~ and for the liigning of a contract plan between the GOS and
the state enterprise (SONACOS) specifying a performance plan which would provide
framework for restructuring of their operations "including reorganization and
reduction of capacity of the less efficient plants. "

5. The Grantee will provide evidence that the
agroindustries (cotton and rice) will reimburse ail
outstanding crop credit for the 1985 crop year.
SONACOS will reimburse the crop credit and
interest owed to the BCEAO with respect to
groundnuts for crushing. Pending the availability of
funds and ~propriate approvals, the second tranche
of five million dollars will be disbursed after SEIB
has reimbursed the totality of the capital plus interest
owed with respect to purchases of groundnuts for
crushing for the 1985 crop year.

6. Reimbursement by SEIB of the.lotality of capital
plus interest owed on purchases of peanuts for
crushing for the 1985 crop year.

Satist1ed. Leners BNDS
12/31/85 ar.d BCEAQ
1/4/86.

Satisfied.

ESFIV

ESFIV

Related Conditionality: These issues were part of the discussion leading to the
SONACOSISEIB contract plan called for under SAL II.
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7. The Grantee shall confirm that there will be no
more direct Grantee subsidy to oil crushing firms
(with the possible excepti.Jn of the seeds sector) after
the end of 1985.

Satisfied. SONACOS's loss
on exported groundnut oil
(CFAF 11.0 bn) more than
covered profit on imported
vegetable oil
(CFAF 5.6 bn) and from
payment of CPSP arrears
(CFAF 6.3 )n).

ESFIV

Related Conditionality: In a related conditionality, SAL II specifies that the state's
subsidy to cover the oil mills fixed costs will be cut in half.

.b.~icultural Inputs

8. The Grantee agrees lto enforce timely payment, at
least through CY 1986, by oil crushing firms of all
customs duties and taxes on imported vegetable oil.

9. that an independent detailed audit of SONACOS
will be completed before the end December 1986, of
its processing and management units; and

Partially Satisfied. (Huber:
"Not Satisfied. ") Taxes on
imported vegetable oil
reestablished in August
1986, also on exported
peanut oil, but suspended to
help crushing firms offset
deficits on exports due. to
sharp decline in world
groundnut oil prices.

Delayed. Arthur Young
audit began in December
1986.

ESFIV

ESF IV

Related Conditionality: This issue was part of the discussion leading.to the
SONACOSISEIB contract plan called for under SAL It

10. that oil crushing firms will develop a cost
efficient means of managing a peanut security stock
beginning the 1986/87 crop year.

Partially Satisfied. Security
seed stock limited to 60.000
MT SONACOSlSEIB to
sell seed stock to farmers
for .cash beginning in May
1987. Farmer-owned seed
stock in SONACOS's
warehouses incur storage
charges; it was not clear
whether they actually did
pay storage charges. 1\0
mention in ESF docu­
mentation of the status of
conditionality as of ESF V

ESFIV
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in terms of efficiency of
management.

Related Conditiq)nality: SAL II called for a reduction in the security stocks and
measures to help farmers store their own seeds 0r purchase from oil mills at cost.

11 .. The Grantee will confirm that SONACOS is
actively attempting to coHect from fanners the peanut
seed credit issued during crop year 1986/87, and will
provide a status report on. payments to date. If that
credit is not repaid by the farmer~., SONACOS will
absorb ~-;e loss.

Satisfied. Letter from Min.
confinrs that SONACOSis
trying to collect on credit.
As of March 15~ 1987, the
CFAF 2.961 bn has been
completely recovered by
recuperation of seed debt.

ESFV

Relate.! Conditionai t;,; These issues were part of the discussion leading to the
SONACOSISEIB contra('~t plan called for under SAL II.

12. The Grantee will confirm that an audit of
SONACOS has been initiated.

13. The Grantee will provide evidence that the crop
year 1986/1987 peanut seed credit has either been
repaid by t.ie farmers or been absorbed by
SON/,COS.

14. The Grantee will provide a substantive report on
the SONACOS audit.

Delayed. (Huber: "Not
Satisfied.") Amended:
audit initiated Spring 1987,
but delayed due to dispute
over terms ef reference.
CCCE took financing over
from World Bank and
broadened study to whole
peanut sector.

Satisfied. 100 per:~nt

repaid by cooperatives.

Not Satisfied. Terms of
reference received by
USAID but at'rlit still not
contracted for.

BSF V

ESFV

ESFV

Related Conditionality: SAL III calls for an audit of the groundnut processing
industry.

15. The GOS will provide to USAID tile
preliminary results of the SONACOS audit and
peanut sector study. financed by theCCCE.

16. The GOS will confirm its timetable for
progressive reduction and elimination of the subsidy

Satisfied 11/88. Audit. ESF VI

ESFVI

i\
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for treatment ofpeanut seeds, namely (in billions of
CFAF): 1986/87 - 1.0; 1987/88 - 0.5; 1988/89 ­
0.35.

17. The GOS will approve and begin
implementation of its action plan for negotiating the
special agreement with SONACOS, in light vf the
audit financed by the eCCE mentioned in the section
above.

ESF VI

Related Conditionality: These issues discussed under SAL II during negotiation of
contract plan with SONACOS, and under SAL III in call for reform in the groundnut
processing industry.

H. SAED / CONTRACT PLANS

1. Contract between GOS and oil crushing firms on
management of seed stock.

Satisfied. ESF III

Related Conditionality: See comments under GROUNDNUTS I SONACOS abOve.

2. Draft contract plan betweenGOS and SAED
a~ceptable to USAID. .

3. Contract plans acceptable to AID between
SOMIVAC and SODEVA and GOS signed by June
30, 1985.

4. Signature of contract plan between GOS and
SAEDby January 31, 1986.

Satisfied.

Delayed. Drafts under
review.

Satisfied.

ESFIII

ESF III

ESF III

Related Conditionality: These issues were discussed during SAL I negotiations.
SAL I required the substance of a contract plan for SAED by 12/31/80.

5. The third SAED lettre de mission will be adopted
by the GOS with the approval of the donors and will
have been signed by SAED and the GOS.

6. The GOS and SAED will establish a timetable for
withdrawal of SAED from credit programs in the
Senegal River" alley in favor of the CNCAS and
other participating banks in the context of the third
SAED lettre de mission.

Satisfied. Signed Il/87,
USAID received it 3/g8.

Satisfied. Third [ettre de
mission (11187) established
timetable.

ESFYI

ESF VI
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7. The GOS will present to USAID confirmation of
initial implementation of the plan for replacing the
agricultural credit function of SAED by the CNCAS
and other participating banks in the Senegal River
Valley according to the timetable cited in section
above.

Not Satisfied as of 9/89. ESF VI

RelatectConditionality: SAL II includes reference to reorganization ofSAED in
accordance with the lettre·de mission. SAL III extends coverage of CPprocess to
SAED and SOMIVAC in 1987.

I.RDAs

1. SONAR and 5TN will be liquidated by May 31,
1985.

Satisfied. ESF III

Related Conditionality: RDAs were part of general Bank/Fund dialogue.

J. PRQGRAMS'NITH OTHER DONORS

1. GOS will agree with IMF on 1983!l984 Standby
program.

2. GOS will provideUSAID with copies of repol1S
to IMFandother donors regarding compliance with
stabilization program.

3.G05 wiUcomply with terms and conditions of
IMF· Standby.

4.. GOS will implement reforms in the agriCUlture
sector as agreed with USAID and as consistent with
the new sector policy being prepared byGOS with
donor help.

4 .. GOS agrees to comply with terms and conditions
of 1984-85 Standby ifone is concluded.

5.. /tNernext12monthsGOS will increase its
receipts as a percentage of GDP by 2 percentage
points.

Satisfied.

Satisfied.

Satisfied.

Satisfied. NAP announced
in March 1984. Action
begun on implementation
including elimination and
restriction of RDAs.

Satisfied.

Not Satisfied. "WithIMF
and USAID help in FY
1986 revision oftax and

ESE I

ESFII

ESFII

ESF··II

ESF III

ESFIll



2-17

customs code should help
GDS to achieve t.h is target."

Related Conditionality: These issues were part of IMF conditionality and were
discussed during the November 1983 donor meeting in Dakar.

K. ECONOMIC POLICY REFORM MANAGEMENT

1. PeriodiC consultation on economy.

2. The Grantee will provide confirmation that a
procedure is in place for holding quarterly meetings
between USAJD and the concerned ministries of the
GOS to discuss (8) proaress on agricultural reform
and other aspects of structural adjustment and (b) the
status of analysis and decisions related to structural
adjustment measures proposed or being implemented.

3. USAID will determine that the procedure for
holdinl quarterly meetings between USAID and the
GOS on progress and structural adjustment is
funetionina satisfactorily.

"

4. The Grantee will provide confirmati(m that the
ptoeedure will continue for holding quarter!y
meetin,s between USAID and the concerned
ministries of the GOS to discuss (a) formulation 3.nd
(b) implementation of structural reform.

S. USA-ID/Senegal and the GOS will hold at ~east

one quarterly meeting on policies related to structural
adjustment after release oillie first tranche of ESF
VI.

Satisfied. Consultations
intense.

Satisfied. Letter from Min.
Ecpn. and Finance
confirms.

Satisfied. Regular quarterly
meetings held.

Satisfied. Quarterly
meetings continue.

Satisfied. Quarterly
meetings continue.

ESF I

ESF V

ESFV

ESF VI

ESF VI

L. BANKING

ESF V
I. The Grantee will provide the terms of reference
of a study on the constraints limiting the
effectiveness of the banking system to support small
and medium scale enterprises.

Satisfied. Study.
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2. The Grantee wm provide a summary satisfactory
to USAID of the interim results of the study of
~D8U"Iint8on the bankinl :;ystemfor channeling
~eclit to small and medium scale enterprises, and
will confinn its intentions to remove such
tOnatraints.

Satisfied. Study by Charhel
Zarour completed 11/87.

ESFV

M. WHEAT

Mgimizioa PQ$jtiY~.El!tNuatiQnon Wheat Imports

I. Grantee will provide evidence that full payment
of the ~rlquation on wheat purchased in 1987 and
1988 to date bas been made;

2,Grantee will>prQvideevidence that the current
agreement with the millers wUI be terminated before
October 31, 1988 and negotiations on a· new
agreement will beundertaJcen.

3. The new agreement will specify that (a) wheat
imported commercially into Senegal,. for delivery
after November 1. 1989, will be acquired through a
proc.essofpubtk international tend~r conducted or
superviSed by theCPSP; (b) the·lowest qualified
bidder fulfilling the conditions ofthe tender under
this process will be awarded the contract; (c) the
plr~quatlon on wheat imports win be calculated on
the basis of the awarded contract price; (d) the
plnqU/ltlon will be paid when the wheat is taken
from the port ofDakar either in cash or by a bank
draft payable in ninety days, The Grantee will make
available to USAID. after the wheat is taken from
the port ofI>akar, all documents that demonstrate
that aU of the wheat ptriquatioTl Jue has been
collected in ·accordance with (a) through (d) above.
withintbe required time limit.

4.Sm~etheterms of the current agreement will be
operative untilactober 31, 1989, in the interim
(November 1, 1988 .. October 31, 1989) (a) the
ret'erenceprice for calculating the p~rtquation on
wheat imports will be. set on the basis of the lowest
wOfldpricetaking into .iccount aU subsidies provided

Sati!>fied. 12/28/88 letter
from Min. Econ. and
Finance confirms full
payment by millers.

Satisfied. 12/28/881etter
from GOS confirms
termination of agreement.

Satistied. Negotiationson
newagreemellt have been
undertaken. However, no
mention in project
implementation letter of
substance of agreement.

Huber: "Satisfied."
No status given in project
implementation .letter.
Although millers. were to
explain basis ofpl.requation.
they had not by 8/89. ·10

ESF VI

ESFVI

ESF VI

ESF VI

ESFvt
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by the exporting countries; and consultations to the
greatest extent possible~ in order to ensure adequate
coverage of wheat exporters.

S. The Grantee will provide evidence that the
plnqutltion on wheat purchased in CY 1988 has
been fully paid.

6. The Grantee will provide evidence that the GaS
has negotiated. with the millers a new agreement
containing the points noted in section above.

7 . The reference price for the perequation on wheat
imports for the period November 1, 1988 - October
31, 1989 has been determined according to the
procedure described in section above. USAID will
verify the international price quotations on which the
reference price was set~ .

addition they have not yet
paid the perequation for this
year.

Huber: "Satisfied" by letter
of Min. of Econ. and
Finance, 12/28/88.

Not Satisfied as of 9/89, but
believed to be satisfied in
late 1989.

Not satisfied as of 9/89.

ESF VI

ESP VI

ESF VI

N. ENCOURAGING PRIVATE SECTOR AGROINDUSTRY

1. The GaS will prepare and present to USAID the
terms of reference for a study of ways to expand
private sector agroindustry in the Senegal River
Valley. Such a study will take account of other on­
going research related to this topic. The study will
be funded under ESF VI.

2. The GaS will prepare an action plan for
encouraging expansion of privateseetor agroindustry
in the Senegal River Valley identified in the study
specified in the section above and other studies on
the Valley.

Satisfied 11/88. Study.

Not Satisfied as of 9/89.

ESF VI

ESF VI

Related Conditionality: A comparable study was done by the Foreign Investment
Advisory Service of the World Bank Group.

Source: S. Keener. "Structural Adjustment in Senegal: Role of the U.S.," prepared for Elliot Berg
Associates, September 1989; and J. Huber, "Evaluation of the Economic Support Fund (ESF):
USAID/SenegaJProgram Grant Years IV and V," TvT Associates, September 1989.


