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Foreword

In 1985, rain came to the Sahel and provided partial relief from its latest drought.
For the moment, hunger in West Africa is largely forgotten. However, many ques-
tions remain unanswered regarding why this area remains so poor and so vulner-
able after nearly a decade of development assistance.

In June 1985, the Technology Assessment Board approved the requests of three
congressional committees and five Board members that OTA address some of these
questions as part of our study of low-resource agriculture in Africa. Although OTA’s
full study will not be completed until late 1987, we agreed to provide an earlier
report focused on development in the Sahel. This special report examines the record
of assistance to nine nations of the Sahel in West Africa, explores the lessons learned
in a decade of efforts, and suggests policy implications for more effective U.S. as-
sistance there and elsewhere in Africa. The report emphasizes the technical and
institutional factors that constrain development in one of the poorest regions in
the world. The committees that requested the study are: the House Select Commit-
tee on Hunger, the House Science and Technology Committee (the Subcommittee
on Natural Resources, Agriculture Research, and Environment), and the House
Agriculture Committee. Of OTA’s Technology Assessment Board, Senators Hatch,
Kennedy, and Pen and Representatives Evans and Udall requested this study. Also,
the House Foreign Affairs Committee supported this work.

This report draws on the expertise of a large number of people. In particular,
we appreciate the assistance provided by approximately 100 Sahelian scientists,
decisionmakers, and farmers and herders with whom we spoke, Also, we are grateful
to workshop participants, the advisory panel, and additional reviewers who helped
us determine the scope of the work and reviewed it to ensure its accuracy. Of course,
OTA remains responsible for the analysis and the report does not necessarily
represent the views of individual members of the advisory panel.

JOHN H. GIBBONS
Director
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In the Sahel, we walked on r 0%9il that Wwhen the current farmers
were children. Now the land seemed so infertile, the work to reclaim it so laborious, and
the odds against success so high, that we wondered at the farmers’ perseverance. Why not
go south, like so many had already done? One peanut farmer in Burkina Faso answered,

We have a proverb. If a tree has strong, deep roots, it lives through the dry season, even when
it loses all its leaves. | will stay and improve this land because my roots are in the soil. We dream
that our children will return like the leaves when the land is better.”




Chapter 1

Summary and Options

SUMMARY

Drought has long been a fact of life in the
Sahel region of West Africa. When the rains
fail, as they did for 5 years beginning in 1968
and again from 1980 to 1984, crops wither, live-
stock die, and people suffer. International re-
lief efforts had funneled over $360 million of
emergency aid to the Sahel by 1974, but deal-
ing with that immediate crisis would not pre-
vent future problems in the region (37). The real
challenge for both Sahelians and the interna-
tional assistance organizations was to avoid fu-
ture crises.

One important question that arose was how
best to coordinate the multitude of assistance
efforts, donors, and recipients. And what bal-
ance should be struck between relief, recovery,
and development? Thus was born the Club du
Sahel/CILSS framework (see box A)-the Club
du Sahel being a loosely structured association
of donors and Sahelians, and CILSS being an
intergovernmental organization representing
the countries of the Sahel. Together, donors and
Sahelians agreed to commit themselves to a co-
ordinated and sustained effort for development
in the Sahel region, striving for a time when
the region’s people could be assured a stable
and sustainable food supply. The United States
has played an important role in this approach.

The Sahel Develepment Program
and the Club du Sahel/CiLSS
Framework

The Sahel Development Program (SDP) was
created in 1977 by an amendment to the For-
eign Assistance Act. SDP institutionalized the

‘In this study the phrase “Sahel Development Program” or
“SDP" refers to the U.S. program authorized and appropriated
under Sections 120 and 121 of the Foreign Assistance Act. SDP
is the U.S. development assistance program affiliated with the
Club/CILSS framework. Economic Support Funds (ESF) and Pub
licLaw 480 Food for Peace assistance to the Sahel are not con-
sidered part of this program.

U.S. commitment to the unique Club/CILSS
framework of development assistance—a co-
ordinated, long-term, multinational effort by
major Western industrialized nations in sup-
port of the CILSS group of severely drought-
affected West African States.

The Club/CILSS framework evolved from in-
ternational public reaction to a tragic series of
drought years (1968 to 1973) in the Sahel that
left tens of thousands dead, decimated livestock
herds, exacerbated environmental degradation,
and disrupted already fragile economies. Club/
CILSS set goals to increase self-sufficiency in
food under conditions of ecological balance and
sustainable growth in the region and to reduce
vulnerability to drought by improving agricul-
tural production significantly and stabilizing
the environment. The scale and complexity of
the challenge required a commitment to a
“generation” of cooperation and financial
assistance.

Both CILSS and the Club have evolved over
the past decade. However, the mandate and
operations of CILSS have remained controver-
sial. Although CILSS was created largely as a
mechanism to increase aid flows, by the late
1970s it increasingly sought responsibility to
implement its own regional projects. But CILSS
performance often has been mediocre. Its ef-
fectiveness has been constrained by inconsist-
ent member support, uneven leadership, and
inadequate technical and managerial capabil-
ities. In the past year, CILSS member states
have agreed to limit its mandate to that of a re-
gional think tank and to streamline the organi-
zation’s structure.

The Club du Sahel has played a significant
role in tripling the flow of aid directed to the
Sahel. Donors have contributed $15 billion in
assistance since 1975. The Club also provided
key sector analysis and helped bring the issues
of the environment, recurrent costs, and cereal



(CILSS is the meh acrm;yn; farm} Fma
nent Intﬂmtata*ﬁommm“ fw D } gty

nization of nine countries in the ahei The
CILSS ‘member are Burkina Faso {for-
- merly Upper alté). Cap Verée ;hn«f ’Pha
~ Gambia, Guinea ; ATy
1088), Mali, Mauritania, Niger, umd Samg :
l‘kt hasFigs headgqizarters in OQuagadougou, Bur-
ina Faso.

policy reform to the attention of both donors
and Sahelians. The Club still suffers from some
lack of coordination but its role in fostering in-
formation sharing and coordination has been
appreciable. While the Club’s problems are less
serious than CILSS’s, the Club also suffers from
fluctuating support from its sponsors, the un-

even quality of its analysis, and disappointing
responses from donors and Sahelians follow-
ing studies and discussions. Few Sahelians par-
ticipate directly in Club Secretariat work. De-
spite the shortcomings of the Club and CILSS,
the multinational approach embodied in their
framework continues to be a unique and posi-
tive characteristic of the Sahel effort and this
approach does increase the effective use of in-
dividual donor and Sahelian resources.

U.S. contributions to the Sahel development
effort, through SDP development assistance
funds, Economic Support Funds (ESF), and
Public Law 480—Food for Peace, have
amounted to $1.4 billion between 1976 and
1986. SDP involves three distinct though related
elements:

1. the distinct line item funding mechanism
and Agency for International Development
(AID) management structure created by the
1977 legislation;

2. U.S. support for the multinational and re-
gional aspects of the Sahel effort through
the Club/CILSS framework; and

3. the specific strategies that guide the devel-
opment and implementation of U.S. assis-
tance programs to the region.

U.S. humanitarian and political and economic
interests in increased food security, develop-
ment, and stability in the Sahel have changed
little since the original SDP commitment. Al-
though the region has few strategic resources
and offers little prospect of commercial oppor-
tunity for U.S. business for the short term, it
borders a strategically important and more tur-
bulent North Africa. The majority of the Sa-
helian States are nonaligned, but take pro-West,
moderate positions. They have growing politi-
cal and cultural ties with the United States.

If the issue of food security in the Sahel is
not addressed today, the future will bring con-
tinued problems and pain.



Figure 1-1 . —CILSS Countries of West Africa
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SOURCE: u.s. General Accounting Office, Can More Be Done To Assist Sahelian Governments To Plan and Manage Their Economic Development? NSIAD-85-87

(Washington, DC: Sept. 6, 1985).



Poverty and Increasing
Vulnerability

The Sahel strategy was designed as a regional
approach because the countries shared some
important ecological, economic, historical, and
cultural commonalities. Erratic rainfall has
plagued the Sahel for the past decade. But
drought has been a major reality in Sahelian
life for at least 2000 years. Historically, the re-
gion’s social, economic, and agricultural sys-
tems evolved in dynamic symbiosis with the
region’s harsh environments. The environ-
mental and economic vulnerability has in-
creased over the past century with growing ex-
ternal dependence during the colonial and
post-colonial periods, associated changes in
socioeconomic systems, and increases in pop-
ulation growth. There has been a correspond-
ing, gradual erosion of “fall-back” strategies for
coping with drought such as a reliance on nat-
ural systems and migration. These trends have
accelerated over the past 20 years and led to
economic stagnation, rising trade deficits and
debt, financial crisis, and growing dependence
on international aid to meet national food re-
guirements.

While some indices of health, life expectancy,
and education have shown impressive improve-
ment, individual Sahelians, particularly people
in rural areas, face income levels and living
standards that remain among the lowest in the
world. In the past two decades, total agricul-
tural production has increased by about 1 per-
cent per year but yields remain low and in fact
may be decreasing in certain areas. Agricul-
tural production per capita has declined even
more than it has in Africa as a whole (accord-
ing to one estimate, 24 percent versus 16 per-
cent) (138). Annual production and income
levels continue to be determined by the vagar-
ies of rainfall, unstable government policies,
and inappropriate market prices,

The Sahelian environment has also come
under increased stress. Changing social, eco-
nomic, and production systems as well as

drought, land degradation, and declining fuel-
wood supplies all contribute to the region’s vul-
nerability. Unless there is appreciable tech-
nological change, environmental degradation
and high population growth rates will make it
increasingly difficult to reduce the region’s
poverty.

Decade of Lessons

The Club/CILSS effort, and the U.S. SDP con-
tribution within it, have provided modest tan-
gible successes. Thousands of Sahelians have
received technical and managerial training; in-
frastructure (especially roads) has improved,;
and access to health care and literacy have in-
creased. Sahelian institutional capacity also has
improved—as illustrated by the fact that relief
efforts following the 1984 drought were much
more successful in the CILSS states than else-
where in Africa and relatively few lives were
lost. Despite improvements, the Sahel is still
vulnerable; even with 1.2 million tons of emer-
gency food aid in 1985, the drought added to
increased malnutrition and general economic
decline. Increased agricultural production and
environmental stabilization remain elusive
goals even as the Club/CILSS framework is one-
third of the way into the *“generation” of com-
mitment.

Despite this mixed record, Sahelians and
donors say that they have learned important
lessons that can serve as a foundation for more
successful efforts. The physical and human con-
ditions on which Club/CILSS goals were based
remain valid. And while those involved some-
times do not agree on specific actions, some
consensus has evolved regarding the nature of
many fundamental issues. The following para-
graphs highlight the lessons learned in the Sa-
hel in the past decade.

Some of the past decade’s failure to meet ex-
pectations may be the result of too much opti-
mism regarding the existence of applicable
technologies. Many agricultural technologies
transferred from other semiarid regions to the



Sahel proved inappropriate to Sahelian ecolog-
ical and social systems. Many of these errors
were the product of an insufficient knowledge
base regarding Sahelian natural and social sys-
tems and an ineffective integration of that
knowledge into project design and implemen-
tation, Sahelian farmers and herders were inade-
quately consulted and their existing technol-
ogies and adapative processes were overlooked.
As a result of these setbacks, new guidelines
are emerging for technology development and
adaptation. These include:

* a focus on Sahel-specific solutions based
on increasing the existing knowledge base
and its effective use;

¢ increased farmer and herder input and a
creative combination of indigenous and ex-
ternal research, technology, and manage-
ment systems;

¢ more localized research strategies tailored
to ecological and socioeconomic diversity;
and

* a focus on the low-resource farmer and
herder who comprise the majority of Sa-
helian agriculturalists.

Agricultural technologies appropriate for the
Sahel must be low risk, low cost, sustainable,
and create substantial production increases.

Photo credit: World Bank

Throughout the Sahel, families such as this one in Mali
grow crops using low-resource technologies.

The need for sustainability is tied to the addi-
tional recognition of the need for a strong fo-
cus on conservation and improvement of the
challenging Sahel environment, especially its
tree cover, grasslands, soil, and water re-
sources. An important complementary objec-
tive will be to slow population growth, although
social resistance and a failure on the part of
donors to understand that resistance lessen the
prospects for short-term progress. Other areas
of critical research needs that have been iden-
tified include: varietal and agronomic improve-
ments for major cereal crops; small-scale irri-
gation technologies; soil fertility; agro-forestry;
food processing; agro-climatology; and animal
nutrition. In the social sciences, population dy-
namics, farming systems, marketing, and ex-
tension are key areas. The slow process of de-
veloping human resources, in particular, the
building of institutional capacity, is essential
to long-term sustainability. Overall, it must be
realized that technology development, adapta-
tion, and transfer will be slower and more com-
plex than had been assumed. Thus research ef-
forts in the Sahel must be better organized and
coordinated among the multitude of interna-
tional and national research institutions oper-
ating in the region.

How technologies are organized into pro-
grams and projects also has been a factor in the
poor performance of development assistance.
Too often, farmer participation has been more
rhetorical than real. Environmental stabiliza-
tion and institutional development have been
poorly served by the short-term, production-
related, discrete projects that have dominated
assistance to the Sahel. Project design has been
overly complex relative to both Sahelian and
donor management capacities while the bur-
den of recurrent costs has been too great for
financially strapped Sahelian governments.
New long-term, participatory approaches which
focus on institutional development, are simple
to manage, demand few recurrent costs, and
give sufficient attention to delivery systems are
essential for a more successful strateg, for the
future.

Misguided government policies are a further
factor in poor performance in the Sahel. Cereal



pricing policies, artificial exchange rates, in-
flation, debt management, low investment in
food crops, and a range of measures discourag-
ing initiative have proven to be disincentives
to increased food production and effective dis-
tribution. In recent years, major donors have
engaged in a spectrum of dialog, incentives, and
pressure to convince Sahelian governments to
modify their policy structures. There is general
consensus on the need for policy reform and
promising major reform programs have begun
in several countries. However, so far adequate
analysis linking such measures to farmer deci-
sionmaking is lacking and the ultimate impact
is unclear. Which segments of society are most
likely to benefit from what specific policies, and
in what timeframe? How will political factors
affect the outcome? Will policy reform alone
accomplish as much as its proponents believe?
Donor governments’ policies on such issues as
interest rates, trade, and international debt also
affect Sahel development. The effects of large
guantities of international food aid that have
poured into the Sahel, even in years of relatively
good rainfall, remain controversial. Although
better steps to determine needs and coordinate
donor response have begun under Club auspices,
donor commitment to such efforts is tentative.
If agricultural strategies are to be effective, the
broad economic policy environment, in both
Sahelian and donor countries, must be consist-
ent with development goals.

Beyond technologies, modes of assistance,
and policies, the multinational effort in the Sa-
hel has suffered from a lack of clarity and agree-
ment on the definition of food security goals’
and the optimal means to obtain them. Fun-
damental issues with significant impact on the
Sahel’s future have yet to be addressed. What
should be the balance between investment in
rainfed agriculture and that in irrigation? What
should be the priority given to expensive river
basin development? How much effort should

*CILSS has considered this goal to mean food self-sufficiency
for the Sahel, meaning ultimately growing enough food to feed
themselves. Food self-reliance, the term more commonly used
now by the Club, includes the concept of growing export crops
to earn money to import some food. Food security essentially
means providing the people of the Sahel with long-term, depend-
able access to food.

go into developing staple food crops relative
to export crops? Despite the particularly poor
results of past livestock efforts, is the current
de facto abandonment of that sector by donors
justified? How should more effective livestock
approaches be organized? Should resources be
directed toward the better-watered south or
toward the more drought-vulnerable north?
Which groups of people should be targeted—
the poorest farmers, the most progressive,
women? Each of these choices requires differ-
ent strategies and has major implications for
individuals or groups within each nation. Un-
less priority is given to addressing these issues,
bilateral and multilateral assistance will be less
than optimally effective.

Applying the Lessons: The Agency
for International Development

AID’s effectiveness in applying the lessons
of the past decade in the Sahel faces constraints
in four areas:

1. the ambiguity of AID’s regional Sahel
strategy,

2. internal institutional characteristics of
AID,

3. the nature of AID’s relationship to Con-
gress, and

4. the role of development assistance in over-
all U.S. foreign policy.

These problems are not unique to the Sahel—
they diminish the effectiveness of many AID
activities—but they are particularly acute in the
Sahel because of the level and special multi-
national characteristics of the U.S. commit-
ment there.

The evolving strategies, experiences, and les-
sons accumulated by AID have paralleled those
of the other countries participating in the multi-
national effort in the Sahel. The most recent
AID SDP strategy statement (125)°is grounded
in basic Club/CILSS goals but it also has incor-
porated many of the lessons learned in the past
decade. It places priorities on agricultural re-
search and production, policy reform, health

‘See app. E containing the Executive Summary of AID’s 1986

Country Development Strategy Statement for the Sahel.



and family planning, training, infrastructure,
conservation, and environmental protection
and it calls for a balanced and focused program
“to identify and bring about the necessary pol-
icy and institutional environment to enable de-
velopment to proceed. ” The strategy supports
*“coordination of all donor and Sahelian pro-
grams . . . through the Club/CILSS coordina-
tion efforts” (125).

But AID’s SDP strategy is ambiguous in sev-
eral areas and its implementation sometimes
is not consistent with the past decade’s lessons
and existing congressional mandates on foreign
assistance. The document does not provide
guidance for the strategic choices necessary to
allocate resources most effectively. The chang-
ing focus toward policy dialog, institutional de-
velopment, and infrastructure—though consist-
ent with the lessons learned—could signal a
retreat from direct assistance to the poor, de-
pending on how that focus is implemented. De-
spite the high priority given to agricultural re-
search, AID has no Sahel-specific research
strategy. AID has not seriously addressed the
issues of effective farmer participation and at-
tention to the specific role of women in Sahelian
production, processing, and distribution sys-
tems. Although the United States is the largest
single donor of food aid, there is little effective
integration of food assistance into overall assis-
tance strategies, During recent years, AID has
reduced its multilateral assistance in the Sahel
in favor of direct country-to-country assistance,
AID has dismantled its Sahel regional planning
team and taken a less active role in Club/CILSS
activities.

AID’s effectiveness in implementing its strat-
egy also is constrained by internal institutional
characteristics. The numbers and skill levels
of AID’s staffing in the Sahel have not been
commensurate with the level of U.S. commit-
ment. Although French language and Sahel-
specific technical skills have improved, they are
still inadequate. The proportion of managers
to technicians is high and too few personnel
have appropriate skills in agricultural sciences,
macro- and micro-economic analysis, and hu-
man resource development, The use of outside
contractors, particularly from U.S. universities,

has increased the talent pool, but quality is still
uneven, turnover is high, and institutional
learning is limited. Sahelian staff are often un-
derused and AID contact with beneficiaries and
counterparts is often inadequate.

AID’s program and project design systems
are cumbersome, slow, inflexible and often
directed toward short-term, physical objectives
rather than longer term development goals. Sa-
helian input, be it governmental or local, is often
pro forma. Sectoral analysis, project identifi-
cation, design, approval, implementation, mon-
itoring, and evaluation are poorly linked and
the latter two ineffectively used. The incentive
system is biased toward the designer and obli-
gator of funds rather than those who effectively
implement projects. These factors contribute
to a lack of accountability for program results.

AID’s subregional management structure for
the Sahel adds a layer of management that
sometimes complicates relationships between
the AID-Washington office and the field mis-
sions and between the Sahel management unit
and other offices within AID. However, the
measure of autonomy granted to SDP because
it is separately funded insulates it somewhat
from short-term policy shifts and internal strug-
gles over allocation of resources. The separate
management structure within AID also facili-
tates regional coordination with the Club/
CILSS.

The third institutional constraint affecting
AID’s performance in the Sahel concerns AID’s
relationship with Congress. Congress played
an important role in the original U.S. commit-
ment to the Sahel and has continued a high level
of interest and support. Nonetheless, aspects
of the Congress-AlD relationship actually con-
strain the attainment of foreign assistance goals
and the implementation of the SDP. Congres-
sional policy mandates to AID under the For-
eign Assistance Act and other legislation are
cumulative and without priority. While each
may be desirable in itself and the impact of
many (e.g., basic human needs, the environ-
ment, women in development, child welfare)
has been at least partially effective, their num-
ber and frequency of changes hamper the de-
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velopment of consistent, long-term strategies.
Consequently, these mandates may not be taken
seriously and may result in creatively written
justifications rather than effective programs.

In another area of concern, procurement and
financial controls are often unrealistic relative
to West African realities, and they do more to
increase costs, create delays, and tie up both
AID and Sahelian management time than to ac-
complish their intended purposes.

The Sahel Development Program is only one
of a number of U.S. Government activities that
affect the Sahel. Food aid, agricultural price
supports, policies on international debt, trade
and interest rates have impacts on the Sahel
that many experts consider more significant
than development assistance. Each of these pol-
icy issues is dealt with by different committees
of Congress and different executive agencies.
Resulting policies are often inconsistent with
SDP goals.

The exercise of congressional oversight
responsibilities has added to AID’s already in-
ordinate paperwork. Further, it has not been
effective in meeting congressional information
needs and it has had only limited impact on
AID’s performance. Congress’ over-attention
to management detail—for instance, requiring
notification of minor project funding or tim-
ing changes—not only increases paperwork, it
also limits the agency’s flexibility to respond
to evolving needs and opportunities. The work-
ing relationship between Congress and AID
does not reflect the spirit of partnership with
which SDP was begun and which is essential
to justify continuing levels of U.S. commitment
to the Sahel.

The role of foreign assistance within U.S. for-
eign policy creates a fourth set of constraints
in attaining more specific development objec-
tives. The SDP was born of the U.S. commit-
ment to humanitarian concerns and long-term
social and economic development. A long-term,
multinational approach was deemed to be the
most effective U.S. strategy to achieve those re-
sults. The exercise of short-term foreign pol-
icy objectives (e. g., political or commercial
objectives) can and has conflicted with the long-

term perspective. Increased bilateralism, the
use of conditionality with respect to political
stances rather than development performance,
and assistance tied to U.S. commercial inter-
ests limit the effectiveness of U.S. commitments
not only in the eyes of Sahelians but also those
of other donors.

Sahelian and Donor institutions

Building on the lessons learned during the
past decade to improve the development and
application of technologies and make strategic
choices will not happen automatically. Devel-
opment efforts in the Sahel will continue to be
shaped by individuals and also by the charac-
teristics of both the Sahelian and donor insti-
tutions that implement the multitude of pro-
grams and projects. On the Sahelian side,
despite some progress, institutional capacity
remains a major constraint to effectiveness in
governmental agencies. Sahelian nongovern-
mental organizations, including the private sec-
tor, have diverse strengths but most have low
management capacity and only local impact,
Strategies that call for these groups to take over
functions that are now imperfectly carried out
by governments should be based on a realistic
assessment of their abilities. Increased atten-
tion to institution-building of all types will con-
tinue to be an essential component of donor
assistance programs.

Among multilateral and bilateral donors, di-
verse strengths, weaknesses, types of assis-
tance, and methods of operation are also reali-
ties. Given the complexity of needs in the Sahel,
an appropriate role should be sought for each.
For example, the World Bank has begun to take
an effective lead role in policy reform; France,
the United States, and the World Bank are in-
volved in agricultural research; the French,
Americans, and Germans are active in forestry;
and the OPEC countries, the World Bank, and
the European Economic Community have pro-
vided substantial resources for transportation
and infrastructure projects. The International
Fund for Agricultural Development (IFAD), the
Dutch, and a multitude of private voluntary
organizations are particularly geared to local
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action with low-resource producers. A degree
of specialization, possibly along the lines at-
tempted by the Coordination for Development
in Africa group (CDA)'for Africa as a whole,
could improve efficient use of resources. To
be effective this would require much higher
levels of coordination than are currently the
case.

Each organization has its own internal char-
acteristics that affect its ability to participate
in the strategic directions called for by the past
decade’s experiences. Therefore the United
States needs to make a more careful analysis
of the strengths and weaknesses of its various
institutional partners in the Sahel in order to
identify the comparative advantages of each in
relation to AID’s development strategy. This
analysis must be ongoing and flexible because
strengths and weaknesses change over time, as
will elements of the strategy. U.S. funding and
coordination efforts need to be based on this
analysis. For example, the United States has
strong technical skills that give it an especially
important role in supporting Sahelian agri-
culture.

Other U.S. Actors in the Sahel

In addition to AID, a multitude of public and
private U.S. organizations operate in or affect
the Sahel. The Peace Corps, the African Devel-
opment Foundation, the National Oceanic and
Atmospheric Administration, and a wide range
of American private voluntary organizations
have programs in the Sahel. Despite the level
of overall U.S. commitment to the Sahel, few
of these other actors have developed Sahel-
specific strategies. And while the independence
of each is essential to preserve their unique-
ness and complementarily, better coordination
of strategies and appropriate collaboration in
implementation would increase the overall im-
pact of U.S. assistance.

4The CDA is a coordinating mechanism consisting of seven
large donors representing over half the development assistance
to Africa. Within the group, the United States has been assigned
the lead role in coordinating donor activities relating to agricul-
tural research and health.

Other U.S. Government departments and
agencies (e. g., Agriculture, Commerce, Treas-
ury, the Overseas Private Investment Corpo-
ration, and the Export-Import Bank) are also
involved in decisions that affect the Sahelian
nations in ways that can complement or con-
tradict AID strategies. The level and special na-
ture of the U.S. Sahel commitment again justi-
fies additional efforts to maximize consistency.

U.S. private sector investment currently plays
a minor role in the Sahel. The reasons for this
low level, such as the current risks of invest-
ment, language and cultural barriers, and com-
petition posed by the better geographically and
historically placed Europeans, especially
France, will continue to limit the potential for
the short to medium term.

A SaN 3 g
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The United States provides various types of assistance
to Sahelian countries and future options are equally
varied. Rose Bray boy is a Peace Corps volunteer from
Massachusetts; she is helping Senegalese women
make composted fertilizer from local materials.
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FINDINGS AND OPTIONS

Is Further support for the Sahel
Development Program Justified?

Finding: A continued Sahel Development Pro-
gram has the potential to provide greater food
security, sustained economic growth, and a
restored environment for the people of the Sa-
hel. In doing so, it also can serve U.S. long-
term interests. These objectives can only be
reached by modifying both the strategy and
its implementation. Current relatively high
funding levels and U.S. commitment can be
justified only if such modifications are made.

Option: Congress can continue the SDP as a dis-
crete element within AID’s authorization and ap-
propriation and as a separate management struc-
ture within AID contingent on modifications in
its strategies and their implementation. In the
event that AID does not modify the program ef-
fectively, Congress can end SDP’s special status
and/or reconsider its funding levels.

The Sahel receives among the highest per cap-
ita levels of U.S. development assistance of any
of the regions of the world. The SDP’s sepa-
rate congressional appropriation and its dis-
tinct management unit within AID underscore
the U.S. commitment, favor more consistent
funding, encourage congressional and AID at-
tention, focus on long-range strategies, and fos-
ter coordination with other donors. But they
also increase workloads for both Congress and
AID, add to management (complexities, and re-
duce flexibility for managing the reduced re-
sources available. The performance of SDP over
the past decade raises legitimate questions as
to whether this special status and commitment
to the Sahel continues to be justified. What is
the likelihood of its future success?

The past decade in the Sahel has resulted in
modest tangible accomplishments. But major
successes have been less obvious. The past dec-
ade’s experience has revealed a more difficult
path than originally foreseen, although it has
also revealed an unexpected resiliency in the
region’s natural and human resources. Tech-
nologies to significantly improve Sahelian agri-
cultural production do not now exist so there

is little likelihood of a Sahelian “Green Revo-
lution.” But payoffs are beginning to be real-
ized and the foundation that has been built in
the Sahel provides cautious optimism for the
future—a future where higher levels of Sahelian
food security can be achieved and where envi-
ronmental degradation can be reduced. But it
is a vision of the future that is attainable only
if the lessons of the past decade are heeded.

The accomplishment of Club/CILSS goals will
not be determined by donors. Development in
the Sahel is the task of Sahelians. They, how-
ever, have neither the financial resources nor
the skills to do it alone. The manner in which
Sahelians and donors have worked together is
a unique and increasingly promising feature
of the Sahel effort. In that partnership, many
Sahelian leaders have recently made difficult
and politically risky decisions in such areas as
policy and fiscal reform and the improved al-
location of limited investments. Sahelians have
shared and learned from the lessons of the past
decade. Such an atmosphere is a necessary con-
dition to obtain positive results from external
assistance.

While donors as a group can facilitate the ef-
forts of Sahelians, no single donor can have
such an impact. In the Club/CILSS framework,
each member possesses a portion of the respon-
sibility and a portion of the potential. The
United States has strong technical skills and
development methods particularly appropriate
for the strategies essential for the next decade
in the Sahel. They are different skills than those
assumed in SDP’s earlier days. Rather than
capital-intensive agronomic techniques, range
management methods, and irrigation technol-
ogies, the needed expertise now include agri-
cultural research methodologies, farming systems
and economic policy analysis, management and
organizational development, and data collec-
tion and management. The experiences of the
past decade have revealed weaknesses in the
application of U.S. resources and skills. Changes
are being made in policy statements but it is
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unclear whether changes are also occurring in
implementation.

The nature of the challenge and level of com-
mitment implicit in a determination to realize
Club/CILSS and SDP goals call for more than
“business as usual.” The unique aspects of U.S.
commitment to the Sahel can only succeed if
they are accompanied by realistic and focused
strategies, using approaches appropriate to the
Sahel, and human and technical resources com-
mensurate with that commitment. Both Con-
gress and AID have essential responsibilities
in any effort to modify existing strategies and
approaches.

Finding: U.S. support for the Club/CILSS frame-
work and other multilateral approaches has
increased the effectiveness of U.S. and other
donor assistance to the Sahel.

Option: Congress can continue U.S. support for the
coordinated, multinational approach to Sahel de-
velopment of the Club du Sahel/CILSS frame-
work. It can encourage AID to increase its cata-
lytic role and active involvement in these and
other appropriate coordinating mechanisms in-
cluding those within Sahelian countries (e.g.,
donor roundtables, consultative groups, ad hoc

policy groups).

Option: Congress can continue to fund and actively
influence the multilateral organizations and spe-
cial initiatives that have potential for significant
impact in the Sahel (e.g., The World Bank and
the International Fund for Agricultural Develop-
ment’s (IFAD) special funds for Africa).

The link between SDP and the multinational
Club/CILSS framework has been one of its
unique features. The effectiveness of CILSS
continues to be problematic but on balance it
has increased donor coordination and shared
analysis, and opened a forum for discussion
between donors and Sahelians that has en-
hanced the use of U.S. resources. Multilateral
approaches and coordination have proven ef-
fective and will be essential to continued pro-
gress on critical aspects such as policy reform,
coherent food aid policies, and focused agri-
cultural research. The World Bank, IFAD, and
others have set up special funds for Africa with

strong potential for effective programs in the
Sahel.

Coordination will be equally important to ad-
dress the critical strategy choices yet to be
made, U.S. costs specifically related to the
Club/CILSS activities are minimal (approxi-
mately $1.2 million per year) relative to the ben-
efits gained. Any decision to alter commitment
to SDP should consider not only the effects on
the Sahel but also on U.S. allies who joined in
establishing this effort. The United States has
been actively involved in both the Club and
CILSS, maintaining a low profile but playing
an important and catalytic role. Future efforts
to improve the performance of these institutions
need to be consistent with this long-term part-
nership. Support for CILSS should be condi-
tional on its making progress toward needed
reforms, but such conditionality should not
jeopardize the ability of CILSS to build its
managerial and technical capabilities. While
support for the Club/CILSS framework can con-
tinue without a separate SDP management
structure in AID and distinct funding line item,
these two arrangements can increase effective
U.S. support of the regional framework.

Can a More Effective Partnership
Be Created?

Finding: The relationships between Congress
and AID are factors that limit the effective-
ness of U.S. efforts in the Sahel.

Option: Congress and AID could work together to
improve communications on the Sahel and make
their operating relationship closer to the partner-
ship envisioned in the original Sahel commit-
ment. Increased informal contacts, the possibil-
ity of reciprocal intern programs in Washington
or the Sahel, congressional participation in AID
workshops on strategies and technical themes,
and increased contacts between Congress and
AID field missions are all possibilities to more
effectively share information, coordinate deci-
sionmaking, build trust, and enhance congres-
sional policymaking.

Option: Congress can examine the Foreign Assis-
tance Act in an attempt to limit and prioritize its
policy guidelines and modify provisions that may
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be contradictory or inadvertently hamper AID ef-
fectiveness. The Sahel could offer an opportunity
to establish a short list of long-term policy guide-
lines, streamlined operating procedures, and new
procurement, management, and reporting mech-
anisms. The Sahel also could be used as an op-
portunity to test multi-year appropriations for the
SDP budget and for modifying congressional
notification requirements.

Option: Relevant congressional committees can un-
dertake an analysis of reporting requirements for
regular written reports, special written reports,
and for various hearings. They can eliminate
those that do not serve a justified information
function and streamline those that do. They can
provide AID with more specific guidance on their
information needs and thus increase the match
between what Congress needs to know with what
AID actually provides. AID’s annual report to
Congress on the Sahel could be given particular
attention in this regard.

The unigue commitment implicit in U.S. sup-
port for the Sahel provides both the opportu-
nity and the justification to attempt to address
the complex issue of congressional/AID rela-
tions. The current relationship between Con-
gress and AID has been described as quasi-
adversarial by both sides. The result has been
a lessening of effective communication and a
retreat to a focus more on the form than on the
substance of policies and strategies. Poor com-
munication has inhibited the development of
abetter informed Congress on relevant Sahelian
issues. This problem, however, is not unique
to discussions of the Sahel but broadly affects
AID/Congress relations.

On the congressional side, the lack of trust
has blocked consideration of multi-year ap-
propriations for the long-term research portion
of AID’s program, limiting flexibility and add-
ing a bias toward less appropriate short-term
approaches. It has led to increased reporting
requirements and strict enforcement in the Sa-
hel of stringent financial control procedures
that are unrealistic given the capacities of most
Sahel countries. The burden has fallen dispro-
portionately on already overloaded Sahelian
managers. Low-level program or project fund-
ing changes require time-consuming congres-
sional notification. Poor communication keeps

Congress from accumulating enough detailed
knowledge to make effective policy decisions
on vital development issues.

On the AID side, the problems of its relation-
ship with Congress translates into too much
time and energy devoted to congressional re-
lations, and the overselling of its program, lead-
ing to unrealistic expectations in Congress,
overreaction to reporting requirements, insuffi-
cient understanding of the information needs
of Congress, and the failure to use effectively
the flexibility it has over such things as procure-
ment regulations and the use of “no-year”
funds.

Official U.S. policies guiding foreign assis-
tance are contained in the Foreign Assistance
Act of 1961 and its subsequent amendments.
Over the years, Congress has added new pri-
orities and mandates (e.g., basic human needs,
environment, women in development, capital-
saving technology) through policy directives,
earmarked funds for special purposes, and re-
quired issue-specific reporting. It has rarely re-
moved previous mandates nor ranked the im-
portance of existing ones. The rapidity with
which new mandates are added and their
cumulative weight provide AID with little con-
sistent guidance on U.S. objectives and priori-
ties, limit flexibility to respond to specific lo-
cal needs and opportunities, and work against
the long-term consistency required for Club/
CILSS goals.

Finally, other actions taken by Congress can
indirectly affect the effectiveness of AID de-
velopment efforts in the Sahel. The influence
through Congress of domestic interest groups
whose particular “interest” may or may not be
consistent with effective development strate-
gies can at times restrict or even conflict with
AID objectives. One example is procurement
requirements, so-called “tied aid” that requires
U.S. sources of equipment and technical exper-
tise. In the Sahel these measures dramatically
increase the costs of operations, provide little
long-term commercial benefit to U.S. busi-
nesses, while foregoing opportunities to en-
courage local productive capacity and skill de-
velopment. They also deter donor coordination
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since each donor has distinct requirements re-
sponding to its own interest groups, and thus
increase the administrative burden on Sahelian
governments.

Is the Strategy Commensurate With
the Commitment?

Finding: AID’s regional strategy statement for
the Sahel is largely consistent with the les-
sons of the past decade as well as with the
central thrust of the Foreign Assistance Act,
which directs AID to focus on the direct al-
leviation of poverty. In several respects, how-
ever, the strategy statement is ambiguous and
questions remain regarding its interpretation
and implementation. Congress has the respon-
sibility to ensure AID’s clarity in implemen-
tation of the strategy. Means of congressional
oversight need to be modified to fulfill Con-
gress’ intent when it created SDP.

Option: In setting policy directions and conduct-
ing oversight of SDP, Congress can select a lim-
ited list of policy priorities. These choices would
set the principal agenda for Congress discussions
with AID. Congress could also address specific
areas unresolved in the SDP strategy, such as al-
location of funds to livestock and gender issues.

Option: To exercise its oversight authority on SDP,
and to recognize the desirability of a more effec-
tive working relationship with AID, Congress can
adopt a graduated approach to such an “issues
agenda. ” It could start by clearly communicat-
ing congressional policy priorities and issues to
AID. It can then use that agenda to focus hear-
ings and reports. If Congress judges AID’s re-
sponse as adequate, it could respond by relaxing
procurement, reporting, and other requirements.
In the absence of effective AID implementation,
Congress could request additional special hear-
ings, special reports, more specific policy man-
dates, and strict earmarking of funds.

Option: To encourage AID to address key issues and
develop essential missing components of SDP,
Congress can request AID to explore such actions
as: reestablishing a Sahel Development Planning
Team, undertaking issue- or sector-specific studies
by AID’s Science and Technology Bureau along
the lines of the current Water Management Syn-
thesis Project, and organizing international work-
shops/conferences on specific issues similar to

its 1985 conference on river basin development.
Congress can encourage AID to do analysis by
limiting new project starts until these strategy is-
sues are addressed, while maintaining current ap-
propriation levels necessary to fund the analysis
process and ongoing programs worthy of con-
tinued support.

AID has learned a great deal from its experi-
ences in the Sahel. Its 1984 Sahel strategy doc-
ument effectively outlines the disappointments
of the past and discusses new approaches that
promise better results in the future. The results
have moved AID in directions espoused by a
broad spectrum of Sahel authorities who iden-
tify the lack of a conducive environment for
development in the Sahel as a major factor in
the poor results obtained so far. The unfavora-
ble Sahelian environment is understood to in-
clude such elements as policy disincentives, in-
stitutional and infrastuctural weaknesses, and
the lack of appropriate technologies. Increas-
ing portions of AID’s portfolio are being
directed to address these constraints, Nonethe-
less, concerns remain regarding AlD’s strategy:

« Depending on how it is implemented,
AID’s Sahel Regional Development Strat-
egy could retreat from a focus on direct
assistance to the poor, Selection among
alternative measures and approaches and
the mix between “constraint removing”
and “direct assistance” will determine the
probability and length of time required to
benefit small farmers.

« The strategy fails to address several key is-
sues essential to the future direction of the
Sahel, such as the allocation of resources
between irrigation and rainfed agriculture,
between food and export crops, between
ecological zones, and between categories
of farmers. These are not questions that can
be resolved easily or quickly yet AID has
not given priority to resolving them.

+ In its strategy statement and in the imple-
mentation of the strategy, AID fails to ade-
quately disaggregate its analysis on the ba-
sis of gender nor does it put adequate stress
on long-term, environmental sustainability.

+ The strategy needs to go further in the proc-
ess of focusing U.S. assistance to the Sa-
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hel on the basis of U.S. capacities and
strengths in relation to the needs revealed
by the past decade.

Missing from the U.S. Sahel program are
a Sahel-specific research plan, a strategy
for the livestock sector, and a consistent
approach to population issues. Although
mentioned in the strategy statement, in
practice AID has yet to implement effec-
tive methods for increasing farmer and
herder participation and institution
building.

N«

Is AID Working Against Itself?

Finding: Institutional characteristics internal
to AID are constraints to optimal development
and implementation of the U.S. Sahel strategy.

Option: There is little opportunity for specific con-
gressional options in this area because most of
the constraints are internal AID/executive branch
management issues. But Congress can help to
bring these concerns to AID’s attention. These
criticisms are not new, yet little visible progress
has been accomplished. Once again, however, the
uniqueness of the Sahel effort and its manageable
size provide the opportunity and challenge for
AID to test new program and project design, man-
agement approaches, and more effective systems
of monitoring and evaluation. The contradictions
inherent in a regional strategy of largely bilateral
programs could be diminished by more regular
Sahel Mission Directors meetings, the reestablish-
ment of the Sahel Development Planning Team,
the establishment of a separate regional techni-
cal support unit either within the Regional Eco-
nomic Development Support Office in Abidjan
in the Ivory Coast or independently in the Sabhel,
and even the option of moving regional manage-
ment, currently in Washington, out to the field.
AID’s willingness to be more innovative could
be enhanced by better Congress/AID collabora-
tion on the Sahel, by congressional restraint in
its direction and oversight of AID, and by con-
gressional responsiveness to the costs that the
development of alternative approaches could
involve.

OTA identified three sets of institutional fac-
tors that limit AID’s effectiveness in the Sahel:
staffing, AID’s programming and design sys-
tems, and its management structure.

Although staff numbers have increased dra-
matically since SDP’s early days, they are still
low and and have recently been dropping rela-
tive to the number of projects because of bud-
get reductions. Ten years of programming in
the Sahel have increased the proportion of staff
with Sahel-specific experience. Still, French,
local language, and cultural skills largely are
lacking. The proportion of high level technical
staff is low and the skill mix has not changed
with changing strategies. Turnover is high rela-
tive to the time it takes to program, design, and
implement projects so people who begin a proj-
ect rarely are held accountable for results. The
de facto incentive system is biased in favor of
the designer and obligator and not the effec-
tive implementor of the project. In many posts,
local staff—the AID missions’ local “institu-
tional memory” and source of vital cultural,
economic, political, and technical knowledge—
are underused.

AID’s systems of designing programs and
projects are cumbersome, mechanical, and in-
effectively applied. They rarely link analysis
between sectors or between the national econ-
omy and small-scale producer. The separation
of the component parts of the AID project sys-
tem (i.e., identification, design, approval, im-
plementation, monitoring, and evaluation)
limits consistency, programmatic accountabil-
ity, and institutional learning. It is a system that
is geared toward discrete, production-specific
projects rather than long-term programs with
more process-related goals. The system can
move with impressive speed to obligate funds
but paperwork requirements and procurement
bottlenecks leave gaps of up to 3 years between
design and project starts. The monitoring of
AID projects is limited by staff number and is
poorly integrated into project management.
AID does perform significant project evalua-
tions but they tend to be narrow, focusing on
limited objectives instead of wider impacts and
goals. Evaluation is ineffectively fed back into
project re-design.

AID’s efficiency suffers from the size and
complexity of its operations. Separation and
poor coordination between program offices,
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budgeting, technical support, and evaluation
units constrain effective AID operations. Divi-
sion of authority between Washington offices
and the field and between the field missions
and contracted project personnel is often un-
clear, overlapping, and inconsistently applied.
The problems inherent in this lack of clarity
are amplified under SDP because it has a rela-
tively strong regional management unit based
in Washington. Mission directors, under the
supervision of the U.S. Ambassador and re-
sponding to the requests of their particular host
government, have resisted the efforts to enforce
a regional strategy. At the same time, the spe-
cial nature of the Sahel effort actually requires
a much higher degree of regional perspective
and coherence than elsewhere.

Can Diverse Actors With Diverse
Strengths Work Together?

Finding: Greater coordination and collabora-
tion between various U.S. actors operating in
or affecting the Sahel would increase the ef-
fectiveness of the U.S. effort.

Option: Congress could request that all relevant U.S.
Government-funded agencies establish Sahel
strategies that would highlight coordination with
AID. These could include: the Department of
Agriculture (its Public Law 480 component and
its technical assistance and research programs);
the Department of Treasury (debt and lending pol-
icy); Department of Commerce (tariffs and trades)
and its National Oceanic and Atmospheric Ad-
ministration (drought and famine warning sys-
tem, technical assistance and meteorological
research); Peace Corps (village-level technical
assistance and organization); and the African De-
velopment Foundation (local organization sup-
port). Within Congress, an informal group of staff
from relevant committees could meet periodically
to discuss the consistency of actions under con-
sideration by their respective committees and
how these actions affect overall U.S. objectives
in the Sahel.

Option: Congress could request AID to take a more
active leadership role in fostering coordination
among all US. publically funded development ef-
forts in the Sahel. Some activities that might be
appropriate include: interagency task forces, con-
ference/workshops on technical themes, and in-
country coordinating committees. Such an effort

will work only if a means is found to ensure in-
formality, voluntary participation, and respect for
the diversity and independence of participants.

Option: Private voluntary organizations (PVOs) of-
fer special potential to contribute to the type of
strategies that are essential for future Sahel de-
velopment. Thus Congress could request that an
appropriate PVO group such as INTERACTION,
PACT, CODEL, or others study and develop a
PVO Sahel strategy stressing coordination with
AID. The strategy could help PVOs already work-
ing in the Sahel and others considering such activ-
ities to think strategically and to increase coordi-
nation and collaboration with AID, Peace Corps,
and others. Such an effort would have to ensure
the voluntary participation and desired autonomy
of each private organization.

In addition to AID, numerous other U.S.
agencies (governmental and nongovernmental)
are either active in the Sahel or their actions
affect the implementation of SDP strategies or
broader Club/CILSS goals. Few of the U.S. pub-
lic and private organizations working in the Sa-
hel besides AID have a Sahel-specific strategy.
The current level of their coordination and col-
laboration with AID is variable. The diversity
of their strengths, weaknesses, approaches, and
activities provides both opportunities and risks.
As resources become more limited, it will be
increasingly important to avoid contradictory
actions or duplication of efforts. Thus improved
coordination and collaboration are critical.

Other U.S. governmental agencies have a
more indirect impact, either through their ex-
ecutive branch actions or by policies set by Con-
gress. In policies and actions as diverse as U.S.
farm support, U.S. positions on international
debt burden relief, the funding of the various
components of the International Monetary Fund,
the World Bank and the United Nations affect-
ing the Sahel, support for U.S. investment, etc.,
decisions are made that have considerable im-
pact on the Sahel. These actions can counter-
act or complement U.S. development programs.
There is no mechanism for and only limited
consideration of the consistency of these di-
verse actions, and decisionmaking responsibil-
ity is scattered among various agencies and
multiple congressional committees.
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Chapter 2
AlID's Sahel Development Program
and the Club/CILSS Framework

IN BRIEF . . .

Congress asked the Office of Technology Assessment to study development efforts in
the Sahel as part of a larger assessment of low-resource agriculture in Africa. The Sahel
is one of the poorest regions in the world and it has been the focus of a concerted, multina-
tional assistance effort. But after a decade of projects and financial aid, there comes a time
to take stock: just how effective has development assistance been in the Sahel and what can
be learned from those experiences?

The United States has played a major role in the Sahel, The Agency for International
Development (AID), as mandated by a 1977 amendment to the Foreign Assistance Act, manages
the Sahel Development program, a comprehensive, long-term approach to reaching food self-
sufficiency while accelerating economic and social development. ¢ hapter 2 looks at key aspects
of this AID program and the unique multinational Club du Sahel/CILSS framework of which
it is a part. Highlights of the chapter include:

Z AID’s Sahel Development Program is unique among U.S. development efforts because

it is a long-term commitment to a multinational effort with a regional focus and it
receives separate line item funding within the AID budget.

. The multinational Club/CILSS framework has been controversial and its effectiveness
has been constrained by inconsistent member support. CILSS in particular has been
hampered by uneven leadership and inadequate technical and managerial capabilities.
The Club/CILSS approach, however, has served as a forum to combine and focus the
talents and resources of both donor and recipient nations.

« Despite some problems, the Club du Sahel and CILSS, with AID’s participation, have
made substantial contributions to improving the clmate for development in the Sahel,
especially in the areas of sector planning, improved coordination, and increased aid

flows.

Beginning in 1968, 5 years of severe drought
brought death and misery to the Sahel region
of West Africa. Tens of thousands of people
perished and up to one-third of the area’s live-
stock was lost (14). Brought to the public’s at-
tention by the news media, this crisis stimu-
lated unprecedented international relief efforts.
Over $360 million of emergency aid was fun-
neled to the Sahel by 1974 (37).

In the aftermath of that tragedy, the concerns
of both Sahelian and donor officials turned
from relief to recovery and finally to long-term

development. Could future crises in the Sahel
be prevented? How? And how much would it
cost? Reflections on these questions gave birth
to a unique experiment in international devel-
opment cooperation—the Club du Sahel/CILSS
framework, The nine countries of the Sahel and
their major donors joined together in a coop-
erative “contract for a generation. ” Its purpose:
to increase the Sahel’s dependable access to
food and lay the groundwork for long-term de-
velopment. The United States has been an ac-
tive participant in the creation and operations
of the Club du Sahel/CILSS framework.

21
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THE U.S. COMMITMENT TO CLUBJ/CILSS:
THE SAHEL DEVELOPMENT PROGRAM

By 1974, the United States had become the
largest single food aid donor to the Sahel emer-
gency relief effort, a commitment that was to

grow into the U.S. Sahel Development Program

(SDP) (136). Prior to the 1968 to 1973 drought,
U.S. development assistance to the Sahel had
been limited in accordance with the Kerry Re-

port of the late 1960s (141). This report recoin-

mended that the United States confine its assis-
tance program in Africa to a limited number
of countries with political, strategic, or eco-
nomic importance to the United States. But in
the years following the drought, U.S. assistance
to the Sahel rose steadily reflecting a continued
humanitarian interest by the public at large and
particularly by the Congressional Black Caucus.

In December 1973, an amendment to the For-
eign Assistance Act (sec. 639. B) supported U.S.
involvement in an international long-term de-
velopment effort for the Sahel and provided $25
million for emergency and recovery needs. In
July 1974, Congress authorized an additional
$85 million and in late 1975 called on the ex-
ecutive branch to begin immediate planning for
an international Sahel program with the par-
ticipation of African countries. The proposed

plan, presented to Congress in April of 1976,
outlined:

the substance and sequence of a compre-
hensive, long-term approach to development
in support of food self-sufficiency in the con-
text of accelerated economic and social devel-
opment (133).

The proposal concludes:

... we are persuaded that the goals of this Sa-
hel development program are attainable, From
both the humanitarian and technological point
of view, the long-term comprehensive develop-
ment of the Sahel is a unique opportunity which
lies before us today. And the world community
can and should accept this challenge (133).

In 1977, a further amendment to the Foreign
Assistance Act (Sections 120 and 121) formally
created SDP within the Agency for Interna-
tional Development (AID), thus institutionaliz-
ing U.S. commitment to the Sahel and to the
Club/CILSS framework. Development assis-
tance to the Sahel under SDP (1978 to 1986) has
totaled $750 million (not including $91 million
in Economic Support Funds and $421 million
in Public Law 480 food aid). Total U.S. assis-
tance to the Sahel from 1978 to 1986 has equaled
approximately $1.4 billion (see table 2-1).

Table 2-1 .—U.S. Bilateral Assistance to the Sahel, 1976-86 (milions Of dollars)

Sahel Development Public Law Economic
Year Program 480° Support Fund Total
1976 . $ 35° $ 24 - $ 59
1077 . 45° 20 - 65
1978 . 50 32 - 82
1979 (i o e 75 25 - 100
1980 . ..t 75 40 - 115
1981 . . 93 56 - 149
1982 .y 94 45 - 139
1983 . 85 32 $10 127
1984 . . 103 55 18 176
1985 . . 98 92 43 233
1986 (estimated) . . ........... .. ... 77 44 20 141
Total . ... $830 $465 $91 $1,386

apyblic Law 480 assistance data includes World Food Program and emergency food aid but does not include ocean freight costs In fiscalyear 1985. freight costs

totaled $104 million X
Development assistance to the Sahel before SDP existed.

SOURCES Data on SDP and ESF supplied by: U S Agency for International Development, Bureau for Africa, Off Ice of Sahel and West Africa Affairs, “U S Ass{stance

to the Sahel, " unpublished data, April 1986

Public Law 480 data supplied by: U S. Agency for International Development, Bureau for Food for Peace and Voluntary Organ izations, Public Law 480, As-

sistance to the Sahel, ” unpublished data, April 1988
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The phrase “Sahel Development Program”
has three usages, referring to three interrelated
components. From the administrative/manage-
ment perspective, SDP is the separate funding
line item within the AID budget and the dis-
tinct management unit within AID which ad-
ministers it. Second, it is a novel approach for
U.S. development assistance because it is ex-

plicit support for and participation in the mul-
tinational and regional framework of Club/
CILSS process. And finally, it also refers to the
specific goals, objectives, strategies, and pro-
grams that comprise U.S. development assis-
tance to the countries of the Sahel as expressed
in AID’s Sahel Country Development Strategy
Statement (126). (See app. E.)

THE CLUB/CILSS FRAMEWORK

CILSS is the French acronym for the Perma-
nent Interstate Committee for Drought Control
in the Sahel, an organization of nine Sahelian
States originally formed in 1973 to coordinate
relief and recovery efforts."CILSS has been
an influential actor in the past decade’s effort
in the Sahel, but its mandate and operations
have been controversial from the start. It be-
gan as a mechanism to alert donors to the situ-
ation in the Sahel and to focus appeals for assis-
tance but its charter also suggested that it could
play a coordinating role for drought control ef-
forts (37).

At its first official meeting in September 1973,
CILSS presented donors with a list requesting
over 300 projects totaling $3 billion, an action
that set the tone of the early years (75). Donors
were noticeably cool to this ““shopping list” ap-
proach, feeling that careful analysis of the prob-
lems should be done first as a foundation for
a coordinated strategy. Between 1974 and 1976,
while CILSS and donor countries negotiated
to determine priority projects, the major
donors-France, the United States, the World

"The original CILSS members included Burkina Faso {for-
merly UJpperVolta), Chad,Mal i, Mauritania Niger.andSene-
gal. The Gambia and the Cape Verde Islands were adimittedin
1975. nJanuary 1986, the CILSS Con ferenceof Heads of State
approvedtheadmissionofGuineaHissau.

Bank, and Food and Agriculture Organization
of the United Nations (FAO)—commissioned
a number of studies of Sahel problems and po-
tential. The studies suggested that the Sahel did
indeed have the resources necessary to be self-
sufficient in food, or at least to improve con-
siderably its food security, by the end of the
century. It would require, however, a coordi-
nated, long-term effort of 15 to 30 years and
$15 to $20 billion in new support. Priority, they
concluded, would have to be given to agricul-
ture, especially food crops that had been ne-
glected in the past (37,133).

The role and operations of the Club du Sahel
side of the Club/CILSS framework was equally
born in controversy. Both the chaos of disaster
and recovery assistance flowing into the Sahel
following the drought of 1968 to 1973 and the
potential offered by the CILSS call for a con-
certed Sahel program clearly indicated the need
for a mechanism for coordination among
donors and between donors and Sahelians. Yet
there was no common agreement on under
what auspices that coordination should be ac-
complished. FAO had established an office for
relief coordination as early as 1972 and the
United Nations Sahelian Office (UN SO) began
operations in 1974, with a focus on the envi-
ronmental sector. The United Nations Devel-
opment Program (UNDP) was also active and
along with UNSO provided early support for
CILSS. Despite the level of United Nations (UN)
activity, several donors, particularly the United
States, West Germany, and several Sahelian
countries, were against a UNDP or UNSO co-
ordinating role. The World Bank, another log-
ical possibility, was not interested.
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The Black Caucus of the U.S. Congress, along
with interested AID officials, is given credit for
the idea to create anew coordinating structure
outside the UN system (37). Their only condi-
tion, included in later legislation, was that U.S.
contributions would be limited to no more than
10 percent of the combined effort. The major
problem encountered was overcoming the war-
iness of the French Government, whose con-
tinuing post-colonial economic, political, and
cultural ties led them to consider the Sahel as
their special sphere of influence. Eventually,
however, the French Government agreed, moti-
vated by changes in internal politics and the
growing economic burden of the Sahelian States
on the French treasury. Thereafter, the French
began to play a leadership role in the Club du
Sahel while the United States continued a
catalytic but low key approach. Other donors
greeted the proposal with varying degrees of
enthusiasm. Canada and West Germany were
particularly cautious and until recently the
World Bank maintained primarily an observer
status. As the Club has clarified its role and
proven its value, donors have increased their
support.

The Club du Sahel is set up as a loosely struc-
tured, informal arrangement, without formal
membership—more of a forum than a develop-
ment organization. More than 25 major mul-
tilateral and bilateral donors join the CILSS
member states in Club activities. It is made up
of a small Secretariat located at the Organiza-
tion for Economic Cooperation and Develop-
ment (OECD) headquarters in Paris, irregular
general meetings (six have been held so far),
and a common working group (organized
jointly with CILSS) of technicians broken up
into sect oral working groups whose responsi-
bility isto map out medium- and long-term
strategies and organize ad hoc meetings on
technical issues. Both donors and Sahelians
participate in its meetings and working groups.

The Club’s first meeting was held in Senegal
in 1976 where its purpose and mandate were
Set:

. to support CILSS, the principal agency for
regional cooperation in the Sahel;

. toinform the international community on
development prospects and needs in the
Sahel,

. to encourage cooperation between donors
to implement projects requested by Sahel-
ian governments and CILSS and facilitate
the mobilization of resources; and

. to be a forum for Sahelian nations to outline
their policies and priorities for medium-
and long-term development and discuss
them with donors (37).

The strategy that evolved out of the working
groups and that was endorsed by the 1977 gen-
eral meeting was based on the primary impor-
tance of food self-sufficiency and ecological bal-
ance for the Sahel. It emphasized agricultural

Photo credit U S Peace Corps

Increasing food security was one of the primary
objectives of the Club/CILSS effort and it remains a
major goal of development assistance in the Sahel,
Here a Sahelian millet breeder works with
a Peace Corps agronomist,



production; ecology and forestry; fisheries, and
the integration of new themes such as recur-
rent costs, cereals pricing, marketing, and stor-
age. Its action program combined infrastructural
improvements, human resource development,
medium-term production projects, and longer
term approaches to develop irrigation poten-
tial, particularly in the major river basins. Sub-
sequent meetings refined the strategy in the
light of experience. A 1978 meeting focused at-
tention on the crucial fuelwood crisis and en-
couraged an increase in support for the forestry
and ecology sector, A revised strategy adopted
in 1980 again emphasized the environment and
its 1 ink to food self-sufficiency goals, In subse-
guent meetings, the recurrent cost issue, the
role of policy reform, continued coordination
problems, and the lack of progress of agricul-
tural programs have been added to the agenda.

The 1984 revised long-term strategy, adopted
by the Club and the CILSS Council of Ministers,
reflects these changes, Its main elements are:

+ to encourage private initiative and limit the
extent of government intervention in the
development process;

+ to emphasize the need for policy reform
and the establishment of sound economic
foundations as a precondition to devel-
opment;

+ to link the food security objective to over-
al development of the agriculture sector;
and

+ to recognize that environmental stability
is based on appropriate, integrated plan-
ning in agriculture, forestry, and livestock
sectors (123).

EVOLUTION AND CONSTRAINTS

Once donor support increased through the
Club du Sahel, CILSS began to expand its man-
date and its Secretariat in Ouagadougou, Bur-
kina Faso. Through the Club working groups,
CILSS participated in important studies and
in preparing the 1977 Club/CILSS strategy doc-
ument and subsequent revisions, CILSS in-
creasingly played a more direct role in devel-
oping and implementing regional projects such
as a large Integrated Pest Management project,
With donor support, it created two specialized
institutions, AGRHRYMET (Sahelian Regional
Center for Agro-meteorology and Applied Hy-
drology) in Niamey, Niger and the Sahel Insti-
tute in Bamako, Mali. The latter was set up to
facilitate information sharing among Sahelian
researchers and to coordinate appropriate re-
search projects. Repeating the pattern of its par-
ent organization, the Sahel Institute also began
research efforts of its own,

The performance of CILSS, particularly in
project management and coordination, has
been mediocre. Like many regional organiza-
tions in Africa and elsewhere, it has suffered
from a lack of member support; political ten-
sion among members; and uneven |eadership,

managerial, and technical skills. In the past,
member countries have not insisted on strong
accountability. From the beginning, CILSS
member countries have been slow to provide
financial assistance while the personnel as-
signed to CILSS had uneven qualifications.

But other problems related to support from
member nations have been more fundamental.
While welcoming the increased aid flows that
CILSS has helped foster, member governments
have been reluctant to give CILSS a coordinat-
ing role that might interfere with their sover-
eignty or direct access to donors. CILSS strat-
egy and policy decisions have been poorly
reflected in the actions of member States. Nor
is the CILSS planning process integrated with
those of its members. Donors have found that
many projects contained in the CILSS “first
generation” program were not part of national
development plans or were considered low pri-
ority, Many of these coordination and follow-
through problems are explained by the fact that
the CILSS Council of Ministers is for the most
part comprised of Ministers of Agriculture, Ru-
ral Development or Natural Resources; these
ministries typically play minor roles in policy
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decisions in most Sahelian States. Also, in-
country CILSS national coordinating offices
have been poorly staffed and have limited lo-
cal power,

Donor support also has been inconsistent.
The original growth in the CILSS mandate was
partially supported by donors of the Club du
Sahel, Over time, major donors such as the
United States have concluded that while there
is a role for regional analysis and diaog, in-
stitutional weaknesses within CILSS and po-
litical redlities make national governments the
more appropriate focus for most projects and
programs (125,132). For several years, CILSS
ignored donor criticisms but in 1985, follow-
ing a change in CILSS leadership, growing
member State dissatisfaction, and increased
donor use of conditionality in their financial
assistance, CILSS agreed to revise its mandate
to become more of a regiona think tank and
streamline its operations. Although too early
to be certain, it appears that CILSS has begun
much-needed reforms,

The overall positive impact of the Club du
Sahel is also not without some qualification
(137). The studies performed by the Club work-
ing groups are not all of equal quality nor have
the Club/CILSS strategies had much impact on
the strategies and sector alocations of either
Sahelian governments or donors. For example,
although assistance to rural development and
rainfed agriculture has grown 7,1 and 16,1 per-
cent each year, respectively, less than one-
quarter of all donor assistance is going into ru-
ral development and less than half of that sup-
ports rainfed agriculture (25). Similarly, assis-
tance to forestry and ecology is growing at an
impressive 31.5 percent annualy, yet it is still
only 2 percent of total aid. (For trends in assis-
tance to the Sahel, see app. A, table A-5)

While coordination has been the hallmark of
Club activities, its lack remains a mgjor obsta
cle to effective use of development assistance.
The partnership between the Club and CILSS
is an impressive step in development coopera
tion, but the Club can be criticized for taking

‘In adevelopment sense, a sector is an area of’ publicinvest-
ment,e.g., the forestry sector, the livestock sector, etc.

the initiative and leadership away from CILSS
at times and because it has few Sahelians
directly involved with the work of the Club Sec-
retariat. There has been difficulty translating
agreements into action because of political and
organizational pressures. For example, the
organization has been unsuccessful in encour-
aging donors to take action to use simplified,
standardized project documents to reduce the
burden on Sahelian governments.

It has also proven difficult to translate Club-
sponsored agreements about donor coordina-
tion into clear mandates for field representa-
tives to work more closely together. The extent
of the in-country coordination problem is in-
dicated by the sheer number of donors and
projects. In 1983 in Burkina Faso, 29 major
donors were working on 119 separate projects,
including 13 donors active in agriculture (27).
In-country consultative groups or donor round-
tables organized respectively by the World Bank
and UNDP have so far proven to be of limited
success due to a lack of clear support from
donors' home offices. Over the past 3 years,
however, some improvement has been noted.
In Senegal and Mali, donors have effectively
coordinated strategies in working with the
respective governments on the sensitive ques-
tion of policy reform. Work sponsored by the
Club on food aid coordination, though still in
embryonic stages, shows signs of progress (27).
Club/CILSS-sponsored  antidesertification  strat-
egies and in-country meetings to consider how
to implement strategies and deal with other co-
ordination issues also have promising potential.

CILSS was created to tackle common prob-
lems within a group of countries with histori-
cal and cultura commonalities and shared eco-
logical and economic constraints,’But shared
problems are not necessarily enough to be con-
ducive to mutual solutions, The similarity of
Sahelian economies and production systems
means that there is very little they have to of-
fer each other in trade to increase mutual food
security, Some authorities feel that the
subregiona focus on the Sahel should be grad-

‘The extent and relevanc e to tech nology development of sim-

ila rit ies between Sahel states has been quali fied foil 0111 i n g the
development experiences ofthe past decade. Seech. 4.



ually shifted to include the coastal economies
to the south of the Sahel, which provide better
economic complementarily with the Sahel.

Coordination with other multilateral and re-
gional organizations remains a problem for
both the Club and CILSS. Overlapping mem-
berships and mandates with UNSO, UNDP,
CEAO, ECOWAS, the Conseil d Entente, (the
last three are subregional economic coordina-
tion bodies), the NBA, OMVS, and OMVG (Sa
helian river basin development authorities], and
the Organization of African Unity create dupli-
cation and lack of coordination, Institutional
rivalries have also led to lost opportunities.

The future success of the Club/CILSS may
be jeopardized as the flow of assistance to the
Sahel diminishes. Aid to the Sahel peaked in
1981 and then declined through 1983, Increases
in 1984 to 1985 are largely a reflection of emer-
gency food aid, International economic difficul-
ties, government budget cutbacks in most ma
jor donor countries, the drop in oil prices, and
competing demands for aid from Eastern and
Southern Africa all combine to make future
levels of assistance to the Sahel uncertain. The
Organization of Petroleum Exporting Coun-
tries, which also participates in the Club, sup-
plied $425 million (over 20 percent of the total)
in 1981. This fell by more than 50 percent to
$200 million in 1983 and is expected to fal fur-
ther (25). New U.S. commitments for Sahel de-
velopment assistance have fallen from a high
of $103 million in 1984 to a projected $77 mil-
lion in 1986. The Administration has regquested
$80 million for 1987. Although the Canadians,
Dutch, and ltalians have been increasing assis-
tance to the Sahel, it is unlikely that these in-
creases will compensate for the overal decline
in ad.

Despite these problems, the contributions of
the Club/CILSS process have been substantial.
The Club has had a significant impact on the
international development program in the Sa-
hel through its regular meetings, the technical
analysis and strategy proposals of its working
group (which includes both donor and Sahelian
technicians), and the ongoing process of reflec-

tion, information collection, and dissemination.
Its major accomplishments include:

+ Sector Planning and Strategies: Sector
analysis and strategy discussions have had
substantial impacts on the content and con-
duct of both donor and Sahelian programs.
The Club has assisted in increasing atten-
tion on the priority of agriculture and food
production, the fuelwood crisis, the key
role of cerea policies, and the problem of
recurrent costs. Commissioned studies,
and the collection and sharing of knowl-
edge about the Sahel, have provided a solid
beginning for an effective database on the
Sahel,

+ Aid Flows: Club activities have played a
key role in tripling aid flows to the Sahel.
Between 1975 and 1984, total assistance
to the Sahel totaled $14.1 billion. (See app.
A, tables A-1 through A-3.) Per capita assis-
tance to Sahelians has averaged $44 per
person yearly, more than double that for
sub-Saharan African as a whole and four
times that for Asia (25), Increased aid for
agriculture and forestry can be at least par-
tially attributed to Club sector analysis and
strategies. (See app. A, table A-5)

* Coordination: The Club has had a dual im-
pact on coordination, helping foster coordi-
nation between various donors and be-
tween donors and aid recipients, Although
there is still need for improvement, the
Club has fostered an improved dialog in
development assistance. The non-threaten-
ing, less formal, “partnership of equals’
atmosphere of Club/CILSS meetings and
the fact that the dialog has continued for
over a decade have built an atmosphere of
trust regarding sensitive topics such as
recurrent costs, cereals pricing, and the re-
forms of CILSS. The Club has taken the
lead in discussing the coordination of food
aid and desertification and has begun orga-
nizing in-country progress review meetings
of donors and host country officials to take
stock of their efforts toward Club/CILSS
goals.
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The Club/CILSS experience has brought to
light some important lessons (37):

= the advantages of subregional cooperation,
Z the importance of strategic thinking,
Z the value of donor coordination, and
. the necessity for a “contractual” framework.

The failure to heed the latter—to implement
agreed upon mutual obligations—has been per-
haps the greatest weakness of Club/CILSS dur-
ing the past decade. Progress in the Sahel de-
pends on the common actions of al—Sahelian
farmers and herders, Sahelian governments,
and donors. The role of each must be identi-
fied and commitments carried out in action.
Greater “conditionality” in relationships be-
tween all partners is an essential part of im-
proving performance in the future (38). Progress
on policy reform and the reform of CILSS are
examples of what such an approach can ac-
complish.

On balance the Club/CILSS approach is an
important part of U.S. and international efforts
in the Sahel. It has relatively low costs and has
made an overall positive contribution in the re-
gion, The evolving Club/CILSS mechanism has
the potential to improve the effectiveness of the
combined contributions of donors and Sa-
helians. The realization of that potentia is, how-
ever, far from assured. It will require continued
high levels of active participation by donors and
Sahelians. Some observers feel, however, that
the U.S. commitment has diminished in recent
years. While the United States was active in
the beginning of CILSS, of late it has turned
from catalyst to critic. These criticisms have
been significant in identifying needed reforms
of both CILSS and the Club du Sahel, but some
people have questioned whether the United
States is willing to provide the resources to sup-
port implementation of the suggested reforms.
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IN BRIEF . . .

The United States has played a key and catalytic role in the unique, coordinated, multi-
national development efforts in the Sahel. The Club/CILSS framework provided an innova-
tive strategy to combine the talents and resources of both donor and recipient nations in
a concerted effort to strive for food security in one of the world’s poorest and most vulner-
able regions. Over the past decade, inconsistent support from both donor and recipient na-
tions, lack of coordination, management problems, and problems translating agreements into
action have constrained the effectiveness of the Club/CILSS efforts in the Sahel. Despite these
problems, the United States, through AID’s Sahel Development Program, has helped the Club
du Sahel and CILSS make substantial contributions to development.

These efforts, from the beginning, were designed as a regional approach because the
countries shared some important historical, cultural, economic, and ecological elements.
Chapter 3 outlines some of the important historical and cultural similarities and looks in
particular at the limits of the Sahelian environment and the future of food production in
the region. Highlights of the chapter include:

. The environment in the Sahel is diverse, both in the complexity of its ecological sys-
tems and in the variety of its agricultural production and socioeconomic systems. These
systems are facing a period of rapid change.

. By many measures, such as infant mortality, life expectancy, and literacy, Sahelian
nations are among the poorest in the world. Dependency on a limited number of low-
value exports, high levels of debt, and other external economic influences limit the
ability of Sahelian nations to improve the quality of life for their people.

. One indication of the region’s great vulnerability is the growing gap between food

production and food requirements in the Sahel. Over the past two decades, Sahelian
crop production has grown at approximately 1 percent per year while the rate of popu-
lation growth during this time was about 2.8 percent.

. Recurrent droughts, poor soils, and other environmental factors have combined with
changing social and economic systems to exacerbate environmental degradation in

the Sahel.

A key lesson learned in the past decade is that
successful development assistance efforts must
conform to the human and physical environ-
ment. The environment in the Sahel is diverse,
both in the complexity of its ecological systems
and in the variety of its agricultural produc-
tion and socioeconomic systems that have
evolved over the centuries. Thus development
efforts in the Sahel must be designed with an

understanding that the region is vulnerable, re-
silient, and continually changing. This chap-
ter reviews the history of agricultural produc-
tion, the current and projected situation of
poverty and development within the Sahel, the
role of CILSS countries within the global econ-
omy, the growing gap between food produc-
tion and food requirements, and environmental
constraints.
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THE SAHEL YESTERDAY

Great empires-the Ghana, Mali, and Songhai
—flourished in West Africa during the period
known as the Middle Ages in Europe, In the
heart of the Sahel, Timbuktu, Gao, and Djenne
were centers of power, wealth, and learning,
Caravans of camels brought slaves, gold, and
salt across the Sahara desert to the Middle East
and North Africa. They carried back textiles,
firearms, and the religion and culture of the
Islamic empires. Over several thousand years,
the trans-Saharan trade brought domesticated
livestock and new crops such as rice, wheat,
beans, bananas, and yams to West Africa

People of the Sahel developed complex farm-
ing and herding systems that were adapted to
the environment. Timbuktu was one of severa
thriving agricultural regions in the Sahel (66).
Farmers raised sorghum and millet, crops be-
lieved to be indigenous to West Africa, where
there was sufficient rainfall. They developed
patterns of shifting cultivation that allowed soils
to be replenished by fallow periods of up to 20
years. Other farmers irrigated crops in the
floodplains of the major rivers, including the
Niger, Senegal, and Gambia, planting different
crops as the water receded (known as flood
recession cultivation).

Herders similarly developed various pastoral
systems. Some drove their herds of cattle,
sheep, goats, and camels in no fixed pattern
to seek grazing lands (called nomadic pastoral-
ism) in the northern areas bordering the Sahara;
others migrated with their livestock in regular
patterns (called transhumant pastoralism), often
north in the rainy season and south during the
dry season, and engaged in some cultivation
(called agropastoralism). Another traditional
system of livestock farming, sedentary animal
husbandry, developed in the southern, higher
rainfall zones, but was secondary to cultivation
there (8,50). While at times there were tensions
between the farmers and herders competing for
limited resources, more often theirs was a mutu-
ally beneficial relationship where the herders
provided milk, manure, and other animal prod-
ucts to the farmers in exchange for food grains
and the use of their fields after harvest (crop

residues were dry season fodder for their ani-
mals]. While both farmers and herders pro-
duced food primarily for their own subsistence,
they also produced enough surplus to feed small
nonagricultural populations as well as to sur-
vive periodic droughts,

The decline of the great African empire in
Mali in the 15th century, and the defeat of the
Songhai Kingdom by a Moroccan force in 1591,
ushered in a long period of internal instability
and raids. The Europeans arrived along the
coast in the late 15th century. The Europeans
expanded the ongoing slave trade, which
fostered these African inter-ethnic wars. Over
the course of the next four centuries, 6 million
slaves were taken from West Africa (66). Dakar,
Senegal became a center of the enlarged At-
lantic slave trade in the 17th century, when
slaves were sent from Africa to provide labor
on the sugar plantations of the West Indies.
Traditional production systems, though dis-
rupted by the wars, raids, and slave trade,
survived.

Meanwhile, African farmers gradually
adopted crops introduced by the Europeans
from the New World and elsewhere (e.g., corn,
peanuts, cotton, cassava, and fruits) (36,66). The
agricultural production systems were land-
extensive, but they were sustainable because
the population was small. They were also dy-
namic, characterized by constant innovation
and adaptation. Diversified handicraft produc-
tion was also developed, including textiles
made from locally grown cotton. While the
majority of agricultural and handicraft produc-
tion was for subsistence, there was surplus
enough for local and regional trade (59).

During the latter part of the 19th century, the
French conquered much of the Sahel while Eng-
land established control over The Gambia. Por-
tugal retained the Cape Verde Islands. These
changes further disrupted traditional produc-
tion systems. Under colonia rule, colonies were
considered providers of raw materials to Eur-
ope and markets for its manufactured goods.
The French and British, once they gained
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administrative control of the Sahel in the 1890s,
promoted export crops, especidly peanuts and
cotton, damaged local artisan industries by giv-
ing favored tax status to European goods, and
forced rural people into the cash economy by
requiring them to pay taxes in cash.

Efforts to develop export production in the
colonial period were of limited success, yet had
lasting impact on agricultural production in the
Sahel. Successes were limited to peanut pro-
duction in Senegal and The Gambia (see box
B) and cotton production in Chad (59). French
policies to encourage export production in-
cluded taxation, forced labor, and resettlement.
Selective investment in research and infrastruc-
ture complemented these policies. For exam-
ple, French efforts to encourage cotton produc-
tion in the 19th and early 20th centuries failed
(66]. But in the late colonial period French
cotton researchers made available the better
adapted **Allen” variety brought from the United
States and the French began an ambitious irri-
gation scheme to encourage cotton production.

While emphasizing production of export
crops, French colonial administrators gave only
modest attention to food production, which
stagnated. They justified this neglect by not-
ing that traditional farming methods changed
little, and, except for severe drought years,
enough food was produced to feed the people.
At the same time, rice was imported to Dakar
from French Indochina and sold to the grow-
ing urban population. Since it required far less
time to prepare, was available and inexpensive,
urban residents came to prefer it to localy
produced sorghum and millet,

Newly introduced animal and human dis-
eases also disrupted traditional systems in the
early colonia period (1890-1920) (100), but the
introduction of preventive health measures be-
ginning in the late colonial period probably had
a greater effect because it decreased death rates
and increased population growth. The popu-
lation of the Sahel increased from an estimated
9 million in 1900 to 13.5 million in 1940, and
grew to 18 million by 1960 (60). Traditional agri-
cultural production systems adapted to some

Box B.—Peanuts: How Colonial Powers
Favored Export Crops

The story of the development of peanuts as
an export crop in Senegal and The Gambia il-
lustrates how colonial powers favored export
crops for obvious economic reasons. Peanuts,
desired by the Europeans as a source of vegeta-
ble oil for cooking and soap, began to be ex-
ported from Senegal and The Gambia in the
1830s. Exports increased as the slave trade
was gradually suppressed, and peanuts be-
came the dominant export in the last half of
the 19th century. Small farmers with little cap-
ital could grow peanuts using traditional tools
and methods and usually rotated them with
food grains. Wolof and Serer farmers dedi-
cated more and more of their land and labor
to peanut production in order to obtain cash
needed to pay taxes and to purchase the goods
they no longer produced as well as new con-
sumer goods. In addition, colonial rulers
cleared new lands for peanut cultivation by
conscripting men into forced labor brigades,
a practice not abolished until 1946 (66).

With the expansion of the French oil indus-
try after World War 11, demand increased. The
French introduced improved seed varieties
and fertilizer, and land under peanut produc-
tion increased dramatically (115). In the fol-
lowing decades, increased population, with-
out a concomitant intensification of peanut
production, put pressure on the land in the
Peanut Basin. Fallow periods grew shorter,
eventually giving rise to semicontinuous cul-
tivation in some areas, and ultimately reduced
fertility and yields. Cultivators moved to new
lands, at first good lands, but later increasingly
margina lands, sometimes disrupting the
migratory patterns of the pastoralists; others
emigrated to cities. Y et, despite some fluctua-
tions in weather and prices, peanut exports
continued to climb, reaching their peak in
1975 to 1976 (59). Over the past decade pro-
duction and exports have declined principally
due to falling returns.

of these many changes, but overall they became
less self-sufficient and sustainable.
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Sahelian nations gained independence from
France in 1960; The Gambia won independence
from Britain in 1965 and Cape Verde from Por-
tugal in 1975. But the trends accompanying in-
creased production of export crops and integra-
tion into the world economy continued, with
the support of the new African governments,
the French, and providers of development assis-
tance. Agricultural development was not given
high priority and a large portion of the exter-
nal funds for agriculture were used to develop
large-scale irrigation schemes to grow rice and

sugar, two crops that often substitute for im-
ports, While France and the United States con-
ducted some research on sorghum and millet,
the majority of foreign aid to rainfed crops in
the 1960s went to cotton and peanuts. Mean-
while, food production systems stagnated. To-
tal food production increased because new
lands were opened by increased numbers of
farmers, but yields began to decline in areas
where soil fertility was reduced, especially in
Senegal and The Gambia.

SOCIETIES IN TRANSITION IN THE SAHEL

Integration into the global cash economy had
profound implications for rural Sahelian soci-
eties. The gradual transition of most farmers
from generally subsistence-oriented to cash
crop production that began in the 19th century
even affected those farmer and herder house-
holds that did not cultivate cash crops for ex-
port, For example, in years with good rainfall
surplus food crops—sorghum, millet, rice, and
maize—were sold for cash. Increasingly, fruits
(e.g., mangos, oranges, bananas, pineapples);
vegetables (e. g., tomatoes, beans, onions, cab-
bage, etc.); and nuts (e.g., karite) were produced
for sale. Integration into a money economy also
affected off-farm work and incomes of rural
people, especially in the dry season, and the
various roles of men and women in the house-
hold and in different production systems.

Migration

One of the responses to the need for cash in
rural areas has been migration and this has re-
sulted in considerable change in nearly every
Sahelian village, While migration is not a re-
cent phenomena, it has increased significantly
since World War IlI. It reflects the inequity of
wealth and opportunity between Western na-
tions and the Sahel, between urban and rural
areas within the Sahel, between export crop and
subsistence farmers, and between farmers and
herders (33), Cash payments sent home by
migrants are a sizable though largely unmeas-

ured part of national income; in Mali, for in-
stance, workers' remittances from outside of
the country in 1983 amounted to about $36 mil-
lion (147). In some areas, remittances received
in rural areas can be a more important source
of cash than agriculture, yet they are not usu-
aly invested in agriculture due to its low return.

Migration, predominantly by young men, can
be either temporary—often alternating with the
short growing season—or permanent. When
young men migrate for seasonal work to the
export crop farms, or even to the large palm
oil, coffee, and cocoa plantations in the coastal
States, the burden on women, the elderly, and
children who grow food crops at home is often
increased. However, family incomes are in-
creased by migration, and migration is a risk-
reducing strategy for farm families because
even in times of drought there will be some in-
come. Migration may occur to gain access to
new land or to exchange labor for cash on larger
farms, in cities, coastal States, or even Europe.
It may also occur as a reaction to drought and
increased pressure on the land. An example is
emigration from the densely populated Mossi
Plateau in Burkina Faso to less populated higher
rainfall zones, where river blindness is being
contained, in the southern part of the country
or northern Ivory Coast. By one estimate there
are 1.5 million citizens of Burkina Faso in the
Ivory Coast: each year 500,000 migrate for work
in the dry season, and 100,000 never return
(115),
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Pastoral Systems in Transition

The various forms of pastoralism in the Sa
hel have also been affected by the transition
to a cash economy. The fattening and sale of
beef to urban dwellers using traditional mar-
keting channels provided cash to herders, and
supplemented the food and goods they used for
trade, The numbers of animals rose rapidly be-
cause of preventive health campaigns, deep
wells, a decade of higher than average rainfall,
and growing demand during the 1950s and
1960s (59). Seasonal movement of the pastor-
alists has become more difficult in recent years
as farming has expanded onto rangelands and
movement across borders has been restricted.
Several large-scale irrigation schemes claimed
areas previously used for dry season grazing
or for flood recession cultivation of crops. This
restriction on the pastoralists mobility has in-
creased conflicts over access to land and water
resources (69). However, the traditional coop-
erative relations between farmers and herders
are dtill common: eg., FulBe pastoralists may
tend livestock owned by Moss sedentary farmers
with their herds, and thus ensure themselves
use of the farmers pasture when they migrate
south in the dry season. Even while the tradi-
tional herding systems have been primarily ori-
ented to subsistence, transhument pastoralists
in the Sahel are efficient users of land: a com-
parative study showed that transhument pas-
toralists in the Sahel produced more animal
protein per hectare than the market-oriented
ranches in comparable areas in the Western
United States and Australia (8).

The 1968 to 1973 and 1984 droughts deci-
mated many herds, forcing some herders to
shift to farming (130) or migrate to the city, Dur-
ing the drought many were forced to sell their
animals, their only assets, at low prices to pur-
chase food. The change was most dramatic in
Mauritania, where the combined forces of
drought, economic modernization, war, and
emancipation of slaves have forced pastoralists
to abandon their traditional way of life. Be-
tween 1965 and 1975 the nomadic proportion
of the population decreased from 65 to 35 per-
cent (33),

In other Sahelian countries pastoralists who
formerly depended on livestock have turned to
mixed systems of crops and livestock because
the market is no longer a reliable source of grain
or to acquire recognition of land rights (69,106),
Perhaps 40 to 60 percent of livestock are no
longer in extensive pastoral production sys-
tems. Additionally, the presence of tsetse fly
and the lack of dry season fodder also constrain
sedentary husbandry in higher rainfall areas.
Despite these constraints, total herd size re-
turned rapidly to pre-drought levels. Evidence
also suggests possible increased concentration
among herders (22,67) and new forms of owner-
ship. The sedentarization of pastoralists is be-
ing accompanied by an increased number of
animals owned by farmers and urban investors,
A growing proportion of the traditional pas-
toralists can only survive by emigration or tend-
ing investors herds (9).

Changing Social Systems

Traditional social systems in the Sahel are
also being affected by the changes accompany-
ing development, These changes are affecting
the interrelated and diverse systems of ethnic
groups, castes, and classes throughout the Sa
hel. Traditional class structures still function,
especially in rural areas, although they are
changing as the production systems on which
they were based are also being transformed (54).
For example, the farmers endowed with pre-
ferred land, especially those with large families,
have been better able to take advantage of some
of the new technologies (84). While customary
law still governs land use rights in the Sahel,
land ownership is becoming more common.
Buying, renting, and speculating in land are
occurring and large-scale farmers, merchants,
and religious leaders are acquiring land, some-
times working it under types of sharecropping
systems (28), In addition to private land acqui-
sition, land concentration in the Sahel is aso
attributed to acquisition by parastatal organiza-
tions'in irrigation-driver development schemes
and unintentional “demographic’ land expro-

'A parastatal organization has a mixture of public and private
ownership or management.
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priation—when population increases and tradi-
tional inheritance systems lead to divisions of
land into areas insufficient for family subsis-
tence—resulting in emigration (102),

Development patterns in the Sahel have sig-
nificantly affected the role and status of women.
Studies have demonstrated that development
often worsened the situation of African women
(7,24,114), In the past, subsistence-oriented
economies had distinct roles for men and
women, but they were closely integrated into
the family agricultural production unit. With
the introduction of the cash economy, men gen-
erally appropriated the functions relating to
cash exchange, while women were left those
relating to subsistence production. In the Sa-
hel women play a great diversity of roles within
the household, varying with ethnic group, caste,
and class (24,1 11). The alocation of land is usu-
aly controlled by men who give preference to
the higher value cash crops that they produce
and whose cash return they control. The in-
creased labor demands of the new technologies

for cash crops often means that women and
children spend longer hours in the fields of their
husbands or fathers as well as, in some cases,
their own fields.

Despite the long hours spent obtaining water
and fuelwood and preparing food, rural Sa-
helian women are increasingly entering the
cash economy, supplementing family income
in a variety of ways. They market vegetables
from gardens, food crops, homemade crafts,
and animal products (e.g., meat, leather, milk,
cheese, eggs, etc.) as well as engage in small-
scale trading, especially in the dry season.
Herder women, about whom little has been re-
searched, are generally responsible for market-
ing milk (68). Since much of this trade is infor-
mal, it is not included in national statistics and
is often invisible to national planners. The
money earned is used to pay taxes; pay for
celebrations and transportation; and purchase
food, textiles, medicine, school books, and other
consumer goods that are transforming rura life.

SOCIAL AND ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT OF SAHELIAN NATIONS

Profile of Poverty

The Sahelian nations are among the poorest
in the world by any standard. By one often-used
measure, per capita gross national product
(GNP), they averaged about $232 in 1983, far
less than that of the developing countries as a
whole ($787) (109), Accounting for inflation the
real per capita GNP was 17 percent lower in
1983 than 1975 (26). By another measure, the
Physical Quality of Life Index, based on a com-
bination of infant mortality, life expectancy,
and literacy, the Sahelian nations average 27
compared to 61 for developing and 96 for de-
veloped countries (109). Related important
points include the following:

« Many infants die before their first birth-
day, about 145 of each 1,000 born, com-
pared with 15 in the rich nations, and 92
in al developing nations (109). Up to a third
die before their fifth birthday (125). This
means, hypothetically, that a woman must

give birth to three children to help ensure
the survival of two.

. The average life expectancy of a child born
in the Sahel in 1983 is 44 years, far less than
the averages of 59 and 74 years of children
born in the rest of the developing and the
industrial countries, respectively (109).

* Less than 15 percent of the adults in the
Sahel are literate, far below the average of
59 percent in other developing countries
(109). Less than a third of primary school
aged children are in school; enrollment of
male children is double that of female chil-
dren (147).

Yet significant progress has been made in re-
ducing some aspects of poverty in the Sahel.
Comparing these three indicators with those
of a decade ago, life expectancy has increased
approximately 5.75 years, infant mortality rates
have decreased by 25 per 1,000, and adult liter-
acy rates have doubled (see table 3-1). However,
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Table 3-1 .—The Sahel: Social and Economic Indicators

GNP
per capita Life Infant Adult  Primary school
Population, Population GNP per  growth rate, expectancy, mortality, literacy enrollment, 1982
mid-1984  growth rate capita, 1983 1960 to 1982 1983 1983a rate®  (percent of age
Country __ (millions) (percent) (U.S. dollars) (percent) (years) (per 1,000) (percent) group)
Burkina Faso , 6.7 2.6 ~ 180 11 44(38) 148 (182) 9 (5-lo) 28
Cape Verde . . . 0.3 2.7 210 NA 61(50) 80(91) 37 (NA) NA
Chad . . .. . 5.0 2.1 80 -2.8 43(38) 142 (160) 15 (5-10) NA
The Gambia 0.7 2.1 290 25 36(40) 200 (165) 20 (10) 56
Mali . . ... 7.6 2.4 160 1.6 45(38) 148 (188) 10 (5 27
Mauritania . . . . 1.8 2.8 480 1.4 46(38) 136 (189) 17 (I-5) 33
Niger . ....... 6.3 2,9 240 -15 45(38) 139 (200) 10  (5) 23
Senegal . . . .. 6.2 3.0 440 0.0 46(40) 140 (159) 10 (5-lo) 48

dNumbers 1n parentheses refer to 1970 through 1975

SOURCES John Sewell, et al (eds }, U S Foreign Policy and the Third World Agenda 1985-86 (New Brunswick, NJ Transact lon Books 1985) Roger Hansen, et al
The U S and Worid Development Agenda for Action 1976 (Washington, DC Praeger Publications, 1976), and Robert S McNamara.The Challenges for Sub-

Saharan Africa (Sir John Crawford Memorial Lecture, Nov 1, 1985)

national averages obscure social and economic
disparities between households, especially in
rural areas.

The total population of the Sahel was 35 mil-
lion in 1984, a number that has doubled in the
25 years since independence (59). Population
growth rates range from 2.1 to 3.0 in different
countries (109), and now average 2.5 percent
for the region (26), This is less than the rate of
Sub-Saharan Africa as a whole (3.2 percent) (81).
Some Sahelian countries’ population growth
rates have not increased over the past 20 years
(147), in part due to emigration, and popula-
tion densities are low compared to other de-
veloping countries. Yet birth rates are high;
about 47 children are born for every 1,000
women each year, compared to 14 in the de-
veloped nations, The average woman in the Sa-

hel gives birth to 6.5 children. The World Bank
estimates that the population of the Sahel (ex-
cluding Cape Verde) will be 52 million in the
year 2000, and will amost triple to 92 million
by 2025 (81).

About one in five residents of the Sahel lives
in cities and Senegal is the most urbanized
country (see table 3-2). The average annual
growth rate of the urban population over the
past decade is nearly double the total popula
tion growth. At independence an estimated 7
percent of the population lived in the cities. Yet,
if current trends continue one-third of the pop-
ulation of the Sahel will be living in cities by
2000 (37). One consequence of increased ur-
banization is a reduction in the percentage of
people engaged in agriculture, down from 90
to 95 percent in 1960 to about 80 percent now

Table 3.2.—Agriculture-Related Social and Economic Indicators

Percent Daily calorie Annual
Percent of of total supply per capita growth rate
labor force population  Annual urban as percent of Percent of GDP* of agricultural
in agriculture in urban areas growth rate requirement from agriculture sector
Country (1981) (1983) (1973-83) (1982) (1983) (1973-83)
Burkina Faso . . . . . 82 1 4.8 79 41 13
Chad "............ 85 20 6.6 68 64 (1982) —2.6 (1982)
Mali............. 73 19 4.4 74 46 5.0
Mauritania . . . . . . . 69 25 4.6 97 34 2.6
Niger 91 14 7.0 105 33 1.6
Senegal . . . ... ... 7 34 3.8 101 21 0.3

4GDP— Gross Domestic Product -
bSome data for Chad from World Bank World Development Report 1984

SOURCE World Bank World Development Report 1985 (New York Oxford University Press 1985)
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(21). While percentages vary by country, at least
50 percent and probably more than 60 percent
of the population is dependent on rain fed agri-
culture, excluding Mauritania (28); and about
one-fifth of the population is principally depen-
dent on herding (140). While the number of peo-
ple working in agriculture is estimated to in-
crease from 11 million in 1980 to 15 million
in 2000, an annual 1.4-percent increase, the
greater urban growth rate will mean that where
each farmer today must support 2.8 persons,
by 2000 each will need to support 3,6 persons
(28).

The Sahel in the World Economy

The three pillars of Sahelian exports are
rainfed agricultural products, livestock, and
minerals (see table 3-3), Sahelian exports are
not well diversified, with one or two commodi-
ties providing most of each country’s export
earnings. Senegal has been the only country to
at least partidly diversify its export economy:
peanuts were 50 percent of its export earnings
in 1976 (34) but just 13 percent in 1982. Sahelian
economies thus are extremely vulnerable to the
vagaries of climate and world market prices.

The major export crops are peanuts and cot-
ton, both rainfed crops grown in rotation with
food crops by small farmers. Peanuts, also
grown as a food crop, are an important export

Table 3-3.—Major Exports and Share of
Export Earnings, 1980-82

Burkina Faso . . . . cotton (46%),"livestock (9%)°

Cape Verde . . . . . fish (65%),"bananas (17%)"
Chad........... livestock (43%),"cotton (31%)°

The Gambia . . . .. peanuts (51%)"

Mali............ livestock (42%),°cotton (41%)°
Mauritania . . . . . . iron ore (57%),°fish (43%)"
Niger........... uranium (81%),"livestock (11%)°
Senegal ......... peanuts (13%),"rock phosphate (13%),"

fish (12%)," petroleum products (25%)°
a international Monetary Fund, Bureau of Statistics, International Financial
Statistics Yearbook 7885 (Washington, DC: 1985), 1980-83 data for Burkina Faso,

The Gambia, and Mali, 1980-84 data for Mauritania
bFood and Agriculture Organization, FAO Trade Yearbook 7984 (Rome 1985),

1980-83 data, . i
C Food and Agriculture Organization, 1984 Country Tables: Basic Data© the Agri _

cultural Sector (Rome 1984) Data for | ivestock are not very reliable Sources
differ on most of these statistics

today only in Senegal and The Gambia, where
they cover about 40 and 60 percent of the area
cultivated, respectively (28). Production, acre-
age planted, and share of export earnings
reached their peak in 1975 and have since de-
clined due to lower prices (which declined 50
percent in rea terms from 1975 to 1982), mar-
keting difficulties, drought, soil degradation,
and competition with other food crops (59).

Cotton is an important export crop in Bur-
kina Faso, Mali, and Chad. Yields per hectare
of cotton, the only crop where production has
intensified in the Sahel, increased fivefold be-
tween 1960 and 1980. Total cotton production
reached a peak in 1978 to 1979, and in some
areas both acreage and yields declined in the
early 1980s due to the war in Chad, lower in-
comes from cotton, and the competition with
cereals (28,59). However, in Mali and Chad cot-
ton production reached an all-time high in 1984
in the midst of the drought. Future prospects
are clouded by the fact that world prices have
dropped steeply in the past 2 years as China
has entered the international market.

Livestock exports are very difficult to esti-
mate accurately, but they are significant to Bur-
kina Faso, Chad, Mali, and Niger. Exports are
primarily to the West Africa coastal States
where livestock production is limited because
of the tsetse fly. The recent drought devastated
herds and exacerbated a long-term trend: the
real value of live-animal and meat exports to
the coastal countries is estimated to have fallen
50 percent in the last decade (59), On the other
hand, earnings from maritime fishing have been
steadily increasing. World market prices also
have been falling for Niger’'s uranium and Sene-
ga’s phosphate. Demand for Mauritania's iron
ore plummeted in 1982 to 1983 (37).

In general, strong world market prices of Sa-
helian commodities caused production to in-
crease in the 1960s and early 1970s; fluctuat-
ing—but generally declining—world market
prices, erratic production, and increased costs
of imports worsened the balance of trade in the
1970s and 1980s (figure 3-1). However, declin-
ing export earnings are but one major factor
in the growing debt among Sahelian countries.



Figure 3-1 —Commodity Price Trends for peanuts, Cotton, Rock Phosphate, and Iron Ore (constant price)
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Others include: steep increases in oil prices,
world recession; high interest rates;, increas-
ing protectionism; and internal policies on in-
vestment, trade, prices, and exchange rates (80).
The growing national debt limits economic
growth and pressures governments to increase
export earnings (thus to stress export crops over
food crops) and borrow more heavily.

The total debt of the Sahelian nations has in-
creased more than tenfold since 1970, rising
from $450 million to $4.9 billion in 1983 accord-
ing to the World Bank or $5.6 billion accord-
ing to the Organization of Economic Coopera-
tion and Development (OECD) (26). Figure 3-2
shows this trend of rising debt. Their debt now
is equivalent to over half of the GNP and two
to four times the export earnings of the Sahelian
nations as a whole (147). (See table 3-4.) While
the total debt is relatively small, comparing debt
to GNP shows that most Sahelian nations are
more in debt than Brazil (where debt is 30 per-
cent of GNP) or Mexico (49 percent) (147).
Mauritania has the highest debt percentage in
the world, 178 percent. By 1982, two-thirds of
the public debt of the Sahel as a whole came
from official development assistance, with great
variation between nations (ranging from 44 per-
cent in Niger to 95 percent in Mali). From 1980
to 1982, 75 percent of new loans to the Sahelian
nations were from foreign aid (25). While con-
fessional loans provided as aid were primar-
ily responsible for the increase in indebtedness,
the majority of debt service is from nonconces-

Figure 3-2.—Growing Debt Burden of Sahelian
Nations, 1974.83
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siona loans. In the mid-1980s, debt service pay-
ments average 32 percent of Sahelian annual
export earnings and are rising (26), With the
exception of Burkina Faso and Chad, the Sa-
helian nations have debt burdens that are un-
sustainable in relation to their resources and
growth prospects (26). Since 1981, Senegal has
completed five multilateral rescheduling of its
debt, Niger four, and Mauritania one (146).

Table 3-4.—Debt of Sahelian Nations

Debt service

Amount
Amount of debt (millions of

(million U.S. dollars) Debt as percent of dollars) As percent of
Country 1970 1983 1983 GNP 1983 exports 1981 1982 GNP 1981 exports
Burkina Faso . . ... ....... 21 398 38 243 14 2 11
Chad . .................. 32 136 43 128 14 0 10
The Gambia . . . .......... NA 192 98 291 4 3 16
Mali.................... 238 927 89 413 37 1 24
Mauritania. . . . ... ... ... .. 27 1,212 178 330 54 7 17
Niger . . ....... ... .. .... 32 662 51 222 63 10 21
Senegal ................. 100 1,693 69 232 99 4 24

SOURCES World Bank, World Development Report 1985 (Washington, DC: 1985), Club du Sahel/CILSS, Official Development Assistance to CILSS Member Countries
11983 (Paris’ Organ ization for Economic Co-operation and Development, 1985), Robert S McNamara, The Challenges for Sub. Saharan Africa, (Sir John
Crawford Memorial Lecture, Nov 1, 1985), U S Agency for International Development, Country Development Strategy Statement Sahel FY 1986 (Washing-

ton, DC April 1984)
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THE GROWING GAP BETWEEN FOOD PRODUCTION
AND FOOD REQUIREMENTS

Food security is a must. We must ensure that
voltaics will no longer wake up in the morn-
ing and ask themselves what they are going to
find to eat that day.

—President Thomas Sankara (90)
Burkina Faso

The Sahel faces a growing gap between food
production and the population’s requirements.
In the 1960s the Sahel, with the exception of
Senegal, was largely self-sufficient in cereals
(37). Over the past two decades, Sahelian food
crop production has increased by about 1 per-
cent per year [22). Yet amost al increases in
production have been due to more land being
cultivated rather than to more intensive use of

the land and higher yields per hectare, Yields
per hectare of the maor food crops, sorghum
and millet, are lower than in other parts of the
world. Production was also adversely affected
by two major droughts and successive years of
lower than average rainfal. The rate of popu-
lation growth during this time, however, was
about 2.8 percent—more than double that of the
rate of growth in cereal crop production (37).
Thus, per capita food production has dropped
—24 percent by one estimate—since the first
half of the 1960s, and has declined more than
that of Sub-Saharan Africa (16 percent). (See
figures 3-3 and 3-4.) That estimate, by USDA’s
Economic Research Service (138), excludes four

Figure 3-3.—Index of Total Food Production in the Sahel,"1960-85
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Figure 3-4.—index of Per Capita Food Production in the Sahel,’1960-85
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Sahelian countries that have even greater food
deficit problems: Mauritania, Cape Verde,
Chad, and The Gambia

By the mid-1970s, at the time of the forma-
tion of the CILSS and the Club du Sahel, this
growing gap between food production and food
needs was recognized as a critical problem.
Achieving food security was identified as the
first priority for the new effort. However,
donors and recipients differed on what the goal
meant and how to achieve it. Sahelian nations
have traditionally stressed achieving regional
food self-sufficiency, a position reiterated in the
Lagos Plan of Action, a magor policy statement
made by Organization of African Unity in 1980.

The emphasis on increasing local food produc-
tion reflects an awareness of their vulnerabil-
ity to drought and of the disadvantages of an
economic dependence on a few export com-
modities and food aid. The other emphasis,
articulated most forcibly by the World Bank
(101,153), is on achieving food security by in-
creasing national incomes through trade. Since
sufficient food is currently produced in the
world, that argument goes, what is required is
a balancing of production for trade and pro-
duction for consumption to reduce the lack of
food security caused mainly by a lack of pur-
chasing power. Thus nations and individuals
should produce whatever provides the great-
est return. The different positions, while not
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Figure 3-5.-Sahel Grain Imports by Commodity, 1966-84
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mutually exclusive, affect debates over relative cereals available in the Sahel. By 1985, at the
priority between food and export crops, rainfed peak of the drought, imports provided one-third

and irrigated agriculture, crops and livestock, of the total cereal available. It is important to
and other issues that will be described in the remember that the data on food production and
next chapters, consumption in the Sahel are at best only rough

estimates (28). Data on imports, including both

In the past two decades, the Sahel’s supply commercial imports and food aid, are more

of food grains has increasingly come to depend reliable

on imports and food aid. The decline in per cap- '

ita food production has been accompanied by Reduced foreign exchange earnings from ex-
increased imports of cereals. (See figures 3-5, port commodities and mounting debt—as well
3-6, and 3-7.) At the time of independence, for as a host of other reasons ranging from the avail-
instance, the Sahel (except for Senegal) received ability of surplus food from donor nations, ex-
negligible food imports, During 1976 to 1982, change rates, and other policies—have meant
a period between droughts, cereal imports fluc- that the gap between food production and con-

tuated between 14 and 18 percent of the total sumption was not met by commercial imports
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Figure 3-6.—Sahel Grain Imports, 1967-85
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alone. (See figures 3-6 and 3-8.) Food aid, which
was largely unknown in the Sahel before 1970,
filled the gap. In 1983, food aid accounted for
85 percent of cereal imports in Burkina Faso,
80 percent in Cape Verde, 75 percent in Chad,
55 percent in Mauritania, 50 percent in Mali,
and 22 percent in Senega (63). In 1985, half
of the cereal imports of the Sahelian nations
were confessional food aid.

Even with increased imports, the gap be-
tween availability of food and food need is not
being bridged completely. Current statistics on
food availability, even without considering un-
even distribution of food, indicate an inade-
guate diet according to the minimum caloric
standard set by the Food and Agriculture Orga-
nization (FAO). Per capita consumption of ani-

mal products, already low, has also falen sig-
nificantly since the 1960s (59). However, cereals
comprise only a part of Sahelians' diets and lit-
tle data exist on consumption of uncultivated
foods and animal protein, In rural areas, these
are traditional backup systems and are as im-
portant as food aid in times of drought.

Subsidized imports have helped keep urban
food prices low, but they aso have affected peo-
ple's food preferences, Most food imports are
rice and wheat, which reflect both surplus pro-
duction in other parts of the world and in-
creased demand for these products in urban
areas in the Sahel. These foods require less time
to prepare than do sorghum and millet. Wheat
and rice are now the staple foods in the large
cities in the Sahel, while sorghum and millet



Figure 3.7.—Total Amount of Food Grains Available (produced and imported) in the Sahel, 1967-84
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remain the staples in most rural areas. Rice is
also increasingly consumed by the better off
rural residents because it is easier to prepare
and store (2 1). This changing demand has an
impact on farmers, reducing their incentive to
grow sorghum and millet while the climate usu-
ally prevents them from growing rice and
wheat. One remedy is improved food process-
ing technologies—to reduce women's |labor—
for traditional cereals. For example, millet
grinders are becoming popular in urban and
more prosperous rural areas and have begun
to increase consumption of millet in these areas.

A number of projections have been made of
future food needs, looking at probable trends
of both increased demand for and supply of
food, for Sub-Saharan Africa (21). All agree that

the gap will continue to widen unless there are
significant changes in either production or de-
mand. For the Sahel, the Club/CILSS estimated
that if productivity per unit of land and per agri-
cultural worker does not increase, the cereal
deficit, roughly 800,000 tons in an average year
at the beginning of the 1980s, will exceed 3 mil-
lion tons per year by 2000. Given existing
trends, even in years of normal rainfall, approx-
imately one-third of the cereals consumed in
the Sahel will be imports or food aid. They ob-
serve that “the present system is entering a dead
end” (28).

However, the Club/CILSS concludes that the
Sahel’s resources for cereal crop production—
principally sorghum and millet—are greater
than its needs. Internal migration and new land
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Figure 3-8.—Ratios of Food Aid, Grain Imports, and Grain Availability in the Sahel, 1967-85
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development in higher rainfall areas can help
relieve pressure on overworked land. But they
will not be enough to provide sufficient food
grains to the growing urban population unless
the rainfed cereal production systems are in-
tensified and productivity increased through
a number of means (28). While the report does
not deal explicitly with the problem of chang-
ing urban demand, it mentions the need to pro-

tect national markets against low-cost imports.
The effect of changing urban food preferences
on demand presents a challenge to those who
seek to increase production of sorghum and mil-
let through agricultural development projects
or policy and other reforms. Environmental
degradation, exacerbated by the drought, pre-
sents another challenge.

A DIVERSE AND CHANGING ENVIRONMENTY

The Club/CILSS priority goal of increased
food security included a commitment to halt-
ing and reversing environmental degradation.

Agricultural production in the Sahel is con-
strained by the environment, especially low soil
fertility, erratic rainfall, and land degradation.
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The recent drought exacerbated ongoing dam-
aging trends and made them more visible; cat-
tle dying of hunger because of a lack of natural
fodder and farmers unable to grow even sor-
ghum or millet on hard-packed fields degraded
by wind and water erosion were common
scenes.

A Harsh Environment:
Climate, Rainfall, and Soils

The climate of the Sahel is extreme: a short
rainy season, usually between June and Oc-
tober, characterized by often violent and un-
predictable showers, is followed by a long dry
season. Rainfall is low, highly variable, and un-
evenly distributed. Much of the rain that falls
is not retained in the soil and runs off. There
are high temperature fluctuations between day
and night and low humidity during the dry
season—with the “harmattan,” a dry north-
easterly wind, occurring from November
through February. Most important, recurrent
drought is a permanent feature of the Sahel (86).

Defined ecologically according to average
rainfall, the term “sahel” refers to the 200 to
400 km wide semiarid zone between the 200
mm and 600 mm average annua rainfall lines.
The Sahel band extends across Africa and is
located between the Sahara desert and the
savannah of higher rainfall, termed the Sudanian
zone.?(See figure 3-9.) In the CILSS States, the
ecological “sahelian zone” covers 27 percent
of Senegal, 39 percent of Mauritania, 40 per-
cent of Mali, 7 percent of Burkina Faso, 50 per-
cent of Niger, and 32 percent of Chad (86).

Of the 530 million hectares in the seven con-
tinental CILSS countries, two-thirds are north
of the northern limit of cultivation, the theo-
retical line beyond which rainfed agriculture
is no longer possible. Large yearly variations
of rainfall patterns, however, mean that the

Definitions ©f th.majorecological zones in West Africa, by

isohyets of rainfall, used by AID and CILSS,BOSTID and the
World Bank in its report on desertification (148) differ some-
what. The World Bank definitions and map, while complex, are
used here because of the availability of data about suitability of
land use (table 3-5) and sustainable populations (table 3-6).

rainfall lines (isohyets)’only indicate an aver-
age. Soils are suitable for cultivation on about
60 million hectares—only 12 percent of the to-
tal area. About 20 percent of this was actually
being farmed in the 1970s. About 150 million
hectares are classified as rangeland, where
grazing is the best use of the land (148). (See
table 3-5.)

Soils throughout most of the Sahel are shal-
low and have low fertility. They especially lack
phosphorus, nitrogen, organic content, and
water retention capacity. Common problems
include: wind and water erosion, concentra-
tion of iron (laterization) and aluminum hydrox-
ides, waterlogging, and hard clay layers (148).
Soils vary from predominantly sandy to clay.
Combined with uneven rainfall, this means that
the Sahel is diverse agroecologically, even
within a given climatic zone.

Generally—but depending on specific rain-
fall distribution in a given year-rainfed crop
production ceases in areas that receive an aver-
age of less than 350 mm rainfall. Millet pre-
dominates in the areas up to 600 mm, while
above 600 mm sorghum is the major grain crop
and peanuts are important exports. Maize and
cotton are grown in areas receiving above 1,000
mm of rainfall (125). About 13 million hectares
are under rainfed cultivation in the Sahel: 70
percent are under millet and sorghum; 23 per-
cent under peanuts and cowpeas; less than 3
percent each under cotton, maize, and rice (28).
Yet 20 percent of the cultivable land is located
north of the 350 mm rainfall line (in zone I
on figure 3-9). In years when rainfall is less than
average, that land is more suitable for pastoral-
ism. This area of shifting use is one where con-
flicts arise between farmers and herders, or
where herders sometimes cultivate crops given
sufficient rainfall (148). In times of drought, the
farmers and herders in these northern areas are
greatly at risk.

The Sahel region suffers periodic droughts;
major ones occurred this century in 1910 to
1914,1930,1940 to 1944,1967 to 1973, and 1980
to 1984. BOSTID, after a paleoenvironmental

‘An isohyet is a line drawn on a map connecting points re-

ceiving equal rainfall averaged over an extended period of time.
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Table 3-5.—Land Distribution by Climatic Zone and Suitability of Soils

Soil suitable for

Zone Rainfall (isohyet)®
Saharan .. ............ less than 200 mm
Sahelo-Saharan . 200 mm to NLC’
Sahelian . . NLC to 350 mm
Sahelo-Sudanian . 350 to 600 mm
Sudanian. . ............... 600 to 800 mm
Sudano-Guinean . . . ... ... more than 800 mm
Total @rea . . ..o

Area Cultivation _Pasture
Million Million Million
hectares Percent hectares Percent hectares Percent
296 56
56 1 50 14
45 8 13 29 28 62
55 10 18 33 34 62
38 7 14 37 19 50
40 8 17 42 19 48
530 100 62 12 150 28

aanisohyet g 4 Jine drawnona map connecting points—recetving equal rainfall averaged over an extended period of time

DNLC—Northern Limit of Cultivation

SOURCE World Bank, Desertificationinthe Sahelian and Sudanian Zones of West Africa (Washington, DC 1985)

and historical review, concluded that little sig-
nificant long-term climatic change has occurred
in the Sahel during the last 2,500 years, and
drought is an inherent feature of the region.
However, the present century may be the dri-
est one in 1,000 years (86),

There is an ongoing debate about the degree
to which human actions influence climate and
drought. According to one theory, clearing
ground cover increases the land’'s reflectivity
and this together with reduced evapotranspi-
ration inhibits cloud formation. The diminished
rainfall degrades the environment further in
a self-reinforcing process (11,86,148). Current
opinion accepts that human actions may affect
the local climate, but there is not agreement
on their effects on climate over larger areas.

Desertification is also a mgjor concern in the
Sahel. Researchers for the World Bank con-
cluded that it is a complex, poorly understood
process that appears to be caused by interac-
tions between drought and human abuse of the
environment (148). Desertification can be de-
fined as “the formation and expansion of desert-
like patches around cities, villages, wells, and
other centers of concentrated activity” (87). One
form is the expansion of the Sahara desert, but
more serious is destruction of the natural re-
source base further south in the Sahelo-
Sudanian zone (zone 1V on figure 3-9), where
crop yields are faling in many areas. Signs of
desertification include a reduction in the
amount and diversity of plant and animal spe-
cies, loss of water retention capacity, lessened

soil fertility, and increasing wind and water ero-
sion (148).

Some experts question the data available on
the nature and extent of desertification (106).
Careful environmental analyses have con-
cluded that the natural systems are resilient,
and if the pressure is relieved they can regener-
ate or be rehabilitated (86,148).

By comparing actual populations with esti-
mated carrying capacities of the land in each
of the climatic zones, World Bank researchers
concluded that the sustainable rural population,
given traditional crop and livestock systems,
is 36 million, a number greater than the present
rural population of 27 million. Some people,
however, dispute the usefulness of the concept
of carrying capacity because of its relativity to
changes in climate, technology, management,
and other factors. Degradation, while occur-
ring in both the northern Sahel and to a lesser
extent in the better watered south, was most
serious in the middle zones. The middle zones
are where the population already exceeds the
sustainable level, and it is where trees are the
most vulnerable and over-exploited (148). (See
table 3-6.)

Impact of Human Activity
on the Environment

Traditional land use systems were generally
in equilibrium with the environment, however,
human activity began having negative impacts
on the Sahelian ecosystems centuries ago (86).



Table 3-6.—Sustainable and Actual Numbers of People in the Sahel (millions)

Cropsl/livestock Fuelwood
Sustainable Sustainable
Sustainable Actual rural less actual Sustainable Actual total less actual
Zone population population population population population population
Saharan................. 0.8 0.8
1.0 -0.8 0.1 -17
Sahelo-Saharan . ... ...... { 1.0 } { 1,0 }
Sahelian................ 3.9 3.9 0.0 0.3 4.0 -3.7
Sahelo-Sudanian . . ... .. .. 8.7 11.1 -2.4 6.0 13.1 -7.1
Sudanian................ 8.9 6.6 2.3 7.4 8.1 -0.7
Sudano-Guinean . . .. ..... 13.8 3.6 10.2 7.1 4.0 3.1
Total . ................ 36.3 27.0 9.3 20.9 31.0 -10.1

SOURCE Jean Gorse, “Desertification in the Sahelian and Sudanian Zones of West Africa,” Unasylva: An Internatioanl Journal of Forestry and Forest Industries 37(4), 1985

Colonialism, economic development, and pop-
ulation increases in the 20th century have
resulted in cumulative damages to the envi-
ronment. Overuse and abuse of the natural re-
source bhase by increased numbers of farmers,
herders, and city dwellers as well as by donor
and African government-supported develop-
ment have taken a great toll. Tree cover, grass-
lands, and soils have all been harmed.

As a result, some experts conclude that hu-
man and animal pressure must be reduced to
alow the land to regenerate naturally. Various
solutions have been proposed, including en-
couraging migration, increasing the intensity
of agricultural production, and increasing ru-
ral incomes through other mechanisms. The
biggest technical issues to be resolved include
loss of trees, destruction of grasslands, and re-
duced soil fertility,

Loss of the Trees

In traditional agropastoral systems, trees pro-
vide food, medicine, fuelwood, building mate-
rials, and fodder for animals, Leguminous trees
also add fertility to the soil and prevent ero-
sion. For example, the Acacia albida tree pro-
vides shade and increases soil fertility because
it fixes nitrogen, Its leaves and protein-rich pods
provide fodder for livestock in the dry season
and mulch for the soil. But tree cover has been
sharply reduced in the past several decades.
According to one observer, two-thirds of the
acacia trees within 60 miles of the Senegal River
in Mauritania have disappeared in the past dec-
ade (107).

Of the estimated 18 million tons of wood con-
sumed in the Sahel annually, about 90 percent
is for fuelwood. Only 15 percent of the region’s
energy comes from sources other than wood
(29), (See figure 3-10.) The constant search for
fuelwood for cooking is one of the major fac-
tors causing the loss of trees around cities and
villages. Since obtaining household fuelwood
is often the women’'s responsibility, this short-
age increases the time and labor women must
spend collecting wood, Commercialization of
fuelwood and charcoal has accelerated envi-
ronmental destruction. As a result of increased
population and urbanization, far more trees are
being lost than are being regenerated or re-
planted, despite a variety of forestry programs.

The shortage of fuelwood or alternative
energy sources especially affects the poor;
many poor families now only cook one meal
a day. In urban areas of Burkina Faso, 15 to
20 percent of a typical salaried worker’s income
is spent on firewood and charcoal; in Bamako,
Mali the figure is 30 percent. Over 70 percent
of the people of Niger face acute fuelwood scar-
city (145). A 1983 Club/CILSS study concluded
that a growing regional fuelwood deficit will
occur in the next 5 to 10 years if present trends
continue (29). In all but the most southern areas,
fuelwood need aready exceeds available fuel-
wood supplies (148). (See table 3-6, ) Six of the
eight Sahelian countries have an acute scarcity,
where available supplies are insufficient to meet
minimum requirements (145).

Other factors contribute to the loss of tree
cover. Land is being cleared to plant more
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Figure 3-10.— Percentage Share of Wood in the Sahel Countries’ Supply of Energy, Mid-1970s
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Fuel wood supplies 85 percent of the Sahel's energy needs and its increasing scarcity alters people’s lives significantly.

crops. Shorter fallow periods and unrestrained
browsing of animals slow or prevent regrowth.
Trees are also lost because of fires: farmers burn
fields as part of “slash and burn” shifting cul-
tivation methods (a low-cost method of fertiliz-
ing the soil that is not sustainable under short
fallow periods); herders start fires to stimulate
new growth of grasses for dry season grazing;
and hunters burn areas to flush out game. Trees

also are cut to provide building materials or for-
age for animals during droughts.

Destruction of the Grasslands

Pastoralists’ traditional ways of using the land
were low density and periodic and thus helped
protect the grasslands. The current problem of
grasslands degradation is due to a number of
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factors including: increasing numbers of live-
stock, concentrating herds around deep wells
(boreholes) which replaced traditional shallow
watering holes, the associated breaking down
of controlled access to water and pasture rights,
and restrictions on herders mobility. As farm-
ing expanded further and further into range-
lands and irrigation projects were developed
along major rivers, pastoralists’ faced limited
access to dry season grazing. Therefore some
herders moved into marginal lands or con-
gregated near boreholes and consequently over-
grazed the surrounding areas.

Some experts question, however, whether
overgrazing is a major cause of desertification.
They point out other more important factors
that contribute to the degradation of the grass-
lands, such as expansion of cultivation into
areas better suited for pasture, fires, and ex-
tended periods of low rainfall (106). Some ex-
perts attribute the replacement of more nutri-
tious perennial grasses with annual grasses to
overgrazing combined with a long period of less
than average rainfall (86,148). However, range-
land experts have been unable to clearly iden-
tify that such a change is occurring (48). Others
are concerned that browsing, especially by
goats, will lead to increased deforestation. Yet
goats and sheep have increased more rapidly

than cattle since 1970 because they are better
adapted to drought (86).

Reduced Soil Fertility

The processes of deforestation and grassland
degradation reduce soil fertility by reducing the
vegetative cover and making the soil vulner-
able to erosion. The expansion of the area
planted in cash crops, together with the need
to produce more food for an increasing popu-
lation, has shortened fallow periods, a tradi-
tional way to restore fertility. Continuous crop-
ping depletes the soil and fertilizers are used
only on a small portion of the land, principally
that planted in cotton or irrigated crops. Con-
tinuous cropping also makes the land more
prone to erosion. In certain areas, the use of
the modern plow in place of traditional mini-
mum tillage methods may also contribute to ero-
sion. The use of crop residues for fuel, fodder,
or fencing and the decrease in available ma-
nure have further reduced the regenerative
process of traditional systems and reduced the
organic content of the soil. In a self-perpetuat-
ing downward cycle, these processes interact
with drought and contribute to wind and water
erosion to remove the relatively fertile topsoil
and reduce the ability of the remaining soil to
absorb and store water.
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IN BRIEF . . .

The Sahelian environment is challenging. In the past, Sahelian farmers and herders de-
veloped a diversity of productive agricultural systems in response to their harsh environ-
ment. But changes in the last century have destabilized these traditional systems, leaving
the peopl