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2. Integrated Pest Management

Overview of the debate
Over the past 5 years the debate about integrated pest management (IPM) has focused on:
• The need for a favourable policy and institutional environment for widespread adoption of IPM

(including integration of IPM into existing environmental and policy frameworks).
• The role of markets and the private sector in promoting IPM.
• The importance of viewing IPM as a core component of crop and livestock management systems,

rather than as a simple alternative to high input systems.
• The applicability of Farmer Field School approaches to IPM in various production systems.
• How to finance the decentralised and participatory research and training effort required to

extend farmer interest in IPM and other sustainable management practices.

Key issues in decision-making
There is a broad consensus on the desirability of IPM as a core component of sustainable agriculture.
There are also a number of examples of successful IPM implementation. However, in many countries
input intensive pest management strategies are still encouraged and IPM alternatives undervalued.

Intervention in support of IPM is most likely to be successful where strong stakeholder support is
coupled with government policies to promote farmer adoption of environmentally sound practices.
Government has a role to play in:
• actively promoting IPM and removing structural factors which encourage inappropriate and unnecessary

pesticide use (e.g. direct or indirect subsidies, pro-pesticide biases in research, extension and training, or
credit which is linked to pesticide use);

• strengthening and enforcing the pesticide regulatory framework to conform to best practice as laid out in the
FAO Code of Conduct on the Distribution and Use of Pesticides;

• strengthening institutional capacity for IPM implementation (e.g. within research and extension
services, NGOs or farmers’ groups);

• building human capacity to apply ‘knowledge intensive’ farming practices (e.g. through farmer
training); and

• ensuring appropriate private sector participation.

Private companies can strongly influence farmers’ choice of pest management practice through
their involvement in the supply, production and marketing chain. It is therefore particularly important
to encourage private sector initiatives that promote IPM-based production (without compromising the commitment
to reduce unnecessary agrochemical usage).

Progress is most likely under a national IPM programme that effectively integrates community-based field
activities, policy, extension and research. It can also provide a consultative forum for relevant public and private
stakeholders. However, considerable support may be required to ensure that the programme is meaningful:
➤ Is it based upon sound analysis of the effect of existing policies on pesticide use and IPM adoption rates?

Are further economic/policy studies needed (e.g. of targeted adoption incentives)?
➤ Has it taken into consideration the non-market benefits of IPM (e.g. biodiversity conservation)

as well as the health and other risks entailed in excessive pesticide use?
➤ Do those involved have adequate information and guidelines concerning IPM techniques,

strategies, sources of advice, and finance?
➤ Is adequate information dissemination and consultation incorporated in the programme? (Farmers’

families, consumers, NGOs and other main stakeholders should be involved.)
➤ Is the programme adequately and sustainably resourced? What options have been explored to

supplement central funding sources (e.g. buy-in from district governments and farmers’ groups, pesticide
levies etc.)?

Where there are significant policy and institutional constraints to the implementation of an effective
IPM strategy, a twin track approach should be adopted. The more upstream issues (e.g. regulatory reform and
environmental policy) are often best tackled within a broader rural sector framework (e.g. within a National
Environmental Action Plan, a National Strategy for Sustainable Development or support to a sector programme).
This has the advantages of:
• increasing the level of domestic government ownership;
• bringing in other stakeholders and donors; and
• helping to ensure consistency with other related policies.
However, a greater intensity of effort can often be achieved through a stand-alone project which feeds into a
wider policy programme.

RESOURCE
MANAGEMENT

POLICY PLANNING
AND

IMPLEMENTATION



Integrated Pest Management continued

January 1999

     Series Editor: Diana Carney
Series Manager: Charlotte Boyd

Overseas
Development
Institute

Department for International Development
Rural Livelihoods Department
Tel: +44 (0)20 7023 0022
Fax: +44 (0)20 7023 0624
Email: rl-policy@dfid.gov.uk
Website: www.dfid.gov.uk/

Key Sheets are available on the Internet at:  www.odi.org.uk/keysheets/
or through the websites of DFID and the Netherlands Ministry of Foreign Affairs

Sustainable Economic Development Department
Netherlands Ministry of Foreign Affairs

Tel: +31 70 348 4229
Fax: +31 70 348 5956

Email: dde@minbuza.nl
Website: www.minbuza.nl/English/

DFID experience

• Various under the
Crop Protection
Research Programme
(contact NR
International)

• Research on
environmental and
sustainability issues in
agricultural extension
(AERDD - start 1995)

• Policies that work for
sustainable agriculture
(IIED - start 1996)

• Colombia: Coffee IPM
(start 1994)

• India: A systems
approach to sustainable
insect pest management
(start 1996)

• Bangladesh:
INTERFISH project
(start 1996)

• Malawi: Farming
systems IPM
(start 1995)

• Zimbabwe: IPM
initiative tsetse control
(start 1991)

NEDA experience

• China, south and
south east Asia: FAO
intercountry project
on IPM in rice
(start 1982)

• Asia: FAO IPM in
vegetables (start 1992)

• Zanzibar:
Strengthening
plant protection
(1983-1998)

• Sudan: Cotton IPM
(1979-1995)

Centres of
expertise

• CABI Bioscience
• Global IPM Facility
• Hannover University
• Imperial College
• Institute of Arable

Crops Research
• NRI
• Pesticides Trust
• WAU, Crop Protection

Centre - International

At the grassroots level, a successful approach has been to provide grant support for small scale IPM initiatives
(e.g. pilot field trials and workshops) including those undertaken by NGOs and other intermediary groups. As
well as extending awareness of the IPM approach, the demonstration factor and field data provided by pilot
projects can act as an important stimulus for higher level reform.

Field projects must be implemented in a strongly decentralised and participatory manner. They
should help farmers gain a practical understanding of agroecological factors and management
practices which affect pest populations and behaviour on their own farms. Farmer Field Schools and other
group-based informal education approaches enhance community ownership, sustainability and adaptability of
IPM implementation. They can also help to reduce costs and stimulate farmer-to-farmer diffusion. This leads to
a shared sense of purpose and an appreciation of the need to collaborate (this is important where control of
pests depends upon collective action by adjacent farmers). Field level success is most likely where there is:
• ownership-creating support amongst farmers, NGOs and the extension services for IPM;
• a clear and urgent need for change (i.e. where pesticide use is spiralling, new or secondary

pests are emerging and health risks are evident);
• commitment by all external agencies to collaborate with farmers to strengthen their ability to

solve problems and adopt IPM practices; and
• demonstrable evidence that IPM approaches represent a profitable, low risk option for farmer

households based on participatory trials on farmers’ fields.

Probably the greatest challenge over the long term is to find forms of IPM which can achieve and
maintain productivity gains in low-input, mixed farming systems. These are often threatened by a
broad array of insects, weeds and diseases compounded by declining fertility. In such cases IPM will have to be
incorporated into a more broadly focused sustainable resource management strategy which emphasises improved
agro-ecological practices (including soil and water management, varietal selection, etc.) and keeps pests at
acceptable levels, with minimal need for chemical pesticides.

It is therefore essential to ensure that IPM principles and practices are incorporated into all new agricultural
development measures, rather than emerging later as a crisis response:
➤ Will sectoral development strategies (e.g. promotion of particular crops or practices) expose

farmers to new pest problems?
➤ How are these to be countered? (Reliance on pesticide use should be discouraged.)
➤ What are the strategic research issues (e.g. the potential impact of biotechnology within an IPM

framework)?
➤ How can long-term promotion of IPM be encouraged through the education system?
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