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13. SUMMARY

The 211(d) grant received by Michigan State University (MSU) was origi-
nally funded for a five-year period, fram June 1970 to June 1975. It was
later extended through September 1976 with additional funding. The pur-
poses of the grant were twofold: to expand the university's competence in
agricultural economics related to LDC's and to dewlop MSU's capacity in
research, training, consulting, and technical assi:tance that AID, LIC's, .
and other donors could draw upon. :

Progress under the grant was greatest in areas of most consistency with
university-related functions, such as graduate training, staff development,
and research. Difficulties were encountered in fulfilling commitments which
required the university to go beyond its normal sphere of activities, This
was particularly true of two objectives: cooperation with other grantees
and talent sharing (i.e., technical assistance to AID). It should be noted
that these deficiencies were characteristic of 211(d) grants in agricultural
economics at that time and were not peculiar to MSU. Also, these weaknesses
were due, in part, to inadequacies in AID's leadership of the program. Grant
activities were strengthened when AID assumed a more active role after 1973.

The purposes of the grant were met in part; MSU's capability in LDC
agricultural economics seems to be emhanced. The task remains to identify
means of sustaining this capability and of enabling AID, LDC's, and other
donors to use it.

14. EVALUATION METHODOLOGY

As noted in the 1975 PAR, the grant did not specify levels of perfor-
mance which MSU was expected to achieve. The lack of objective indicators
of goal attainment made a final evaluation difficult. The lack of specif-
ity in the project outputs contributed to poor communication between MSU
and AID in the early stages of the project.

This evaluation is based on analysis of the project design reflected
in the Grant Project Statement, final annual report (for 1975-76), and re-
lated correspondence. The final annual report was sent to AID by MSU on
June 14, 1978.

15. EXTERNAL FACTORS/VALIDITY OF ASSUMPTIONS

Changes occurred, not in the actual operating conditions of the proj-
ect, but in both parties' perceptions of the purposes and assumptions that
determined their relationship. AID placed considerable emphasis on the
technical assistance aspects of MSU's talent-sharing role. AID's assump-
tion was that sufficient commitment to international development work by
the MSU faculty core group would result in the fulfillment of AID staffing
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needs, particularly at AID/. In contrast, MSU's view of talent-sharing was
oriented toward faculty development and experience in LDC's. These are not
incompatible views, but the project designers overlooked a factor that se-
verely hampered progress toward AID's hopes for talent-sharing: the MSU
core group's existing commitments to teachlng, research, extension, and on-
going contract and consulting activities limited their availability to AID.
Thus, the faculty members were unable or unw1111ng to forego other obli-
gations in order to meet AID's goals for utilization of MSU capability in
international agricultural economics.

Efforts were made to eliminate this weakness, but the lags in identi-
fication and response severely limited the usefulness of the project to
AID. Uhfortunately, satisfactory talent-sharing arrangements only seemed
to emerge in the final year of the 211(d) grant. (See "Qutputs”.)

16. and 17. SUMMARY OF OUTPUTS AND INPUTS (from 1975-76 annual report)

Major successes in meeting grant objectives occurred in the areas of
faculty development, graduate training, and research by faculty and students
MSU developed numerous linkages with LDC's, especially in Africa, which was
an area of particular interest to AID. Other outputs during the six-year
grant period include:

= development of a core staff of 15 faculty members specializing in
international development work (an addition of one position)
- increases in annual enrollment of graduate students from less
than 100 to more than 125
- increased enrollment of graduate students from LDC's to 50% of the
total, with a shift toward more students from African countries
- 85 advanced degrees awarded to students interested in international
development
- 50 students received research support from 211(d) funds
- 211(d) financing of LDC field research for faculty and
students
- development of at least five specialized graduate courses related
to LIC topics
- development of four research programs
The African Rural Development Network
Agricultural Sector Analysis and Simulation Project
Rural Agriculture Program Management
Agricultural Marketing Organization in Latin America
- numercus publications, conference papers, dissertations, theses,
etc L]
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Weaknesses of the project centered on two objectives:

1) talent-sharing with AID
2) involvement in joint undertaking with other grantees.

AID must bear a considerable amount of responsibility for insufficient
achievement of the joint undertakings objective. MSU shod®d the need tor
coordination and joint planning among 211(d) recipients in its 1972 Report
(p. 4), but there was no known response from AID at that time. Eventually,
efforts toward this objective declined in significance. The objective of
promoting cooperation among the various 211(d) grantees, including MSU, was
not a complete failure. Faculty exchanges and joint seminars occurred, es-
pecially in later years of the grant.

A "Special Evaluation of AID 211(d) Grants to Improve Capability in
Agricultural Economics Related to LIC's," in December 1973, clearly identi-
fied the failure of talent-sharing agreements to provide the agricultural
aconomists needed by AID. Unlike the disinterested attitude it displayed
toward joint undertakings by 211(d) grantees, AID gave a more aggressive re-
sponse to the shortfalls in talent-sharing and utilization which character-
ized the 211(d) grants.

The April 1975 "Proposal for Extension of 211(d) Grant" (p. 6) states
that of the 10 man-years of service MSU agreed to under the talent-sharing
agreement, only four man years were provided (MSU had, however, performed
services through other contracts with AID and LDC's). In its 1975-76 Re-
port (p. 2), MSU states that it provided 87 man-weeks of short-term and 13
man-years of long-term assistance to AID, foreign governments, and found-
ation projects in LDC's. Although this shows evidence that MSU was making
some effort in the direction of providing talent-sharing, it is doubtful
that AID ever realized the amounts or types of technical assistance that
were originally intended by the grant. MSU tended to consider much of its
activities in LDC's as talent-sharing, even when these activities were out-
side the narrower definition used by AID.

The institutional constraints on MSU's ability to meet AID's needs
(mentioned earlier in this evaluation) and AID's inadequate response to the
problem, prevented the Agency from realizing many direct benefits from the
project. The fact that AID's needs went unmet does not mean that MSU's
new capabilities were wasted. MSU was directing its attention toward a
variety of development-related efforts included in the grant. Although
MSU agreed to the terms of the project, objectives and purposes incor-
porated in the grant may not have been appropriate; either in terms of MSU's
ability to provide talent-sharing outputs or AID's ability to provide
leadership inputs.
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- The grant was extended from its original date of conclusion (June 30,
1975) to September 30, 1976. There was additional funding of $100,000.
Actual expenditures in 1975-76 were $156,271. Accumulated expenditures for
1970-1976 were $744,890 of a total grant of $745,000.

. The purposes for the grant extension to September 1976 were the follow-
ing:
- completion of research on agricultural development topics by graduate
students,
- completion of research by faculty members with direct utilization
foreseen for AID or other assistance agencies,
~ salary support for faculty members available to AID on a short-term
basis.

In the light of MSU's 1975-76 annual report, it appears that the grant
extension served the interests of MSU in developing its department (Purpose
1 of the original grant), but that AID's staffing needs were still not
realized to the extent hoped for (Purpose II) over the six-year course of
the grant.

18. PURPOSE
The purposes of the grant were to:

I) "Strengthen and expand competence in agricultural economics related
to problems in LIC's."

II) "Strengthen and develop institutional capacity in -esearch, train-
ing, consulting, and technical assistance that AID, LIC's, and other donors
can draw upon for expert advice and assistance related to problems in inter-
national agricultural development."

MSU made progress toward improving its competence and capacity in deal-
ing with agricultural econocmic issues (See "Outputs”). The shortfalls in
the project centered on the ability to marshall this new talent and to uti-
lize the capabilities of MSU staff and students in a way that met MSU's
commitments to AID's immediate needs for expertise. There was a difference
in interpretation of the commitment between AID and MSU on talent-sharing
(c.f., attachment "B" of "Comprehensive Review of 211(d) Grants in Agri-
cultural Economics, "March 24, 1975, which deals with the controversy over
"utilization"). Other constraints to accomplishing Purpose II were obli-
gations that competed for the time of MSU personnel and lack of leadership
by AID early in the project.



19. GOAL/SUBGOAL

The "Program or Sector Goal™ row is blank in the logical framework of
the project design summary. The goals and subgoals of the project are
elusive, which may account for some of the divergence in expectations of
AID and 211(d) grantees. Narratives in various project documents indicate
that the project was designed in response to rising demand for specialists
capable of improving performance in LDC agricultural sectors, with resulting
promotion of overall economic and social development.

In this context, project outcomes emerge beyond the range of designated
project outputs. Considerable problems were met in realizing AID's imme-
iate needs for expertise in agricultural economics, but MSU did make
numerous contributions toward long run international development efforts
(See "Outputs"). The background of experience obtained by students and
faculty, and the educational opportunities made possible by the grant (es-
pecially in the light of MSU's recruitment efforts in LDC's) are major
assets of the program.

20. BENEFICIARIES

Given MSU's strong commitment to development, it is likely that LDC's
will benefit from the 211(d) grant in ways that go well beyond the object-
ives and time constraints of this project. The fact that it was difficult
to establish effective utilization of grant-developed capacity does not
preclude the possibility that MSU faculty and the professionals produced by
its degree program will be utilized in LDC's. In particular, LDC graduates
of MSU's program who were recruited under the grant are likely to make
significant development contributions.

Since no provision was made to sustain the core group of faculty at MSU,
future utilization of their talents by LDC's and AID may be restricted.

21. UNPLANNED EFFECTS

No unplanned effects were identified.

22. LESSONS LEARNED

1) The MSU personnel's commitments hampered their ahility to meet AID's
needs for specialists. Faculty members may not have the flexibility of
schedules or desire to fulfill AID's needs for agricultural economists.
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2) The grant was most succesful in enhancing MSU's capability to per-
form in university-type tasks.

3) AID did not follow through on its leadership obligations. MSU
could not be expected to ensure that AID's needs were met (i.e.,
AID must look after its own interests).

4) Objective means of verification and evaluation of progress were
needed to prewent misinterpretation of project goals, purposes,

outputs, and inputs.

SPECIAL COMMENTS OR REMARKS

I. .. There is a need for reconsideration of the appropriateness of
talent-sharing and AID's expectations of utilizing university capa-
bilities to meet the Agency's need for specialists. A compromise
must be reached between AID and university perceptions of commit-
ments entailed by talent-sharing and utilization arrangements.

AID must recognize and assert its leadership role. Grant commit-
ments should be specified in more detail.

II. Initial project plans should have anticipated the eventual need
to sustain the capacity developed at MSU. Alternative funding for
programs, salaries, and expenses will be difficult to obtain when
the 211(d) grant expires. If -funding cannot be found, the efforts
of the core group may be redirected, precluding opportunities for
future utilization of the capacity developed using 211(d) funds.





