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PREFACE 

T h i s  is one of  a ser ies  o f  d i s c u s s i o n  p a p e r s  i s s u e d  by t h e  Agency 
f o r  I n t e r n a t i o n a l  Deve lopment .  T h i s  p a p e r  is s p o n s o r e d  by t h e  O f f i c e  
o f  E v a l u a t i o n .  

The p u r p o s e  of  t h e  A I D  Program E v a l u a t i o n  D i s c u s s i o n  P a p e r  S e r i e s  
is to  s t i m u l a t e  t h o u g h t  and  d i a l o g  on d e v e l o p m e n t  p r o b l e m s  and t o  
e n c o u r a g e  e x p e r i m e n t a t  i o n .  The a u t h o r s  of t h e  p a p e r s  are i n s t r u c t e d  
to be c r i t i c a l  i n  a  c o n s t r u c t i v e  s e n s e  and to  examine  e x p l i c i t  or  
i m p l i c i t  a s s u m p t i o n s  t h a t  are u s u a l l y  t a k e n  as g i v e n ,  and to l o o k  f o r  
u n r e c o g n i z e d  and o f  t e n  c r o s s - s e c t o r a l  l i n k a g e s ;  to examine  ' h o s t  
c o u n t r y  i n s t i t u t i o n a l  f a c t o r s ;  t o  examine  how A I D t  s o r g a n i z a t i o n ,  
s t a f f i n g  and  p r o c e d u r e s  a f f e c t  its e f f e c t i v e n e s s ;  and  to  i d e n t i f y  
a l t e r n a t i v e  a p p r o a c h e s  and  p o l i c y  o p t i o n s .  Two k e y  f a c t o r s  
c h a r a c t e r i z e  t h e  ser ies :  a c t u a l  d e v e l o p m e n t  e x p e r i e n c e  is s o u g h t  a s  a 
b a s i s  f o r  o p i n i o n  and o p i n i o n  is d i r e c t e d  t o w a r d s  p o l i c y  i s s u e s .  The 
p a p e r s  are a  mix o f  what  is known ( f r o m  e x p e r i e n c e  and e v a l u a t i o n  
e v i d e n c e )  and what  n e e d s  to be known from f u r t h e r  e v a l u a t i v e  s t u d i e s .  

B e c a u s e  t h e  d i s c u s s i o n  p a p e r s  are e x p l o r a t o r y ,  t h e y  are n o t  
i n t e n d e d  to be c o m p r e h e n s i v e  i n  c o v e r a g e ,  c o n c l u s i v e  i n  t h e i r  
a r g u m e n t ,  or p r i m a r i l y  t e c h n i c a l  i n  o r i e n t a t i o n .  They a r e  i n t e n d e d  t o  
h e l p  f o r m u l a t e  a d d i t i o n a l  h y p o t h e s e s  f o r  t e s t i n g  and to  a s : ; e s s  wha t  
a d d i t i o n a l  work n e e d s  to be done  on t h e  p rob lem.  We hope t h a t  t h e  
d i s c u s s i o n  p a p e r s  w i l l  h e l p  s t i m u l a t e  i n n o v a t i v e  and more e f f e c t i v e  
programming and p r o j e c t  d e s i g n  i n  o u r  o v e r s e a s  m i s s i o n s  and t h a t  t h e y  
w i l l  a l so  be o f  i n t e r e s t  t o  s c h o l a r s  c a r r y i n g  o u t  r e s e a r c h  o n  
d e v e l o p m e n t .  

Most i m p o r t a n t l y ,  howeve r ,  w e  hope t h a t  t h e  p a p e r s  w i l l  e l i c i t  
r e s p o n s e s  f rom o u r  r e a d e r s - - r e s p o n s e s  t h a t  w i l l  c o n £  i r m  or  r e f u t e  
a s s e r t i o n s ,  r e f i n e  o r  add i s s u e s  to  be a n a l y z e d ,  and s u g g e s t  case 
s t u d i e s  n e c e s s a r y  to r e s o l v e  i s s u e s .  

The p r i m a r y  o b j e c t i v e  o f  t h e  Off ice o f   valuation is to  p r o v i d e  
A I D  management w i t h  a n a l y s i s  o f  t h e  i n t e n d e d  and u n i n t e n d e d  i m p a c t  o f  
p r o j e c t s ,  p r o g r a m s ,  p o l i c i e s ,  and p r o c e d u r e s .  I t  is o u r  i n t e n t  t h a t  
l e s s o n s  g l e a n e d  from A I D ' S  p a s t  be made r e a d i l y  a v a i l a b l e  to  improve  
p r e s e n t  p l a n n i n g .  

The Off ice t a i l o r s  i ts a p p r o a c h  to  s u i t  t h e  n a t u r e  o f  a p r o b l e m ,  
its u r g e n c y ,  and t h e  t y p e  o f  d a t a  a v a i l a b l e .  A f t e r  i d e n t i f y i n g  a  
p rob lem and a s c e r t a i n i n g  management i n t e r e s t  i n  i t ,  t h e  Off ice I s  s t a f  E 
n o r m a l l y  l i n k s  up w i t h  or e s t a b l i s h e s  a  n e t w o r k  of A I D  and non-AID 
e x p e r t s .  The s t a f f  a l s o  r e v i e w s  i n f o r m a t i o n  f rom t h e  A g e n c y ' s  
a u t o m a t e d  d a t a  b a s e  s y s t e m s  and a s s e m b l e s  documen t s  i n c l u d i n g  p r o j e c t  
p a p e r s ,  p r o j e c t  e v a l u a t i o n s ,  and s p e c i a l  s t u d i e s  s p o n s o r e d  by o t h e r  
p a r t s  o f  t h e  Agency. I n  c o n j u n c t i o n  w i t h  t h i s ,  t h e  Of f  ice c o m m i s s i o n s  
d i s c u s s i o n  p a p e r s  by e x p e r t s  who are f a m i l i a r  w i t h  d e v e l o p m e n t  
p r o b l e m s .  I t  may a l s o  h o l d  workshops  and c o n f e r e n c e s  a n d ,  i f  
n e c e s s a r y ,  c a r r y  o u t  f i e l d  s t u d i e s  o f  p a s t  p r o j e c t s  and p rog rams .  The 
Off  ice d o e s  n o t  s p o n s o r  b a s i c  r e s e a r c h  on d e v e l o p m e n t  b u t  c o n c e n t r a t e s  
on  a n a l y z i n g  a v a i l a b l e  i n f o r m a t i o n .  

xiii IiIi K 



F i n d i n g s  a r e  i s s u e d  i n  d i s c u s s i o n  p a p e r s ,  workshop and c o n f e r e n c e  
r e p o r t s ,  c i r c u l a r  a i r g r a m s ,  a c t i o n  memoranda, s e c t o r  and s u b s e c t o r  
s t u d i e s  and c a s e  s t u d i e s .  These  do  n o t  c o n s t i t u t e  f o r m a l  g u i d a n c e  
u n l e s s  t h e y  a r e  e x p l i c i t l y  c l e a r e d  and i s s u e d  a s  such .  

About T h i s  Paper  

The S t u d i e s  D i v i s i o n  i n  A I D ' S  O f f i c e  o f  E v a l u a t i o n  is 
c o o r d i n a t i n g  an  Agency i n t e r - r e g i o n a l  e v a l u a t i o n  o f  a g r i c u l t u r a l  
r e s e a r c h  p r o j e c t s .  A s  i n  a l l  sectors examined i n  t h e  -- ex p o s t  impact  
e v a l u a t i o n  p r o c e s s ,  t h e  purpose  of  t h e  a g r i c u l t u r a l  r e s e a r c h  s t u d i e s  
i s  t o  a s k  some b a s i c  q u e s t i o n s  a b o u t  comple ted  p r o j e c t s :  What 
d i f f e r e n c e  d i d  t h e y  make'? What worked? What d i d  n o t  work? Why? 
What shou ld  w e  l e a r n  a s  a r e s u l t ?  

T h i s  p a p e r  p r e s e n t s  a  r e v i e w  of  A I D ' S  p o r t f o l i o  i n  a g r i c u l t u r a l  
r e s e a r c h ,  n o t i n g  t r e n d s  i n  t h e  Agency 's  program a c t i v i t i e s  o v e r  t h e  
l a s t  30 y e a r s ,  and a n a l y z e s  t h e  f i n d i n g s  of p r o g r e s s  e v a l u a t i o n s  of  a  
sample of  p r o j e c t s  i n  o r d e r  t o  i d e n t i f y  t h e  r e c u r r e n t  problems t h a t  
r e q u i r e  f u r t h e r  s t u d i e s .  T h i s  work w i l l  be d i s c u s s e d ,  t o g e t h e r  w i t h  
t h e  f i n d i n g s  of e i g h t  impact  e v a l u a t i o n s ,  d u r i n g  a workshop g r o u p i n g  
p a r t i c i p a n t s  from A I D ,  h o s t  c o u n t r i e s ,  and donor  i n s t i t u t i o n s ,  and 
w i l l  c o n t r i b u t e  to  a  s e c t o r  paper  i n  a g r i c u l t u r a l  r e s e a r c h .  
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SUMMARY 

This study reviews the experience of the U.S. Agency fcr 
International Development (AID) in the area of agricul.tura1 
research. It was completed by Development Alternatives, Inc. 
!DAI) at the request of AID's Office of Evaluation, Bureau for 
Program and Policy Coordination (PPC/E). The study's objectives 
were: 

To review historical trends in agricultural research, 
esi'ecially of AID's expenditure in that sector; 

To identify the set of projects comprising AID's 
agricultural research portfolio; and 

To identify major issues affecting the design and 
implementation of agricultural research projects by 
reviewing evaluations of a sample of those projects. 

A review of the literature and interviews with various 
professionals identified several recent trends in agricultural 
research. These include an increasing attempt by researchers to 
develop technology applicable to the needs of farmers under 
adverse environmental conditions and in resource poor regions of 
the world. Moreover, in an attemgt to better align research with 
farmer needs, a broader array of production constraints (both 
agronomic and socioeconomic) is now being examined in the 
technology generation process than in the past. This has entailed 
more emphasis on on-farm research, the use of multidisciplinary 
teams and a more holistic approach to research, as well as greater 
participation by the farmers themselves in the technology 
generation process. Additional issues receiving increased 
attention are the importance of strong national research systems 
and the amount of-' time necessary for agricultural research 
projects to produce useful results. 

AID support to agricultural research has been increasing in 
recent years. Historically, however, the sector has received 
relatively little attention from the Agency. According to the 
interviews and literature review conducted during this study, one 
reason for this lack of attention was the belief, prevalent in the 
early 1950s, that the technology necessary to improve agricultural 
productivity in the developing countries already existed. Limita- 
tions during the 1960s included Congressionally imposed restric- 
tions on the amount and type cf research that AID could undertake 
together with decreases in the Agency's in-house technical 
expertise in agriculture. Fically, the New Directions legislation 
passed in the early 1970s, while contributing to important changes 
in the nature and focus of AID's agricultural research, emphasized 
other davelopment strategies such as rural development and food 
production projects, or the delivery of services to meet basic 
human needs. 



AID's increasing interest in agricultural research in recent 
years has partly resulted from a realization that a lack of 
appropriate agricultural technology is a serious constraint to 
food production increases. Moreover, the success of the green 
revolution technology developed by the international agricultural 
research centers (IARCS) in increasing production levels of 
selected crops in certain regions of the world has furthered this 
realization. 

Between 1978 and 1981 AID funds going to agricultural 
research increased by almost 70 percent, from $84.7 million to 
$143.7 million. In relative terms, AID'S investment in this 
sector rose from 12.8 to 19.5 percent of the agriculture, rural 
development and nutrition appropriation (excluding economic 
support funded appropriations). Most of this increase came from 
projects funded by AID field missions. On the other hand, the 
proportion of AID support going to the IARCs and centrally funded 
bilateral research has increased only slightly. However, the 
passage of Title XI1 and the creation of the Board for Inter- 
national Food and Agriculture Development (BIFAD) may provide a 
basis for greater activity in this area. 

Aside from reviewing historical trends in agricultural 
research, the study examined issues affecting projects in the 
sector based on a review of 131 evaluations of 48 agricultural 
research projects (39 regionally and mission-funded and 9 
centrally funded). It found that the evaluation documentation 
provides only an imperfect picture of any project's overall 
performance. The evaluations were most often focused on the 
provision of inputs and the achievement of outputs. Attempts to 
measure project impact (to determine the effect of project 
activities on the beneficiaries' welfare) were limited to the four 
Impact Evaluations included in the sample (part of a series of in- 
depth, ex post evaluations currently being undertaken by AID). 
The standard evaluations did not provide the basic information 
(such as project characteristics and standardized performance 
indicators) necessary to permit a comparative analysis of the 
projects in this sample. 

Usirng the evaluation documents it was possible to identify 
several recurrent issues common to projects in the agricultural 
research sector. For regionally and mission-funded projects these 
included : 

Operational problems entailed in doing on-farm, farming 
systems-type research, and involving farmers in the 
research process; 

The quality of the research conducted and the setting of 
research priorities; 



The phasing of activities, especially construction delays 
which impeded planned research, as well as the amount of 
time allowed to achieve the research objectives; 

The adequacy of AID'S research project supervision, given a 
lack of technical expertise and high staff turnover in the 
missions; 

' Weaknesses in the links between research and extension, as 
well as inadequacies in complementary services (inputs, 
credit, marketing, and so forth); 

Host government support for the projects; 

The lack of qualified counterpart personnel to work with 
expatriate technicians, together with low salaries for host 
country researchers which makes it difficult to maintain 
competent staff; 

Inadequate participant training programs; 

' Delays in procurement; and 

The delays or inability of AID and its contractors to 
provide qualified technical assistance. 

For the nine centrally funded projects in the sample (each of 
which involved overseas research), the issues discussed in the 
evaluations included: the creation of linkages with host country 
institutions; the performance of long-term staff; the projects' 
scope and funding; and the quality of the research conducted. 
Issues not fully treated by the evaluations of these projects 
included: the problems entailed in simply conducting research 
within developing countries and in conjunction with local 
institutions and researchers; the feasibility or necessity of 
conducting more research away from the research station; and the 
dissemination of the research findings. 

In conclusion, this review of past AID evaluations identified 
and documented a set of issues or problems that were more or less 
familiar to development professionals knowledgeable about the 
sector. The study also identified significant gaps in the 
evaluation data base that was analyzed. In terms of producing 
information that might influence overall policy within the sector 
and feed into the design of future projects, this study high- 
lighted the need for investigations outsize the Agency's system of 
regularly scheduled evaluations in assessing its project implemen- 
tation experience. 
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INTRODUCTION 

In recent years the U.S. Agency for International Development 
(AID) has given increased attention to agricultural research 
policies and programs. As part of the total agency mandate to 
take stock of major programs and policies and improve project 
design, AID decided to review the performance of its agricultural 
research projects under its Impact Evaluations Program, which is 
coordinated by the Bureau for Program and Policy Coordination's 
Office of Evaluation (PPC/E). 

Such a review requires characterizing the agricultural 
research sector and identifying the major issues involved. This 
report represents the first step in that process. It will com- 
plement agricultural research project evaluations now underway and 
be followed in coming months by a workshop on agricultural 
research issues. 

In conjunction with these activities, this paper provides 
important background information for preparing a sector policy 
paper to document policy recommendations for AID's future 
agricultural research program. 

This study's objective was to: 

' Identify projects comprising AID's agricultural research 
portfolio using data available in the agency's automated 
information systems and documentary data sources; 

Identify AID program activity trends in a historical 
context, focusing on agricultural research program 
strategy changes; 

Locate and review a sample of agricultural research 
project evaluations, thus providing an evaluation pattern 
analysis on what works, what does not, and why; and 

' Identify major issues emerging from the evaluations as 
we11 as recurrent project design and implementation 
problems. 

Several changes to this study's original scope were made due 
to limitations in the quantity and type of AID agricultural 
research information available. Given uncertainties over defining 
what is and is not agricultural research, it was impossible to 
compile a comprehensive list of the agricultural research projects 
comprising AID's portfolio. Over 250 projects were identified 
which, according to AID's automated records, contain an agri- 
cultural research component. 



However, errors in the classification of projects for the 
automated system made it impossible to characterize this list as 
either totally accurate or comprehensive. Moreover, where 
agricultural research appeared as a project component, evidence of 
its relative importance to the overall effort was not easily 
ascertained. Short of both reviewing the documentation and 
implementation experience of each project suspected of having an 
agricultural research component, and calculating the percentage of 
resources going towards research in each project, it was impossi- 
ble to estimate precisely the aggregate amount of AID-funded 
agricultural research. Moreover, it was impossible to compile an 
accurate list of earlier AID projects since the documentation of 
pre-1974 projects has been retired. The listings and aggregate 
figures in this report are based on the best available information 
on the subject. 

The absence of information, both quantitative and qualita- 
tive, on AID agricultural research investment made it impossible 
to identify changes in investment and program strategy patterns 
for implementing agricultural research over the past 30 years. 
What emerged instead was a broad overview of AID'S agricultural 
research experience. To compile a comprehensive history of AID 
agricultural research efforts, as well as identify issues relevant 
to agricultural research, this review of available documentation 
was augmented by open-ended interviews with AID officials and 
former employees. Interviews were conducted with one person from 
each regional bureau, three persons from the Development Support 
~ureaul0f:fice of Agriculture, one from the Office of Title XI1 
Coordination, and one former AID staff member with extensive 
experien1:e in Africa. All of these individuals were specialists 
in agriculture, and all had extensive experience with AID and 
United States development assistance, in some cases dating back to 
the 1950s. A list of the persons interviewed is contained in the 
acknowledgements. 

During this study, evaluations of almost 100 AID agricultural 
research projects were located and all of the available 
evaluations for 48 of those projects were analyzed. The results 
are presented in Section IV. However, this information did not 
permit identifying "activities or groups of activities that lead 
to project success" as originally hoped. Rather, the information 
was oriented to AID country mission or bureau needs and concerned 
with project management (at the input/output level) rather than 
project impact and effectiveness. The evaluations did not provide 
information on individual project characteristics, making com- 
parative analysis impossible. The information contained in the 
evaluations did permit the identification of types of problems 
occurring in agricultural research project implementation. It was 
not possible to determine which problems were key constraints to 
project success and which were not. Nor was it possible to 
identify cause and effect relationships among problems, 
implementation activities, and project success levels. 



This report is divided into five sections. Section I briefly 
reviews the major trends in agricultural research over the past 10 
to 15 years. The information presented in this section was 
obtained through a review of the literature and interviews with 
AID personnel and other development professionals. These trends 
include the development of technology appropriate to adverse as 
well as opti.ma1 conditions; increased on-farm research; greater 
communication between researchers and farmers; and greater support 
for national agricultural research systems within the developing 
countries. Additionally, the increased concern by researchers and 
policy makers regarding the duration of agricultural research 
projects is discussed. 

This section is followed by a two-part review of AID'S agri- 
cultural research experience. Section I1 discusses the reasons 
for the low priority given to agricultural. research by AID in 
previous years. These reasons include congressional limitations 
on agency research, AIC staffing patterns, and policy 
orientations. Section I11 discusses the recent increase in AID 
agricultural research support. 

Section IV analyzes evaluations of 48 AID-funded agricultural 
research projects. Problems particular to agricultural research 
and those common to project implementation in general are 
identified and discussed, as is the relative attention given by 
the evaluations to the various agricultural research issues. 
Section V summarizes the findings of the previous section. A 
postscript discusses the limitations of using information from 
past evaluations for policy formulation and future project design. 



SECTION I: RECENT TRENDS IN AGRICULTURAL RESEARCH: 

A REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE 

INTRODUCTION 

During the past 30 years both AID and the development com- 
munity have learned a great deal about promoting agricultural 
research. Eore knowledge than ever is available on designing and 
implementing agricultural research programs, knowledge gained from 
the success and failure of past efforts. A review of the litera- 
ture and discussions with AID personnel and other experts identi- 
fied several recent trends in agricultural research objectives and 
methodology. The discussion that follows is not meant to give the 
impression that these trends have been universally supported by 
agricultural researchers or AID. They do, however, seem tc repre- 
sent salient changes in focus and methodology which will affect 
much of the agricultural research conducted in coming years. 

A principal lesson learned is that the technology promoted in 
the past often did not overcome or alleviate many of the con- 
straints faced by small farmers, who are the developing countries' 
major food producers. These constraints include resource limita- 
tions (land, labor, and capital) as well as the need to assure 
subsistence food supplies, reduce the risk of crop failure, and 
balance resource expenditures against those needed for alternative 
sources of income. The failure to alleviate these constraints was 
the major reason for the low rates of technology adoption experi- 
enced. Both agricultural researchers and policymakers have in- 
creasingly accepted the premise originally proposed by Theodore 
Schultz in the early 1960s: "Small farmers are efficient in the 
utilization and allocation of available resources among known 
technologies if they have been farming under stable conditions for 
some time" [Hildebrand, 1978, p. 21 .  When farmers were slow to 
adopt a new technology, it was usually because there were inade- 
quate price or production incentives to do so, or because the 
technology itself was inappropriate. [~ohrbach, 1980, p.1; 
Norman, 1980, p.2; Hildebrand, 1976, p. 1-2; Agency for 
International Development, 1980a, p.11. 

Thus it followed that until technology was developed to 
alleviate the constraints they faced, agricultural researchers 
would have little to offer to small farmers. Consequently, a 
redirection in agricultural research objectives has occurred over 
the past decade. This has been paralleled by an evolution in the 
methodology for conducting that research. Many of these changes 
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have been embodied in the movement towards Farming Systems 
Research (FSR) . FSR is a philosophy and methodology of 
agricultural research. It aims at developing technology more 
appropriate for small farmers by explicitly recognizing and 
focusing on the constraints they face as well as the 
interdependencies and complexity of their environment and 
production system. 

CHANGES IN AGRICULTURAL RESEARCH OBJECTIVES 

One important trend in agricultural research has been the 
increasing attempt to design technology that addresses a broader 
array of small farmer constraints. One example has been a shift 
towards conducting research under adverse conditions and testing 
for characteristics other than high crop yield. In 'the past, 
research was aimed pri~arily at increasing yields under ideal 
conditions. Crops such as the International Rice Research 
Institute's (IRRI) IR-8 rice were bred for optimum performance 
when adequately fertilized and irrigated. Subsequent work, 
however, has been aimed at developing not only disease- and 
insect-resistant crop strains, but also crops tolerant of 
temperature and moisture variations, soil salinity, weed com- 
petition, and less careful farmer management. 

However, the appropriateness and transferability of research 
results is constrained not only by biological and physical limita- 
tions, such as soil type, water availability, and altitude, but 
also by socioeconomic limitations such as land tenure, and the 
availability of labor, credit, and agricultural inputs. Thus 
researchers have had to develop technology that fits within these 
constraints, as well. For example, agricultural researchers and 
development specialists now view labor availability as an impor- 
tant constraint. Many crop production activities are both time- 
bound and labor intensive, and small farmers may Eind a new 
technology unacceptable because of its labor re~uirements. 
Another technology constraint is the propensity of small farmers 
to allocate resources to staple food crops to protect their 
families against shortages during periods of regional scarcity 
[Goldman, 1979, p. 151. Though agricultural technology may be 
scale neutral, small farm size can also be a serious constraint. 
Researchers are increasingly addressing this problem by designing 
technological packages and production systems appropriate to small 
farms. 

Secondly, there has been an increasing attempt to design 
technology for more resource ppor areas. In the past, researchers 
often assumed little could be done for marginal areas such as the 
Sahel where lack of resources makes farming precarious at best. 
Consequently, they undertook relatively little research to help 
farmers in such regions. The eventual migration or relocation of 



the population to areas of greater potential was viewed as the 
only possible long-term solution. However, the social, poli.tica1, 
and economic impediments to large-scale population movements, 
combined with the often widespread malnutrition in more marginal 
areas, demonstrated the importance o r  increasing. food production 
within those regions. Unfortunately, initial attempts to promote 
the high cost/high yield green revolution technology in such 
situations were disappointing. 

This led to a re-evaluation of the applicability of green 
revolution technology, and a growing awareness that its appro- 
priateness depends upon the farming area's natural resource base, 
available inputs, and agricultural prices. Where there are good 
soils, adequate rainfall, and favorable prices, high cost/high 
yield technology will be appropriate. In areas with a less 
optimal resource base, this technology will have to be combined 
with better farm management to husband available resources. 
Finally, where there are poor soils, inadequate rainfall, and no 
access to inputs at reasonable prices, researchers must concen- 
trate on improving management practices and not rely solely on 
technological packages involving greater cash investment by the 
farmer. In cases such as this (Upper Volta and Niger, for ex- 
ample), high cost/high yield technology has almost no relevance. 
Where mixed cropping, periodic crop failure, and a lack of agri- 
cultural institutions and services are common, high farmer invest- 
ments in inputs are not justified. Indeed, in such situations the 
technical aspects of agricultural research probably need to be 
completely restructured, with a farming systems approach being 
given much higher priority from the outset. 

It should be noted, however, that, while the farming systems 
approach promises to better align research with the needs of small 
farmers in many areas, there is as yet insufficient on-the-ground 
experience with it to determine how useful and cost effective it 
will be, and what its ultimate role will become. Moreover, 
farming systems research is not an either/or proposition. FSR 
complements, but does not replace, more traditional, discipline- 
oriented research. 

CHANGES IN AGRICULTURAL RESEARCH METHODOLOGY 

These shifts in agricultural research objectives have also 
led to changes in the methodology of conducting agricultural 
research. Such changes have included: 

A greater amount of research is adaptive, and is being 
conducted on small farms. 

Communication among the researchers, extension agents, and 
farmers has been increasing. 



Agricultural research is becoming more holistic, with a 
wider variety of disciplines becoming involved in the 
identification of small farmer production constraints and 
the evaluation of the technology being generated. The 
inclusion of non-agricultural disciplines such as eco- 
nomics, anthropology, and nutrition in this process has 
been especially important. 

Agricultural researchers and policy makers are increas- 
ingly aware of the role and importance of strong national 
research networks in developing countries. Such systems 
are necessary to adapt the technology received from the 
International Agricultural Research Centers (1ARCs) and 
other sources to regional needs, and support on-farm 
research efforts. 

Finally, there has been a greater realization by the 
development community that more time is needed to 
implement agricultural research projects than has 
generally been allocated in the past. 

The Trend Towards On-Farm Adaptive Research 

In the past, "improved technology" has often been developed 
under controlled conditions on experimental stations, which are 
very different from those that farmers actually face. Except for 
fertilizer experimentation, long conducted on farmers' fields in 
many countries, the movement of research off the experiment sta- 
tion has been slow. In fact, even with research conducted on 
farmers' fields, the practices used, such as land preparation and 
weed control, have often been different from those used by local 
farmers [Byerlee and others, 1979, p. 11. In such controlled 
experiments only a 1-imited number of variables are evaluated, and 
managing these variables has often meant that controlled environ- 
ments have approached ideal environments. Though ranges of ferti- 
lizer application, plant populations, water levels, and so forth 
may be tested, the amounts used are often much greater than those 
commonly available to small farmers. However, developing and 
evaluating technology must be done within the context of the 
farmers' own decision-making environment, and under the same 
conditions they face. 

This movement has been strengthened by researchers' and 
policy makers' awareness of the location-specific nature of 
research and, consequently, the location-specific needs of 
technology. The agro-climatic conditions many farmers face, 
especially in rainfed conditions, are very heterogeneous. What 
works in one area may not work in another. However, research 
stations are not generally geared to producing technologies 
applicable to very specific and quite different agro-climatic 
conditions. 



As noted in a recent conference hosted by the Development 
Assistance Committee of the Organization for Economic Cooperation 
and Development, there are various interpretations of what con- 
ducting research on farmers' fields entails. On-farm research can 
take the following forms: 

Researchers can experiment on plots located in farmers' 
fields. This approach basically tests a technology's 
response to a wider variety of agro-climatic conditions, 
but does not involve the farmers nor test their ability to 
manage the technology; 

Experimental plots can be located on farmers' fields with 
researchers prescribing some practices (those they want to 
test), while farmers do the remaining work themselves in 
largely traditional ways; or 

The farmer can totally manage the plot, allocating the 
resources and doing the work the way he chooses. 
Researchers then evaluate the technology's performance 
under these conditions. [Cummings, Introduction to DAC 
Conference, 1981, p. 231. 

These are not mutually exclusive options, but represent a con- 
tinuum of increasing farmer participation. In turn, each will 
have its role, depending upon the nature of the problem to be 
addressed and the degree of experimental control necessary. 

There are also a host of agronomic and experimental issues 
which handicap on-farm research and evaluation. One is the 
difficulty entailed in actually simulating farmer practices under 
experimental conditions. Coping with production instability due 
to climate and pest infestations is another challenge. For 
example, there is a trade-off between risking the loss of an 
experiment (and the information it promises) due to pest destruc- 
tion, or biasing the results by using pest control methods the 
farmer does not employ. When all. deviations from farmer practices 
must be considered as controlled variables, staying within the 
boundaries of a manageable agronomic experiment is a serious 
difficulty   oldm man, 1979, p. 141. 

','bough there has been greater attention accorded to on-farm 
research in recent years, this does not mean that research on 
research stations is becoming less important. There is a clear 
need for balance between the various categories of research 
required to support agricultural production. Basic research will 
be needed to expand the knowledge base upon which more applied 
research must be grounded. Similarly, applied research will be 
necessary to generate prototype solutions to problems. Finally, 
adaptive research will be needed to t.ailor those solutions to 
specific situations. On-farm research has a role at each of these 
levels. Howelver, its importance will be greater at the more 
appliedladaptive end of the continuum. 



Improving Communication Between Farmers and Researchers 

Agricultural researchers have increasingly realized that 
practices farmers have developed over generations have value, and 
that understanding them could result in improved technology devel- 
opment. For example, for many years researchers and policy makers 
regarded intercropping (growing more than one crop in a field at a 
time) as "not modern." Therefore, intercropping rarely received 
serious research attention. Yet farmers continued to resist rec- 
ommendations to grow crops in sole stands. When research was 
finally undertaken in the early 1970s to determine why this resis- 
tance was so strong, it found that mixed cropping was usually more 
profitable than monocropping, given the farmers' resources and 
need to minimize the risk of failure. 

Consequently, there have been increasing efforts to narrow 
the communication gap between researchers and farmers when con- 
ducting agricultural research. In part, this gap has resulted 
from institutional, political, informational, and attitudinal 
barriers to the small farmers' participation in determining 
research priorities and evaluating its outputs [Norman, 1980, p. 
I]. However, the gap also resulted from the disciplinary inter- 
ests that guide research. This research is often aimed at meeting 
professional standards which are more compatible with the resource 
base and institutional structure of developed than developing 
countries. Further, there has sometimes been a concentration on 
academic research of purely scientific interest rather than on 
farmers' production problems [World Bank, 1981, pp. 27-83. Al- 
though the immediate importance of research to farmers has gene- 
rally been acknowledged as a determinant of research priority, in 
practice this has not always been the case. Even research aimed 
at farmer problems has traditionally used a top-down approach. 

In order to make the technology more relevant to farmer 
needs, increased communication between lower-level researchers and 
farmers is necessary. The farmer can serve several roles. First, 
he can help identify the constraints he faces. The sondeo data 
collection method developed by the Instituto de Cienca y Techo- 
logia Agricola (ICTA) in Guatemala is one way to accomplish this. 
The farmer's completion of farm records is another. The farmer 
can also help with the testing itself by providing inputs (espe- 
cialIy labor and management). However, it may be difficult to 
enlist the farmer's assistance without introducing incentives such 
as low-cost inputs, increased technical assistance, and so forth, 
which bias his reactions and introduce artificial conditions into 
the experiment which the farmer cannot replicate. The farmer can 
also participate in the research by helping to evaluate the tech- 
nology. The primary means of accomplishing this is to monitor his 
adoption, partial adoption, or non-adoption of the technology 
after the experiment ends and determining the reasons for his 
behavior. 



Another important factor in improving communication between 
farmers and researchers is through strengthening the linkage 
between the research agency and extension service. In recent 
years it has become generally recognized that agricultural tech- 
nology generation (research) and diffusion (extension) must be 
closely linked. Separating these activities disrupts the tech- 
nology transfer process and limits the generated technology's use 
for small farmers. 

The Trend Towards Holistic, Interdisciplinary Research 

In the past, agricultural researchers have tended to examine 
the components or subsystems that make up a farm, rather that the 
farm as an entire system or unit. For example, some researchers 
would focus on individual crops (or specific production problems 
for a given crop), while others examined livestock, marketing, 
irrigation, or of f-farm employment questions. This reflected the 
traditional "reductionist" approach to research, in which an 
attempt was made to understand biological or physical factors by 
studying only one or two factors at a time and controlling for 
the rest. [consultative Grovp on International Agricultural 
Research, 1978, pp. 25-26]. The use of the reductionist approach, 
however, often meant that the interdependencies or interrela- 
tionships between these factors or components were not adequately 
treated. Merely improving a part of the system, however, did not 
necessarily lead to an improvement in the whole. 

By examining the farmers' production system as a unit 
important tradeoffs could be identified. Norman, for example, 
identified a reluctance by farmers in Nigeria to advance their 
planting date for cotton because of a conflict with the planting 
and weeding of food crops. Although an earlier planting resulted 
in better yields for the cotton, it did not fit as well into the 
farmers' system.  orma man, 1979, p. 1051. Similarly, weeds can be 
an important source of fodder for livestock once a field has been 
harvested. Consequently, efforts to increase the yield of grain 
crops through the destruction of weeds may be rejected by small 
farmers. 

In order to identify and underscand more accurately these 
interrelationships and the constraints farmers face, a multi- 
disciplinary approach to agricultural research is needed. The 
organization of agricultural research programs along narrow 
disciplinary lines leaves the farmers with the task of integrating 
the information received. Some agricultural institutes have 
attempted to increase the effectiveness of their research by 
having their agronomists, soil scientists, and agricultural 
engineers focus on the same crop (commodity-based research). The 
contributions of a broader disciplinary range in agricultural 
research, including increased collaboration between technical and 
social scientists, help further identify the constraints small 
farmers face. This facilitates the development of technology that 
either addresses those constraints or operates within them 
[Norman, 1980, p. 201. 



However, inter-disciplinary research can be hampered by 
existing institutional structures. Often various disciplines have 
been physically separated with little opportunity for direct con- 
tact with each other. Similarly, communication among disciplines 
may not be effective because some professionals may not understand 
or appreciate the perspective of other disciplines. Moreover, due 
to pressures inherent in their disciplinary background, some indi- 
viduals may give priority to issues they find interesting and pro- 
fessionally rewarding, but which do not directly support efforts 
aimed at increasing small farmerst production and incomes. Fin- 
ally, multi-disciplinary efforts have sometimes failed because the 
teams were organized as committees, meeting occasionally to 
"coordinate" efforts but normally functioning along disciplinary 
lines. The result may not be a single product but a series of 
products which are never integrated before they reach the farmer 
[~ildebrand, 1978, p. 151. 

Increased Attention to National Research Networks 

. Past experience, especially with the spread of high-yielding 
varieties (HYVS) throughout Asia, has demonstrated that the 
diffusion and effectiveness of technology across international 
boundaries depends heavily upon the strength of national research 
systems. , Without an indigenous capacity to screen and adapt 
scientific knowledge and technology, countries will not be able to 
benefit from research conducted elsewhere. This observation has 
been supported by several studies. A survey of agricultural 
research and productivity by Kislev and Evenson, for example, 
demonstrated that research brought from another country will have 
a greater impact if the recipient country has an agricultural 
research capacity of its own. In a study of the effects of HYVs 
in Asia, Evenson further concluded that countries without a 
significant research capacity realized almost no transfer benefits 
from the HYVs [pray, 1981, p. 91 [l]. 

As a result, the need to strengthen national research systems 
in developing countries is becoming increasingly recognized. This 
is illustrated by the recent establishment of the International 
Service for National Agricultural Research ( ISNAR) , funded by the 
Consultative Group on International Agricultural Research (CGIAR), 
as we11 as significant IARC outreach efforts which have placed 
over 200 IARC professionals in the national systems of more than 
40 developing countries [World Bank, 1981, p. 32). 

Within AID, the Asia bureau, possibly because it has had the 
most experience with HW technology, seems to have put the most 
effort in the past into strengthening the institutional capacity 
of developing countries to do agricultural research. This has 
included efforts aimed at creating not only national and regional 
agricultural research centers, but also several "research 
councils" charged with overseeing, coordinating, and setting 
priorities for agricultural research in developing countries. 



Examples include the Indian Council of Agricultural Research, the 
Pakistan Agricultural Research Council, and the Philippines I 

Council of Agriculture and Resources Research. 

However, serious problems still exist with the performance 
of, and support given to, national research systems. Inadequate 
government commitment to agricultural research has rest~lted in 
inadequate support for national research systems, low budgetary 
commitments to research and extension, and difficulties in 
retaining competent technical and administrative staff. Further- 
more, the high turnover among key research managers has disrupted 
some research efforts and redirected others in a counterproductive 
manner [World Bank, 1981, p. 361. In some countries there has 
also been an excessive investment in facilities, relative to 
research staff development [~uttan, 1981, p. 81. The inability of 
many governments to cover recurrent research costs is also a 
notable problem, made more acute by the relatively high salaries 
qualified researchers command. Similarly, the propensity of 
trained researchers to occupy administrative rather than research 
posts in developing country institutions hinders agricultural 
research. This problem reflects both an incentive structure 
favoring administrative positions over research positions and the 
scarcity of highly educated administrative talent in those 
countries. 

Finally, a lack of government support for related agricul- 
tural activities (such as input supply and marketing) and macro- 
economic policies which keep producer prices low or the cost of 
their inputs high, may decrease farmers' incentives to adopt 
technology and thereby undermine research efforts. The importance 
of coordinating research and extension with the rest of the 
institutional infrastructure is especially recognized. In the 
past, agricultural researchers have often felt their job was over 
once they had developed and improved a seed variety or herbicide. 
Alternatively, the extension system role was viewed as merely pop- 
ularizing the new technology. However, unless the new variety Is 
multiplied or the new pesticide manufactured, the technology will 
not be spread. Yet neither research nor extension may be respon- 
sible for these activities. Consequently, they can be easily 
overlooked or mismanaged LAID, 1980a, p. 111. 

The Duration of Research Projects 

Though there is not yet evidence that agricultural research 
projects are being planned with a longer time horizon, agricul- 
tural researchers and policy makers increasingly realize that 
research takes more time than has often been allowed in the past. 
Moreover, agricultural research probably takes longer to produce 
useful results than do other avenues of investment. 

A review of World Bank experience demonstrated that too much 
was expected too soon from many agricultural research projects, 
both in terms of iilstitutional strengthening and generating 



practical research results [World Bank, 1981, p. 361. Similarly, 
at a recent conference on agriculture and rural development held 
by AID'S Asia bureau, there was strong support for the argument 
that missions needed to concentrate on fewer long-term projects, 
including agricultural research projects, rather than a series of 
disparate five-year projects. Fewer long-term projects were noted 
to be both less personnel-intensive and more conducive to creating 
technical expertise than the traditional "kaleidoscopic pattern of 
annual projects" [Agency for International Jevelopment, Asia 
Bureau, 1981, p. 3 1 .  



SECTION 11: FACTORS AFFECTING PAST AID 

INVESTMENT IN AGRICYLTURW RESWXH 

INTRODUCTION 

The absence of information on past programs makes it diffi- 
cult to quantify the relative importance of AID'S investment in 
agricultural research in past years. One problem has been defi-n- 
ing what constitutes agricultural research, and what portion of 
any given project cost should be attributed to it.[l] Aggregate 
figures on agricultural research investment levels during the 
1950s simply do not exist, while statistics on AID disbursements 
prior to 1972 do not separate agricultural research from extension 
and agricultural education. Annex 1 table 1 presents the figures 
on mission-funded research/extension/education available from 1962 
to 1972. Information on expenditures for agricultural research in 
1973-74 could not be located, while the only source giving 1975-77 
expenditures (annex 1, table 2) was inconsistent with that pro- 
viding 1978-81 figures (summarized in table 1 and detailed in 
annex 2). Annex 1 table 3 ,  meanwhile, provides a list of cen- 
trally funded agricultural research projects undertaken since 
1962. 

A review of the documentation and interviews with AID 
personnel, however, indicated that AID has hist:orically put 
relatively little emphasis on agricultural research. These 
sources further identified several factors affecting the amount 
and type of agricultural research undertaken by AID in the past. 
These included: 

The belief in the early 1950s that the technology 
necessary to improve agricultural productivity in 
developing countries already existed. This led to a 
concentration on extension and strengthening agricultural 
colleges and universities in developing countries rather 
than on research; 

' Congressionally imposed limitations on the amount and type 
of research that AID could undertake; 

Changes in AID staffing patterns during the 1960s which 
decreased the Agency's in-house technical expertise; and 

The 1973 New Directions legislation, which stressed 
development strategies other than research. 



THE FOCUS ON EXTENSION AND UNIVERSITY SUPPORT IN THE 1950s 

According to the agricultural specialists interviewed, AID'S 
predecessor agencies placed less importance on agricultural re- 
search than on other development efforts.[2] The major reason was 
the belief, common at the time, that the agricultural technology 
necessary to help farmers in developing countries already existed. 
Therefore, the problem was simply to transfer that technical 
knowledge to them. This low research priority was reinforced by 
vbserving the great difference between the yields of the "best" 
and "average" farmers in the developing countries. This implied 
that a technology existed and was not being adequately used. Con- 
sequently, the focus of U.S. fcreign agricultural assistance in 
the 1950s was on extension and strengthening developing countries' 
agricultural colleges and universities, not on research. Only in 
the Latin America bureau does there seem to have been a signifi- 
cant amount of attention given to agricultural research during 
this period.[3] 

The extension focus in the 1950s resulted in the recruitment 
of many agricultural extension specialists into the U.S. foreign 
aid program. Their early efforts stressed building national 
extension systems on the U.S. model and improving methods for 
disseminating information ta farmers. However, these projects 
were not as successful as originally hoped. Farmers in developing 
countries did not adopt the technology offered due to a host of 
constraints-- little or no capital, small farm sizes, lack of rur- 
al infrastructure, population pressures, land tenure--that made 
the technology inappropriate. Furthermore, much agricultural 
technology offered at that time was developed in temperate cli- 
mates and simply did not perform well in more tropical zones. 
Some individuals realized that the technology then being extended 
was not relevant to many developing country farmer needs. How- 
ever, the belief that technology either existed or could be 
rapidly developed continued to persist. Moreover, the profes- 
sional staff's extension background did not prepare it to conduct 
the research necessary to generate the agricultural technology 
required. 

Concurrently with the 1950s extension focus, the U.S. foreign 
assistance agencies undertook a major effort to strengthen agr i- 
cultural colleges and universities in developing countries. Ac- 
cording to Dalrymple, between 1951 and 1966 AID and its prede- 
cessors invested nearly $150 million on university contracts for 
providing technical assistance to develop agricultural colleges 
[Dalrymple, 1977, p. 281. For example, beginning in 1952 six U.S. 
land grant universities helped create and strengthen nine Indian 
agricultural colleges [~ead, 19741. 



However, the major emphasis of this effort was on teaching 
and curriculum development. The heavy teaching loads and lack of 
research funds meant that the research input to these programs was 
either modest or totally lacking. The amount of research com- 
pleted depended upon the initiative of individual U.S. specialists 
and the opportunities they had to carry out selected projects 
[~oseman, 1970, p. 73; Boyce and Evenson, 1975, p. 521. 

AID failed to recognize that developing country universities, 
unlike their U.S. counterparts, did not and were not likely to 
play an important part in conducting agricultural research. In 
most, neither faculty nor students had much agricultural back- 
ground. Any research conducted was rarely tested under real farm 
conditions. Instead, agricultural research in developing coun- 
tries developed largely from government programs under the 
auspices of various ministries of agriculture, national research 
centers, or production-oriented authorities. 

CONGRESSIONALLY IMPOSED AGRICULTURAL RESEARCH 

AID's agricultural research, especially centrally funded 
research, has historically operated under tight Congressionally 
imposed restrictions. Congressional concern over the size and 
management of the centrally funded research program in the early 
1960s led to the imposition of a budgetary ceiling on centrally 
funded research. This ceiling was originally set at $6 million 
per year. It was raised to a peak of about $12 million in FY 
66-67 then subsequently declined to $8 million in FY 68-69. 
Centrally funded AID agricultural research investment has been 
estimated at $19.63 million from 1962 to 1968. This was around 45 
percent of the amount AID spent on all types of centrally funded 
research. For FY 69, about $3.50 million was spent on agricul- 
tural research [Dalrymple, 1977, p. 17-18]. The research expen- 
diture ceiling not only blocked the initiation of research 
projects but, according to a National Academy of Sciences report, 
also led to cuts in important complementary activities such as 
training, dissemination, and outreach from projects in an effort 
to keep spending levels down [National Research Council, 1977, 
p.971. 

Not all research was affected by this expenditure ceiling, 
however. Research conducted by the regional bureaus and country 
missions was never included under this restriction. The passage 
of Title X (Programs Relating to Population ~rowth) , which became 
effective in 1969 and aimed at increasing the amount of funds 
going to family planning activities, expanded AID's authority to 
do research on population-related questions. This removed 
population research from the spending ceiling. 



The ceiling on non-population, centrally funded contract 
research was raised to $9 million in FY 70 and $12 million in FY 
74 [National Research Council, 1977, p. 1031. With the inclusion 
of Title XI1 (Famine Prevention and Freedom from ~unger) in the 
Foreign Assistance Act of 1975, the limitation ceased to be a 
constraint to centrally funded research. As discussed later, 
Title XI1 provides for joint funding of research with U.S. 
universities. Most agricultural research that AID deems necessary 
can be undertaken through this mechanism. 

Another restriction on AID-funded agricultural research was a 
ban on any efforts, including research, aimed at increasing the 
production of crops that were in surplus on the world market. An 
AID manual order issued in 1962 stated that foreign assistance 
could not be given to boost surplus food and feed production to 
substantially increase exports, or increase the production of 
surplus agricultural commodities other than food and feeds. In 
effect, this banned AID-funded research on rice, sugar, wheat, 
vegetable oils, citrus fruits, cotton, and tobacco. Another 
effect was to impede AID'S support to international agricultural 
research centers such as CIMMYT and IRRI which concentrated on 
wheat and rice. 

This policy was revised in 1968 when a new AID manual order 
was issued permitting assistance to food crop production for 
domestic use, whether a surplus existed in the world market or 
not. Assistance was also permitted to food and feed crops for 
export "provided that due consideration be given to the continued 
expansion of markets of United States agricultural commodities..." 
The ban on non-food crops in world surplus, such as cotton, 
remains in force [~ational Research Council, 1977, p. 961. 

CHANGES IN AID STAFFING PATTERNS AND AGRICULTURAL RESEARCH 

Fundamental changes were made in the structure and philosophy 
of U.S foreign assistance at the time AID was created. AID became 
less "technically oriented" and more "development oriented" than 
its predecessor agencies had been. Two doctrines underlined the 
new approach: first, a belief that a foreign exchange shortage 
was the developing countries' most critical problem; and second, 
a belief that bad macroeconomic policies prevented economic 
growth. AID thus focused on providing capital transfers to re- 
solve the foreign exchange problem in response to developing 
country efforts to rectify their macroeconomic policies. 
"Economic developers" replaced "technicians", and senior-level 
attention focused on infrastructure and program lending. 



As a result, there was a deliberate effort to cut down the 
Agency's centralized technical .expertise and build up regional 
bureaus and country missions. The Offices of Agriculture, Health, 
and Nutrition were broken up and their personnel and resources 
scattered throughout the regional bureaus. These changes resulted 
in AID's loss of agriculturalists and other technically-oriented 
personnel. For example, the number of direct hire agricultural 
professionals in the Latin America bureau dropped from 320 in 1961 
to less than 85 in 1965. At the same time, the proportion of 
non-technically oriented staff such as managers and "program 
specialists" increased, reflecting AID's "capital transfer" focus. 
This change in staffing pattern reflected the agency's changing 
priorities and the skills this required. 

Though it was true that AID could contract for technical 
skills, the lack of agricultural background, especially among 
mission personnel, meant that agricultural research projects were 
not always adequately designed, administered, and evaluated. The 
rapid turnover of mission administrative personnel led to incon- 
sistent priorities and interests on the missions' part, and 
aggravated problems such as delays in implementation, mismanage- 
ment, and, generally, the absence of the sustained and consistent 
long-term support essential to research. 

The 1969 AID Spring Review of the New Cereal Varieties made 
the following observations: 

If agricultural research is as critical to 
agricultural development and thus to overall AID 
objectives as this review indicates, some questions 
arise concerning missions' staffing and policy 
orientation. The number of qualified agricultural 
scientists in AID missions around the world is small, 
and where they are found they tend to be layered deep in 
the organizational structure with limited access to 
mission directors. Moreover some of the responses from 
missions to the request for the country crop papers with 
which this exercise began, suggest that top mission 
personnel are not unanimously convinced the improvement 
of agricultural technology deserves a high priority in 
country strategy. An overall increase in the agency's 
competence in this field would appear desirable. In 
some missions an effort to open the minds of program 
officers and mission directors to the doctrine of 
technological improvement in agriculture might yield 
useful results [AID, Spring Review of Cereal Varieties, 
1969, p. 10-111. 

AID's reorganization in the late 1960s, which greatly reduced 
the number of agency personnel, dealt another blow to the agency's 
technical competence and research focus. Between 1968 and 1977 
AID's size decreased from 16,000 direct hire staffers (13,000 in 
missions overseas and 3,000 in washington) to about 6,000 direct 



hire staffers--3,500 overseas and 2,500 in Washington [congres- 
sional Hearings, 1977,p. 9-10]. The number of AID staff with 
agriculture experience decreased proportionately, from 379 in 1968 
[Dalrymple, 1977, p. 571 to 186 in 1977. This rapid decrease in 
AID mission staff left most with almost no agriculture expertise. 
In 1977 agriculture specialists accounted for less than 7 percent 
of AID's professional staff. Correspondingly, ~rogram/~conomics, 
Adrrinistration, Controller, General Services, Audit, Legal, and 
Procurement staffers totalled 1,646, or 65 percent. In 1977 an 
AID task force reviewing AID's organizational structure concluded 
the agency's work force was very weak in the major technical 
development disciplines [AID, 1977, p. IV-51. 

The situation has not improved a great deal since. In late 1980 
an AID memorandum noted that, while over half of the agency's 
program was in agriculture, less than 10 percent of its staff had 
any agricultural training. At that time, 13 of the missions did 
not even hhve an agricultural officer [AID, 1980, p. 241. 

IMPACT OF THE NEW DIRECTIONS MANDATE ON AGRICULTURAL RESEARCH 

The 1973 Foreign Assistance Act's "New Directions" legis- 
lation also affected AID's agricultural research investment. The 
New Directions Mandate called for a significant departure from 
past AID practices by focusing the Agency's attention on the poor 
majority ( in particular the rural poor) of developing countries. 
This was instrumental in pointing out the inadequacies of the 
"trickle down" theory of development and led to a change in the 
emphasis of agricultural research from more capital intensive 
agriculture, export crops, and wealthier countries towards more 
labor intensive agriculture, subsistence and food crops, and 
poorer countries [Congressional Research Service, p. 111-21. 
Further, the New Directions legislation led to a sizeable increase 
in AID investment in agriculture. Expenditures under the "agri- 
culture, rural development and nutrition" budgetary category 
increased from an estimated 38 percent of AID development assist- 
ance in FY 1973174, to 65 percent in FY 1979180 [Congressional 
Research Service, Executive Summary, p. 91. Finally, the New 
Directions Mandate laid the groundwork for the increase in partic- 
ipative, on-farm, farming systems-type research currently being 
undertaken, which promises to better align research to farmer 
needs. Implicit in the New ~irections approach was the need to 
look at the ultimate impact of development assistance on the rural 
poor. The attention thus given to the appropriateness, equity, 
and profitability of the technology being developed for the small 
farmer, demonstrated the need for more research to develop more 
appropriate technology. 



However, agricultural research, while not necessarily incom- 
patible with the New Directions Mandate, conflicted with it in 
several ways. First, the rural poor are rarely the direct imme- 
diate beneficiaries of agricultural research investments. Rath- 
er, the direct beneficiaries are researchers within the ministries 
who receive both the training and resources necessary to conduct 
research. Though research project beneficiaries may ultimately be 
the rural poor, this depends upon many factors. These include the 
interest of the newly trained researchers and their agencies in 
working on problems affecting the rural poor, and continued gov- 
ernmental interest in supporting such research and getting farmers 
to adopt its results.[4] Moreover, many of the rural poor do not 
own land, and consequently may not directly benefit from produc- 
tivity-increasing technology. 

Second, the New Directions Mandate was sometimes interpreted 
as assisting the "poorest of the poor". Yet research quite often 
had nothing to offer the "poorest of the poor" since they face 
many constraints (such as ine;uitable land tenure systems, poli- 
tical disadvantages, lack of resources or skills, and so forth) 
for which research is not the solution. Consequently, agricul- 
tural research had more trouble obtaining funds than other pro- 
grams such as rural development projects for resource poor areas, 
projects focusing on increasing food production in the short term, 
or those aimed at delivering services to meet basic human needs. 

Because of the New Directions legislation, AID'S research 
portfolio shifted towards more applied "quick impact" projects. 
Research to address longer-run problems faced more funding dif- 
ficulties, while programs to build institutional capacity were 
downplayed in favor of production-oriented projects. Agricultural 
research often had to be appended to New Directions-type projects, 
especially rural development projects. However, such research 
efforts were often limited in scope and duration. They dealt with 
specific project problems rather than those affecting a broad seg- 
ment of the population or the country as a whole. They incom- 
pletely covered subsectors or regions within a country and occa- 
sionally led to an unnecessary duplication of research efforts. 
Finally, due to the short time frame of many such projects, there 
was less chance that the research would have an enduring inyact, 
either in terms of technological advances or institution builaing. 

In addition, the more applied research required by the i J s W  
Directions Mandate was often more difficult than research common 
in prior years. For example, research undertaken in the 1970s was 
increasingly being done in isolated areas, away from research 
station facilities and the amenities of large cities. This, in 
turn, made it more difficult to recruit qualified agricultural 
researchers. Moreover, New Directions-type research was often 
perceived as more mundane and less promising than earlier re- 
search. For example, one means of directing research at small 
farmers is to focus on the crops they usually grow, including 
subsistence crops. However, such crops are often raised under 



very adverse growing conditions where, once basic technical im- 
provements are made, the possibilities of yield increases are 
rather limited. On the other hand, the possibilities of break- 
throughs are much greater for crops that have the needed inputs 
(water, fertilizer, pesticides, and so on) . Some crops raised by 
poor farmers, likc cassava, sorghum, and millet also have low 
price and income elasticities of demand. They are "inferior 
goods" and their potential market may be limited in the long run 
C~alrymple, 1977, pp. 20, 52-31. 

In conclusion, though the New Directions Mandate affected the 
nature and focus of agricultural research, it did not argue for 
increases in agricultural research's share of budgetary funds, at 
least .not in the short term. To the extent that AID investment in 
agricultural research increased in the late 1970s, it was due to 
other factors, notably the successes of the IARC1s in developing 
the Green Revolution technology. 



NOTES 

The distinction between research and extension in particular 
can be artificial and, some have argued, counterproductive. 
One of the major historical problems with technology gene- 
ratton and diffusion has been the separation of research and 
extension functiox. Without extension, research efforts are 
futile, and without research there is nothing to extend. 
McDermott noted that in some developing countries a good 
extension specialist staff could do most of the research a 
country could afford [McDermott, 1981, p. 3 1 .  On the other 
hand, on-farm research, which involves the farmer in 
technology experimentation and evaluation, may fulfill much 
of the extension function. 

2 Among AID'S predecessor agencies were th- Technical Coop- 
eration Administration, the Mutual Security Agency, the 
Foreign Operations Administration, and the International 
Cooperation Agency (ICA). This last served as the U.S. 
foreign aid organization until 1961 when AID was formed to 
replace it [~ational Research Council, 1977, pp. 92-31, 

3 U.S. efforts in Latin America in the 1950s seem to have given 
greater attention to agricultural research. According to one 
author (Davis, 1970), however, the extensisn bias existed in 
Latin America as well. The U.S. government began its Latin 
American research efforts during World War I1 in an effort to 
increase the supply of needed war materials, primarily rubber 
and quinine. After discovering there was little research ca- 
pacity in Latin America in the early 1.940~~ U.S. researchers 
began to develop it, more or less expanding on the individual 
efforts that had already been taking place. Through the In- 
stitute of Inter-American Affairs (IIAS) created in 1942, re- 
search stations were established in Ecuador, Costa Rica, Gua- 
temala, Brazil, and Peru. When the war ended, most of these 
efforts were stopped. However, in 1946 a USDA team toured 
Latin America seeking a site for a tropical agricultural re- 
search station. They selected Turrialba, Costa Rica and the 
Inter-American Institute for the Agricultural Sciences (IICA) 
was born. With the presentation of the Point IV program, 
there was a concerted effort to revive the research stations 
created during the war, Consequently, research was a signi- 
ficant U.S.-supported activity in Latin America during this 
period. 

4 In its 1980 report Overcoming World Hunger: The Challenge 
Ahead, the Presidential Commission on World Hunger noted the 
New ~irections legislation has generated frequent criticism of 
proposals to strengthen developing nations' institutional in- 
frastructure (for example, by training government planners, 
mid-level managers, local research scientists, agronomists, 



and extension agents) on the grounds that such efforts ben- 
efitted the local elite and often lacked immediate or direct 
payoffs to the poor. The report recommended the AID program 
be given greater flexibility to support some income increasing 
activities. This would provide the foundation for long-term 
and equitable development, even though in the short term these 
activities may not directly benefit the poor. "To neglect up- 
per echelon training in the name of equity," the report noted, 
"will not help the poor; it will simply perpetuate lack of 
absorptive capacity and dependence on external aid" 
[presidential Commission on World Hunger, 1980, pp. 116-1181. 



SECTION 111: RECENT AID AGRICULTURAL RESEARCH SUPPOU 

INTRODUCTION 

Within the last few years, AID has shown substantial interest 
in agricultural research and building national research capacity 
within developing countries. This interest has been expressed in 
an increased number of mission-funded agricultural research pro- 
jects, increased AID support for the international agricultural 
research centers (IARCS), and the development under Title XI1 
legislation of centrally funded Cooperative Research Support 
Programs (CRSPS) to increase U.S. university participation in 
resolving world food problems, especially through agricultural 
research. 

Much of this interest has stemmed from AID'S realization that 
a lack of appropriate agricultural technology seriously con- 
strained small farmer productivity improvements. Several studies 
undertaken during this period also showed that agricultural re- 
search had high economic rates of return. Another major factor 
encouraging AID'S agricultural research support was the IARCsl 
success in developing green revolution technology. 

Support for agricultural research was voiced at the 1974 
World Food Conference in Rome. Secretary of State Henry Kissinger 
promised the United States would, by 1980, ". . .triple its own 
contribution for the international [agricultural research] 
centers, for ngricult.ura1 research efforts in the less developed 
countries, and for research by American universities on the 
agricultural problems of developing countries" [~omptroller 
General, 1978, p.11. In 1977 the National Research Council 
completed a comprehensive world hunger and malnutrition study. It 
recommended the United States should substantially increase its 
resources devoted to food and nutrition research [~ational 
Research Council, 1977, Volume 5 ,  p. 131. 

The passage of Title XII, "Famine Prevention and Freedom from 
Hunger" of the 1975 Foreign Assistance Act provided additional 
support to agricultural research. Three of the five general Title 
XI1 authorities focused on research implemented under centrally 
funded programs. These authorities were to: 

Provide program support to IARCs; 

' Involve U.S universities more fully in international agri- 
cuLtural science networks, including international re- 
search centers, international agencies, and institutions 
of agriculturally developing countries; and 



. Provide support for long-term collaborative university 
research on food production, distribution, storage, 
marketing, and consumption. 

Title XI1 also created the Board for International Food and 
Agriculture Development (BIFAD) to mobilize the agricultural 
research capabilities of U.S. universities. BIFAD advises AID and 
participates in agricultural development policy formulation, proj- 
ect design, and U.S. universities' work with AID programs. 

Part of BIFAD1s mandate is to advise on apportioning Title 
XI1 funds. For AID'S FY 82 budget, the BIFAD staff recommended: 

Increasing budget support for centrally funded bilateral 
researcfi; 

Stu /" yirg the feasibility of modifying the cost-sharing 
fqrmula approach for determining U. S . contributions to 
v+RCs ; 

Reassessing overall priorities for agricultural research, 
including strengthening linkages among U.S., inter- 
national, and developing country research systems; 

. 
Reallocating funds from fertilizer and other major 
commodity programs to institution-building programs in 
research, education, and extension to achieve better 
balance in country programs; 

' Increasing participant training funding levels; 

' Providing increased support levels to selected AID 
programs in Africa and Latin America; and 

Providing increased opportunities within AID for promoting 
agriculturalists to senior grades and management levels 
[International Development Cooperation Agency, 1981, 
p. 181. 

This increase in interest has also been reflected in the 
amount of AID funds going to agricultural research in recent 
years. Between 1978 and 1981 the total agricultural research 
appropriation has increased by almost 70 percent from $84.7 
million to $143.7 million (see table 1). As a percentage of the 
total AID appropriation for "agriculture, rural development and 
nutrition," agricultural research has increased from 12.8 percent 
to 19.5 percent. However, these figures do not take into account 
the very large economic support- funded appropriation for agri- 
culture, rural development, and nutrition ($2,270 million), of 
which less than 1 percent ($22.4 million) goes to agricultural 
research (see Annex 2). 



T a b l e  1. A # r l o u l t u r e l  Rqsearoh I o p r o ~ r l e t l o n s .  1918-1981. 8, S u b c e t e n a r v l  ( I n  l h o u r e n d s )  

1. h ~ r .  Techno lo#y -Resea rch  b y  U.S. I n s t l t  .l 
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4s l a  117 1,060 
L a t i n  h n a r l a a  and t h e  Cer lbbamn I, 100 I . 3 l l  7  no 1,051 
Near Cast  I 5 0  1,200 1 .012 6,451 
Deve lopment  Suppo r t  20 ,2@1 21.115 l9 , lOU 15.058 

2. I n t e r n a t l o n a l  c e n t a r f 3  
r r T T c .  

As la  
L a t l n  l m e r l c e  and t h e  Caribbean 10,000 
N ra r  C m r t  
Dsvs lopmant  Suppo r t  21.652 21.750 31.800 90, I 0 0  

T o t a l s  

Latin h a e r l c a  r nd  t n e  C a r l b b m r n  8,645 20.569 2 .  I 6 5  
Nemr Ees t  2.896 I .U56 1,115 
Dav r l opm*n t  Suppo r t  

T o t a l s  

T o t a l  A g r l o u l t u r r l  R a r r a r c h  - 
A T r l o e  15.571 12.591 22.119 15. 156 
As la  I . I l l 7  7 ,093 1 .000 30, 600 
L a t l n  Amar lan  and t h e  C a r l b b r a n  1'1.715 22.080 Z.865 9.687 
Near t a s t  1 , f l l "  2.646 5.147 6,411 
Oevelopmant 311ppor t  0 5 , 3 3 5  5 1 . n l l  S2.104 55,158 

- -  . 
Latin h e r l o r  wnd t h e  Car lbbmen 196,  roc  107. 165 127.93; 
# e r r  Eas t  19.81u l 9 . 160  IW.012 27.855 
Dav r l opnsn t .  B u p p o r t  33.778 73.460 75.763 17 ,815  

] f t t n c t l n n a l  J u b c a t e # o r v  * F N 1 C n - - A c ' . l ~ i t L * s  l l n a n c l n f l  l n t r r n r t i o n n l  a q r d - - ~ r l t u r a l  r * s r a r r h  c r n t m r s .  
t n o l u d s s  a o p r o p r l # t L n n s  f o r  ICLARI(, t h o  I n t e r n a t l o n a l  C r n t e r  f o r  l l v l n #  l n u a t l c  R e i o u r c s s  
qannqqment l o c a t r d  I n  t h e  P h l l l ~ p l n e s  11300.000 I n  197'1. 1700.000 I n  1180. and 9100.00fl I n  1 9 0 0 .  



BUREAU- AND MISSION-FUNDED AGRICULTURAL RESEARCH 

Much of this increased funding has been through bureau- and 
mission-funded projects. Between 1978 and 1981 funds going to 
mission- and regionally 1:unded agricultural research almost tri- 
pled, from $28.4 million t c ~  $78.6 million. In relative terms this 
has meant that the percentage of AID'S total appropriation for 
"agriculture, rural development, and nutrition" going towards 
regional- and mission-funded agricultural research has doubled-- 
from 4.3 percent to 10.7 percent. 

In a survey of 1983 Country Development Strategy Statements, 
24 countries indicated a specific interest in agricultural re- 
search. An equal number indicated an interest in farming systems 
research [Mc~ermott, 1981, p. 31. Two regional bureaus have also 
particularly emphasized agricultural research in strategy state- 
ments. The Asia bureau has placed agricultural research at the 
top of its priority llst in its strategy for the 1980s. In line 
with this, that bureau is undertaking a two-year study of the 
impact of previous AID investment upon that region's agricultural 
research, drawing implications for future AID agricultural re- 
search activities.[l] The Africa bureau is also increasingly 
emphasizing agricultural research. Its rscently produced "Food 
Sector Assistance Strategy Paper" stated: 

In the area of long-term institutional development, AID 
needs to put emphasis on those institutions which sup- 
port development and diffusion of improved production 
technology. Agricultural research, extension, an 
trcining are the most important institutions in this 
regard [~frica Bureau, 1981, pp. 10-111. 

In December 1979, the United States and several European nations 
agreed to coordinate resources for joint projects within the 
framework of a Concerted Action for Development in Africa (CADA) . 
The eight participating donors each selected specific problem 
areas for their lead responsibility in developing program ideas. 
The United States selected forestry and agricultural research. 
One major focus of its effort will be to strengthen national 
agricultural research systems [ ~ e ~ e a u ,  1980, pp. 1-21. 

AID SUPPORT OF INTERNATIONAL AGRICULTURAL RESEARCH CENTERS 

AID did not play a major role in creating the International 
Agricultural Research Centers (IARCs). Instead, the initial sup- 
port for the International Maize and Wheat Improvement Center 
(CIMMYT) and International Rice Research Institute (IRRI) came 



from the Ford and Rockefeller foundations. However, when the 
value of the research conducted by those institutions in devel- 
oping high yielding grain varieties became apparent, AID was 
quick to lend support. AID began contributing to CIMMYT in 1969 
and steadily expanded the scope and scale of its IARC support (see 
annex 3). Before 1972 this support was on an ad hoc basiso with 
contributions funneled through the regional bureaus as well as the 
Technical Assistance Bureau. In 1972 the Consultative Group on 
International Agricultural Research (CGIAR) was established. 
Since then most of AID's IARC support has been channeled through 
that body. Between 1978 and 1981, AID's IARC support increased 
from $31.7 million to $40.1 million (see table 1). Relative to 
AID's total agriculture, rural development and nutrition appro- 
priation, this has been a slight increase from 5.2 percent in 1978 
to 6.2 percent in 1981. AID has maintained a policy of providing 
up to 25 percent of the total CGIAR center and program contri- 
butions. AID has also supported several international centers 
which are not part of the CGIAR framework. A detailed description 
of the international centers and programs supported by AID and 
their funding levels is presented in annex 4. 

RECENT TRENDS IN CENTRALLY FUNDED AGRICULTURAL RESEARCH 

Between 1978 and 1981 centrally funded non-IARC research 
appropriations increased from $21.6 million to $24.6 million 
(table 1). In relative terms, this represents only a slight 
increase (from 3.29 to 3.33 percent) in the amount of AID's total 
agriculture, rural development and nutrition appropriation. How- 
ever, Title XII-authorized changes should increase the amount and 
nature of centrally funded agricultural research investments in 
coming years. 

Collaborative Research Support Proqrams 

Title XI1 legislation called for long-term collaborative 
research to solve food and nutrition problems in developing 
countries. One outcome was the creation of Collaborative Research 
Support Programs ( CRSPs) which bring universities, U. S government 
agencies, IARCs, and developing country institutions together into 
a unified approach on major research problems. CRSPs provide 
funds for research on selected problems to U.S universities that 
contribute from non-federal sources at least 25 percent of the 
total project cost. CRSPs differ from other AID research projects 
in that they are programs composed of several closely interrelated 
projects and activities aimed at a broad set of objectives. Three 
CRSPs are presently being implemented and another six are in the 
planning stage (see annex 5). CRSP program implementation has 
been slow to get underway, one delay being the selection 



;-f priority research topics. However, the universities involved 
have continued to show a lot of interest in the CRSP program and 
have contributed an average of 40 percent of program resources 
from non-federal sources, as opposed to the required 25 percent. 

Strengtheninq Grants to U.S. Universities 

The inability of U.S. universities to locate competent staff 
willing to accept long-term overseas assignments has limited 
university participation in AID-sponsored international research 
programs in the last 10-15 years. This is partly due to appoint- 
ment, promotion, and tenure policies which discriminate against 
overseas research. There has also been a lack of salary incen- 
tives to compensate individual faculty members for risks and 
hardships inherent in overseas assignments. The inflexibility of 
AID'S policy for adjusting university salaries, combined with 
substantial restrictions of once favorable individual income tax 
laws, have contributed to the limited response of agricultural 
scientists to overseas opportunities, relative to that of their 
predecessors in the 1950s and 1960s [ B I F A D ,  19811. This factor 
has become more important as AID increasingly focuses on poorer, 
more remote areas in accordance with the New Directions Mandate. 
The inadequate number of experienced agricultural specialists 
interested in international work and possessing the necessary 
language and cross cultural skills has been a particular im- 
pediment to AID'S growing efforts in francophone Africa. 

In order to increase university research and technical 
assistance capabilities in areas AID feels are necessary, Title 
XI1 has authorized "strengthening grants" (Project Number 
931-1282). This grant program obligated $5 million in 1990, 
permitting sane 30 universities to design new courses addressing 
development issues. Title XI1 strengthening grants replaced the 
"211d" grants, which served a similar function. See annex 6 ,  
tables 1 and 2 for a list of Title XI1 strengthening grants and 
"211d" grants. 



NOTES 

1 This study, the Asian Agricultural Research Review (project 
No. 498-0249) is being conducted by University of Minnesota's 
Department of Agricultural and Applied Economics under the 
direction of Vernon Ruttan. 



SECTION IV: REVIEW OF AID'S AGRICULTURAL RESEARCFPROJECTS 

METHODOLOGY AND LIMITATIONS OF THE ANALYSIS 

The major task of this report was to locate and review agri- 
cultural research project evaluations. A sample of 48 projects 
was chosen--39 mission- and regionally funded and 9 centrally 
funded projects. The lack of information on projects that ended 
prior to 1974 meant that the sample was comprised of relatively 
recent projects. The average year of project initiation was 1973. 
The average year of termination was 1979. The average life of the 
projects was 6.64 years. A list of these projects, including bas- 
ic descriptive information, is contained in Table 2 (and in great- 
er detail in annex 7). A thumbnail sketch of each project and its 
implementation experience is contained in annex 14. Information 
on the methodology used to identify the sample is presented in 
annexes 8 and 9. 

Questionnaires were designed which addressed relevant issues 
identified in a review of the secondary literature on agricultural 
research. These sets of questions were subsequently'revised in 
light of information gathered from the evaluations themselves. 
The revised lists of questions are presented in annex 10 tables 1 
and 2. Questionnaires were completed on each of the 48 projects 
to extract and aggregate information on recurring implementation 
problems and issues. 

It was originally hoped the evaluations would provide insight 
into "activities or groups of activities that lead to project suc- 
cess". Unfortunately the evaluations were not complete enough to 
permit this. A discussion of the characteristics and contents of 
the evaluations reviewed in this study is contained in Annex 11. 
As is shown below, the information gbtained from the evaluations 
is primarily of a monitoring nature and therefore not readily 
applicable to the needs of policy analysis or future project 
design. 

In order to detect patterns of problem occurrence in terms of 
project success, the sample projects were grouped into the fol- 
lowing categories: 

Better than satisfactory project performance; 

. 
Satisfactory project performance; and 

Less than satisfactory project performance. 

These performance ratings refer only to the project's agricultural 
research component. Nine of the projects fell into the first 
category, 11 into the second, and 19 into the third (see table 2 ) .  



Table 2. Estimated Ratlng o f  the Performance o f  the Pro jects  According t o  Evaluet lons ( H l s s l o n / ~ r g l o n a l l y  ~onded) 

raunt ry  ProJeot Name 

Amount 
Obl l8ated 

F roJ rc t  No. Dates ( j  m l l l l o n )  

Bet ter  Than Sat lsractory  ProJect Ferformance - 
Wepel 
S r l  Lank8 
Asia Rrglonnl 
Indonesl a 
Cuatemale 
Honduras 
RDCAP 
Tantanla 
Tcr~tlsla 

In tegrntcd Cereals 
Rlce Research 
Aslan Vcgot.able nevrlopment Centrr 
Agr l cu l tu ra l  Rsssnrch 
Food Productlon and N u t r l  t l n n  fmprovrment 
Agr l cu l tu ra l  Research 
Snal l  Farmsr Cropplnp. Systems 
bgr lc r r l  t u r a l  Reseercli 
Agr l cu l tu ra l  Prod~rctlon-Cereals 

Sa t l s tac to ry  ProJect Performance 

Yemen Arnh Rep. 
Ranglad-sh 
Korea 
F h l l l  *lplnea 
Do1 I. l a  
Dol l  t l a  
Brat11 
Nl rqraacra 
East b f r IF8  Reg. 
Ontswann 
Niger 

Sor8hrm Product Ion  
Agr l cu l tu ra l  Research 
Agr l cu l tu ra l  Reqearch 
A ~ r l c u l t u r a l  Rewnrch 092-1439 
perenla Oeveloprnent 
Agr l c r ~ l t u r a l  Sector Loan 
Agrlcwl t u r a l  Rcseerch 
Agrlccrlttrrel Productlon and D l v e r s l f l c a t l o n  
Antma1 and Crop Prodllct Ion  
IVS Bots*ana H a r t l c u l t u r a l  Pro ject  
Nlger Cerenls ProJrc t  

Less Than Satisfactory ProJect Performance 

Y~men Arab Rrp. 
Yemen Arab Rrp. 
Faklstan 
Thallend 
B o l l v l a  
D o l l v l a  
C o l a b l a  
E l  Salvndor 
E l  Salvador 
lla I t I 
Peru 
Uruguay 
Morocco 
Leqotho 
Snmalln 
Zalre 
Et.hlopla 
Hnur l tan la  
Seneaal 

Trop lca l  and Subtroplanl F r u l t  Improvement 
Sorglltnn and HI l l e t  Crop Improvement 
Agr l c ~ r l t u r a l  Research 
Agr lcc~l  t u r a l  Research 
Exploratory Rcsrerch on Fermlng Systems 
COCA Crop Suhs t l tu t l on  
Smnll Farmer Development Loan 
Agr lcc~l  t u r r  D e v e l o ~ c n t  
Aa Resrorrh, Ftlcrcet.lon. *nd Extrnslon 
ln tegrntsd b ~ r l r u l t u r a l  Drvrlopmsnt 
?my and Corn Product,lon on Tnn l l  Farms 
bg hcnrarah Trcl inlcal  A w l  ~ tan t -P  Loan 
Cereal 9 Prodlrrr t l r ~ n  
Farmlng Systrma Rcqearch 
Agrlccrl tAJral Srrv lcea 
North Shnhn Hal ze Prmllrct Ian 
Pulsr Dl ver- l  f l c a t l a n  and tmprovrmrnt 
In t rg rn tm l  Rlrral kve lopmrn t  
CerraIq Prodlrctlon ProJrc t  



The absence of standardized project performance indicators in 
AID's evaluation system means these ratings are based on subjec- 
tive interpretations of the "tone" of the evaluations and the 
degree of their criticism of the project. In cases where evalu- 
ators gave an overall project assessment, that appraisal was used. 

However, this is not an objective criterion for several 
reasons : 

Evaluations undertaken during project implementation aim 
at making recommendations to improve project performance 
rather than provide an overall judgement of performance. 

. Evaluations conducted during implementation rarely examine 
project impact. Normally, they confine themselves to 
monitoring inputs and outputs. Consequently, it may be 
impossible to assess how important a given problem is to 
achieving overall project objectives. 

There is no assurance the individuals conducting the 
evaluations are uniformly qualified or impartial. 

There is no assurance the evaluation documents clearly and 
accurately reflect evaluator views (especially when 
evaluation documents merely supplement oral 
presentations). 

Some evaluators try to avoid being unduly harsh, and 
therefore present their criticisms and recommendations in 
a positive light. They may, for example, put undue 
emphasis on those activities being performed well or on 
schedule. Other evaluators may view their role as 
demanding they look at everything very critically. They 
tend to focus on problems requiring remedial action rather 
than on activities proceeding according to plan. 

The evaluations are conducted by different-sized teams 
evaluating for different objectives and given differing 
amounts of time to accomplish the task. 

' The amount of evaluative material available for each 
project varies considerably. In some cases it was 
insufficient to provide an accurate assessment of the 
project's progress towards meeting its objectives. 

Unfortunately, it is impossible to make a more objective 
determination of the projects' overall performance using only the 
data in the evaluations. There is no standardized performance 
indicator in AID's project evaluation system. The projects have 
different sets of activities, inputs, and outputs, with varying 
priorities accorded to each. The absence of information on basic 
project characteristics makes a comparative analysis more 



difficult. Attempting to "second guess" the original evaluators 
and compare achievements with quantitative project objectives in 
order to obtain a more exact project ranking was beyond the scope 
of this study. 

Nor is there any guarantee that the original project 
objectives are realistic and can themselves serve as an adequate 
basis for evaluating project performance. Project goals and 
purposes are sometimes written to guide the authorization of 
project funds rather than to guide project evaluation. 
Consequently, any independent assessment would have to evaluate 
the validity of the project's original objectives. For example, 
it is possible that inputs programmed into a project could never 
produce the outputs anticipated, or that achieving output 
objectives would not be sufficient to attain project purposes and 
goals. 

Given these problems with project categorization, excessive 
analytic significance should not be accorded to the distribution 
of problems among the three groupings. Certainly any cause/effect 
attribution between the variables discussed and the overall 
success ranking is unwarranted. 

The focus of this section of the report is on the problerns of 
project design and implementation. This focus on problems may 
give a negative impression of project performance that is neither 
intended nor warranted. There is nothing in the findings of this 
report to indicate that the agricultural research projects in the 
sample experienced more problems or were less successful than 
other types of projects. Nor is there any basis for concluding 
that AID projects are any more or less successful than those of 
other development agencies. Finally, it cannot be suggested, 
based on these findings, that the severity of the problems 
encountered is greater, or project performance less adequate, than 
could be reasonably expected by any project, given the problems 
inherent in undertaking development activities in developing 
countries. 

EVALUATION COVERAGE OF IMPLEMENTATION ISSUES 

A review of documentation and interviews with AID officials 
were conducted prior to examining the evaluations covered by this 
study. These sources identified a number of issues important for 
agricultural research project design and implementation. These 
issues served as the basis for designing the questionnaires used 
in this study. 

In analyzing the evaluation documentation, the "set of 
evaluations" for each project was reviewed. The information it 
contained was recorded whenever the evaluation documents in the 



set addressed a given issue. Table 3 shows for each issue the 
percentages of mission- and regionally funded projects in the 
sample in which the issue is addressed by at least one evaluation 
document. Table 4 presents this information for issues relevent 
to centrally funded projects. As previously noted, a distinction 
must be made between evaluation documents and the evaluation 
process itself. Issues considered during an evaluation may not be 
discussed in the subsequent report. 

Tables 3 and 4 reveal that several issues identified as 
important for agricultural research projects, both in the 
literature and by AID personnel interviewed, were not substap- 
tively discussed in the evaluation documents reviewed. For both 
mission/regionally funded projects and centrally funded projects, 
these included several issues now gaining prominence as part of 
the "farming systems research" thrust: 

The problems entailed in implementing on-farm research; 

' Small farmer participation in research; 

The role of multi-disciplinary research; and 

The analysis of constraints small farmers face as part of 
the technology generation process, and the ex post 
analysis by the researchers of the new technology's effect 
on its beneficiaries. 

Other issues important to mission- and regionally funded 
projects but receiving insufficient attention in project 
evaluations include: 

Whether the project's scope and lifespan are sufficient to 
achieve the desired research results; 

The importance of price incentives and auxiliary 
government services (such as extension, credit, input 
provision, and marketing assistance) in disseminating and 
adopting the technology; 

The ability of the government to cover the recurrent costs 
of operating and maintaining agricultural research 
facilities; 

' Counterpart relationships and providing on-the-job 
training to host country personnel; 

The adequacy of remuneration and administrative support 
given to host country agricultural researchers to ensure 
they remain with the project; 

. The contractor's performance in supporting its long-term 
technical assistance field team; and 



T a b l e  3.  C o v e r a g e  o f  I s s u e s :  H i s s i o n -  a n d  R e g i o n a l l y  F u n d e d  P r o j e c t s  

T h e  p e r c e n t a g e  o f  p r o J e c t , s  
I f o r  u h l c h  t h e  i 3 s u e  was 
a d d r e s s e d  l n  t h e  s c t  o f  

I s s u e s  e v a l t ~ a t i o n  d o r u m e n t s  H z 3 9  -------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

T a r g e t  G r o u p  O r i e n t a t i o n  

1 .  W h e t h e r  t h e  r e s e a r c h  was f o c u s e d  o n  s m e l l  
f a r m e r s  and  t h r  c r o p s  t h e y  p r o d u c e d .  

F a c t o r s  w h l c h  p r e v e n t e d  members o f  t h e  
t a r g e t  g r o u p  f r o m  o b t a i n i n g  t h e  benefits, 
o r  u e r e  r c s p o n s l b l e  f o r  p e r s o n s  o u t s l d e  
t h e  t a r g e t  g r o u p  receiving t h e  p r o J e c t f s  
b e n e f i t s .  

2 .  W h e t h e r  t h e  r e s e a r c h  c o n d u c t e d  t o o k  i n t o  a c c o u n t  
t h e  constraints u n d e r  w h l c h  t h e  f a r m e r  was 
o p e r a t l n g .  

3 .  T h e  r e s e a r c h e r s '  a n a l y s i s  d u r i n g  i m p l e m e n t a t i o n  
o f  t h e  new t e c h n o l o g y ' s  e f f e c t  o n  t h e  
b e n e f i c i a r i e s .  

R e s e a r c h - R e l a t e d  I s s u e s  

W h e t h e r  r e a l i s t i c  o n - f a r m  t e s t i n g  was c a r r i e d  o u t  
i n  o r d e r  t o  a d a p t  t h e  t e c h n o l o g y  t o  l o c a l  c o n d i t i o n s .  

P r o b l e m s  t h a t  u e r e  e n c o u n t e r e d  i n  l m p l e -  
m e n t l n g  o n - f a r m  r e s e a r c h ,  and  t h e  m e t h o d -  
o l o g y  u s e d  ( f o r  e x a m p l e ,  who c o n d u c t e d  t h e  f i e l d  
t e s t i n g :  how t h e  p r o b l e m s  o f  d e a l i n g  u l t h  
l e s s  c o n t r o l l e d  e x p e r i m e n t s  w e r e  h a n d l e d ;  
and  i n c e n t i v e s  t o  r n c o u r a g e  r e s r a r c h e r s  t,o do  
o n - f a r m  r e s e a r c h ) .  

W h e t h e r  f a r m e r s  w e r e  i n v o l v e d  i n  t h e  r e s e a r c h  
c a r r l e d  o u t  by  t h e  p r o j e c t .  

T h e  r o l e  f a r m e r s  p l a y e d  I n  t h e  t e c h n o l o g y  
g e n e r a t i o n  p r o e e s s  ( f o r  r x a m p l e ,  p r o b l r m  
i d e n t , l f l c a t l o n ,  t e s t i n g ,  a n d  ~ v a l u a t l o n ) .  The  
l n c e n t l v e s  u s e d  t o  e n c o u r a R e  t h e i r  p a r t t -  
c l p a t , i o n  and  m e a s u r e s  u s e d  t o  e n s u r e  t h ~ t  
t h e y  w e r e  r e p r c s r n t a t i v e .  

Whether  t h e  r e s r a r c h  was c o n d u c t ~ d  o n  a  m u l t i -  
disciplinary b a s t s .  

F a r t o r s  w h l c h  r o n t r i b u t . ~ d  t o  o r  h i n d r r e d  
t h ~  I m p l e m e n t a t t o n  o f  a n  interdisciplinary 
a p p r o a c h .  

The d c a i g n  and  i m p l e m e n t a t t o n  o f  t h e  r e s r a r c h  
p r o g r a m  i t s e l f  ( w h e t h e r  t,hn p r q b l ~ m s  u e r c  
c o r r m c t l y  s p e c i f l e d ,  r r ~ l l s t l c  o b j e c t l v e ~  s e t ,  
t ~ s t s  p r o l e s s i n n a l l y  c o n d u c t n d ,  and  s o  : a r t h ) .  



A I D ' S  p e r f o r m a n c e  I n  s u p e r v i s i n g  a g r i -  
c u l t u r a l  r e s e a r c h .  

T h e  p r o j e c t ' s  s c o p e  and  l i f e s p a n  a n d  w h e t h e r  
t h e y  w e r e  a d e q u a t e  t o  a c h i e v e  t h e  r e s e a r c h  
r e s u l t s  and  p r o j e c t  o b j e c t , l v e s  e x p e c t e d .  

A d e q u a t e  l l n k a g e  b e t w e e n  r e s e a r c h  e n d  
c x t e n a l o n  t o  d i s s e m i n a t e  t h e  r l n d l n g s .  

W h e t h e r  t.he p r i c e  i n c e n t i v e s  t o  f a r m e r s  
w e r e  a d e q u a t e  t o  e n c o u r a g e  t h e i r  a d o p t l n g  
t h e  r e s e a r c h - g e n o r a t e d  t e c h n o l o g y .  

W h e t h e r  t h e  o b s e n c e  o f  a u x l l i a r y  g o v e r n m e n t  
s e r v l c e s  ( f o r  e x a m p l e ,  c r e d i t .  p r o v l s l o n  
o f  I n p u t s ,  m a r k e t i n g  a s s l s t a n c e ,  a n d  s o  f o r t h )  
was a  c o n s t r a l n t  t o  p r o j e c t  s u c c e s s .  

P r o l e c t  I m p l e m e n t a t i o n  I s s u e s  

T h e  l e v e l  o f  h o s t  g o v e r n m e n t  p r o j e c t  s u p p o r t  
( s u c h  a s  p e r s o n n n e l ,  b u d g e t a r y ,  ond  a d m l n l s t r a t l v e  
s u p p o r t ) .  

t h e  a b l l l t y  o f  t h e  g o v e r n m e n t  t o  c o v e r  t h e  
r e c u r r e n t  c o s t s  o f  p r o j e c t  I m p l e m e n t a t i o n .  

The  g o v e r n m e n t ' s  p r o v i s i o n  a d e q u a t e l y  t r a l n e d  
c o u n t e r p a r t s  l o r  e x p a t r i a t e  p e r s o n n e l .  

T h e  l o n g - t e r m  s t a r f ' s  p r o v l s l o n  o r  o n - t h e - j o b  
t r a i n i n g  t o  c o u n t e r p a r t s .  

P a r t i c i p a n t  t r a l n i n g  p r o g r a m  a d r q u a c y  and  
p r o b l e m s  e n c o u n t e r e d .  

W h e t h e r  h o s t  g o v e r n m e n t  s t a f f ,  c o ~ ~ n t e r p a r t s ,  and  
r e t u r n e d  p a r t i c i p a n t  t r a l n e e s  r e c e l v r d  a d e q u a t e  
r ~ n u m e r a t l o n  t o  e n s u r e  t h e y  r e m a i n e d  w l t h  
t h e  p r o j e c t .  

P r o b l e m s  I n  p r o c u r i n g  e q i l p m e n t  and  m a t e r l a l s  
n e c e s s a r y  f o r  p r o j e c t  i m p l c m ~ n t a t l o n .  

The  a d e q u a c y  o r  l o n g - t e r m  e x p a t r i a t e  t e c h n i c a l  
a s s l s t a n c e .  

D e l a y s  i n  r l e l d l n g  t r c h n l c a l  a s s i s t a n c e  
s t a f f ' .  

T h e  e x p - r l e n c e  and  q u a l l r l r a t l o n s  o r  t h e  
l o n g - t e r m ,  ~ x p a t r l a t e  technical a s s l s t , a n c p  
s t a f f  ( i n c l u d i n g  l a n g ~ ~ a q r  a b i l t  t y  1 .  

C o n t r o c t o r  p e r r o r m a n r e  I n  s u p p o r t , l n g  
I t s  r l e l d  team.  

The  c f r e c t l v e n e s s  o r  s h o r t - t e r m  t - c h n l c a l  
a s s l s t a n c e  ( w h e t h e r  a q o l s t a n c e  was p r o v l d n d  
I n  a  t l m e l y  m o n n v r ,  c o n 3 u l t a n t 3 '  s k i l l 3  m a t c h c d  
p r o J r c t  n e e d s ;  recommendations w e r e  r o l l c u r d ,  
? n d  30 F o r t h ) .  



T a b l e  9 .  Coverage  o f  I s s u e s :  C e n t r a l l y  Funded P r o j e c t s  

I s s u e s  

The p e r c e n t a g e  o f  p r o j e c t s  
f o r  w h l c h  t h e  l s s u e  was 
a d d r e s s e d  i n  t h e  s e t  o f  
e v a l u a t l o n  documents  N-9 

1. P r o j e c t  l i n k a g e s  w i t h  r e s e a r c h  l n s t l t u t l o n s  
o r  government  a g e n c l e s  i n  d e v e l o p i n g  
c o u n t r i e s .  
Whether  t h e s e  l i n k a g e s  were fo rmed  I n  a  t i m e l y  
manner,  and a t  what  administrative l e v e l .  

2 .  P e r t i c l p a t l o n  o f  d e v e l o p i n g  c o u n t r y  p r o f e s s l o n o l s  
i n  t h e  r e s e a r c h .  
Whether  h o s t  c o u n t r y  p e r s o n n e l  were 
t r a i n e d  t h r o u g h  t h e  p r o j e c t .  

P r o b l e m s  e n t a l l e d  i n  c o n d u c t i n g  
r e s e a r c h  i n  d e v e l o p i n g  coun t r : as  i n  
con . j unc t l on  w i t h  l o c a l  l n s t l t u t l o n s  
and r e s e a r c h e r s .  

3. Adequacy o f  l o n g - t e r m  t e c h n l c a l  a s s i s t a n c e .  
D e l a y s  i n  f l e l d l n g  e x p a t r i a t e  s t a f f .  
The e x p e r i e n c e  and q u a l l f l c a t l o n s  o f  l o n g - t e r m  
s t a f f .  

4 .  The e f f e c t i v e n e s s  and t l m e l l n e s s  o f  s h o r t -  
t e r m  t e c h n l c a l  a s s i s t a n c e .  

5 .  The p r o j e c t ' s  scope and l l f e s p a n  and 
w h e t h e r  t h e y  were  a d e q u a t e  t o  a c h l e v e  t h e  
r e s e a r c h  r e s u l t s  and p r o j e c t  o b j e c t i v e s .  

6. The r e s e a r c h  p r o g r a m ' s  d e s l g n  end l m p l e m e n t a t l o n  
( w h e t h e r  t h e  p r o b l e m s  were  c o r r e c t l y  s p e c l f l e d ,  
r e a l i s t l c  o b j e o t i v e s  s e t ,  t e s t s  p r o f e s s l o n a l l Y  
c o n d u c t e d ,  and s o  f o r t h ) .  

Whether  o n - f a r m  t e s t l n g  was c a r r l e d  out, 
i n  o r d e r  t o  a d a p t  t h e  t e c h n o l o g y  t o  
l o c a l  c o n d i t i o n s .  

Whether  t h e  r e s e a r c h  was c o n d u c t e d  on a 
multi-disciplinary b a s i s .  

7 .  A I D  p r o J e c t  s u p p o r t  bokh  f r o m  t h e  
m l s s l o n  and c e n t r a l  b u r e o u s .  

8 .  Resea rch  f i n d i n g  d i s s e m i n a t i o n .  
Hechan lsms used  f o r  t h l s  d l s s e m l n n t l o n .  
C o n s t r a l n t s  t o  d l s s e m i n s t l o n .  



The effectiveness and timeliness of short-term technical 
assistance. 

The issues discussed by the evaluation documents of centrally 
funded agricultural research projects, even those involving 
overseas research, differed from those important to mission- and 
regionally funded projects. However, the evaluations of centrally 
funded projects also treated some issues more exkensively than 
others (see table 4). Issues pertinent to centrally funded 
projects that were not fully covered by those project's 
evaluations included: 

Problems entailed in simply conducting research within 
developing countries and in conjunction with local 
institutions and researchers; 

The actual design and implementation of the research 
program itself; 

' The feasibility or necessity of conducting more applied, 
on-farm research, involving the eventual beneficiaries in 
the research using a multi-disciplinary approach, and so 
forth; and, 

The dissemination of research findings. 

FINDINGS: MISSION- AND REGIONALLY FUNDED PROJECTS 

Introduction 

This evaluation review identified several problems occurring 
in past projects. Unfortunately, given the weak evaluation data 
base and sample size, it is impossible to reach definite conclu- 
sions about problem frequency or relative severity. The most that 
can be done is to summarize the types of problems encountered. 
For mission- and regionally funded projects (a 39-project sub- 
sample), these problems were grouped into two categories: those 
particular to or especially important for agricultural research, 
and those involving development project implementation in general. 

Issues comprising these categories will be discussed below. 
Information on individual sample project performance in relation 
to each issue is presented in tabular form in annex 12, tables 1- 



Research-Related Issues 

The evaluation documents for the 39 mission- and regionally 
funded projects discussed the following issues of particular 
importance for agricultural research: 

Difficulties in focusing the research on small farmers and 
their constraints; 

Problems entailed in conducting on-farm research, 
involving small farmers in the research, and using a 
multi-disciplinary research approach; 

. The inability to set research priorities and ensure 
quality research; 

Problems with phasing activities and project time frames, 
especially the phasing o f  facility construction and 
research; 

' Inadequate AID support due to lack of tezhnical expertise 
among its personnel and a high rate of ~ission personnel 
turnover; and 

Weaknesses in the linkage between research and extension 
which hinders dissemination of research results. 

Focus on Small Farmers 

The majority of the sample projects, at least nominally, 
concentrated on research whose ultimate goal was to benefit small 
farmers (see table 5 ) .  Generally the projects concentrated on 
crops that small farmers grew or worked in resource poor areas 
where small farmers and the rural poor comprise most of the 
population. Except to note this as the project goal, however, 
evaluations gave little attention to measuring the success of such 
efforts or evaluating alternative methods of reaching the small- 
scale farmer. Only a few evaluations discussed constraints to 
directing project benefits to small scale producers. 

Three of the sample projects identified a trade-uff problem 
between helping small farmers and increasing aggregate food 
production to meet growing urban and export demand. In the 
Tunisia Cereals Production Project, for example, the government 
was more corccrned wit71 increasing production for export and 
foreign exchange thari with helping small-scale producers. 
Therefore, it placed greater emphasis on large farm production 
where it felt chances for surplus production were greater. 

In two projects, the traditional focus of the implementing 
agency on larger or more privileged farmers undermined project 
efforts to help smaller-scale farmers. In Colombia's Small Farmer 



Table 5. Focus on Small Farmers 1 

Q u e s t ~ o n  
Not 
Addressed i n  
Eva lua t ions  

Groupings 

S a t r s f a c t o r y  P r o j e c t  
Performance 

S e t t e r  than Satisfactory 
LJroject Performance 7 1 

Research 
Dlrec ted  
a t  Small 
Farmers 

L Number of p r o l e c t s  i n  whlch t h e  r e s e a r c h  was d l r e c t e d  specifically by 
smal l  farmers ,  o r  was conducted on crops  grown by smal l  farmers .  
Data taken from annex 1 2 ,  t a b l e  1. 

Research Not 
Direc ted  a t  
Small Farmers 

Less than S a t i s f a c t o r y  
P r o j e c t  Performance 

Table 6 .  Examination of  

Groupings 

Small Fa-mer C o n s t r a i n t s  1 

8 

Q u e s t i o n  Not 
Addressed i n  
E v a l u a t i o n s  

4 

Small Farmer 
C o n s t r a l n t s  
Examlned 

S e t t e r  than S a t l s f  a c t o r y  
P r o l e c t  Performance 

7 

Small Farmer 
C o n s t r a i n t s  
Not Examined 

Less than S a t i s f a c t o r y  
P r o j e c t  Performance 2 

C 1 b 

Yumber of ? r o ] e c t s  i n  whlch t h e  constraints facrng smal l  farmers  
were i d e n t a f l e d  and addressed i n  t h e  des lgn  of t h e  technology.  
Data taken from annex 12 , t a b l e  1. 

, 
S a t i s f a c t o r y  P r o j e c t  

Performance 3 0 8 



Development Project, the implementing agency, the Colombian Agri- 
cultural Institute (IcA), worked with client farmers called 
usuarios. often on a one-to-one basis. Aside from this increased .. - 

attention, these usuarios often received credit at subsidized 
interest rates. This put them in a privileged class unrepre- 
sentative of other smali farmers. It also led to problems with 
the relevance of the ICA-designed technology for small farmers as 
a whole. For instance, it allowed ICA to promote technology that 
required more capital than most small farmers had. 

As can be seen in table 6, the evaluations paid little 
attention to whether projects examined small farmer constraints 
before developing new technology. Questions on whether the 
projects attempted to develop technology not requiring expensive 
inputs or tailored to small farmer needs, were not often raised. 
According to the evaluations, however, most projects in the 
"better than satisfactory project performance" category addressed 
small farmer constraints in the technology design. 

Even fewer evaluations noted whether or not the projects 
analyzed the new technology's effect on project beneficiaries or 
other population groups. The Coca Crop Substitution Project, 
for example, attempted to reduce 3ol.ivian coca production by 
identifying and promoting alternative crops. However neither the 
project's designers nor its implementers had adequately addressed 
serious questions concerning the project's adverse impact on 
traditional coca consumers both inside and outside the project 
area. One project-generated study indicated coca use was a 
central and essential element in the culture and diet of many poor 
Elolivians. Attempts to restrict its availability would cause 
hardships to this population segment. The study also indicated 
higher coca prices would divert resources from the purchase of 
other consumer goods. 

On Farm Experimentation and Small Farmer Participation 

The evaluations suggest that eight mission- and regionally 
funded projects had effective and relevant on-farm testing. On- 
farm testing for anothcr 12 projects was either non-existent or 
experienced serious problems. Evaluations for 19 projects failed 
to mention the existence of on-farm testing (table 7). 

The evaluations mentioned various problems entailed in 
actually implementing on-farm research programs. These included 
difficulties with logistics and the amount of time required for 
project staff to visit numerous field sites (especially in 
mountainous areas) without adequate transportation; farm level 
research that, while effective, is usually more expensive to 
undertake; and that farming systems-type research demands a strong 
research station program to back it up with basic research. 



Tabla 7. On-Pam T u + i n q  1 

On-Par=n 
T m s w  
Conduct ad 

No On-tazn 
Tasting 
Conducted 

B e t t e r  than SatfsfacC&rp 
Profact 3uforrmnca 0 

Pro jact 
P u f  0-c. 

- - - - - 

Lass than Satisfacto-y 
Pro j a c t  ?a=Zo-cr 

Nun&= of p o j a c z s  Ln w h i c h  affeclve and ralavano on-f- tasting 
w u  conductad. Data t3rm ?tam aaauc 12, tabla 2. 



The balance between experiment station research and field 
testing was a concern in the Tanzania Agricultural Research 
Project. There the project evaluators felt that too much emphasis 
involving personnel, transportation, and budgetary funds was being 
given to village trials. These trials were also very difficult to 

- 

manage and the results questionable. In 1977 data were received 
on only 55 percent of the village trials initiated. LO~V rainfall 
and lack of transportation were given as the main reasons for the 
trials' failure. Given the project's trained manpower shortage, 
the evaluators felt that, until these constraints could be 
removed, it would be wiser for the project to use its limited 
resources for research at the research stations rather thar, for 
village trials. 

Only seven project evaluations even mentioned farmer 
involvement in testing the technology being developed. A few 
projects mentioned problems encountered when including farmers in 
the research. For example, the Nicaraguan Agricultural Diversi- 
fication Project's objective was to establish irrigation systems 
on each of five cooperating farms. However, the farmer cooperator 
system proved unsuccessful, because the farmers could not be 
relied upon to perform the operations required for successful 
irrigation on a timely basis. In Niger's Cereals Production 
Project the testing was done by salaried demonstrators hired by 
villqe chiefs and other political authorities. However, these 
demonstrators were, on the average, wealthier than other farmers 
or had access to credit because of their place in the local power 
structure. They also had an incentive to produce positive results 
to please their employers, and reported high yields whether or not 
they were actually realized. 

On-farm testing and beneficiary participation was 
substantively discussed in three projects. In the ROCAF-funded 
Small Farmer Cropping Systems Project, attempts to promote farmer 
participation in the research were underway in various Central 
American countries. However, these efforts met with varying 
degrees of success. In some areas farmers were actively involved, 
while in others research was being done "on small farms" rather 
than "with small farmers." The desire for a quick project start- 
up also meant that participating farmers in some areas were selec- 
ted without any explicit criteria and, consequently, may not have 
represented small farmers as a whole. 

In Guatemala's Food Production and Nutrition Development 
Project, farmer participation in adaptive research involved a 
four-step process. First, controlled experimentation was 
conducted at the research stations of the implementing agency, 
ICTA. Second, on-farm controlled experimentation was undertaken 
on the more promising research station results. Scientists 
knowledgeable about farmer practices controlled and evaluated the 
scientific work and compared the new technology with traditional 



practices. ICTA provided the necessary inputs and technical 
supervision, while the farmer was encouraged to collaborate. 
Innovations surviving the screening process were then farmer- 
tested under multiple-cropping conditions with farmer-supplied 
inputs. This permitted ICTA researchers to observe how the farmer 
actually administered the new technology on a small portion of his 
land while getting his opinion on its appropriateness. ICTA 
exercised virtually no control at this testing stage. Finally, 
ICTA determined the level of technology acceptance by visiting 
each farmer during the following cropping cycle, and noting the 
number of farmers using the technology and the extent of land 
devoted to ICTA recommendations. ICTA also determined the reasons 
for farmer acceptance or lack of it. An "index of acceptance" 
(the percent of farmers using the new practices multiplied by the 
percent of land used) was then calculated. Only if the acceptance 
index was above a certain amount was the technology passed onto 
the extension agency for diffusion. 

The PNIA-implemented Agricu!.tural Research Project in 
Honduras is modeled after the ICTA project. It also has a 
"farming systems research" focus with more than 75 percent of the 
research conducted on small farms. However, while the farmers are 
involved in identifying their constraints (through sondeos, 
surveys, and farm record maintenance) they are not as involved in 
evaluating the technology tested. PNIA staff conduct the 
experiments. There is no "pure farmer" evaluative testing as 
there was in Guatemala. 

Several lessons concerning the implementation of on-farm 
research were identified in the evaluation of the Honduran 
Agricultural Research Project. First, a major finding concerned 
the variability of yields for improved varieties derived from the 
same genetic parent material. During research station selection 
under optimum growing conditions, these varieties consistently 
outyielded the local variety. However, during on-farm research 
the yields of the improved variety were statistizally superior to 
local varieties in only one out of eight experiments. Moreover, 
on-farm research to evaluate varietal resistance and chemical 
control of diseases and insects was often inconclusive since it 
was impossible to control and evenly apply the pathogen during all 
treatments. In some cases there was no incidence of disease or 
pests in trials aimed at discovering adequate controls. Some 
trials were lost due to incorrect planting dates, farmer misman- 
agement, or damage by grazing animals. In other cases, the 
farmers harvested the crop before researchers had time to collect 
data on it. Finally, in trials where researchers were successful 
in controlling experimental variables, result analysis and inter- 
pretation was sometimes faulty. For these reasons it was often 
impossible to make general recommendations based on multi-location 
varietal or fertilizer experiments. 



Multi-Disci~linarv Research 

Most evaluation reports for projects in the "better than 
satisfactory" category indicated the research was being conducted 
on a multi-disciplinary basis (table 8). For projects in the 
other two groups, however, the evaluations indicated multi- 
disciplinary research was being conducted in only a few cases. 
Only two evaluations discussed problems actually entailed in 
conducting multi-disciplinary research. The ROCAP-funded Small 
Farmer Cropping Systems Project noted that scientists still tended 
to work independently of each other. The structure of the spe- 
cialized sciences encouraged this by providing few rewards for 
inter-disciplinary research. At times, however, it meant the 
research product often looked like a series of separately 
completed pieces rather than a multi-disciplinary team product. 

The Honduran Agricultural Research Project's intent was to 
train multi-disciplinary teams to conduct on-farm research. The 
project's experience demonstrated that versatile individuals, not 
teams, were needed to do such research. A multi-disciplinary team 
supporting these individuals could help with the research's 
diagnostic, testing, or analytic stages. However, achieving 
adequate multi-disciplinary team support was a continuing problem. 

The value of a multi-disciplinary approach to research is 
illustrated by the El Salvador Agricultural Research, Education, 
and Extension Project. After a very critical project evaluation, 
there was a concerted effort to improve its performance. One 
action taken was to assign staff members from each relevant 
department of CENTA, the implementing agency, to form research 
project committees. Both the expatriate personnel assigned to the 
project and subsequent project evaluators nsted that, due to this 
multi-disciplinary approach, there was a substantial increase in 
research quality. 

Research Desiqn and Implementation 

Several sample projects identified design and implementation 
problems with the research program itself (table 9). Defining 
short- and long-range priorities was a problem for some. In the 
Mauritania Integrated Rural Development Project, for example, the 
implementation team's failure to set priorities resulted in its 
attempt to do too much with too few resources. Research conducted 
in two Yemen projects, on the other hand, failed to take into 
account the existence of technology that could have been intro- 
duced without testing. Many crop varieties being tested in the 
Tropical Fruit Improvement Project, for instance, could have been 
disseminated directly without the multi-year delay necessary to 
test fruit crops. Similarly, researchers in the Yemen Sorghum and 



Tabla 8.  Use of Htal t idiscipl inaxy LissaarchL 

Beeu t 5 r a  S a t i s  f a e a r l  I Pro jact Pw'azzuuic. I I 1  I 
Graupirlqs 

I 

S a a f  a c z o q  Pro j act 
?erf orunc. 

8umb.r of ?+ojac-r i n  w h i c h  a8 rasearch w a s  sondus=ed on an 
iatudisciplLnary bas is .  Oata taken f rom aaauc 12, t a b l e  2. 

Hultf  - 
oiscf p l i n a q  
~ p p r o a c h  t o  
itasear& 
U s d  

Tabla 9 .  Dasiqa and Implrmui ta t~on of Rasaarch 1 

Groupings 

M u l t i -  
Disc1 elf nary 
Approach t o  
Ehraarc! 
Not Used 

Projact's 
Rms8atch was 
Adequately 
Daaigned and 
fmplamentrd 

Guestfan Not 
~ d d r e s s e d  in 
Evaluat ions  

Quast ions I 

Not 
Addressed 
ILk 
Evaluatioar 

a t t a r  than Sat is fac tory  
Pro jec t  Perform~ca I I 

Sati  s f a c t o r l  2 ro jec t  
Performanm 

I Less than Satisfactory 
pro jec t  Perforaanca I 
Number of projacts In  w h i c h  th. research prograv w a r  adequately 
dasigned ( adaqwzaly planned, prob L a  rpwiff ed , and real?rs=ic 
objeccfvas sat)  and implamastad. Oata rakan f=om Xpaax 12,  Tabla 3. 



Millet Crop Improvement Project concentrated on breeding sorghum 
while ignoring several activities which could have yieldel 
potentially quicker results such as disease, pest, and weed 
control, as well as improved cultivation practices and water 
management. 

In a few cases, such as the 4qricultural Research Project in 
Thailand and Bolivia's Agriculture Sector Loan the research con- 
ducted was simply found to be repetitive and unimaginative. In 
the latter project, very little of each year's work served as a 
guide to the next year's research. In the El Salvador Agriculture 
Development Project, evaluators noted that research was sometimes 
discontinued before it produced any results. Finally, in two 
cases, Tanzania's Agricultural Research and Bolivia's Cereals 
Development Projects, research station fields were used to produce 
crops for sale to increase agency revenues, rather than for 
research. 

Scope and Timinq Problems 

Seven sample projects experienced severe implementation 
delays limiting the amount and value of the research that could be 
undertaken (table 10). In four of these cases, the evaluators 
noted there was not enough time to complete the project. Three 
other projects were considered too ambitious (one experiencing 
implementation delays as well). 

In most cases these problems were attributed to project 
design flaws. The Bolivian Coca Crop Substitution Project, for 
example, was designed as a four-year project. However, most crops 
with some coca replacement potential were perennials, such as 
citrus, coffee, and cocoa. These required four to six years just 
to come into production, and perhaps another two or three years 
for researchers to undertake the necessary economic analyses to 
ensure their value. 

Delays in research facility construction were encountered in 
14 projects. In 10 cases these constructl.on delays adversely 
affected the projects' research program (see table 11). For 
example, a major Pakistan Agricultural Research Project output was 
to be a new central research facility. Construction was to begin 
soon after the loan signing and be fully completed at the end of 
the third year. However, villagers were living on the land allo- 
cated to the center, and their relocation delayed construction 
plans. Instead of being ready in the third year of an eight-year 
project, the facilities were not expected to be ready until the 
sixth year, leaving only two years of actual research time under 
the contract. 

Aside from the difficulties implicit in absence of 
adequate facilities, the need to supervise the construction of 
research facilities prevented expatriate technicians from actually 
conducting research in several cases. Construction delays were 



1 
Table 1 0 .  Scope and TFming Problems' 

the Scope or Problems Sot 

Pro jocts  
Groupings I 
t 

I Better than Satasf actory 
Project Performance I 

Satisfactory Project I Perfomnee I 5 

I Less 'than Satisfactory 
Project Performance I 5 

Number of projects in  which problems w e r e  identif ied i n  the stop 
of time frame of the projects. Data Taken from annex 12, table 4 .  

Table 1 1 .  Delays i n  Construct ion  1 

Major Conetruct ion  Planned 

I L e s u  than S a t i s f a c t o r y  
P r o j e c t  Per Eormance I 

Oet ter  than Sa t i sCac tory  
P r o j e c t  Performance 

S a t  is Eactcry P r o j e c t  
Per Eormance 

N 0 
I n d i c a t i o n  
t h a t  ~ a j o r  
Cons truc t ion  
wae Planned 

- -- - 

Nrrmber o f  p r o j e c t s  i n  t h e  samp:e. 

- 

0 

1 

0 

2 

0 

2 



due to host governments' unfamiliarity with AID'S approval 
procedures and fixed amount reimbursement agreements, shortage of 
host government and AID engineers, inclement weather, short term 
shortages of materials, inaccurate cost estimates and scheduling 
in project design, and the d~fficulties inherent in defining the 
precise needs of research facilities. In one case, Yemen's 
Tropical and Subtropical Fruit Improvement Project, the Project 
Agreement failed to identify which party was resymsible for site 
development and construction. In the absence of an agreement, the 
host government left the initiative to the AID mission and 
provided little in the way of labor, materials, supervision or 
support. 

AID Support for Aqricultural Research 

The evaluations identified problems with AID project super- 
vision in nine agricultural research projects in the sample (table 
12). A lack of technical expertise in specific research areas 
among AID personnel led to implementation problems in four 
projects. Despite a high level of support for the Mauritania 
Integrated Rural Development Project, for example, a lack of 
livestock-range management technical expertise limited the 
mission's ability to effectively support the project. Because the 
contractor was also weak in this disciplinary area, problems 
resulted with the technical quality of the research. A lack of 
AID technical research expertise was also identified as a problem 
in the Colombia project and for two projects in Yemen. 

A lack of continuity in USAID mission staffs was also a 
problem for some projects. In the first 14 months of the Colombia 
Small Farmer Development Project, four USAID officers shared 
management responsibilities. In the first 24 months of the 
Tanzania Agricultural Research project, there were three different 
USAID project managers. 

Institutional Limitations on Use of Research Findings 

Weaknesses in the extension agency and rural service agencies 
or weak linkages between the research and extension functions were 
identified as constraints to using the research in 16 of the 
projects (table 13). Extension agency weaknesses were reflected 
in problems such as lack of transportation, low salaries and per 
diem, the agency's inability to hire more personnel, and an 
inadequate number of extension agents to serve the farmer popula- 
tion. These primarily resulted from extension' s low priority or 
general budgetary constraints that host governments faced. 

The Guatemala Food Productivity and Nutrition Improvement 
Project illustrates the difficulties of integrating research and 
extension. ICTA's style of on-farm research involving close 
farmer contact was so different from the traditional approach used 
by the extension agency, DIGESA, that the latter had difficulty 
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adjusting to and defining its role. ICTA's on-farm testing had 
the appearance of a "result demonstration", while it used exten- 
sion techniques such as "farmer field days" to help evaluate 
technology performance. Consequently, some technicians came to 
believe the research agency could do all the extension necessary. 

Several sample projects were designed to be self-contained 
and disseminate their research results without the assistance of a 
separate extension service. In the Niger Cere3ls and Yemen 
Sorghum and Millet Crop Improvement projects this was identified 
as a serious project design error. 

Weaknesses in credit, input supply, and marketing services 
were also constraints to disseminating some agricultural research 
project technology. In the Peru Soy and Corn Production Project, 
evaluators noted a delay in delivering fertilizers and pesticides 
by the government agency that, together with unavailable credit 
and scarce seed, impeded demonstration work. Similarly, the seed 
multiplication service's inability to produce the newly developed 
seeds was a problem in the Niger Cereals Production Project. 

Project Implementation Issues - 
Aside from the issues of particular importance to 

agricultural research mentioned above, a number of problems were 
encountered in mission- and regionally funded agricultural 
research projects with respect to the implementation of the 
projects as a whole. These include: 

Inadequate 
including a 
staff; 

host 
lack 

government support to 
of counterpart personnel 

the 
and 

project 
project 

. Inadequacies in operating participant training programs; 

. 
Problems with expatriate technical assistance; and 

* Delays in procuring needed equipment and materials. 

Host Government Support of Agricultural Research 

One pervasive problem facing agricultural research is host govern- 
ment unwillingness or inability to provide adequate support. Often 
agricultural development in general and agricultural research in 
particular receive low priority in terms of budgetary and manpower 
support. 

The evaluations identified these problems in 23 of the sample 
projects (table 14). While some problems resulted from government 
resource constraints, lack of host government enthusiasm and 
project support was identified as a particularly serious problem 
in projects in Colombia, El Salvador, Morocco, Sorl.alia, and 
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Thailand. On the other hand, nearly all the "more successful" 
projectb received notable host government support, both in 
materiel and morale. 

Budgetary constraints are one reason for inadequate host 
government support to agricultural research projects. Over the 
past decade developing countries have been faced with serious 
ecor.omic problems such as declining terms of trade, high public 
sector investment needs, and demand and supply imbalances within 
their economies. In turn, these have led to balance of payment 
problems, unemployment, and high inflation rates. Often govern- 
ments choose or are forced to address these problems in ways 
adversely affecting development project implementat~on--including 
that of agricultural research projects. Macroeconomic policies 
that can affect agricultural research programs include: 

Tight budgetary restrictions leading to government 
manpower and supply shortages; 

. 
Domestic price ceilings imposed to promote exports or 
maintain low food prices tllat may counteract farmer 
incentives to adopt agricultural innovations; 

Import tariffs or quotas on agricultural inputs to foster 
domestic fertilizer, pesticide, and farm implement 
production that can increase production costs and lower 
production incentives; and 

Restrictive monetary policies that may limit small farmer 
access to credit. 

Budgetary constraints leading to inadequate or even 
decreasing budgetary allocations for an implementing agency 
affected 11 sample proixts. In several cases, funds were not 
adequate or avaiiable in a timely manner to pay local employee 
salaries or cover input costs, especially for fuel. In the 
Soy and Corn Production for Small Farmers Project in Peru, cuts in 
the Ministry of Food and Agriculture budget caused by that 
country's worsening macroeconomic siLuation led to problems in 
delivering the required counterpart funding as well as an inabil- 
ity to hire the additional project staff needed. Evaluators noted 
this resulted not necessarily from a weakening in governmental 
priority for corn and soybean production and research, but rather 
from constraints over which the government lacked control. 

The inability to finance recurrent agricultural research 
operation and maintenance costs is another common problem in 
developing countries. External aid flows have aggravated this by 
permitting countries to increase their capit.al investment levels 
without considering their recurrent cost implications. Conse- 
quently, it is common to see agricultural research stations, for 
example, that lack the necessary funds for staff and equipment. 
The evaluations of oniy two sample projects, the Niger Cereals 



Production and Senegal Cereals ~roduction projects, dealt with the 
burden entailed in financing recurrent costs. In the Senegal 
project, for example, it was noted that the annual cost to the 
government of continuing the project at its current level was 
twice the annual government input during the project's life. 

Aside from budgetary problems, macroeconomic constraints may 
force host governments to adopt poJ-icies that conflict with 
the implementation of agricultural research projects. For 
example, the achievement of maize production increases in the 
North Shaba Maize Production Project was hampered by a government 
pricing policy to keep consumer prices as low as possible without 
completely discouraging domesric production. The evaluation noted 
that farmers were likely to adopt on1.y those new practices involv- 
ing a minimum of risk and minor changes in farming practices 
unless producer prices increased. In Uruguay, the government's 
failure to reduce agricultural input costs (due to an industrial 
protection policy) adversely affected the performance of the 
Agricultural Research Loan. 

A project may lack adequate government support because its 
goals do not match the government's priorities or because there 
has been a change in government strategy. Sorghum's importance in 
Yemen's economy declined as demand for imported wheat increased, 
thus lowering the government's interest in the Sorghum and Millet 
Crop Improvement Project. Moreover, the government's first 
priority was water resource development and management, not 
dryland crop production as emphasized by the project. Similarly, 
Ethiopia's Pulse Diversification and Improvement Project aimed at 
increasing the production of lowland-grown pulse varieties for 
export. With the change in government, the emphasis on export 
earnings gave way to a higher priority on improving the quality 
and productivity of the highland pulse crops traditionally grown 
within the country. However, the project's research station was 
geared to conducting research on lowland pulses and the elevation 
and climate were unsuitable for highland pulse research. 

Bureaucratic opposition to a project within the government 
and the realignment of existing power structures may also 
significantly lower the amount of support a project receives. 
This is especially true when a projeci tries to create a research 
entity with some autonomy, as the experience of several sample 
projects demonstrates. 

The Thailand Agricuitural Research Prcject represents such a 
case. Initially the Ministry of Agriculture and Cooperatives 
(MoAC) supported the creation of the Northeast Thailand Agricul- 
tural Center even though the center was to carry out inter- 
disciplinary research within an administrative unit (the under 
secretary of state's office) whicll otherwise lacked research 
responsibilities. However, as the czater became an administrative 
reality, MOAC officials came to view it as a competitor for 
resources (budgets, personnel, and external aid) , and the initial 



enthusiasm for the project died. As long as AID (and the U.S. 
university providing technical assistance) controlled budget funds 
for training, research equipment, and commodities, open political 
manuevering against the project was restrained. However, once 
this role ended, the center's opponents moved openly against its 
budget, research, and mandate, and it was stripped of most 
resources and authority. 

A change in key government officials can also lead to limited 
project support. This was the case with El Salvador's Agricul- 
tural Research, Education, and Extension Project. Key Ministry of 
Agriculture officials were firmly committed to the project and- its 
objectives. But before it could get underway, its most important 
supporters were replaced. Their successors felt no obligation to 
adhere to the provisions of the capital assistance paper, except 
to the extent they were incorporated into the signed loan 
agreement. 

Poor communication between the AID mission and host country 
officials can also lead to inadequate government support. In the 
Yemen Tropical and Subtropical Fruit Improvement Project, the 
failure of AID and the host government to develop a joint plan 
with mutually agreeable goals, priorities, and a format for 
cooperation resulted in inadequate governmental project support. 
The government took no part in the project design, which did not 
consider government intentions or capabilities. For example, the 
government was not consulted on, nor did it understand and 
subscribe to, the project's original stress on research as opposed 
to extension activities. The evaluators felt that joint planning 
would have fostered a more proprietary attitude towards the 
project, and this, in turn, would have generated an interest in 
ensuring its success. 

Finally, it should be noted that government enthusiasm for a 
project is a result, as well as a cause, of project success. This 
point is illustrated in the Yemen Tropical and Subtropical Fruit 
Improvement Project where the slow start-up (including an 18-month 
delay in the contract team's arrival) led to the government's 
reluctance to invest in a project that "scarcely seemed to exist". 

Counterpart Shortaqes 

Another common symptom of a government's unwillingness or 
inability to support a project is the failure to provide 
counterpart personnel or sufficiently qualified candidates for 
overseas training. Without counterpart personnel, the critical 
capacity building and technology transfer functions of technical 
assistance are lost. This greatly reduces the project's potential 
for long-term sustainability. According to the evaluations, one- 
third of the 39 sample projects suffered from a lack of counter- 
parts (table 15). 
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The major reasons for this problem are the scarcity of 
trained manpower to fill project positions and inadequate 
recurrent budget funding to finance salaries and necessary support 
services. Filling project slots often means withdrawing skilled 
manpower from other jobs where they are also vitally needed. 

The Moroccan Cereals Production Project illustrates these 
problems. It suffered from both lack of counterparts and an 
absence of government interest. The Moroccan government did not 
agree with the project's "counterpart training" approach. 
Instead, it wanted expatriates to do the research while Moroccans 
were being trained abroad. Upon their return, foreign assistance 
was t3 be withdrawn and the new Moroccan staff would "sink or 
swim". In addition, available Moroccan technicians were rarely 
assigned to the cereals program since expatriaces were doing the 
work. While this worked well in the short term, it did nothing to 
develop a Moroccan staff capable of continuing and expanding the 
program. 

However, the nomination of a host agency staffer as 
counterpart to an expatriate team member may not, in and of 
itself, be sufficient. In the Niger Cereals Production Project, 
high-level host country officials were nominally assigned as 
counterparts. But due to their high position in the bureaucratic 
structure, other administrative responsibilities detracted from 
their counterpart role. Another common problem is frequent, 
changes in counterparts which undermines the continuity that 
on-the-job training requires. 

Inadequate Counterpart Compensation 

Another reason for the absence of counterparts is the 
inadequate compensation and lack of job security they receive. 
These problems are probably more important in agricultural 
research projects since productive research requires individuals 
with high education levels. With their greater opportunity costs, 
higher compensation levels are needed to keep them both productive 
and working on the project. In eight sample projects, low 
salaries, lack of fringe benefits, inadequate budgetary support, 
and poor facilities contributed to an inability to keep 
researchers in the project. Some projects tried with varying 
success to establish research institutions as autonomous entities 
in order to avoid generally low salary scales. Although this may 
permit paying competitive salaries, it cpens the project up to 
bureaucratic attack from other agencies and programs. Unless the 
government is willing to underwrite the salary differential past 
the project's life, the effort will be ur.successfu1 as was 
demonstrated in Yemen's Sorghum and Millet Improvement Project. 



An evaluation of the Philippines Agricultural Research 
Project examined the pros and cons of several alternative 
incentive systems. One involved paying honoraria to project- 
funded staff as a way of providing supplementary salary to 
conscientious and productive researchers. A system of "hardship 
post" allowances was also considered. The Philip ine evaluation 
pointed to the advantages offered by the Manila 7 Los Banos area 
(schools, housing, social amenities, increased professional 
opportunities, and opportunities for "moonlighting") relative to 
project-supported regional centers. However, while there is an 
enormous concentration of scientific talent in the ~anila/~os 
Banos area, much of the productive regional research necessary had 
to be conducted in and around regional centers. 

Another consideration is the salary level for researchers 
compared to administrative personnel. The Philippine evaluation 
noted that many capable researchers held administrative positions 
(often more than one) in order to gain enough income to support 
their families. Given the scarcity of trained scientists, there 
may be greater payoff in keeping trained researchers working on 
research. 

Participant Training Issues 

Expatriate technical expertise is intended to temporarily 
compensate for the absence or unavailability of a particular 
technical skill within the host country. A participant training 
program ideally functions in coordination with provision of these 
outside technical services. Host country personnel are trained in 
expatriate technicians' skills enabling them to continue the 
project after the expatriates leave. 

However, problems in implementing participant training 
programs often undermine these goals. The participant training 
program was unsuccessful in eight sample projects (table 16). Six 
other projects experienced serious delays in ~nitiating their 
participant training programs. Such delays often resulted from an 
inability to find enough candidates with the requisite educational 
and technical backgrounds to study abroad. Identifying qualified 
people to receive participant training was especially difficult in 
Yemen, where skilled agricultural researchers are rare. 1n 
Yemen's Sorghum and Millet Crop Improvement Project, for example, 
417 person months of participant training were planned. However, 
only 12 were actually completed by the time the final evaluation 
was undertaken four years later. 

The absence of a full-time manager for large-scale 
participant training programs was recognized as a problem in 
several projects, including both the agricultural research 
projects in Indonesia and Bangladesh. In the former, the director 
of soil and irrigation was trying to coordinate training along 
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with his other duties. As a result, only 2 of the planned 200 
participants had started their training two years into the 
project's life. 

Timing the participants' return so their term overlaps 
expatriate technical assistance was also a serious problem, 
especially when overseas training is delayed. In the Ethiopian 
Pulse Diversification Project, for example, the training program 
was to complement the technical assistance component by generating 
trained personnel to replace the expatriate technicians, thereby 
ensuring a continuity of research. I.:Dwever, both the project's 
expatriate production economist and plant breeder completed 24- 
month tours and left the country before their ~thiopian 
counterparts began training. 

Another problem with participant training is that candidate 
selection may be based on a "who do you know" or "who can be 
spared" basis, rather than on program needs. These problems were 
identified in the early stages of the Tunisia Cereals Production 
Project even though that project's participant training program 
was very successful. One Tunisia project evaluation also noted 
that high ranking officials sometimes felt slighted when subor- 
dinate employees with critical specialties preceded them in 
overseas training. 

One result of providing more staff member training is an 
increase in staff mobility. Consequently, another serious problem 
agricultural research projects faced was an inability to keep 
returned trainees working in the projects due to low salaries, 
lack. of administrative support, and so forth. Occasionally this 
was a problem despite signed commitments by trainees to work a 
minimum time period with the implementing agency. 

In the Thailand Agricultural Research Project, candidates 
were detailed from MOAC and other agencies to receive training 
through the project and staff an agricultural research station 
being established in the country's poor northeastern region. 
Although MOAC and the other agencies had no incentives to support 
a new regional agricultural research station that another agency, 
the Northeast Regional Office of Agriculture (NEROA) operated, 
they did have an incentive to use the training offered. There- 
fore, the agencies offered their best candidates for training. 
However, after the trainees returned, MOAC and the other agencies 
successfully maneuvered to get them back, despite the trainees ' 
signed commitment to work at the research station. 

Expatriate Technical Assistance 

Problems with the performance of the technical assistance 
provided to AID-financed projects were encountered in 18 projects 
(table 17). Delays in fielding long-term staff were substantial 
for several sample projects: 16 months to fill a French-speaking 



agronomist position in Zaire; 22 months for a Tanzania Agricul- 
tural Research Project team leader; and 10 months for a Yemeni 
Project horticulturalist. In several projects such as the Peru 
Soy and Corn Production, Bolivia Coca Crop Substitution, and Nepal 
Integrated Cereals projects, important expatriate staff positions 
were never filled. Several reasons were given for these diffi- 
culties. The ROCAP Small Farmer Cropping System Project's short- 
term nature made recruiting desirable expatriate professional 
staff difficult. In Tanzania, each of tP.e four organizations most 
directly involved with the project experienced two or more changes 
in administrative personnel responsible for the project. 

Problems were alsc encountered with expatriate team quali- 
fications in eight projects. An inability to speak the local 
language was a problem for expatriate technical assistance teams 
in Niger, Tunisia, and Korea. 

A lack of contractor experience could also be a problem. In 
the absence of bids for implementing the contract for Yemen's 
Tropical and Subtropical Fruit Improvement Project, AID accepted a 
university contractor with limited institutional capabilities and 
without the necessary experience to support the effort. It also 
lacked depth in its horticulture faculty and, although the 
faculty's quality was excellent, its expertise focused on certain 
vegetable and temperate fruit crops, not on the citrus or 
subtropical fruits which were the project's focus. 

Sometimes the host country government may not accept the need 
for a team approach to technical assistance or the need for a team 
leader. In the Niger Cereals Production Project, for example, the 
nomination of a full-time extension advisor was rejected because 
the individual designated as team leader was also an extension 
expert. The government felt there was no need for two extension 
advisors. However, this left the team leader with extension 
specialist responsibilities, and he was unable to dedicate a 
sufficient amount of time to either role. 

Bangladesh Agricultural Research Project implementation was 
seriously delayed due to difficulties encountered in completing 
the technical services contract. The AID country mission felt it 
would be best in the long run for the host government implementing 
agency to handle long-term technical assistance personnel recruit- 
ment. The project plan allowed only four months to accomplish 
this. It took 20 months. Project evaluators felt AID had been 
overly optimistic in expecting an inexperienced organization to 
recruit field consultants any sooner. According to that evalua- 
tion, even with its experience and expertise, AID/W~ sllington' s 
contracting service requires a year's lead time to locate and 
place long-term expatriates in overseas projects. 

Several project evaluations noted the importance of the long- 
term staff's active role in counterpart training. In other 
projects, however, inadequate attention was given to providing on- 



the-job training, as well as performing the technical tasks 
assigned. This was the case in Zaire, for example, where an 
agronomist conducting maize research did not give adequate 
attention to providing on-the-job training to his counterparts and 
staff. 

The effectiveness or importance of short-term technical 
assistance to the projects was identified in the evaluations of 
only five projects. In two cases, some host personnel viewed 
short-term technical assistance as little more than "tourism". 
For example, the short-term technical assistance provided in the 
Small Farmer Development Loan Contract was never used due to 
Colombian Agricultural Institlzte (ICA) reluctance to use non- 
Colombian technicians in a loan-funded project. Nor were planned 
interchange programs with other countries undertaken that would 
have allowed ICA personnel to travel abroad and brought foreign 
technicians with special knowledge or skills to Colombia. The 
Minister of Agriculture regarded all such attempts at technical 
interchange as "tourism" and would not grant travel clearance. ICA 
consequently implemented the project in complete isolation, 
totally unaware of the technology and approaches already proven in 
other countries (particularly at ICTA in Guatemala). The innova- 
tiveness and effectiveness of the Small Farmer Development Project 
suffered heavily as a result. 

Procurement 

Delays in procuring equipment and materials needed to conduct 
research and extension were serious problems for 12 sample 
projects (table 18). Some delays were lengthy--rime months in the 
Tunisia Cereals Production Project, two years to provide loan 
financed procurement in the Philippines Agricultural Research 
Project, and 28 months for farm equipment to arrive for the 
Bolivian Exploratory Research on Farming Systems Project. Common 
procurement problems included difficulties in identifying and 
ordering needed equipment, a lack of host agency personnel's 
familiarity with AID procurement regulations, slow shipping 
document arrival, shipment and customs delays, and the receipt of 
damaged or incomplete shipments necessitating reorders. 

The evaluators of the Philippines Agricultural Research 
Project noted the complexity of AID procurement regulations. They 
added that host country implementing agencies will need one-to-two 
years to become familiar with AID regulations before being able to 
handle procurement in a timely manner. They also said AID review 
and approval procedures were much more time consuming than 
commonly believed, pointing out that the processing time required 
was "exponentially related to the number of offices involved in 
the review and approval process." 
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In the Somalia Agricultural Services Project the nun-arrival, 
late arrival, and breakage of U.S.-ordered commodities created 
serious construction delays and increased costs. It sometimes 
took more than a year to receive the goods ordered. An evaluation 
pointed out that having to replace broken or lost equipment 
through local procurement defeated the main purpose of U.S. 
procurement policy. It would have been cheaper and no more 
disadvantageous to the U.S. balance of payments situation to 
permit l.ocal procurement in the first place. 

CENTRALLY FUNDED AGRICULTURAL RESEARCH PROJECTS 

One of this study's objectives was to compare the implemen- 
tation problems encountered in mission- and regionally funded 
projects with centrally funded projects. In order to ensure at 
least some degree of comparability, only centrally funded projects 
involving overseas research directly funded by the project were 
examined. However, centrally funded agricultural research 
projects are usually conducted entirely within the United Scates. 
Many such projects maintain contact with researchers in developing 
countries or the IARCs. However, only nine evaluated projects 
were found to involve project-funded research conducted outside 
the United States. Since problems entailed in conducting research 
in the United States and developing countries are so different, 
there seems to be little comparability between mission- and 
regionally funded projects on the one hand and centrally funded 
projects on the other. 

The issues facing centrally funded agricultural research 
projects in the sample included: 

' Establishing linkages and working with host government 
institutions; 

Long-term expatriate staff performance; 

Project scope and funding inadequacies; 

Technical aspects of the research; 

AID project support; and 
' The dissemination of research findings. 

Table 19 shows the frequency of some problems encountered among 
the nine centrally funded projects in the study. 
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Eotablishinq Linkaqes with Host Institutions 

Since the centrally funded projects in the sample involved 
research conducted within developing countries, each required the 
creation of linkages with host country institutions. The 
strength and quality of these linkages varied. In some cases they 
have been very strong. The Soil Famj.lies-~awaii project, for 
example, established an excellent working relationship with the 
Philippine Council of Agriculture and Resources Research (PCARR) 
and the soil Research Institute in Sri Lanka. As a result, these 
organizations have given substantial financial support to the Soil 
Families Project. In the Control of Vertebrate Pests Project, the 
cooperation of local institutions in several countries to develop 
and implement the program was identified as a major reason for the 
project's success. 

On the other hand, the 20-month delay in the Determinmts of 
Irrigation Problems Project was mainly associated with delays in 
completing negotiations with host countries and USAID country 
missions. Similarly, in the Agricultural Mechanization Project, 
the inability to identify a suitable Pakistani cooperative 
institution led to the elimination of that country from the study. 
~ndecision and the resulting lack of clearance from countries that 
initially indicated interest also led to delays in posting Weed 
Control Systems Project teams. 

The experience of several sample projects has shown they can 
rarely begin immediately upon contract signing, especially when 
the work is to be conducted in yet-to-be-specified developing 
countries. In addition, common start-up problems further delay 
projects. In the Small Ruminant CRSP, the first Collaborative 
Research Support Project to be underaken, project implementation 
was slow to get underway because a new funding mechanism was being 
used. Site selection, sub-grants, and so forth had not been 
completed when the CRSP grant agreement was signed. Although the 
project had officially started, implementation had to await 
completion of the necessary preparations. 

Host Country Researcher Participation 

In each of the centrally funded projects, host country 
researchers were involved in the research being conducted. The 
evaluations also indicate most projects actively trained host 
country researchers and personnel through forming counterpart 
relationships or long- and short-term training. However, in only 
one case, the Agricultural Mechanization Project, were the diffi- 
culties entailed in involving host country personnel in the 
research discussed. In that project, a Thai university provided 
technical skaff to conduct a survey of mechanization in rural 
Thailand while a section of the Ministry of Agriculture provided 
field enumeration staff. However, coordination between the two 



sub-contractors was difficult. The ministry used the enumerators 
for alternative activities, forcing the university technical staff 
to train additional enumerators and increase supervision. 

Long-Term Expatriate - Staff Performance 

Long-term expatriate staff performance was considered 
adequate or good in most centrally funded projects. In the Weed 
Control Systems Project, however, staff turnover was identified as 
a problem for some program ~Lements. In the Det~rminants of 
Irrigation Problems Project, t.wo of the three principal investi- 
gators left the university implementing the project, adversely 
affecting its research. In the extension of the Weed Control 
Systems Project, on the other hand, the disciplinary focus of the 
researchers was questioned. The objectives of the project 
extension stressed economic and social analysis, but the project 
was staffed and structured more to carry on its conventional 
agronomic experiments and field trials. In the Agro-Economic 
Research and Tropical Soils Project, the university's inability to 
ensure that project employees--especially overseas staff--would 
have long-term employment created recruitment problems. Although 
recent graduates were willing to participate in the project as a 
career start, more experienced professionals were difficult to 
attract. 

Project Scope and Fundinq Inadequacies 

Project scope and funding were criticized in several cases. 
Evaluators considered the Determinants of Irrigation Problems 
Project's original goals too ambitious, while the time frame 
allowed for the Agricultural Mechanization Project was considered 
too short. The latter three-year project required two years of 
data colLection and allowed only one year to start the project, 
analyze the data, and disseminate the results. Lack of funding 
and the need to coincide the agriculture mechanization surveys 
with crop cycles led to delays of up to 10 months in data 
collection. Similarly, the funding of the Nitrogren ~ixation/ 
Limiting Factors Project, in which research sub-grants were given 
to various institutions and individuals, permitted financing only 
20 percent of the sound research proposals received. The 
evaluators felt the low funding levels would not get the job done 
as envisioned. 

Technical Aspects of the Research 

Technical research factors were criticized in only two 
projects, Determinants of Irrigation Problems and Benchmark 
Soils-Puerto Rico. The isolation of key variables (determinants) 
of irrigation system success was the major project objective in 
the Determinants of Irrigation Problems Project, yet a lack of 



sp3cificity in the research methodology appeared to weaken the 
opportunity to isolate such variables. The evaluators felt a lack 
of sufficient direction by the principal investigators was 
responsible for this methodological ambiguity. It pointed out 
that since the field staff was made up of graduate students, 
matters such as what measurements were to be made, when, arid how 
often had to be carefully specified. There also appeared to be no 
preconceived plan for analyzing the information collected. Diffe- 
rent research approaches were being undertaken in the two host 
countries which would make interpreting the results difficult. 
Finally, project outputs had not been adequately specified. 
Though the graduate students could produce their individual 
reports, the synthesis and analysis necessary to grasp the overall 
picture was lacking. 

Separating the research program from its contextual setting 
was also noted as a problem in that project. In one of the 
research sites, the three irrigation systems under study had 
become part of a larger system. Consequently, it was questionable 
whether the data could be disaggregated so that conclusions could 
be provided for each qf the original irrigation systems. Site 
specificity of the results was another problem, especially given 
the heterogeneity of the settings in which the irrigation system 
research was taking place. 

The Benchmark Soils-Puerto Rico Project attempted to deter- 
mine the transferability of agricultural production technology in 
different areas with identical soil types. Agronomic trials were 
conducted to measure the similarity of yields when applying the 
same technology. However, differences in the chosen site charac- 
teristics called into question trial comparability. Differences 
in the amount of rainfall and soil depth were notable. Both sites 
used t.rickle irrigation in an attempt to ensure comparability of 
the results with regard to moisture conditions. However, it was 
difficult to ascertain how much water was actually being used. No 
data were available on water quality and composition, and no 
control plots were laid out for non-irrigated crops. Finally, the 
fertilizers used at the two sites were different. 

J$Io evaluation indicated that on-farm technology testing was 
undertaken. In each case the research was conducted in the United 
States and on agricultural experiment stations in the developing 
countries. In the Weed Control Systems Project, for example, the 
project staff had little direct contact with the farmers, while in 
the Nitrogen ~ixationl~imiting Factors Project the evaluators 
recommended that greater farmer participation in the research be 
encouraged. 

Nor did any of the sample projects indicate a multi- 
disciplinary approach was being used to conduct the research. 
Criticisms of the research's disciplinary bias were noted in three 
project evaluations (weed Control Systems, Agro-economic Research 
on Tropical Soils, and Determinants of Irrigation problems). 



All the sample projects aimed to increase the scientific 
knowledge base, although some also focused on producing appro- 
priate technologies that could be introduced into developing 
countries. The Nitrogen ~ixation/~imiting Factors Project, for 
example, tried tc increase scientific understanding of biological 
nitrogen fixation. Future projects were expected to actually 
apply this scientific and technical knowledge. Similarly, the 
Weed Control Systems Project developed management systems to 
control weeds. Another project, the Weed Utilization Project, was 
charged with actually disseminating the research findings. The 
evaluators recommended these two projects be combined into a more 
comprehensive one. 

AID Sumort of Centrallv Funded Proiects 

Mission support and use of research project results was 
discussed in only four of the nine sample projects. The 
evaluation of the Soil Families-Hawaii Project noted that the AID 
missions in Indonesia and the Philippines strongly backed the 
project, with the former considering it as a visitor showpiece. 
The AID mission in Brazil was commended for support it had given 
the Benchmark Soils-Puerto Rico Project. However, the planned 
phase-out of that mission was expected to create an administrative 
vacuum that would have to be filled by the contractor's home 
office, the University of Puerto Rico. In the case of the Agro- 
Economic Research on Tropical Soils Project, the Bolivian mission 
attempted to carry on research with its own funds after budget 
limitations in the Development Support Bureau limited centrally 
funded support. On the other hand, AID'S management of the 
Agricultural Mechanization Project was faulted. Within the first 
two years of implementation, DS/AGR had assigned three different 
individuals as project manager. 

None of the agricultural research project evaluations 
mentioned the absence of AID country mission support or an 
inability to build linkages with the mission as constraints to 
project implementation. According to some sources, however, the 
absence of mission personnel interested and willing to support the 
project has, in the past, blocked centrally funded project access 
to some countries. 

Dissemination of Research Findinas 

Another problem commonly identified with centrally funded 
projects has been their failure to adequately disseminate the 
research results to AID missions, bureaus, and developing country 
policy makers. With the exception of the Vertebrate Pest Control 
Project which has been operating since 1967, the evaluations did 
not discuss the dissemination issue. For several of these 
projects it was still too early for dissemination to be a concern. 



However, an evaluation of the Vertebrate Pest Control Project 
noted that, despite attempts at disseminating the project's 
findings, many policy- and decision-making officials in the 
developing countries and A I D  country missions were totally unaware 
that vertebrate pest problems even existed in their countries. 
The evaluators also noted that such scientists and administrators 
would not tend to read professional journals publishing the 
project's technical papers and reports. Nor would they attend 
conferences where these papers were presented. The technical and 
highly detailed nature of the reports circulated by the project 
discouraged their review by officials without a technical back- 
ground in the subject. Consequently, they became just another 
item in a constant flow of paperwork. Moreover, where the reports 
were scanned, their application to a given developing country was 
sometimes missed since they tended to be quite specific in terms 
of the type of pest, crop, country, and local problem. The 
evaluation concluded there was a need for short., interesting 
publications and audio-visuals of a general and non-technical 
nature. Such material could be widely circulated and used to 
acquaint foreign agriculture and A I D  mission officials with the 
functions performed and services offered by the Vertebrate Pest 
Control Project staff. 



SECTION V : SUMMARY AND CONC!LUS IONS 

INTRODUCTION 

This study briefly reviewed recent agricultural research 
trends. These included developing technology appropriate to 
adverse as we11 as optimal conditions? increased on- farm 
research; greater communication between researchers and farmers; 
a holistic approach to research employing interdisciplinary teams; 
greater support for national agricultural research systems; and 
increased awareness of the long time frame necessary for agri- 
cultural research. The study then outlined past and present AID 
involvement in agricultural research. Finally, 131 evaluations 
were reviewed, covering 39 mission- or regionally funded and 9 
centrally funded agricultural research projects. This review 
looked for recurrent design and implementation problems or issues 
important for agricultural research projects. 

Prior to examining the evaluations of the projects covered in 
t.his study, a review of documentation and interviews with various 
professionals were conducted in order to identify issues important 
for project design and implementation. These issues served as the 
basis for designing the questionnaires used in the study. In 
analyzing the evaluations, it was found that many of the issues 
were infrequently discussed. Some of these were issues currently 
gaining prominence as part of the "fal-ming systems research" 
thrust, including the problems entailed in implementing on-farm 
research and encouraging small farmer participation in the process 
of technology generation. Other issues important for agricultural 
research but receiving relatively little attention in project 
evaluations were: 

The ability of the government to cover the recurrent costs 
of operating and maintaining research facilities 
(including the remuneration and support of host country 
research personnel); 

Counterpart relationships (other than the availability of 
counterparts) and the provision of on-the- job training to 
host country personnel; and, 

. The importance of price incentives and auxiliary govern- 
ment services (credit, marketing, input supply, and such) 
in the dissemination and adoption of technology. 

Issues that received greater attention in the evaluation documents 
included host government support for the project; the adequacy of 
the long term technical assistance, procurement, and participant 
training; and the quality of the research itself. For centrally 
funded projects, the problems entailed in actually conducting 
research in developing countries and the feasibility and necessity 
of doing applied, on-farm research received relatively little 
attention. 



SUMMARY OF FINDINGS: MISSION- AND REGIONALLY FUNDED PROJECTS 

This study reviewed 103 eva1uatior.s covering 36 mission- 
funded projects and 3 regionally funded projects. Though several 
issues or problems have been identified that were important for 
past projects, it was not possible to identify which issues most 
seriously affected project implementation. A brief summary of the 
issues and implementation problems encountered is presented below. 

Focus on Small Farmers 

According to the evaluations, the objective of the research 
in 14 of the sample projects was specifically to help small 
farmers. In another 7 projects the research was directed at 
crops grown by small farmers. In two projects the traditional 
implementing agency focus on larger or more privileged farmers 
hindered efforts at helping the poor majority. In another three 
cases a tradeoff was encountered between helping small farmers and 
irlcreasing aggregate food production to meet growing urban and 
export demand. 

The analysis of small farmer constraints as part of the 
technology generation process was attempted in only eight 
pr1> jects . In even fewer did researchers attempt to monitor 
project and research effects on the beneficiaries and other 
population segments. 

On-Farm Testinq and Farmer Participation 

According to the evaluation documents, effective on-farm 
testing was being carried out in only seven sample projects. For 
another 11 projects the on-farm testing was either non-existent or 
experienced serious problems. Difficulties with on-farm experi- 
mentati~n included logistical problems associated with inadequate 
transpol-tation and dispersion of numerous field sites, problems in 
managing farm trials, and the imbalance between on- farm research 
and that conducted on research stations. Farmers participated in 
the research being conducted in only eight projects. 

Multi-Disciplinary Research 

A multi-disciplinary approach was used in nine projects. 
However, in only two were the factors contributing to or limiting 
multi-disciplinary research discussed. The lack of incentives for 
multi-disciplinary research, together with the difficulty of 
coordinating multi-disciplinary teams, were both identified as 
problems. 



Research Desiqn and Implementation 

In 15 of the 39 projects problems with the design and 
implementation of the research program were noted. These included 
problems of research quality, as well as in setting research 
priorities and deciding how many different research activities 
should be undertaken. The failure to directly disseminate 
technology that did not really need to be tested was identified as 
a problem in some projects. In others, inadequate attention was 
given to research alternatives that promised more immediate 
results. 

AID Supervision of Agricultural Research 

In nine projects AID'S performance in supervising the 
research was faulted. One recurring difficulty was the inability 
of AID managers to support projects due to their lack of technical 
expertise in the projects' research areas. Without such expertise, 
it is difficult for the AID mission to adequately plan, manage, 
and evaluate its projects. Another problem was the AID staff's 
lack of continuity. Agricultural research requires a longer time 
to produce visible results than other types of development proj- 
ects. Consequently, frequent administrative personnel changes can 
be a particular problem with agricultural research projects. 

Scope and Timing Problems - 
Issues involving the scope, phasing of activities, and 

project duration were discussed in evaluations of 18 projects. 
Seven projects experienced severe implementation delays. In ten 
cases, delays in research facility construction impeded attempts 
to conduct research. In other projects the implementation time 
allowed was not sufficient to achieve their research objectives. 

~esearch/~xtension Linkages and Institutional Issues 

In 16 of the mission- and regionally funded projects 
weaknesses in the linkage between research and extension, or in 
the extension agency itself, limited the dissemination of research 
findings. The failure to build such linkages into the project was 
one reason for the problem. Conceptual problems concerning where 
the research ended and extension began were another source of 
difficulty. Extension agency weaknesses resulted from inadequate 
transport, low salaries, inadequate budgetary support, and the 
high number of farmers per extension agent. Weaknesses in credit, 
input supply, and marketing services were also identified as 
constraints to the technology's dissemination and adoption. 



Host Government Support 

In 24 projects a lack of host government project support was 
identified as a problem. Common manifestations included insuffi- 
cient budgetary allocations for project activities or the imple- 
menting agency; the absence of counterpart personnel, the govern- 
ment's inability to cover the recurrent costs of operating and 
maintaining agricultural research facilities, and the existence of 
macro-economic policies conflicting with and even undermining the 
project . Reasons for inadequate government support included: 
differences between government and project priorities; oppositioh 
to the project from other sections of the bureaucracy; changes in 
host government personnel responsible for project support; the 
government's lack of necessary resources to support the project; 
and AID'S failure to involve key host government agencies or 
officials in project planning, The experience of many sample 
projects illustrates the difference between obtaining the govern- 
ment's acceptance of a project, and obtaining a government comrnit- 
ment to successfully implement the program. Without such comrnit- 
ment, the chances the project will be sustainable greatly 
decrease. 

Counterpart Shortages 

For one-third of the projects a shortage of host counterparts 
or project staff was identified as a problem. Without counterpart 
personnel, the critical capacity buildirg and technology transfer 
functions of technical assistance are lost. The scarcity of 
trained manpower is the major reason for inadequate staffing and 
lack of counterparts. A related problem was inadequate counter- 
part and staff compensation. These problems are especially 
important for agricultural research projects because they require 
individuals with high educational levels, and consequently greater 
opportunity costs. 

Participant Training Programs 

For one-third of the projects the participant training 
program was either delayed (seven projects) or unsuccessful (six 
projects). Common problems with participant training included 
the inability to find candidates with the requisite educational 
and technical backgrounds (including the ability to speak 
English) ; the lack of a full-time participant training 
coordinator, especially for large programs; and supervisor 
reluctance to release individuals with critical skills for over- 
seas training. A participant training program's goal is to 
develop the critical skills necessary to replace expatriate 
technical assistants in project implementation. However, training 
program completion has often taken longer than anticipated. 



Consequently, the expatriates leave before the trainees return. 
As a result, the continuity so necessary to agricultural research 
is lost. Finally, training host country staff makes them more 
mobile and increases their opportunity cost. Thus, returned 
trainees will leave a project for more lucrative jobs elsewhere 
unless the salaries and administrative support they receive is 
adequate. 

Long- and Short-Term Expatriate Technical Assistance 

According to the evaluations, 18 projects experienced 
long-term technical assistance problems. Fourteen projects 
experienced delays or the inability to field long-term technical 
assistance personnel. This resulted primarily from the scarcity 
of candidates with the requisite professional skills, language 
ability, and interest in working overseas. In seven projects 
technical assistance team member qualifications were inadequate. 

The relative effectiveness of short-term technical assistance 
was discussed in the evaluations of only 5 percent of the sample 
projects. One problem encountered was the resistance of host 
government personnel to short-term visits they perceived as 
"tourism". This was especially noted when short-term missions 
were "administrative visits" as opposed to "technical visits". 

Procurement Problems 

Procurement problems or delays occurred in one-third of the 
projects. They commonly resulted from difficulties involved in 
identifying and ordering necessary equipment, host country 
personnel's lack of familiarity with AID procurement regulations, 
shipping and customs delays, and the receipt of damaged or 
incomplete shipments necessitating reorders. One AID evaluation 
felt procurement delays were "exponentially related to the number 
of offices involved in the review and approval process". Another 
noted it would have been cheaper and no more disadvantageous to 
the U.S. balance of payments to permit local procurement, rather 
than risk the delays and increased costs involved in procuring 
commodities from U.S.-based sources. 

CENTRALLY FUNDED PROJECTS: SUMMARY OF FINDINGS 

Twenty-eight evaluations were reviewed for the nine centrally 
funded agricultural research projects in the sample. The issues 
the evaluations discussed, even though they involved overseas 
research, differed from those concerning mission- and regionally 
funded projects. 



Each centrally funded project required the creation of 
linkages with host country institutions. In two projects a delay 
in linkage formation was identified as an implementation problem. 
Similarly, each project involved host country personnel in the 
research. However, only one of the nine projects discussed 
problems of working with host institutions and host country 
nationals. 

Evaluations of eight projects dealt with the adequacy of 
long-term expatriate technical assistance. The problems 
encountered included staff turnover, imbalances in disciplinary 
orientation, and the inability to recruit experienced and 
qualified staff due to the project's temporary nature. None of 
the evaluation documents discussed the effectiveness of short-term 
technical assistance. 

Issues related to project scope and lifespan were discussed 
in six project evaluations. For two of these projects the 
evaluators felt the focus was too narrow. For another three the 
project scope was overambitious or the time allowed to complete 
the project too short. 

The research's technical aspects were criticized in two 
centrally funded projects. In one project, the evaluators were 
concerned with a lack of clarity and precision in the data 
collection and analysis methodology. Research site specificity 
was another problem faced by centrally funded research projects. 

The issue of AID project support was discussed in five 
project evaluations. In only one was AID'S support considered 
inadequate. In that case, the high project manager turnover was 
the problem. None of the evaluations mentioned an inability to 
build linkages with the AID mission as an implementation 
constraint. 

Another problem commonly identified with centrally funded 
projects has been the failure to adequately disseminate the 
results. However, only two of the projects discussed research 
finding dissemination. In three others the evaluators said it was 
too early in the projects' life to be concerned with disseminating 
results. Problems entailed in disseminating centrally funded 
research project findings included the technical and highly 
detailed nature of the reports circulated and the site specificity 
of the results. The need for short, interesting publications and 
audio-visuals of a general and non-technical nature was also 
noted. 



POSTSCRIPT: WHAT LESSONS CAN BE LEARNED 
FROM ROUTINE EVALUATIONS? 

This study reviewed projects in one sector of AID's 
development assistance activities - agricultural research - based 
on a thorough pattern analysis of evalution documents in that 
sector, This concluding section examines the utility of the 
pattern analysis in identifying issues and strategies that need 
further investigation. 

The scope of work for the study (see Annex 13) indicated that 
the evaluation literature available through AID's internal 
documentation system was regarded by PPC/E as a potential source 
of information that, in conjunction with the findings of impact 
evluations of selected projects, could be fed into the processes 
of policy making and program and project design. As specified in 
the scope of work, the objectives included: 

The location and review of the evaluations of agricultural 
research projects, providing a pattern analysis of 
findings on what works, what does not work, and why; 

The identification of recurrent problems that require 
further in-depth study; 

The identification of causal relationships between program 
interventions and program impacts and benefits; and 

The identification of recurring program strategies, 
project characteristics, evaluation recommendations, or 
lessons learned which can be associated with desired 
project purposes and goals. 

The findings of the pattern analysis, it was anticipated, would 
"serve as a basis for forming judgements and hypotheses about 
program and project efficiency and performance, effectiveness in 
reaching stated objectives, and impact on development goals". 

In terms of these expectations, the pattern analysis exercise 
produced disappointing results. Both the quantity and quality of 
the data found in the evaluation documents were insuffizient to 
permit rigorous comparative analysis that would lead to general- 
izable lessons regarding the agricultural research sect-or. 

Under optimal conditions, the evaluations that were reviewed 
would have provided information to facilitate decisions of the 
following kind at the policy, program and project levels: 



The degree of policy emphasis (and level af financial 
commitment) given to the agricultural research sector as 
opposed to other sectors, assuming that comparable 
information would be generated by reviewing evaluations in 
those other sectors. 

' The selection of priorities and development goals within 
the sector: for example, the relative emphasis given to 
commodity-oriented research and farming systems research. 

The specification of program and project outcomes that 
will contribute to the achievement of the goals 
established for the sector. 

The choice among alternative types and quantities of 
inputs needed to produce specifled outcomes: for example, 
varying financial mechanisms and mixes of external 
technical assistance, as well as alternative sources of a 
given input (e.g., universities, personal services 
contracts, private consulting firms, etc.). 

The choices made at each of these levels are influenced 
significantly by the presence or absence of adequate information. 
With reference to the sample of evaluations reviewed in this 
study, the types of data that were sought, and which tended to be 
incomplete or missing, included the following: 

. 
Data on activities and approaches that have been suc- 
cessful or unsuccessful in the past. Obviously the main 
method to improve AID performance is to avoid repeating 
earlier mistakes and institutionalize successful activ- 
ities and approaches. For example, if projects involving 
the in'iroduction of hybrid corn have not generally been 
successful in achieving project purpos5s and, goals, then 
AIT! might want to focus more attention and resources on 
alternatives such as research on traditional corn 
varieties. 

Data on why certain approaches or activities have suc- 
ceded while others have not. This would also help 
identify methodological changes to improve existing 
operational performance. For instance, knowing why 
farmers resisted a new hybrid corn (unacceptable tastes or 
milling qualities, for example ) would guide formulation of 
a solution (such as research to overcome these 
constraints). 

Determining which problems are most critical to project 
success. It is not sufficient to merely point out what 
can go wrong. Unless they are addressing key problehs, 
policy or project design changes may not significantly 
increase the success rate of AID projects. Moreover, the 
problem's seriousness will determine the amount of man- 
power and financial resources justified in addressing it. 



Characteristics of successful and unsuccessful projects. 
Knowing these would allow the comparison of alternative 
methods or activities, so as to identify the determinants 
of success or failure. Modifications in these causal 
relationships could then be tested in order to improve 
project performance. For example, a comparison of 
agricultural research projects may demonstrate that a 
significantly greater percentage of successful projects 
involve on-farm testing with farmer involvement. This 
would icdicate that more farmer-oriented research should 
be incorporated into projects. 

In the sdmple of 131 evaluations of 48 projects, the tendency 
was to focus on tperational problems and provide recommendations 
for remedial action, Information on why certain approaches had 
succeeded and others failed was adequately treated in only the 
more substantive evaluation documents, 

Nor were basic project characteristics presented in the 
documents generated by past AID evaluations. Rather, the authors 
generally assumed that the reader had some familiarity with the 
project being reviewed. Consequently, information on what 
approaches or activities were implemented (for instance, whether 
the research was being con.ducted on the research station or on 
small farmer plots) , whether or not farmers were participating in 
the research, the types of technical assistance provided, amounts 
of various inputs, ficanclal levels, and so forth were often not 
provided. When such information was given, it was not presented 
in a manner conducive to comparative analysis. 

At the present time, the amount, depth, and comparability of 
the information in evaluation documents does not permit a deter- 
mination of which factors are nore critical to project success 
than others. Nor does it permit identifying causal relation- 
ships. The mere enumeration of pctential factors can probably be 
accomplished more efficiently, however, through a roundtable dis- 
cussion among professionals familiar with project implementation 
and evaluation. The need exists for information on wh.y problems 
occur, which ones are most important, and what can be done to 
alleviate them. 

Methodological issues also tend to complicate the analysis of 
past evaluations in relation to those conducted on contemporary 
projects. Success standards have changed over time in virtually 
every sector. An evaluation document will normally judge success 
in terms of whether a project measures up to its stated goals. 
But there can be no guarantee that projects undertaken in differ- 
ent time periods and judged successful by their respective 
evaluators will have achieved comparable results in terms of 
development impact. By the same token, the characteristics of 
plojects deemed successful in an earlier period may not be accept- 
able elements in projects that AID would be prepared to finance at 
the present time. 



With regard to the sample of documents reviewed in the 
agricultural research sector, it is difficult to make rigorous 
comparisons on the basis of quality. The analyst's perception of 
the level of effort involved in the evaluation must often be 
subjective, as is the assessment ot its depth. None of the 
evaluations in the sample, with the exception of two audit 
reports, contained rebuttal sections where project personnel or 
mission staff could challenge the findings and conclusions. As a 
result, the reader typically would need to have expertise in the 
field of research, direct knowledge of the project, or sources of 
data outside the evaluation reports themselves to judge the 
accuracy the evidence presented in those documents. 

Given these limitatione, the examination of documents from 
standard evaluations of past AID projects will have only limited 
value in the process of policy formulation and project design. 
Other sources of information on the experience and lessons of 
AID'S past projects will be examined. These include: 

a Special issues-oriented studies providing an in depth 
analysis of selected issues or strategies; 

Conferences of experts focusing on individual sectors or 
on issues which are perceived to be important; and 

* 
Policy-oriented ex post evaluations, such as the Impact 
Evaluations currently being undertaken by the Agency. 

The use of these alternative sources will more likely generate 
the information AID needs to determine policy and guide the dr,sign 
of future projects than a review of standard evaluation documents. 



ANNEXES - 



Annex 1, Table 1. AID Capital & Technical Assistance Projects in Agricultural Research. Education. and Extension 1962-1372 
(millions of dollars) - 

Agriculture Research. Education 
6 Extension 

Near East 6 South Asia 3.0 

Latin knerica 4.6 

Far East 3.0 

Africa 15. 1 

Total Agricultural Research. 
Educa t ion 6 Ex tension 25.7 

Total Food end Agriculture Comnltment 134.6 

Total AID C-itment 960.1 

8 Total Agricultural Research 
Education 6 Extension a3 S of 
Food 6 Agriculture Commitment (5  - 6) 19.1 19.8 21.9 37.5 19.6 19.2 35.9 32.5 14.5 16.8 30.3 

9 Total Food and hgrtculture as I of 
Total AID Commitment ( 6  - 7) 19.0 13.0 11.8 13.1 16.9 19.3 13.7 10.1 19.4 18.1 15.9 

Source: Compiled rrcm data available in AID Statistics and Reports Divlslon f.~blicetions Projects By Country and Field or Activity, volumes 
for FY62-72. This publication was not prlnted after 1971. Figures do not Lnrlude support assistance. including 
that to Vietnam. Totsls may not add due to rounding. No explanation is given in the above publications for the wide fluctuation in the 
fiaures. Funds represent amounts obligated. 



Annex 1 .  T a b l e  2. AID Program L e v e l s  - A g l l i c u l t u r e  and R u r a l  Development ( $  m i l l i o n s )  

FY 1975 FY 1976'  FY 1977 FY 1 9 7 1 1 ~  FY 1 9 7 9 ~  

Development and D i f f u s i o n  o f  
Hew Technology 

a. C e n t r a l l y  Funded Research ( 3-54) ( 6.0) ( 9.5) (17.5) (29.9) 

b. I n t e r n a t i o n a l  C e n t e r s  (10.5) (15.7) (20.6) (24.0) (26.6)  

c .  B i l a t e r a l l y  Funded Research (15.4) (18.0) (22.0) (48.6) (53.9) 

d. E d u c a t i o n  and E x t e n s i o n  (23.8) (49.3) (25.0) (41.5) ( 3 8  .0) 

Asset  Distribution end Access 6.9 16.3 22.2 35.0 54.5 

P l a n n i n g  and P o l i c y  Access 9.8 15.1 17.1 32.4 65.4 

Q R u r a l  I n f r a s t r u c t u r e  
L 

H a r k e t i n g  and S t o r a g e ,  I n p u t  
Supp ly .  R u r a l  I n d u s t r y .  and 
C r e d l  t 

TOTAL AGRICULTURE AND RURAL 621.1 682.4 511.7 589.6 737.8 
DEVELOPHEN? 

---- 
1 FY 1976 f i g u r e s  i n o l u d e  t r a n s i t i o n a l  q u a r t e r .  

2 FY 1978 and FY 1979 r i g u r e s  i n c l u d e  Sahel  programs. 

Source:  Agency f o r  I n t e r n a t i o n a l  Development.  A s r i c u l t u r a l  Development P o l i c y  Paper (Washington.  D.C.) June 1978. p. 25. 
F i g u r e s  based o n  Development A s s i s t a n c e  Appropriation, Food end ~ u t r i t i o n ~ c c o u n ~ ,  e x c l u d i n g  n u t r i t i o n  and program 
development  funds.  Columns may n o t  add due t o  r o u n d l n g .  



Annex I, Table 3. Chronological list in^ of Centrally Funded Agricultural Research Projects - --- 
Project Project 
Number Name Contractor Duration $ Obligated $ Expended Project Description 

Breeding programs for development 
of improved varieties of sorghum, 
millet 6 maize; research on 
principal insect pests and major 
diseases; study of soil management 
as a means of increasing produc- 
tion. 

931-0028 Development 6 Use of Im- USDA/ARS 
proved Varieties of the 
Hajor Cereal Crops in 
Africa 

Release sterile males in tsetse 
fly-infested region to determine 
if such releases will permanently 
eradicate natural fly population. 

Research on the Steri- 
lity Hethod of Tsetse 
Fly Control 

Analysis of Data on 
the Nutrient Status 
of Soils in Latin 
Amer Lca 

North Carolina 
State 

Improve soil-testing techniques 
6 increase laboratory capacities; 
improve test-reporting methods; 
develop data on crop responses 
to fertilizers in various 
climatic zones & soils groups. 

Improvement of Grain 
Legum~s Production 

Develop 6 test improved gene- 
tic materials (yield. insect- 
resistance); develop cultural 
6 management practices. 

Agriculture 
Research Ser- 
vice. USDA 

Research on Farm Power 
Eclulpment Require- 

ments for the Produc- 
tion of Rlce in Asia 

IRRI Conduct applied research on 
the major paddy 6 farm 
mechanization problems 6 assist 
in development of new 6 improved 
machinery. 

Screen world sorghum collection 
for genetically controlled 
factors which could improve 
protein content 6 quality. 
Evaluate selections for disease 
6 insect resistance. local 
adaptation. etc. 

Inl~eri tance 6 Improve- 
ment of Protein Quality 
6 Content In Sorgliur 
B~color 

Purdue Univer- 
sity 



Annex 1, Table 3. (Contir~ued) -- - 

Project Project 
Number Name Contractor Duration $ Sbligated $ Expended Project Description 

931-0463 Weed Control Systems Oregon State 1966-79 4,404,000 
for LDCs University 

Reduce crop loss due to weeds; 
evaluate costs and benefits of 
existing methods of control 
and develop sound methods of 
weed control that are inte- 
grated with other management 
practices. Develop research 
capabilities in local insti- 
tutions. 

931-0471 Improvement of the 
Productivity 6 Nutri- 
tional Quality of 
Wheat 

University of 
Nebraska 

Screen world wheat collection 
6 evaluate selected matrial 
for nutritional quality in 
order to develop improved 
lines for wheat-growing areas 
of LDCs. 

931-0473 Control of Vertebrate Denver Wildlife 1967-80 
Pests--Rats & Noxious Research Center 
Birds 

Develop safe. effective pest 
control methods. adaptable to 
LDC social & economic conditions. 

931-0103 Breeding of Agronomic University of 1968-74 
Crops Hissouri 

Strengt-hening grant to the h i -  
versity of Hissouri for inter- 
national plant breeding. Research 
cor~lucted in India to study Asian 
agricul*ural problems. 

931-0475 Research on Hemoproto- Texas A & H 
zoal Diseases of Food- 
Producing I-ivestock 

Develop imnunlzing agents or 
other controls for reduction of 
blood parasite livestock disease 
losses in tropical countries. 
Zmtrol or eliminate transmitting 
insects or ticks. 

931-0469 Water Hanagement Re- Utah State 
search in Arid L Sub- University 
hurnld Lands of the LDCs 
( ~ n  Latin America) 

Improve on-farm water management 
practices and integrate them with 
other management 6 cultural prac- 
tices, including use of fertili- 
zers. crop varieties. plant 
spacing & land preparation. 

Test improved coatings and other 
products that will control the 
release of nutrients for plant 
growth. 

931-0494 Tailoring of Fertlli- Tennessee 
zers for Rice Valley 

931-0539 Testing of a Newly Nat tonal Academy 1969-70 
Developed Foot-and- of 5lences 
Hout11 Dlsease Vaccine 
for Potency. Vlabllity 
& lmn~lnrty Duration 

Cooperative research and testing 
of a foot and mouth disease 
vaccine conducted in Argentina 
and Brazil. 



Annex 1, Table 3. (Continued) - -- - 
Project Project 
Number Name Contractor Duration $ Obligated $ Expended Project Description 

- -- 
Dcterlnination of Re- 
search Needs of Soils 
of the Troplcs 

National Acadamy 
of Sciences 

Study high priority research 
needs to formulate a specific 
research program. 

Soil Fertility in the 
Humid Tropics 

Cornell Univer- 
sity 

Determine the most effective 
amounts 6 methods of appli- 
cation of nutrients b soil 
moisture requirements to 
achieve food production 
potential on acidic tropical 
soils. 

Survey 6 Analysis of 
the Problems of Cattle 
Feeding System 6 Nutri- 
tion in Wet/Dry Tropics 

University of 
Florida 

Assemble 6 Analyze data 
on feeds and develop trials 
6 feeding systems using in- 
digenous feeds. 

Preparation of a Plan 
for the Orientation 
of Research of Cassava 

University of 
Georgia 

Review literature on cassava 
as food/feed source, in order 
to plan a program of basic L 
applied research. 

Inheritance & Improve- 
ment of Protein Quality 
6 Content in Maize 

Purdue University Develop open-pollinated llnes 
(and to lesser extent. maize 
hybrids) wlth improved protein 
content & quality. Increase 
grain yield 6 retain market 
acceptability. 

Agronomic-Economic 
Research on Troplcal 
Soils 

North Carolina 
State Univer- 
sity 

Obtain 6 utilize data on tro- 
pical soils in developing 
fertilizer b crop management 
recommendations that will 
yield the best return 6 be most 
adaptable to LDCs. 

931-0533 Agricultural Diversi- Economic Re- 197 1-78 
fication & Trade--Asla search Service 

USDA 

722,000 722.000 Accumulate. organize and analyze 
data on costs, supply reponses. 
domestic demands and export 
opportunities for agricullure. 

93 1-0536 Adapting Simulation Mich~gan State 1971-79 
ttodcls to Agricultural University 
Sector analysls 

1.557.000 1.557.000 Test. apply 6 further develop 
the computerized systems-simula- 
tion model approach to agricul- 



Annex 1, Table 3. (Continued) - 
Project Project 
Number Name Contractor Duration $ Obligated $ Expended Project Description 

Rural Employment in 
Tropical Africa 

Michigan State 
University 

Research in Ethiopia. Nigeria. 
and Sierra Leone analyzing rural 
employment studies and formulation 
of policy guidelines. 

Development of Improved 
Varieties of Soykans 
in the Tropics 

University of 
Illinois 

Promote direct use of soybeans as 
human food. Screen and breed soy- 
bean varieties with broad adapta- 
tion to tropical and subtropical 
conditions. Provide formal and 
practical training in soybean 
culture. 

931-0566 Evaluation of the University of 1973-76 
Potential for Improve- Hissouri 
ment of Hungbean as a 
Hajor Food Grain Le- 
gume 

Examine genetic potential and 
breeding problems of mungbean 
in order to evaluate its 
potential for improvement. 
Develop screening nursery in 
other countries to identify 
adaptability of selected 
strains. 

931-0560 Development L Food 
Utilization of Soy- 
beans 

University of 1973-84 
Illinois 

9,425,000 4,219,000 
(through 
80 ) 

Provide technical assistance 
for LDC programs concerned 
with the production and pro- 
cessing of new soybean 
varieties for human food. 

Improved Fertilizers 
for Developing 
Countries 

Develop fertilizers Lo meet 
nutrient needs of specific crops 
and solls that are not being met 
by conventional fertilizers. 

Improvement of 
Tropical Production of 
Bears & Coupeas 

University of 
Puerto Rico 

Study insect and disease problems 
affecting grain legumes in the 
tropics. Collect resistant germ 
plasm. 

Bahamas Livestock 
Research & Development 

Pennsylvania 
State Univer- 
sity 

Establish research development 
and training center to study 
problems of li vestock 
production in LDCs. 

Analysis of the Direct 
& lndlrect Erfects of 
Technologicel Change 
in Agriculture 

Undertake an i nput/outp~rt 
analysis for both traditional L 
modern technologies. 

Cornell Univer- 
sity 



Armex 1. Table 3. (Continued) - -- 
Project Project 
Number Name Contractor Duration $ Obligated $ Expended Project Description 

931-0575 Develop Improved. University of 1974-80 777.000 777.000 Conduct research on oaorphologi- 
High-Yielding Sorghum Nebraska cal and physiological factors 
Cultivars affecting yield and the plant's 

ability to withstand stress from 
heat and drought. Develop new 
screening techniques for more 
rapid selection of desirable 
cultivars. 

931-0571 Develop Improved. University of 1974-77 
tligh-Ylelding Sorghum Puerto Rico 
Cul tivars 

931-0578 Develop Improved. Texas A & H 
High-Yielding Sorghum University 
Cultivars 

931-0500 Improve the tlontana State 1979-79 
Nutritional Quality of University 
Barley Production 
for the Semi-Ar id 
Regions 

931-0582 Crop Production & Land University of 1974-83 5.561.000 4,276,000 
Capabilities of a Net- llnwaii 
Work of Tropical Soil 
Fami 1 ies 

931-0600 Research on Hineral University of 1974-77 1,149,000 
Adcquacies, Deficiencies Florida + 
and Toxicities for 
Grazing Ruminants in 
Latin America 

931-0603 Develop Oat Culti- 
vars 

University of 1979-77 
Wisconsin 

Adaptation of germ plasm to the 
tropical environment. Research 
conducted on weed control. 
population density. use of 
fertilizer and other cultural 
factors. 

Screen sorghum germ plasm for 
resistance to disease and insects. 
Breed resistant material with 
lines l~aving other desirable 
characteristics. 

Study major factors limiting 
barley production in LDCs and 
collect germ plasm. Develop 
improved barley population 
with resistance to insects. 
disease. drought. drying winds 
and temperature extremes. 

Analyze and classify soil samples 
from tropical Asia. Africa. and 
Ilawaii. Correlate food crop 
yields and assess transferability 
of technology among tropical LDCs. 

Determine mineral deficiencies. 
etc. tn livestock liver. tissue 
and blood serum samples. Analyze 
forage samples and administer 
mineral supplements to test 
animals. 

Develop varieties of oats 
suitable for cultivation in 
tropical countries that are 
resistant to the major diseases 
and have high nutritional quality. 



Annex 1, Table 3. (Continued) -- 
Project Project 
Nuwber Name Contractor Duration $ Obligated $ Expended Project Description 

931-0162 Dryland Farming - Oregon State 1975-80 1,000,000 999.000 Strengthening grant to OSU to 
Oregon University increase research abilities on 

moisture conservation and utiliza- 
tion in LDC winter rainfall areas. 

931-0601 Crop Pruduction 6 University of 
Land Potential of Bench- Puerto Rico 
mark Soils of Latin 
America 

931-0613 Biological Nitrogen 
F~xation-Legume 
Rhizobium Symbiosis 
Research 

University of 
Hawaii 

931-0614 Research on Integrated North Carolina 1975-80 
Crop Protection Systems State Univer- 

alty 

931-0095 UorldRhizobiumCollec- USDA/ARS 
tion Center 

931-0127 Tropical Soils-Cornell Cornell 
University 

931-0128 Tropical Soils-Puerto University of 
Rico Puerto Rico 

University 
Ildual i 

2,110,037 2,010,000 Conduct identical crop production 
and soil management experiments in 
order to correlate soil taxonomic 
units with crop yields and develop a 
method for mobilizing and utilizing 
soil management knowledge among 
tropical LDCs. 

2.930.000 2.375.000 Identify nitrogen-fixing bacteria 
and make findings available to 
farmers in LDCs in order to fn- 
crease nodulstion and crop yields. 

1.253.000 1.123,OOO Directed toward reducing of food 
crop losses by root-knot nema- 
todes. qesearch conducted in 
Central and South America. Africa 
and Southeast I s f a .  

675.000 599.000 Establislt center for collection 
and study of nitrogen fixing micro- 
organisms. 

1,325,000 1,225,000 Strengthening grant to Cornell 
University to increase its 
capacity to conduct research and 
provide technical assistance to 
developing countries in tropical 
soil science. 

1,137.000 1,046,000 Strengthening grant to the Uni- 
versity of Yuerto Rico to increase 
its capacity to conduct research 
and provide tecl~nical assistance 
to developing countries in tropical 
soi 1 science . 

1,375.0~0 1,279.000 Strrn~thening grant to the Uni- 
versity of Hawail to increase 
its capacity to conduct research 
and provide technical assistance 
to devrloping countries in tropical 
soil science. 



Annex 1, Table 3. (Continued) -- -- 
Project Project 
Ilumber Name Contractor Duration $ Obligated $ Expended Project Description 

9jl-0130 Tropical Soils-North North Carolina 1976-81 911,000 818.000 Strengthening grant to NCSU. 
Carolina State State Research conducted on plant 

nutrition and the physical and 
chemlcal properties of humid 
tropical soils. Liaison with 
Cornell, and University of 
Puerto Rico (project dealing 
with acid soil of humid tropics). 

Conduct research and training 
program on nitrogen fixation In the 
tropics in an effort to increase 
protein content of certain tropical 
grasses and cereal grains. 

931-0247 Nitrogen Fixation Nat,ional Academy 1976-80 
Research and Training of Sciences 

931-0610 Nitrogen Fixation Cooperative 1976-82 2.900,OOO 2, 450,000 
Problems 6 Limiting State Research 
Factors Service/USDA 

931-0621 Spring 6 Winter Wheat Oregon State 1976-86 1,644,000 1,263,000 
Crosses 

931-1004 Non-Symbiotic Nitrogen University of 1977-82 
F~xation Florida 

931-1005 Determinants of co6nell 1977-8 1 
Irrigation Problems University 

93 1-1026 Agricultural Hechani- AgriculLural 1977-80 
zation Development 

Council 6 IRRI 

9 31-1090 Improvment of Pcarl Kansas State 1977-80 
Hlllet University 

Research on factors limiting 
rhizobia survival and eifectiveness. 
Develop new methods removing the 
constraints limiting nitrogen fixation 
by rhizobia-innoculated legume 
crops. 

Designed to develop improved 
wheat varieties by crossing 
spring and winter cultivars. Pro- 
vide training to LDC personnel. 

Conduct research to develop a 
bacterial system in tropical 
grasses that will fix substantial 
quantities of atmoepheric nitrogen 
to improve crop food value- 

Identify and study the factors 
necessary for viable irrigation 
systems. Collect and analyze data 
on existing systems and formulate 
hypotheses. 

Conduct research on effects of 
small-scale agricultural mechanization 
on small farmers in Pakistan. 
Indonesia. Thailand. and Philippines. 

Conduct research to improve 
nutritional quality, breeding 
characteristics, and yields of 
bear1 millet in semi-arid areas. 



Annex 1, Table 3. (Continued) - - 
Project Project 
Number Name Contractor Duration $ Obligated $ Expended Project Description 

931-1122 Post Harvest Food Loss National 19;7-78 
Academy of 
Sciences 

931-1181 Aflatoxin fieduction in University of 
Maize Hissourl 

931-1038 Physiology & Ecology International 
of Tlcks Center for 

Insect Physi- 
ology and 
Ecology 

931-1328 Small Ruminant-CRC UC at Davis 
Program (lead 

institution) 

931-1254 Sorghum/Hillet Research Various U.S. 
Land Crant 
Universities 

931-1310 Bean/Cowpeas Collabora- Hichigan State 
tive Research University 

931-1318 Control of Barley Montana State 
Diseases for LDCs University 

(lead insti- 
tution) 

149,000 149,000 Study on post harvest food crop 
losses in LCDs. 

1978 - 11,167.000 
continung 

1979 - Proposed 
continuing FY82 

3.500.000 

1980 - 395.000 
continuing 

1980 - 3,324,000 
continuing 

2,750,000 
through 
FY80 

454,000 
through 
FY8O 

Develop maize varieties esi3- 
tant to aflatoxin for production 
in tropical and subtropical LDCs. 
Establish linkages among U.S. net- 
works and international ag research 
centers. 

Crant to ICIPE to develop an 
integrated biological method for 
controlling ticks affecting 
livestock. 

Conduct research to improve 
small ruminant production 
capability of LDCs. UC Davis 
managing suballocations and 
grant program (13 U.S. universities 
and research institutions partici- 
pating in research). 

Develop and test appropriate 
technologies and practices to im- 
prove productivity. Increase 
level of competence of LDC 
scientists to conduct research 
on production systems in order 
to improve production capability 
of LDCs. 

Develop collaborative research 
support program in c m m o n  
beans and coupeas. 

Identify sources of resistance 
to the major diseases of 
barley in LDCs. Develop 
disease-resistant breeding 
populations. Conduct dfsease- 
screening nurseries. 
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Annex 2 
AllENCY FOR INTERNATIONAL OIVELOPMVNT 

FY 1 9 8 3  W R L A U  W O O I T  SUIMISSION 
o m L r G m o N s  IN FUNCTIONAL SUBCATEGOIICS 1 

( I N  SOOQ) 

fUNCI IONAL SUOCATEGORY: CNDS AGR TECHNOLOOY- LDC RESEARCH 2 

PROJECT 1 9 7 8  1 9 7 9  1 9 8 0  1 9 1 1  
NUMBER APPROP ACTUAI. ACTUAL ACTUAL ACTUAL .......................................................................................................... 

AFRICA 

BENIN 
PRdT1TLE6800201** * * *  ~ - -  - 

BURUNDI 
SMALL FARMING SYSTEMS RESEARCH 

CAMEROON 
NATtONAL CEREALS RESEARCH AN0 EXTENSION 

CAPE VERDE - - 
IRR~GATED CROP RESEARCH 

CENTRAL AFR REPUBLIC 
AGRICULTURE OEVELOPMENT 

CHAD 
CROP/PROD/RES/SEED/ W L T I / O R A I N  MARKET 

CONCii 
SMALL HOLOER AGRICULTURE OIVELOPMENT 

E t n t o P I A  
PULSES DIVERSIF ICATION AND IMPROVEMENT 

GUINEA 
AG PRODUCTION CAPACITY AN0 T R A I N I N l l  

GUINEA-81SSAU 
R I C E  PRODUCTION 

KENYA 
ORYLANOS CROPPING SYSTEMS RESEARCH 

LESOTHO - - 
FARMING SYSTEMS RESEARCH 

MALAWI 
AGRICULTURAL RESEARCH - - 

M A L I  
SEMI -ARID TROPtCS RESEARCH 

MAURITANIA 
OASES DEVELOPMENT 

NIGER 
NIGER CEREALS RESEARCH 

SIERRA LEONE 
ADAPTIVE CROP RESEARCH AN0 EXTENSION 
ADAPTIVE CROP RESEARCH AN0 EXTENSION I1 

SOMALIA 
ANIMAL HEALTH SERVICES 

SUDAN 
WESTERN ACRICCLTURAL RESEARCH 
YAM810 AGRlCULTURAL RESEARCH OPG 
SOUTH AGRICULTURAL OEVELOPMENT 

SWAZI LAND -. . -.- 

CROPPING SYSTEMS RESEARCH AN0 C X t  T R W  
TANZANIA 

AGRICULTURAL RESEARCH 
CARYIHQ SYSTEMS RESEARCH 

- - 

I /  Sour& Agency for Intarnatioocrl Development, Office of Planning and Budgeting (PPCIPB). As of 9/3/81.  - 
2/ PNI)S- Agr TechnologpLDC Research: Activities financing direct agricultural research by - 

LDC Inrt i tut iow.  Includes contributions to international rerearch centers 
completely financed by A I D .  Does not.include iaternatiorul centers receiving 
multilateral support. 



Annex 2 
AGENCY FOR INTERNATIONAL OEVELOPWNT 

FY 19.93 ~UREAU BUOOET suewsszon 
06LIQITIONS I N  PUNCTIONAL SUBCITEG011ES l 

( I N  S W 0 )  

FUNCTIONAL SUICAT CGORY: CNOS - AGR TECHNOLOW- LOC RESEARCH 

PROJECT 1 9 7 8  1 9 7 9  1 9 6 0  1 9 8 1  
NUMBER APPROP ACTUAL ACTUAL ACTUAL ACTUAL .......................................................................................................... 

L A  I RE 
INERA SUPPORT - .  

ENTENTE-STATES 
ENTENTE LIVESTOCU PROOUCTION I1  

sbna REG PROGRAM 
OMVS AGROttOMIC RESEARCH 11 
CENTRAL VETERINARY LAB - - 
REGIONAL FOOO-CROP 
REGIONAL FOOD CROP 

AFRICA REGICNAL 
PRJT lTLE82S0203** - *=  
ENTENTE FOOO PROOUCTION 
a I C E  RESEARCH &NO PROOUCT?ON 
SEMI-ARE0 FOOO GRAIN RESIARCH AN0 DEV 
AFRICAN AGRICULTURE RESEARCH 

S U ~ ~ O T A L :  AFRICA 

A S I A  

OANOLAOESH 
AGRICULTURAL K.SEARCH 
AGRO-CLIMATIC ENVIRONMENT WNXTOR 
AORICULTURIL RESEARCH 11 

I N D I A  
AGRICULTURAL RESEARCH 

INDONESIA 
APPLIED AGRICULTURE RESEARCH . -  - - - .  

NEPAL 
I N S T l T U T E  OF AG AN0 ANIMAL SCIENCES 

PAU ISTAN 
AGRICULTURAL RESEARCH 

P H I  L IPPINES 
AGRICULTURE RESEARCH I 1  
EASIERN V I  SAYAS FARMING 
8 I C O L  FARMING 
AGRO-FORES TRY 

S R I  LANKA 
AGRICULTURE PROOUCTION INPUTS/SERVICES 

THA 1 LbNO 
VILLAGE C r s H  POND DEVELOPMENT 
NE f iAtNFE0 AGRICULTURE OEVELOPEMEtlT 
RAINFED AGRICULTURE INTENSIF ICATION 

SO P A C I F I C  REGIONAL 
TUNA/BILLFISH RESEARCH 

SUBTOTAL: A S I A  

I /  Source: Agency for International Development, Office of Planning and Budgeting - 
21 FNDS- Agr Technology-LDC Research: Activftier financing direct agricultural research by - 

LDC Inetitutions. Includes contributionr to international research centerr 
completely E i m c e d  by AID. Doee not include internatio~l centers receiving 
multilateral support. 



Annex 2 
AOINCY FOR INTERNATIONAL OCVLLOPM~NT 

rr 1 0 8 3  WREAU BUOGET s u e m s s r o w  
O l L I O A T I O N S  I N  Fl lNCTlONAL SUBCATEGOD111 

PROJLCT 1 9 7 0  1 9 7 9  1 a00 1 9 8 1  
nwmn APPIOP ACTUAL ACTUAL ACTUAL ACTUAL .......................................................................................................... 

B O L I V I A  
EXPLORATORY RESEARCH ON fARMINQ S T S T U S  

COSTA R I C A  
LOCLL OEVELOPMENT 

W U I N I C A N  REPUBLIC  
S Y I h E  fEVER 

OUATEMALA 
SMALL FARMER O I V E R S I f I C A ~ I O N  SYSTEM 
SMALL C O f f l E  FARMER IMPROVEMLNT 

H A I T I  
AGRICULTURAL DEVELOPMENT SUPPORT 11 

HONDURAS 
SMALL FARMER TECHNOLOGIES 
AGRICULTUR4L RESEARCH 

PANAMA 
AGRICULTURAL TECHNOLOOY O W L L O P M I N T  

PARAOUAY 
SMALL FARM TECHNOLWY 

PERU 
APPROPRIATE RURAL TCCHNOLOOY 

CARlBBEAN REG 
SMALL FARM w L t r P i L  CROPPING SYSTIM 

ROC AP 
SMALL FARM PROOUCTION SYSTEMS 
O I V E R S I f I C A T I O N  OF EXPORT CROPS 

SUITOTAL:  L A T I N  AMERICA A N 0  CARIBBLAN 

NLAR CAST 

MOROCCO 
ORYLANO AGRICULTURE A P P L I E D  RESEARCH 

YCMEN 
TROPiCAL AN0 SUBTROPICAL HORTICULTURE 
AORICULTURE RESEARCH ANO o c v a L o P M E n r  

PO0 3 7 4  4 0 7  
6 0 0  BOO 6 1 0  

SUBTOTAL: NEAR EAST 

SCIENCE AN0 TECHNOLOGY 

AGRICULTURE 
ECON O f  ALTERNATIVE APPR TO PRO0 RES 

FORESTRY AN0 ENVR NAT RES 
MAN 4 BIOSPHERE (MAB) 11 

SUBTOTAL: SCILNCE ANU TECHNOLOGY 

TOTAL. AGR TECHNOLOGY-LDC RLSLARCH 

1/ Source: Agency for I n t r r n a t i o ~ l  D a v a l o ~ n t ,  Office of Planning and Budgeting (PPC/PB). As of 9/3/81.  - 
2/ FNDS- Agr Techwlogy-LDC Research: Activities finurcing direct agricultural research by - 

LDC imtitutionr. Includer contribukionr to internatioasl research centers 
completely financed by AID. Does not include internatioarrl ceotrrr recaiviog 
multilateral support. 



Annex 2 
AGENCY FOR INTERNATIONAL OEVELOPHCNT 

FY 1983  1UREAU 8UOGET SUBUISSIOM 
08LIfUTIONS I N  FUNCTIONAL SUICATEGOnIIS 

( I N  sooo, 
FUNCTIONAL SUBCATEGORY: ?NOR - AOR TICHNOLOOY-RESEARCH 8 1  US INST 

PROJECT 1978  1979 1980  1 9 8 1  
NUMBER APPROP ACTUAL ACTUAL ACTUAL ACTUAL .......................................................................................................... 

AFRICA 

WANA 
OEV APPLICJTIOtlS OF INTERMEDIATE TECW 

MALI  
SfM1-ARID TROPICS RESEARCH PHASK I t  

NIGER 
TAPIS VERT (PVOI 

SAHIL REG P R O G R A ~ ~  
STRENGTHENING AG RESEARCH PROGRAMS 

AFRICA REGIONAL 
WEST AFRICA RICE OWELOPMENT 

SUBTOTAL: AFRICA 

ASIA 

INOONESIA 
PRE AN0 POST.HARVEST LOSS CONTROL 

PAKISTAN 
VILLAPL LEVEL FOOO PROCESSING 
WATER MANAGEMENT RISEARCH (CSU) 

SUBTOTAL: ASIA 

LATIN AMCRICI AN0 CARI88EAN 

W L l V l A  
BASIC FOOO PRODUCTION AN0 MARKITING 

LAC REGIONAL 
AEOUCTION OF VERTElAATK PEST CROP LOSSES 

SU1tOTAL: LAT IN  AMERICA AN0 CARIBBEAN 

NEAR EAST 

MOROCCO 
AGRICULTURAL RESEARCH AN0 TRAINING 

YEMCN 
AGRICULTURAL OLVELOPYENT SUPPORT 

SUOTOTAL: NEAR e m  

I /  Source: Agency for Inte~tional Development, Office of Planning and Budgeting (PPC/PB). A8 of 9/3/81 - 
21 FNDR- Agricultural Rarearch by U. 9. Inrtitutiona : Activitiar financing direct rrraarch in - 

agricultural technology by U.S. inrtitutionr. 



Annex 2 
AGENCY FOR INTERNATIONAL OEVELOPWNT 

f Y  1 9 0 3  BUREAU BUDGET SUIMISSIOM 
0 8 L I U T I O N S  I N  FUNCTIONAL SUICATEGOI IZS 

( I N  $ 0 0 0 )  

N N C T I O N A L  SUECATEWRI: F N I C  - INTERNATIONAL CINTCRS 
2 

PROJECT 1 9 7 8  1 9 7 9  1 0 0 0  l Q R l  
NUMBER APPROP ACTUAL ACTUAL ACTUAL ACTUAL 

.......................................................................................................... 

L A T I N  AMERICA AN0 CARl6OEAN 

PANA:dA 
GROWTH AND SERVICE CENTERS OEV (URB) 

SUBTOTAL. L A T I N  AMERICA AN0 CARIBIEAN 

SCIENCE AN0 TECHNOLOaY 

AGRICULTURE 
INTERNATtONAL AG RESEARCH CENTERS 
I N T L  FERTIL IZER DEVELOPMENT CENTER 
I N T  EOPRO OF PLANT GENETIC RESRCES-IBPGT 
I N T  CTR FOR AQ RES I N  DRY AREA0 ( ICAROA) 
ASIAN VEGETABLE RES/OCV CTR (AVROC) 
I N 1  INST FOR TROPICAL AG I l l T A )  
INT LAB F o a  RES ON ANIMAL OISEASES-ILRAO 
I N T  LIVESTOCK CTR FOR AFRICA ( I L C A )  
INTERNATIQNAL R I C E  RESEARCH I N S T  ( I R R 1 )  
C : i.lH Y t 
INTERNATIONAL CTR FOR TROPICAL AG ( C I A T I  
I N T  CRP RES INST SEMI -ARIO TROPS-IVRISAT 
INTERNATIONAL POTATO CENTER ( C I P )  
fCLJRW FISHERIES DEVELOPMENT 
INTL SERVICES POR~N~T IONAL  60 R E S E A R C ~  
I N T L  FOOO POLICY RESEARCH INSTITUTE 
CGlAR REVIEW 
I N T  AGRICULTURAL RESEARCH CENTERS 

SUITOTAL: SCIENCE AN0 TECHNOLOGY 

TOTAL: INTERHATIONAL CENTERS 

. . . 

..- 

... 
4,000  

son 
2. BOO 

I 6 0  
3 . 9 0 0  
2,409 
1 . 7 0 9  
3 .609  
3 .S90  
3 .300  
1 .400  
1 .SO0 

a 0 0  ... . . . . . . ... 
19. 7 1 8  

2B. 7 6 8  

1/ Source: Agency for International Dwelopmant, Office o f  Planning and ~udgeting (PPC/PB). - 
Information current ar of 9/3/81. 

2/ FNIC- Activities financing international agricultural research centerr receiving - 
multilateral rupport. 



Annex 2 
AGENCY FOR INTCRNAtlONAL OEVELOPMCNT -- - 

FY 1 9 e ~  BUREAU BUDGET SUBMISSION 
OOLIGATIONS I N  FUNCTIONAL SUBCATEGOO1LS 

( I N  SO00 I 

FUNCTIONAL SU0CATEWRY: FNOR - AGR TECMNOLOOV-RESLARCM 0Y US I N S T  

PROJECT 
NUMIER APPROP .................................................................. 

SCIENCE ANO t E c n N o L o w  

AQRICULTURE 
LIVESTOCK PROOUCTfON 9 3 1 1 0 0 5  FM 
FERTIL IZER DEVELOPMENT 931A01S FM 
f ISHERIES LND aOUACULTURE 9 3 1  A027  PN 
PEST WANAGE~ZENI 931AO18 f N  
REDCCING POST HARVEST COO0 I.ISSES 939 6 0 2 9  FN 
BIOLOGICAL NITROGEN f I X A T I O h  931AOS3 F N  
S T E R i L I T Y  METHOD eOR TSETSE FLY CONTROL 9 3 1 0 0 3 0  FN 
AGRICULTURAL PLANNING AN0 SUPPORT 9 3 1 0 0 6 0  FN 
TROPICAL S O I L S  CORNELL 9 3 1 0 1 ? 7  FN 
TROPICAL S O I L S  PUERTO RICO 9 3 1 0 1 1 8  FN 
+ R O P I F I L  S O I L S  . HAWAI I  9 3 1 0 1 1 9  FN 
TROPICAL SOILS NCSU 9 3 1 0 1 3 0  FN 
CEaEAL GRAlNS 931C201 FN 
PLNG ASST. WAiER RESOURCES ECONOMICS 9 3 1 0 1 3 6 1 9  f N  
SORGHUM PRGTE I l J  CONTENT d QUALITY 9 3 1 0 4 5 1  f N  
JEED CONTRL SYSTEMS I N  THE DEV CTRYS-RCS 9 3 1 0 4 8 3  FN 
IMPROVED NUTRITIONAL OUALITY OF WHEAT 9 3 1 0 4 7 1  FN 
C O N ~ R O L  OF VERTEBRATE PESTS 9 3 1 0 4 1 3  f N  
AGRO-ECON RESEARCH ON TROPICAL SOILS 9 3 1 0 1 1 5  FN 
OEV OF Ih lPlCVEO VARIETIES OF SOYBEANS 9 3 1 0 5 0 0  FN 
:bIPROIEO TROPICAL BEANS/COWPEAS 9 3 1 0 5 6 L  FN 
SORGHUM YIELD PHYSIOLOGY 9 3 1 0 5 7 s  FN 
SORGHUM PEST RESISTANCE 9 3 1 0 5 7 8  FN 
S O I L  F A M I L I E S  HAWAII  9 3 1 0 5 0 1  FN 
MINERAL STUOIES urtn RUMINANT ANIMALS 9310600 FN 
F I X A T I O N  FROBLEMS AN0 L I M I T I N G  fACtORS 9 3 1 0 6 1 0  FN 
N - F I X A T I O N  SYMBIOTIC TROPICAL LEGUMES 9 3 1 0 6 1 3  F N  
PEST MGT . ROOTKHOT NEMATOOE 9 3 1 0 6 1 4  FN 
SPRING WIhTE3 !WEAT 9 3 1 0 6 3 1  f N  
N.FIXJT1ON NONSYUOIOTlC A S S O C I I T I V E  9 3 1  1 0 0 4  FN 
OETERMINAPlTS OF IRRIGATION PROBLEMS 9 3 1 1 0 0 9  f N  
AGRICULTURAL MECHANIZATION 9 3 1 1 0 2 0  f N  
PHYSIOLOGY AND ECOLOGY OF T ICKS 9 3 1  1 0 3 8  FN 
AFLITOXIN REDUCTION I N  MAIZE 9 3 1 1 1 8 1  f N  
CRSP SORGHUhl/Ml LLET 9 3 1 1 2 5 4  FN 

1 9 7 0  
ACTUAL .......... 

CUSP-PL: BEANS AN0 COWPEAS 9 3 1 1 P S 9  f N  ..- ... S O I L S  COOPCRITiVE AGREEMENT PLANNINO a R f  9 3 1 1 2 9 l  f N  ... CRSP FISHERIES/PONO DYNAMICS 9 3 1  1 3 0 8  FN 
CRSP: BEANS AND COWPEAS 9 3 1  1 3 1 0  FM ..- 

1 9 7 9  
ACTUAL ............ 

1 9 0 0  19111 
ACTUAL ACTUAL ................... 

... ..a .- - 0.. ... .-- ... .-a ... ... .-. .a. ... as0 ..- .a. ... 1 as ... 1 a0 ... 1 as 
1 1 2  .-. ... ... 
8 4 7  5 1 0  ... ... ... 3 6 2  
..a ..- 
0 7 8  3 4 5  ... 400 
8 4 0  8 1 5  ... 3 3 8  
..a ... ... ... 

1 , 0 4 0  I 5 7  
as0 as0 
5 5  0 4 0 0  
7 4  1 mo 
1 3 0  ROO 
4 0 0  4 9 7  ... 3 4 9  -. . 9 0  ... 1 6 4  ... 1 a0 ... ... 

P.100 1 .8S8 ... 1 4 5  
1 5 0  . . - ... 4 1 0  
7 1 1  P .000  

11 Source: Agency for International Development, Office of Planning and Budgeting (PPC/PB). - 
Information current rr of 9/3/81. 

21 FNDR- Agricultural Rerearch by U. S. Inrtitutiona: ~ c t i v i t i e r  financing direct rerearch in  - 
agricultural technology by U.S. i ~ t i t u t i o n r .  



Annex 2 
AQENCY ?OR INTElNATIONAL OtVCLOPMLMT 

CY 1 9 8 3  BUREAU WOOET SUBMISSION 
O I L I a A T 1 O N S  I N  CWCTIONAL SU6CATEOQRIES 1 

( I N  SO00 I 

PROJECT 1 9 7 8  1 9 7 9  1 9 8 0  1 9 1 1  
NUYIER APWOP ACTUAL ACTUAL ACTUAL ACTUAL .......................................................................................................... 

CUSP-PROGRAM: SOILS 
CONTROL Of BARLEY O'SEASES ?OR LOCS 
FARM LEVEL POSTHARVEST GRAIN LOSSES 
CRSP-PROGRAM: SMALL RUMINANTS 
CRSP INTEGRATED CROP PROTECTION OF COOOS 
CRSPePL: PEANUTS 
PONO OVNAYICS lESEARCH 

iSXENTS RESEARCH 

IHLlUNOLOGY OF TICUS 
SMALL FARMING SYSTEMS RESEARCH AN0 CXT 
INTEGRATED SYS FOR SMALL CARMCRS 
6IOLOOICAL NITROGEN F IXATION 

CORCSTRY AND EhVR NAT RES 
REMOTE SEhSINQ RESOURCE ASSESSMENT 
REMOTE SENSINO IN r c i n t c u L t u a c  

NUTRIT ION - . . - . - - 
NUTRlTION: V ITAMIN A OCCICICNCY PRG SPPT 
NUTRITION: IRON c c t ~ c i t ~ c i ~ ~ ~ a  SUPPORT 
F E R T I L I T Y  1KPACT.DICCLRENT CP PROGRAMS - -  - . . 

RURAL/AOMIN-DEV 
PROJECT MANAGEMENT ECCfCTtVENESS 
MANAGING OECENTRALIZATIO'd 
F r a L o  s i ~ v i c r s  A N O ~ P R O ~ P A M  oEvCroPMrNT 
AREA OEVELOPMENT 
PARTlCIPATION-RURAL OEV!LOPMENT 
RURAL F INANCIAL %!ARKETS 
ALTERNATIVE RURAL OEVEL IPUENT STRATEOILS 
OFF-FARM ENPLOYPENT 
RURAL MARKETING . P l h l E C T  OEVELOPMENT 
AOtl lNISTRATION AN0 ORGAN1ZAlTON O f  IRO 
A c c e s s  TO PRODUCTIVE RESOURCES 
LOCAL REVENUE POBINSTRATION 
LOCAL REVENUE AOMIN1STRATION . . 
NEW LANDS 
SMALL CARMCR MARKET ACCESS 

SUBTOTAL: SCIENCE AN0 TECHNOLOOY 

PRIVATE ENTERPRISE 

INVESTMENT AN0 OEV 
APPROPRIATE TECHNOLOGY AT1 

SU6TOTAL: PRIVATE ENTERPRISE 

TOTAL: AGR TllCHNOLOOY-RESEARCH 8Y US I N S t  

... .. - ... 
2.700 

1 so .. - 
1.1 ..- ... ... ... ..- ... ... . . - 
4 7 4  

1.400 

3 8 n  
PI. ... 
ssa 

1 . l ta  
4 1 4  
2% . . 
1 8 9  
2 4 0  ... 

7 8  
2 1  

1 .000  ... 
7 9 8  
1 4 7  . . 

2 1 , 3 1 5  

.a- 

. . - 
1 7 , 8 3 9  

I /  Source: Agency for International Davelopmmt, Office of Planning and Budgeting (PPC/PB). - 
fnformation current ar of 9/3/81. 

2/ FIiDR- Agricultural Research by U.S. Inrtitutionr: ~ c t i v i t i e r  financing direct rarearch in  - 
agricultural technology by U.S. inrtitutionr.  
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Annex 3. AID Grants to International Agricultural Research Centers And Programs* 

- Fiscal Year 

lgdgw- 1971 - 1972 1973 - 1974 - 1975 - 1976 1977 1979 - 1980 1981 
- thousands of dollars - 

Sponsor~d by CGIAR" 
Centers 

IRRI 
CIHHYT 121 
IITA [31 
CIA? [41 
CIP 151 
ICRISAT C61 
ILRAD (71 
ILCA[%I ' 
ICARDA [91 
IFPRI (101 

Programs 
WARDA [I11 
IBPGR [I21 
CARIS [I31 
ISNAR (141 

Subtotal 425 1.679 2.984 3.507 5,385 7.000 10.655 14,990 18,350 21,400 24.800 29,000 35,000 

Outside CGIAR 
AVRDC 1151 
IFDC [I61 

Total 4,107 5.985 7.600 15.355 20.690 22,395 25.800 29,400 33.600 39.700 

Contributions to capital construction/equipment and core operations through Assistance Bureau. Excludes the International Center for 
Living Aquatic Resource Hanagement (ICLARH). and other miscellaneous activities. 

e e  Consultatfve Croup on International Agricultural Research. 



Annex 3. (Continued) 

International Rice Research Instltutp 
Internatlonal Haize and Wheat Improve- 
ment Center 
International Institute of Tropical 
Agriculture 
Internatlonal Center Tor Tropical 
Agriculture 
Internatlonal Potato Center 
International Crops Research Institute 
for Semi-Arid Tropics 
Internatlonal Laboratory for Research 
on Animal Diseases 
International Livestock Center Tor 
Africa 
International Center for Agricultural 
Research in the Dry Areas 
Internatlonal Food Policy Research 
Institute 
West ACrica Rice Developaent 
Association 
Internatlonal Board for Plant Genetic 
Resources 
Current Agricultural Research Informa- 
tlon System. FA0 (Temporary sponsor) 
International Service for National 
Agricultural Research 
Aslan Vegetable Research and Develop- 
ment Center 
Internatlonal Fertilizer Development 
Center 

Los Danos. Philippines 
El Batan, Uexico 

Ibadan, Nigeria 

Palnlra, Colombia 

Lima, Peru 
Hyderabad. India 

Nairobi, Kenya 

Addis Ababa, Ethiopia 

Iran. Lebanon. Syria 

Washington, D.C. 

Honrovla, Liberia 

Rome, Italy 

Rome, Italy 

The Hague, Netherlands 

Taiwan 

United States 

Rlce varietles and crop production systems 
Haize. wheat, barley. and triticale 

Root and tuber arops. grain legumes, and 
farming systems In lowland troplcs 
Various crops, livestock, and faming in 
lowland tropics 
Potatoes 
Various crops. farming systeas. and water 
management in semi-arid tropics 
Two aajor cattle diseases-theilerlosis 
and trypanosomiasis 
Cattle production and range manageaent 
systeas 
Various crops and Carming systeas In 
nediterranean and cold winter cllaates 
National and international food policy 
quest Ions 
Field testing oC new rioe varieties 

Coordination, collection, and exchange 
oC plant genetio materials 
Agricultural information collection and 
dissemination 
Strengthening national agricultural 
research systems in developing countries 
Vegetable crops 

All phases of the fertilizer supply 
system in developing countries 



ANNEX 4 

The I n t e r n a t i o n a l  Agr i cu l t u r a l  Research Centers 

A. CGIAR-supported c e n t e r s  

The Consu l ta t ive  Group f o r  I n t e r n a t i o n a l  Agr i cu l t u r a l  Research 
(CGIAR) was formed i n  1971 a s  an in formal  a s s o c i a t i o n  of c o u n t r i e s ,  
m u l t i l a t e r a l  organizations and p r i v a t e  foundat ions  t o  support  and expand 
research  addressed t o  a g r i c u l t u r a l  problems common t o  many developing 
coun t r i e s  and designed t o  improve t h e i r  food production.  The Consu l ta t ive  
Group is j o i n t l y  sponsored by t he  FAO, UNDP and the  World Bank. The Technical  
Advisory Committee "s S e c r e t a r i a t  is provided by the  FAO. The a c t i v i t i e s  
supported by the  CGIAR a r e  mainly research  and t r a i n i n g  programs which 
concen t ra te  on i nc r ea s ing  the  product ion and s t a b i l i t y  of y i e l d  of food c rops  
c u l t i v a t e d  throughout the  developing world. They a l s o  inc lude  r e sea rch  i n t o  
animal production systems, d i s eaees  of l i v e s t o c k ,  and a s s i s t a n c e  t o  s t r eng then  
n a t i o n a l  a g r i c u l t u r a l  research.  Many of t h e  CGIAR-supported programs a r e  
designed t o  meet t he  needs of the poores t  and most disadvantaged farmers.  
Some of them have a l r eady  made major c o n t r i b u t i o n s  toward i nc r ea s ing  food 
product ion i n  developing count r ies .  

Th i r teen  i n t e r n a t i o n a l  c e n t e r s  and programs a r e  c u r r e n t l y  supported by the 
CGIAR: 

I n t e r n a t i o n a l  Center f o r  Trop ica l  Agr i cu l t u r e  (CIAT), which has i t s  
headquar ters  i n  Colombia, i s  concerned wi th  t he  humid lowland t r o p i c s  of the 
Western Hemisphere. It has programs i n  both p l an t  sc iences  (cassava ,  f i e l d  
beans, maize and r i c e )  and animal s c i ences ;  the  emphasis i n  t he  l a t t e r  being 
beef production on t r o p i c a l  pas tu res .  

During t he  pa s t  yea'r, CIAT has succeeded i n  making important  advances i n  
developing i nc r ea s ing  amounts of s u p e r i o r  germ plaem t o  the  point  where i t  can 
be f u r t h e r  t e s t e d  by co l l abo ra t i ng  n a t i o n a l  programs and subsequent ly  be named 
a s  v a r i e t i e s  and d i s t r i b u t e d  t o  producers.  A 1 1  f ou r  of C I A T ' s  commodity 
programs e i t h e r  have a l r eady  en te red ,  o r  a r e  now e n t e r i n g ,  the  phase where the  
e f f o r t s  of t h e i r  r e spec t i ve  i n t e r d i s c i p l i n a r y  b r eed ing l se l ec t i on  programs a r e  
bear ing f r u i t  i n  terms of supe r io r  germ plasm a v a i l a b l e  f o r  d i s t r i b u t i o n  and,  
u l t ima te ly ,  inc reased  production.  

The t r o p i c a l  pa s tu r e  program focusing on marginal  lands has i n d e n t i f i c d  n 
number of n a t i v e  and c u l t i v a t e d  pa s tu r e  systems. C I A T ' s  work i n  p l an t  
exp lora t ion  i n  La t i n  America is  sav ing  p r i c e l e s s  germ plasm f o r  f u t u r e  
generat ions .  

L1 Source: Agency f o r  I n t e r n a t i o n a l  Development, Of f ice  of Agr i cu l t u r e ,  
Bureau f o r  Science and Technology, "Centrally-Funded Agr i cu l t u r a l  P r o j e c t s  
and Personnel Avai lable  t o  USAID Missions", June 1981. 



I n t e r n a t i o n a l  Center  f o r  Maize and Wheat Improvement (CIMMYT), based i n  
Mexico, i s  the  second-oldest  i n t e n a t i o n e l  c e n t e r  It works on bread wheats ,  
durum wheats ,  b a r l e y ,  t r i t i c a l e  and maize. It has  a n  o u t s t a n d i n g  record  of 
s u c c e s s  i n  breeding wheat v a r i e t i e s  t h a t  g i v e  l a r g e  y i e l d  i n c r e a s e s  under 
f a v o r a b l e  s o i l  f e r t i l i t y  and m o i s t u r e  c o n d i t i o n s .  CIMMYT i s  h e a v i l y  involved 
i n  t h e  t r a i n i n g  of young p l a n t  s c i e n t i s t s  from deve lop ing  c o u n t r i e s  who wish 
t o  s p e c i a l i z e  i n  c r o p  b reed ing  and improvement. These t r a i n e e s  have become a 
key f a c t o r  i n  t h e  e s t a b l i s h m e n t  of i n t e r n a t i o n a l  c e r e a l  t e s t i n g  networks t h a t  
e v a l u a t e  wheat and maize g e m  plasm from t h e  CIMMYT germ plasm c o l l e c t i o n  
under s e v e r e  i n s e c t ,  d i s e a s e ,  and environmenta l  stress. P a r t i c u l a r  a t t e n t i o n  
i s  g iven  t o  f i n d i n g  and i n c o r p o r a t i n g  s o u r c e s  of r e s i s t a n c e  t o  major i n s e c t s  
and d i s e a s e s  a f f e c t i n g  t h e  crops .  c o n s i d e r a b l e  p r o g r e s s  has  been made i n  
r e s t r u c t u r i n g  the p l a n t  type  of t r o p i c a l  maize t o  i n c r e a s e  t h e  amount of g r a i n  
produced. i n  r e l a t i o n  t o  t h a t  of s t a l k s  and l e a v e s ;  t h i s  w i l l  r e s u l t  i n  
s i g n i f i c a n t l y  more g r a i n  i n  t h e  t o t a l  h a r v e s t .  I n  its work, CIMMYT emphasizes 
i n c r e a s e d  r e s i s t a n c e  t o  p e s t s  and d i s e a s e s  and improved y i e l d s  under stress 
c o n d i t i o n s  . 

I n t e r n a t i o n a l  P o t a t o  Center  (CIP j ,  based i n  Peru ,  aims t o  develop,  a d a p t ,  
and expand p o t a t o  p roduc t ion  i n  developing-  c o u n t r i e s .  The r e s e a r c h  o b j e c t i v e s  
a r e  t o  i n c r e a s e  t h e  y i e l d ,  s t a b i l i t y ,  and e f f i c i e n c y  of  p roduc t ion  of t h e  
p o t a t o  i n  t h e  h igh lands  and lowland t r o p i c s ,  and t o  do t h i s ,  t o  improve t h e  
p o t a t o ' s  a d a p t a b i l i t y  t o  both  h e a t  and co ld .  Because t h e r e  has been much 
r e s e a r c h  done on t h e  p o t a t o  i n  developed c o u n t r i e s ,  CIP has  adopted a s t y l e  of 
r e s e a r c h  c o l l a b o r a t i o n  t h a t  l i n k s  b a s i c  r e s e a r c h  i n  i n d u s t r i a l  c o u n t r i e s  t o  
r e s e a r c h  i n s t i t u t i o n s  and needs i n  developed c o u n t r i e s .  CIP is a l e a d e r  i n  
germ plasm c o l l e c t i o n ,  c h a r a c t e r i z a t i o n  and p r e s e r v a t i o n  of  the  po ta to .  Its 
b reed ing  program emphasizes broad i n s e c t  and d i s e a s e  r e s i s t a n c e ,  and t o l e r a n c e  
o f  tempera ture  extremes Its work on e l i m i n a t i n g  t h e  need f o r  " v e g e t a t i v e  
seed"  ( t u b e r  c u t t i n g s )  f o r  p l a n t i n g  by deve lop ing  " t r u e "  s e x u a l l y  produced 
s e e d s  could  r e s u l t  i n  a s i g n i f i c a n t  r e d u c t i o n  i n  p roduc t ion  c o s t s ,  and would 
make i t  p o s s i b l e  t o  p l a n t  a h e c t a r e  of  p o t a t o  w i t h  a few g r a i n s  of t r u e  seed 
i n s t e a d  of s e v e r a l  hundred k i lograms o f  t u b e r  p i e c e s .  Simple s t o r a g e  and 
p r o c e s s i n g  techniques  being s t u d i e d  cou ld  prove u s e f u l  f o r  small producers  and 
v i l l a g e s .  

The I n t e r n a t i o n a l  Board f o r  P l a n t  Genet ic  Resources (IBPGR), l o c a t e d  i n  
FA0 i n  Rome, I t a l y ,  was o rgan ized  i n  1974 a s  a n  o r g a n i z a t i o n  f u l l y  funded by 
t h e  CGIAR, i n  r e c o g n i t i o n  of t h e  s e r i o u s  t h r e a t  t h a t  i r r e p l a c e a b l e  
g e n e t i c  r e s o u r c e s  f a c e  i n  many p a r t s  of  t h e  world due i n  p a r t  t o  t h e  
widespread adopt ion  of modern farm t e c h n o l o g i e s  and t h e  d e s t r u c t i o n  of v i r g i n  
p l a n t  r e s o u r c e  a r e a s  i n  many LDCs. The work of t h e  Board can be d i v i d e d  i n t o  
f o u r  main c a t e g o r i e s .  F i r s t  are thocle a c t i v i t i e s  t o  e n s u r e  t h a t  t h e  g e n e t i c  
d i v e r s i t y  of s p e c i f i c  c r o p s  w i l l  be c o l l e c t e d  and main ta ined  f o r  use  i n  f u t u r e  
b reed ing  programs. Second are e f f o r t s  t o  suppor t  t i  g e n e t i c  r e s o u r c e s  
programs i n  p a r t i c u l a r  r e g i o n s .  Th i rd  a r e  i n f o r m a t i o n  a c t i v i t i e s  wi thou t  
which t h e  c o l l e c t i o n s  cannot  be widely  exchanged o r  used;  and f i n a l l y ,  t h e  
Board t a k e s  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  f o r  l i m i t e d  t r a i n i n g  programs i n  g e n e t i c  r e s o u r c e s  
t echn iques .  Although the Board 's  f u n c t i o n s  and o r g a n i z a t i o n  a r e  q u i t e  
d i f f e r e n t  from t h e  l a r g e  i n t e r n a t i o n a l  r e s e a r c h  c e n t e r s ,  i t  a c t s  i n  c l o s e  
c o o r d i n a t i o n  wi th  those  d e a l i n g  wi th  c r o p s ,  and p l a y s  a n  impor tant  -- though 
f i n a n c i a l l y  modest -- p a r t  i n  working towards t h e  CGIAR's g e n e r a l  o b j e c t i v e s .  



The I n t e r n a t i o n a l  Center  f o r  A g r i c u l t u r a l  Research i n  t h e  Dry Areas 
(ICARDA) was r e c e n t l y  e s t a b l i s h e d  i n  Lebanon and S y r i a  t o  d e a l  wi th  the  
problems of t h e  d r y ,  w i n t e r  p r e c i p i t a t i o n  a r e a s  ( annua l  p r e c i p i t a t i o n  between 
200 mm and 600 mm) of the  Near and Middle Eas t  and North Af r i ca .  The r e s e a r c h  
program i s  concerned wi th  c r o p  improvement o f  b a r l e y ,  durum wheat ,  broad 
beans,  l e n t i l s  and f o r a g e  legumes; s o i l  and w a t e r  management i n  r a i n f e d  
a g r i c u l t u r e ;  and farming s y s t e m ,  i n c l u d i n g  animal  p roduc t ion .  The d i v e r s i t y  
i n  e c o l o g i c a l  c o n d i t i o n s  i n  t h e  r e g i o n  has  caused ICARDA t o  c o n c e n t r a t e  on the  
lower e l e v a t i o n  a r e a s  and t h e  h igh  p l a t e a u s .  Winter  grown c e r e a l  (b read  
wheats ,  durum, and b a r l e y )  r e c e i v e  a t t e n t i o n  f o r  t h e  h i g h  p l a t e a u s  and s p r i n g  
c e r e a l s  f o r  t3e low e l e v a t i o n  a r e a s .  ICARDA has  begun t o  assemble a world 
germ plasm co lLec t ion  of  l e n t i l s  and broad beans. T h e i r  farming systems 
program aims t o  use e x i s t i n g  l a n d  and water r e s o u r c e s  more e f f e c t i v e l y  by 
improving e x i s t i n g  farming systems o r  by deve lop ing  new ones. The fo rage  
improvement program is c l o s e l y  l i n k e d  w i t h  farming systems r e s e a r c h  and w i t h  
i n t e g r a t e d  c r o p  and l i v e s t o c k  product ion .  Improvement e f f o r t s  on t h e i r  c o r e  
c rops  have  focused most ly  on  d i s e a s e  and i n s e c t  r e s i s t a n c e -  Improved 
v a r i e t i e s  developed i n c l u d e  sorghum w i t h  r e s i s t a n c e  t o  s h o o t f l y ;  p e a r l  millet 
wi th  r e s i s t a n c e  t o  e r g o t ,  downy mildew and smut; peanut  wi th  r e s i s t a n c e  t o  
r u s t ;  and chickpea  wi th  r e s i s t a n c e  t o  s t u n t ,  b l i g h t  and w i l t .  Ea r ly  matur ing  
c u l t i v n r s  have been developed i n  p igeon pea. The farming systems program has  
produced technology f o r  improved s o i l  and water management t o  r a i s e  c r o p  
y i e l d s ,  make b e t t e r  use  of  l i m i t e d  water r e s o u r c e s  and reduc t ion  of s o i l  
e ros ion .  

The I n t e r n a t i o n a l  Crops Research I n s t i t u t e  f o r  t h e  Semi-Arid Trop ics  
(ICRISAT), based i n  I n d i a ,  was c r e a t e d  t o  improve t h e  food supply of t h e  400 
m i l l i o n  people who depend on r a i n f e d  a g r i c u l t u r e  i n  t h e  semi-arid t r o p i c s ,  a n  - - 
a r e a  encompassing l a r g e  p a r t s  of Africa, Asia ,  L a t i n  America and t h e  14iddle 
East. ICRISAT's o b j e c t i v e  i s  t o  improve both t h e  c u l t i v a t e d  v a r i e t i e s  of 
major food c r o p s  and t h e  management o f  s o i l s  and water .  The I n s t i t u t e ' s  
e f f o r t s  a r e  focused on t h e  c o n d i t i o n e  of  t h e  poor f a rmer ,  wi th  l i t t l e  l and  o r  
o t h e r  r e s o u r c e s ,  who makes up t h e  moet of the  p o p u l a t i o n  and produces most of 
the  food. ICRISAT c o n c e n t r a t e s  on f i v e  major r a i n f e d  food c rops  grown by 
resource-poor farmers:  two cereals-sorghum and p e a r l  mil let ;  and t h r e e  
legumes--chick-pea, pigeon-pea and groundnut.  I n  a d d i t i o n  t o  i t s  work on 
improved c u l t i v a r s  and farming systems,  t h e  i n s t i t u t e  ma in ta ins  an  economics 
program t o  i n v e s t i g a t e  t h e  s o c i a l  and economic f a c t o r e  t h a t  c o n d i t i o n  fa rmers '  
responses  t o  improved t e c h n o l o g i e s  and d e f i n e  t h e i r  needs. One of the  most 
r e c e n t  and dramat ic  developments i n  ICRISAT's farming systems r e s e a r c h  has  
been t h e  demonst ra t ion  a t  t h e  ICRISAT Center  t h a t  two c r o p s  a y e a r  can  be 
grown on some types  of deep b l a c k  so i l s  t h a t  i n  much o f  I n d i a  a r e  now used f o r  
on ly  one crop.  

The I n t e r n a t i o n a l  Food P o l i c y  Research I n s t i t u t e  (IFPRI),  l o c a t e d  i n  
Washington, D.C., a l o n e  among t h e  c e n t e r s  i n  t h e  CGIAR System, i s  concerned 
wi th  t h e  i s s u e s  a r i s i n g  from i n t e r v e n c i o n  of governments and i n t e r n a t i o n a l  
a g e n c i e s  i n  n a t i o n a l ,  r e g i o n a l  and g l o b a l  food problems. I n  a s s o c i a t i o n  w i t h  
pol icy-makers ,  a d m i n i s t r a t o r s ,  and o t h e r s  r e s p o n s i b l e  f o r  i n c r e a s i n g  food 
p roduc t ion  and wi th  improving t h e  e q u i t y  of  food d i s t r i b u t i o n ,  IFPRI 
i d e n t i f i e s  impor tant  food-policy i s s u e s ;  c o l l e c t s ,  o rgan izes  dnd analyzes 

i n fo rmat ion  r e l e v a n t  t o  s o c i a l ,  economic and a g r i c u l t u r a l  r e s e a r c h ;  and 
d e f i n e s  and a n a l y z e s  a l t e r n a t i v e  r e s p o n s e s -  



The I n s t i t u t e ' a  research  focuses  on t h r e e  major f a c t o r s  i n  the  food 
s i t u a t i o n :  food product ion,  e s p e c i a l l y  a s  i t  i s  a f f e c t e d  by technolog ica l  
change; food distribution and consumption, wi th  p a r t i c u l a r  a t t e n t i o n  t o  
e f f e c t s  on poor people;  and i n t e r n a t i o n a l  food t r ade .  A f o u r t h  IFPRI program, 
on t rends  and s t a t i s t i c s ,  compiles and ana lyzes  d a t a  on pas t  food production 
and consumption i n  the  developing c o u n t r i e s  and e x t r a p o l a t e s  f u t u r e  t rends .  

The I n t e r n a t i o n a l  I n s t i t u t e  of T rop i ca l  Agr icu l tu re  (IITA),  based i n  
Niger ia ,  has crop investment programs on c e r e a l s  (maize, l i nked  with  CZMMYT; 
and r i c e  l inked wi th  IRRI and WARDA), t r o p i c a l  roo t  crops  (cassava,  l inked  
wi th  CIAT; yams; and sweet p o t a t o ) ,  and g r a i n  legumes (cowpeas and soybeans).  
Its farming systems program i s  aimed p a r t l y  a t  development of technology f o r  
managing s o i l s  i n  the  humid t r o p i c s  under a system of su s t a ined  continuous 
cropping 

A major focus  of t h e i r  Fanning Systems program is improved zero and 
minimum t i l l a g e  techniques  t h a t  conserve s o i l  and a t  the  same time produce 
reasonable crop y i e ld s .  Crop and s o i l  management p r a c t i c e s  being developed a t  
IITA show promise f o r  a p p l i c a t i o n  i n  many Afr ican a g r i c u l t u r a l  systems. P lan t  
breeding e f f o r t s  have produced cassava c u l  t i v a r s  wi th  r e s i s t a n c e  t o  b a c t e r i a l  
b l i g h t ,  mosaic and antkrocnoee,  a l l  s e r i o u s  problems i n  Afr ica;  sweet po ta to  
c u l t i v a r s  r e s i s t a n t  t o  weevi ls ;  yams wi th  r e s i s t a n c e  t o  scorch;  maize w i t h  
r e s i s t a n c e  t o  s t r e a k  v i r u s ;  and rice t h a t  i s  r e s i s t a n t  t o  b l a s t ,  yellow mot t l e  
v i r u s  and pan i c l e  d i s e a s e s *  IXTA has  placed s t rong  emphasis on b i o l o g i c a l  
c o n t r o l  of crop p e s t s ,  notably  a g a i n s t  g reen  s p i d e r  mite and mealy bug, both 
of which can s eve re ly  i n j u r e  cassava. 

The I n t e r n a t i o n a l  Livestock Center f o r  Afr ica  (ILCA) was e s t a b l i s h e d  i n  
1974. Its headquar te r s  i n  Ethiopia  are v i r t u a l l y  complete, and were formal ly  
inaugurated i n  October 1980. ILCA'S o b j e c t i v e  i s  " to -  a s s i s t  n a t i o n a l  e f f o r t s  
which aim t o  e f f e c t  a change i n  product ion and marketing systems i n  t r o p i c a l  
Afr ica  s o  a s  t o  i nc r ea se  the  su s t a ined  y i e l d  and output  of l i v e s t o c k  products 
and improve t h e  q u a l i t y  of l i f e  of people i n  t h i s  region." 

Bio log ica l ,  s o c i a l  and economic f a c t o r s  i n  l i v e s t o c k  production a r e  l inked  
and can bes t  be s t ud i ed  a s  a system. The i n i t i a l  focus of I L C A ' s  work has 
been t o  i d e n t i f y  and s tudy  a smal l  number of production systems t y p i c a l  of the 
a r i d ,  humid and highland zones of t r o p i c a l  Afr ica .  To complement these  
s t u d i e s ,  PLCA under takes  "component" r e sea rch  and s t u d i e s  i n  development 
processes ,  inc lud ing  t h e  monitoring of ayetems under induced change. 

The I n t e r n a t i o n a l  Laboratory f o r  Research on Animal Diseases ( I L U D ) ,  i n  
Kenya, aims t o  develop i m u n o l o g i c a l  c o n t r o l  measures f o r  trypanosomiasis  and 
East Coast f eve r ,  two major animal d i s e a s e s  which l i m i t  l i v e s t o c k  production 
i n  Afr ica .  ILRAD es t ima te s  t h a t  i f  theee  two d i s ea se s  can be c o n t r o l l e d ,  
l a rge  a r ea s  of Afr ica  could be opened t o  l i v e s t o c k ,  and production could be 
doubled. 

In the  trypanosomiasis  program ILRAD has continued t o  develop d i f f e r e n t  
research s t r a t e g i e s  which aim a t  f i nd ing  t h e  reasons why host  animals cannot 
g ive  an e f f e c t i v e  immune response t o  the  p a r a s i t e ,  and t o  dev ise  ways t o  
overcome t h i s  problem. 



I n  t h e  t h e i l e r i o s i s  program ILRAD has succeeded i n  c l o n i n g  and p ropaga t ing  
i n d e f i n i t e l y  c e r t a i n  c e l l  l i n e s  c o n t a i n i n g  t h e  p a r a s i t e s ,  the reby  e n s u r i n g  a  
gene t i c a l l y  uni f  o m  s o u r c e  of  t h e  d i s e a s e  organism. Immune response  of  c a t t l e  
lymph c e l l s  i n  test  t u b e s  a g a i n s t  t h e i l e r i a - a f f e c t e d  lymph c e l l s  from t h e  same 
i n d i v i d u a l  animals  have been s t u d i e d .  S t r o n g  c e l l - m e d i a t e d  responses  have 
been observed and t h e s e  c e l l  mechaniems r a t h e r  than  a n t i b o d i e s  a r e  thought  t o  
be r e s p o n s i b l e  f o r  t h e  r e s i s t a n c e  t o  r e i n f e c t i o n  of  recovered animals .  

The I n t e r n a t i o n a l  Rice Research I n s t i t u t e  (IRRI) (which i s  headquar te red  
i n  t h e  P h i l i p p i n e s )  i s ,  a long  wi th  CLMMYT, t h e  o l d e i t  and b e s t  known of t h e  
i n t e r n a t i o n a l  r e s e a r c h  c e n t e r s .  IRRI has  two broad o b j e c t i v e s .  The f i r s t  f s  
t o  i n c r e a s e  r i c e  p roduc t ion  t o  meet t h e  wor ld ' s  growing food needs ,  and t h e  
second i s  t o  improve t h e  n u t r i t i v e  and economic b e n e f i t s  t o  those  who produce 
and use  r ice. .  I R R I  p r o j e c t s  t h a t  i ts  r e s e a r c h  s t r a t e g y  over  t h e  n e x t  few 
y e a r s  w i l l  be d i r e c t e d  a t  i d e n t i f y i n g  major p roduc t ion  c o n s t r a i n t s  and t h e  
means f o r  removing t h o s e  c o n s t r a i n t s .  I n  t h i s  c o n t e x t  i t  is expected  t h a t  
r a i n f e d  a g r i c u l t u r e  and c o n e t r a i n t s  such as p e s t s  and s o i l  and c l i m a t e  
d e f i c i e n c e s  w i l l  r e c e i v e  i n c r e a s e d  a t t e n t i o n .  I n  implementing i t s  s t r a t e g y  
IRRI is  emphasizing c o l l a b o r a t i o n  w i t h ,  and s u p p o r t  o f ,  n a t i o n a l  r e s e a r c h  
.programs. This  is  s e e n  as e s s e n t i a l  i n  deve lop ing  and a d a p t i n g  technology t o  
f i t  t h e  many d i f f e r e n t  s o i  1 and c l i m a t e  c o n d i t i o n s  i n  t h e  rice-growing r e g i o n s  
i n  t h e  world. 

One of t h e  most noteworthy r e c e n t  e v e n t s  was t h e  holding of  I R R I ' s  
semi-annual Board meeting i n  Peking (October 1979) ,  marking t h e  i n c r e a s e d  
c o l l a b o r a t i o n  between IRRI and t h e  P e o p l e ' s  Republic o f  China. This  was 
f u r t h e r  r e f l e c t e d  i n  a n  agreement t h a t  IRRI would p rov ide  a s s i s t a n c e  t o  China 
i n  t h e  e s t a b l i s h m e n t  of  a  n a t i o n a l  r i c e  r e s e a r c h  i n s t i t u t e .  Also,  i n  1979 
s c i e n t i s t s  from t h e  Peop le ' s  Republic of China p a r t i c i p a t e d  f o r  t h e  f i r s t  time 
i n  t h e  I n t e r n a t i o n a l  Rice Tes t ing  Program and a n  IRTP workshop was h e l d  i n  
China. An a r e a  i n  which IRRI s t a n d s  t o  g a i n  p a r t i c u l a r l y  from c o l l a b o r a t i o n  
wi th  China is  t i s s u e  c u l c u r e ,  an  impor tant  b reed ing  technique .  

The I n t e r n a t i o n a l  S e r v i c e  f o r  Na t iona l  A ~ r i c u l t u r a l  Research (ISNAR), i n  
t h e  Nether lands ,  i s  t h e  newest o r g a n i z a t i o n  t o  be c r e a t e d  by t h e  members of 
t h e  CGIAR. It came f o r m a l l y  i n t o  be ing upon s i g n a t u r e  by the  UNDP and t h e  
World Bank of a  Memorandum of f h d e r s t a n d i n g  i n  November 1979. It i s  expected  
t o  begin  s i g n i f i c a n t  o p e r a t i o n s  dur ing  1981. 

ISNAR's purpose is t o  h e l p  s t r e n g t h e n  n a t i o n a l  a g r i c u l t u r a l  r e s e a r c h  
c a p a b i l i t i e s  i n  developing c o u n t r i e s .  I t  may he lp  i n  i d e n t i f y i n g  r e s e a r c h  
problems and i n  s u g g e s t i n g  r e s e a r c h  s t r a t e g i e s  and p o l i c i e s ,  i n  b u i l d i n g  up 
i n s t i t u t i o n s  and o t h e r  r e s e a r c h  f a c i l i t i e s ,  a e  well a s  i n  promoting s p e c i f i c  
n a t i o n a l  o r  r e g i o n a l  r e s e a r c h  pragrams. The g o a l  i s  t o  e n a b l e  deve lop ing  
c o u n t r i e s  t o  p lan ,  o rgan ize ,  manage and e x e c u t e  r e s e a r c h  more e f f e c t i v e l y  from 
t h e i r  own human, n a t u r a l  and f i n a n c i a l  r e s o u r c e s .  

ISNAR w i l l  provide  a  l i n k  between t h e  I n t e r n a t i o n a l  A g r i c u l t u r a l  Research 
Cen te r s  of t h e  C G I A R  system and n a t i o n a l  a g r i c u l t u r a l  r e s e a r c h  i n s t i t u t i o n s  
and,  where a p p r o p r i a t e ,  w i l l  he lp  t o  promote b i l a t e r a l  c o o p e r a t i o n  i n  
a g r i c u l t u r a l  r e sea rch .  



The West Africa Rice Development Aeeocfatian (WARDA), i n  L iber ia ,  i s  an  
intergovernmental  a s s o c i a t i o n  of 15  Weet African c o u n t r i e s ,  e e t  up with t he  
ob j ec t i ve  of achieving se l f - su f f i c i ency  i n  r i c e  production wi th in  t he  region 
a s  a  whole i n  t he  s h o r t e s t  poesible  time. This is t o  be done by s e l e c t i o n  and 
promotion of improved v a r i e t i e s  and p r a c t i c e s  and through programs of 
development, research,  t r a i n i n g  and dieseminat ion of informat ion.  The CGIAR 
supports  t he  program of coordinated t r i a l s .  About 120 v a r i e t y ,  he rb i c ide ,  
i n s e c t i c i d e ,  and f e r t i l i z e r  trials a r e  c a r r i e d  ou t  annually.  

Review 

The CGIAR system is presen t ly  undergoing i ts  second quinquennial  review, 
t he  r e s u l t s  of which w i l l  be a v a i l a b l e  p r i o r  t o  the  November 1981 CGIAR and 
Centers1 Week meeting. We w i l l  s e r i o u s l y  s tudy  t h e  f i nd ings  of t h i s  review i n  
recommending the  a l l o c a t i o n  of AID support  funde. A c r i t i c a l  quest ion is how 
wel l  t he  cen t e r e  a r e  responding t o  t he  needs of developing count r ies .  For 
example, i t  seema c l e a r  t h a t  t h e  a g r i c u l t u r a l  research  system is a good d e a l  
f u r t h e r  away from providing technologies  t h a t  meet t he  needs of sub-Saharan 
Africc than o t h e r  p a r t s  of t he  world. 

I n  Afr ica ,  and i n  o t h e r  p a r t s  of t he  world as w e l l ,  t he  weak l i n k  i n  t he  
research s t r u c t u r e  i e  o f t e n  t he  n a t i o n a l  research  system, which may be unable 
t o  reach e f f e c t i v e l y  t o  t he  i n t e r n a t i o n a l  l e v e l  f o r  knowledge t h a t  can he lp  
solve n a t i o n a l  programs and a l s o  unable t o  reach down t o  t he  farmers i n  a 
p a r t i c u l a r  l o c a l i t y .  Clear ly ,  t h e  i n t e r n a t i o n a l  c e n t e r s  need t o  work wi th  
na t i ona l  s y s t e m  of g r e a t l y  varying e o p h i s t i c a t i o n  and e f f ec t i venes s .  They 
now s t rengthen  na t iona l  eyetems through t r a i n i n g ,  through s p e c i a l  p r o j e c t s  
f inanced ou ta ide  of t he  CGIAR by var ious  donors,  and i n d i r e c t l y  through many 
i n t e r a c  t ione  i n c i d e n t a l  t o  implementing t h e i r  research  programs. The CGIAR 
Technical  Advisory Committee's l i s t  of p r i o r i t i e s  f o r  new CCIAR a c t i v i t i e s  
include t r o p i c a l  vegetable research,  water management, p l an t  n u t r i t i o n  and a 
number of o t h e r  topice .  We have g e n e r a l l y  endorsed the se  p r i o r i t i e e .  

Y 

B e  Center-l ike i n t e r n a t i o n a l  research  programe 

ICLARM - Fi she r i e s  Development Under a g ran t  from Ds/ACR the  
I n t e r n a t i o n a l  Center f o r  Living Aquatic Resources Management (ICLARM), 
headquartered i n  t h e  Phi l ipp inee ,  is eupporting research  on f i s h e r i e s  and 
aquacul ture  i n  t he  LDCs, improving the  flow of t echnologica l  information t o  
small s c a l e  f i s h  farmere and fiehermen, and providing t r a i n i n g  oppor tun i t i e s  
t o  junior  LDC e c i e n t i e t e  who w i l l  support  improved f i s h e r y  s e c t o r  performance 
i n  t h e i r  count r ies .  

The Asian Vegetable Research and Development Center ( A V W C ) ,  based i n  
Taiwan, was organized t o  increase  t h e  y i e l d  and n u t r i t i o n a l  value of s e l e c t e d  
vegetable  c rops  which can make a s i g n i f i c a n t  c o n t r i b u t i o n  t o  improved s t a p l e  
d i e t s  and inc rease  t o t a l  food production per  u n i t  of a r e a  i n  the  lowland humid 
t rop ics .  Theee aims a r e  being accomplished through the  development af 
improved germ plasm ( v a r i e t i e s )  and appropr ia te  crop technology. AVRDC' s 
programs involve research  and ? r a in ing  i n  eoybeane , mung beans, tomato, sweet 
po ta to ,  ch inese  cabbage, and r e l a t e d  a spec t s  of n u t r i t i o n ,  environment and 
management. 



AVRDC is not a member of the  CGIAR because of p o l i t i c a l  problems a r i s i n g  
from i t s  l o c a t i o n  i n  Taiwan. For many yea r s ,  the  CGIAR has been s t r u g g l i n g  
wi th ,  but has been unable t o  reso lve ,  t he  ques t ion  of whether t o  s e t  up a 
s epa ra t e  vegetable  research  c e n t e r  i n  ano ther  more p o l i t i c a l l y  accep tab le  
nat ion.  I n  the i n t e r im ,  AVRDC has been doing a f i n e  job on a l i m i t e d  budget. 
Its v i r t u e s  a r e  becoming widely known, and the  e a r l i e r  p o l i t i c a l  problems 
appear t o  be ea s ing  somewhat. I n  p a r t i c u l a r ,  AVRDC s c i e n t i s t s  have 
e s t ab l i shed  i n d i r e c t  working c o n t a c t s  w i th  s c i e n t i s t s  i n  t h e  People ' s  Republic 
of China; m a t e r i a l s  are exchanged through t h i r d  p a r t i e s  and PRC 
r e p r e s e n t a t i v e s  r e c e n t l y  a t t ended  a n  AVRDC-sponsored conference i n  Japan. A s  
y e t ,  though, i t  has no t  been pose ib le  t o  o b t a i n  a v i s a  f o r  a PRC s c i e n t i s t  t o  
v i ~ i  t AVRDC. 

AVRDC is  becoming more a c t i v e  i n  outreach.  A c o n t r a c t  has been s igned 
with  SEARCA i n  the  Ph i l ipp ines  t o  open an Asian Liaison Off ice .  Outreach 
a c t i v i t i e s  have been succes s fu l l y  c a r r i e d  ou t  i n  t h e  Ph i l i pp ines  and Korea. A 
s i m i l a r  p r o j e c t  has  moved more slowly i n  Thailand.  A proposal  f o r  such a 
program has been submitted t o  Indonesia ,  and nego t i a t i ons  a r e  i n  progress  f o r  
Malaysia, Papua New Guinea, t he  Seyche l les ,  and t h e  West Indies .  Discuss ions  
have been i n i t i a t e d  f o r  a program i n  India .  An agreement has been s igned wi th  
CATIE i n  Costa Rica f o r  a j o i n t  program t o  improve t h e  s t a t u s  of smal l  
farmers. Whether some of t he se  p r o j e c t s  a r e  r e a l i z e d  w i l l  depend on the  
a v a i l a b i l i t y  of funding.  AID,  a s  one of t he  s i x  donors t o  AVRDC, c o n t r i b u t e s  
$700,000 of AVRBC's $2.8 mi l l i on  core  budget . 

AVRDC t r a i n i n g  f a c i l i t i e s  are now being used t o  capac i ty .  I n  1979 t he r e  
were 65 gradua tes  represen t ing  11 c o u n t r i e s .  The number of p a r t i c i p a t i n g  
coun t r i e s  is inc rea s ing .  Countries r e c e n t l y  added inc lude  : Guatemala, Panama, 
Peru, and Ghana. Appl icat ions  are i n  hand from El Salvador,  Honduras, and 
India .  AVRDC is now cons t ra ined  by the  l a c k  of housing. 

The I n t e r n a t i o n a l  F e r t i l i z e r  Development Center (IFDC), was s t a r t e d  a s  t he  
d i r e c t  r e s u l t  of a U.S. Government i n i t i a t i v e  . It was incorporated a t  l luscle 
Shoals ,  Alabama i n  1974, t o  f i nd  ways f o r  developing na t i ons '  food producers 
t o  economically meet t h e i r  c rop  and s o i l  n u t r i e n t  needs. IFDC u t i l i z e s  
r e sea rch ,  t e chn i ca l  a e s i s t ance ,  in format ion  process ing and t r a i n i n g  i n  
developing products ,  processes  and techniques  s u i t a b l e  f o r  use i n  developing 
count r ies .  Where pos s ib l e ,  i t  employe the  n a t u r a l  resources  found wi th in  
those  coun t r i e s .  IFDC i d e n t i f i e s  raw m a t e r i a l s ,  conducts f e a s i b i l i t y  s t u d i e s ,  
adv ises  i n  process  s e l e c t i o n  and development, des igns  f a c t o r i e s  opera t ions  
procedures,  t rouble-shoots aa well ae  a s s i s t s  i n  l o g i s t i c s ,  marketing and 
s a l e s  r e l a t e d  to  the  use of f e r t i l i z e r .  Emphasis is placed on the t r o p i c s  and 
sub t rop i c s  i n  a l l  phases of the  f e r t i l i z e r  supply system, inc lud ing  f i e l d  
research  and farm demonstrat ions.  

The IFDC provides a s s i s t a n c e  t o  LDCs t o  improve the  ope ra t i ng  e f f i c i e n c y  
of f e r t i l i z e r  f a c t o r i e s  by t r a i n i n g  and by d i r e c t  t e chn i ca l  a s s i s t a n c e .  More 
than 800 engineers  and managers have been t r a i n e d  by IFDC. In  t u r n  they a r e  
t r a i n i n g  o t h e r s  i n  t h e i r  home coun t r i e s .  The Center has acces s  t o  t he  
advisory s e r v i c e s  of the Tennessee Valley Authority p ro fe s s iona l s  i n  the a r e a s  
of eng ineer ing ,  economics, s t a t i s t i c s ,  s o i l s  and agronomy. The Center is a l s o  
deeply  involved i n  research  a c t i v i t i e s  f o r  improving the agronomic performance 
of f e r t i l i z e r  m a t e r i a l s  a s  wel l  ae a l t e r n a t i v e  sources  of p l an t  n u t r i t i o n .  



IFDC is the only eource which provides  an assessment of f e r t i l i z e r  
engineer ing,  commerical and agronomic f e a s i b i l i t y  f o r  LDCs with  i t s  own 
s t a f f  . IFDC is not l im i t ed  t o  i t s  fu l l - t ime  s t a f f  capaci ty .  It draws on 
o t h e r  q u a l i f i e d  e x p e r t s ,  most notably from among 300 s c i e n t i s t s  and engineers  
a t  TVA. 

I n  research  and development, t e c h n i c a l  a s s i s t a n c e  and t r a i n i n g ,  IFDC has  
had many accomplishmentsm E igh l igh t s  of these  a r e :  

--- understanding n i t rogen  loeees  from f e r t i l i z e r  app l ied  t o  rice paddies ;  --- determining the  app rop r i a t e  uees of some 100 phosphate! o r e s ;  --- developing the  technology f o r  producing urea  super  g ranules  which can 
double t he  e f f i c i e n c y  of urea  appl ied  t o  r i c e ;  --- devis ing  methods f o r  g r anu la t i ng  so lub l e  and in so lub l e  p l an t  n u t r i e n t  
m a t e r i a l s  t o  i nc rea se  t h e i r  e f f e c t i v e n e s s  i n  producing b e t t e r  y i e l d s ;  

..)-- developed unconventional processes  f o r  u t i l i z i n g  phosphate o r e s ;  --- t r a i n i n g  dur ing t he  paat  twelve months 269 p a r t i c i p a n t s  from 39 
coun t r i e s  ; -- t e c h n i c a l l y  a s s i s t i n g  LDCs i n  applying the  r e s u l t i n g  research  and 
development t o  improve the  e f f i c i e n c i e s  of f a c t o r y  d i s t r i b u t i o n  and 
u t i l i z a t i o n  systems; ca r ry ing  ou t  117 t r i p s  t o  34 c o u n t r i e s  dur ing 
the  p a s t  twelve months. 

IFDC he lps  i n  the  design and management of t r ials  t o  determine 
i n t e r a c t i o n s  among var ious  f e r t i l i z e r  f o r  r i c e  i n  11 coun t r i e s .  IFDC he lps  i n  
t he  design and management of t r i a l s  t o  determine i n t e r a c t i o n s  among var ious  
f e r t i l i z e r s  on a  range of s o i l s  i n  t he  agro-ecological  zones of t he  
Aeia-Pacific Region. 

I n  Colombia, IFDC and the  CIAT provided t r a i n i n g  f o r  f%e ld  agronomists 
from 28 coun t r i e s  i n  f i e l d  p l o t  l ayout ,  c a r e ,  harves t ing  and d a t a  a n a l y s i s  t o  
develop f e r t i l i z e r  recommendations i n  t h e i r  own coun t r i e s .  IFDC s p e c i a l i s t s  
eva lua ted  t he  s o i l  t e s t i n g  program i n  Venezuela, advised on c o l l e c t i o n  of t he  
da t a  and helped develop f e r t i l i z e r  recommendations f o r  s p e c i f i c  crops  i n  
var ious  c l imate  reg ions  wi th in  t he  country.  IFDC worked with  t he  Hindustan 
F e r t i l i z e r  Corporation i n  Ind ia  l ay ing  ou t  some 150 t r i a l s  t o  a s s i s t  the* 
i n d u s t r i a l  agronomist8 t o  formulate b e t t e r  f e r t i l i z e r  recommendations. Since 
1978 AID'S con t r i bu t ion  t o  the  opera t ing  budget has  been cons tan t  a t  $4.0 
m i l l i o n  years.  The same amount is budgeted f o r  FY 1983. Other donors and 
con t r ac t  earnings  have f inanced an i nc reas ing  por t ion  of the program. For 
ca lendar  year  1981, IFDC a n t i c i p a t e 8  t o t a l  income of $8.4 mi l l i on .  The A I D  
g ran t  w i l l  account f o r  less than half  of t he  Center funding t h i s  year  fo r  t he  
f i r s t  time. While t h e  IFDC budget is p ro j ec t ed  t o  reach $12,855,000 by 1986, 
no i nc rease  above the  cu r r en t  AID g r an t  of $4,000,000 per  year i s  a n t i c i p a t e d .  
The IFDC a c t i v i t y  i s  managed by the  e c i e n t i e t s  and e x p e r t s  i n  t he  DSIAGR 
O f f i c e ' s  Renewable Natural  Resources Division.  

The I n t e r n a t i o n a l  Soybean Program (INTSOY) was formed i n  1973 with  AID 
funding. The c u r r e n t  program, a t  both t he  Univers i ty  of I l l i n o i s  and the - 
u n i v e r s i t y  of Puer to  Ri-co, is  - e n t i r e l y  funded by A I D  at  about $825 thousand 
per year.  It i s  focused on appl ied research  r e l a t e d  t o  the  c o n s t r a i n t s  t o  
i nc rea s ing  soybean production i n  t he  developing count r ies .  



The ob jec t i ve s  of t h i s  research  a r e  to :  ( 1 )  develop improved gene t i c  
ma te r i a l s  f o r  use i n  LDC research  and production programs and improve the  
l inkages  among soybean breeders ,  ( 2 )  improve the  technology f o r  Rhizobium 
japonicum innoculant  production and management under t r o p i c a l  cond i t i ons ;  (3)  
improve the  knowledge base f o r  d i s ea se ,  i n s e c t  and weed c o n t r o l  i n  soybeans 
produced under t r o p i c a l  environments; (4)  develop soybsan d i s ea se ,  i n s e c t  and 
weed management systems f o r  t r o p i c a l  and s u b t r o p i c a l  a r e a s ;  and (5)  develop 
improved production,  harves t ing ,  handling,  and s to rage  methods :or seed and 
g r a i n  under t r o p i c a l  condi t ions .  

In  1973 TAC considered a Univers i ty  of I l l i n o i s  proposal  f o r  e s t a b l i s h i n g  
INTSOY a s  an i n t e r n a t i o n a l  cen t e r .  TAC supported t he  proposal  but i t  was not 
approved by CGIAR- INTSOY was funded by A I D  t h a t  year  . In  1977, TAC 
considered proposals  f o r  t he  es tabl iehment  of both an  i n t e r n a t i o n a l  soybean 
research consortium and a board, but TAC d i d  not  recommend e i t h e r  t he  
consortium o r  board t o  CGIAR. TAC did  " reaf f i rm i ts  convic t ion  t h a t  some 
s u i t a b l e  approach should be worked out  t o  enable  t he  CGIAR t o  support  work 
which would l ead  toward the  e f f e c t i v e  e x p l o i t a t i o n  of t he  p o t e n t i a l  of t h i s  
crop f o r  t r o p i c a l  developing coun t r i e s ,  and (TAC) w i l l  cont inue t o  explore  the  
matter a c t i v e l y .  11 

I n  1980, the  Land of Linkoln Soybean Associat ion (a  producers and seedsaen 
a s s o c i a t i o n )  wi th  t he  advice  of the  Univers i ty  of I l l i n o i s  formed a  Committee 
f o r  the  Establishment of an I n t e r n a t i o n a l  Soybean Center. The Committee has 
developed a  po l icy  s ta tement  on t he  miss ion,  func t ions ,  governance, funding,  
and l o c a t i o n  of a  proposed Center. 

The INTSOY p ro j ec t  i e  managed by t he  e c i e n t i s t s  and expe r t s  i n  the  
Of f i ce ' s  Agr i cu l tu r a l  Production Divieion. 
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Project 
Number --- 

931-1310 

931-1254 

931-1328 

931-1311 

931-1309 

Project Name 

Grain/Sorghma 
Pearl Millet 

Small 
Ruminants 

Soils 
Management 

lluman 
Nutrition 

~- - 

Date of Initial 
Implementation 

- Grant 
M 80 

M 81 
(pending) 

FY 81 
(pending) 

Date to Which 
Project Is 

Fullv Funded Purwse 

Purpose is to improve the production, 
nutritive value and utilization of 
beans and cowpeas through collabora- 
tive research, training and technical 
assistance. 

Purpose is to generate the knowledge 
base necessary to achieve significant 
advances in aleviating the principal 
constraints to improve production, 
marketing and utilization of sorghum 
and millet in LDCs. 

Purpose is to increase productivity 
of small ruminants (especially sheep 
and goats) in LDCs, thereby directly 
improving the diet and standard of 
living of small r~uninant producers 
and their families. 

Purpose is to find-economical ways 
to increase the productivity of 
tropical soils while protecting them 
from both short-term and cumulative 
damage. 

Purpose is to provide nutriLion 
planners and policy makers in I.lxls, 
developed routttrias and international 
organizations with a onre quantifiable 
basis for sett h g  priorities among 
rtutri tlon programs and evaluating 
their bcnef its and ef fective~tcss. 

Number of US 
Institutions 

10 universities. 
CIAT, IITA 

8 universities 
and 4 IARCs 

12 universities 
and one founda- 
tion. 

4 universities 
(Proposed) 

4 universities 

Cooperative 
Countries 

Cameroon, Senegal, 
Tanzania, Kenya, 
Malawi, Nigeria, 
Brazil, Ecuador, 
Dominican Republic, 
Honduras, Guatemala, 
Upper Volta. 

Mexico, Honduras, 
Colombia, Brazil, 
Haiti, El Salvador, 
Sudan. Rotsuana. 
Mali. Egypt, the 
Philippines. 

Indonesia, Kenya, 
Peru, Brazil, 
Morocco . 

Peru, Niger, Upper 
Volta, Bangladesh, 
Tanzania, Dominican 
Republic. 

Thailand, Kenya, 
Egypt, Mexico 

P"' 



Annex 5. Continued 

P r o j e c t  
Nunber P r o i e c t  Name 

Peanuts 

Stock 
Assessment 

Pond Dynamics 

I n t e g r a t e d  
Crop 
P r o t e c t i o n  

late o f  I n i t i a l  
[mplemen t a  t i o n  

Grant 

FY 82 
(pending) 

Date to Which 
P r o j e c t  Is 

F u l l y  Funded Purpose 

Purpose is t o  provide long-term 
research  on t h e  c o n s t r a i n t s  l i m i t i n q  
the u t i l i z a t i o n  of  peanuts  i n  devel- 
oping c o u n t r i e s  through s t u d i e s  o f  
peanut product ion,  d i s t r i b u t i o n ,  
s to rage ,  marketing, and consumption 
a l t e r n a t i v e s .  

Purpose is t o  develop and r e f i n e  f i s h -  
e r y  management and e x p l o i t a t i o n  prac- 
tices to i n c r e a s e  h a r v e s t s  o f  food 
f i s h  and to enhance employment oppor- 
t u n i t i e s  i n  LDCs. 

Purpose is to d e f i n e  the p r i n c i p l e s  
underlying aquacul ture management and 
improve p r a c t i c e s  t o  provide g r e a t e r  
employment, increased incomes and a 
more r e l i a b l e  source of animal p r o t e i n  
t o  people i n  LM3s. 

Purpose is t o  increase  t h e  q u a n t i t y  and 
q u a l i t y  o f  food a v a i l a b l e  i n  t h e  devel- 
oping c o u n t r i e s  by reducing food losses 
due to t h e  a t t a c k  of i n s e c t s ,  d i s e a s e s  
and weeds. 

Number o f  U S  
Ins t i+ ,u t ions  

Cooperative 
Countr ies  

Peanuts, Stock Assessment, 
Food Dynamics and In te -  
g r a t e d  Crop Pro tec t ion  
have n o t  y e t  been imple- 
mented, though f i e l d  t r i p s  
t o ,  and prel iminary under- 
s tand ings  with,  developing 
c o u n t r i e s  have been made. 

'source: AID, Development Support Bureau, "Role o f  Col labora t ive  Research i n  t h e  U.S. Developnent Assis tance Ef for t "  
(Draf t  14). Hay 8, 1981. pp. 25-27. 

2 
a = ongoinq 
b = f i n a l  proposed p l a n  approved 
c = proposed p l a n  pending approval ( 1  Hay 1981) 



Annex 6, Table 1. AID Grants to U.S. Universities Under 211td) -- A -------- 
Consortium Name Universities Involved Focus of University 

RUUINANT LIVESTOCK CONSORTIUU--This organization - Texas ASH University 
has four member universities which are collabora- 
ting in studies of the complex and interrelated University of Florida 
problems of livestock nutrition, breeding, 
disease control, marketing, and credit Purdue University 
availability. 

Tuskegee University 

UNIVERSITY CONSORTIUU ON SOILS OF THE TROPICS-- Cornell University 
The Consortium is made up of five member uni- 
versities which are collaborating in a systems North Carolina 
approach to solve the tropical soils problems. 
Each institution concentrates on one aspect, or 
relates its work to a specific ecological 
environment. University of Hawaii 

INTERNATIONAL SOYBEAN PROGRAM (INTSOYI--TWO --- 
grants were initiated with appropriate inter- 
national centers and agencies in a mutual 
attack on the problems of soybean production 
for food use in tropical and subtropical 
areas. The work is designed to alleviate 
protein deficiences among the urban and 
rural poor. 

CONSORTIUM FOR INTERNATENAL DEVELOPMENT -- 
(CID) (PORHERLY CUSUSWASl1)--Five universi- --------- 
ties specializing in LDC soil and water prob- 
lems. The joint program emphasizes water 
management for both irrigated and dry 
lands. Studies involve optimum water use, 
drainage, irrigation etructures, irriga- 
tion practices, hydrological systems analy- 
sis. and crop moisture utilization, as 
well as related special economic and 
institutional factors governing the 
introduction and use of technology. 

Prairie View ALU College 

University of Puerto Rico 

University of Puerto Rico 

University of Illinois 

Livestock breeding and disease control. 

Nutrition, forage production. and use. 

Systems analysis of the livestock sub- 
sector. 

Design and execution of ruminant live- 
stock development plans. 

Soil resource inventory. 

Soil fertility, relating plant nutri- 
tion to the physical and chemical pro- 
perties of the tropical soils. 

Uicrobiology and mineralogy of tropical 
soils. 

Delivery systems for soil technology. 

Conservation, classification, and 
geography of tropical soils. 

Disease and insect control and cultural 
practices. 

Soybean improvement for the tropics 
and subtropics. 

University of Arizona Watershed management. 

Colorado State University Water delivery and removal systems. 

Utah State University On-farm water management. 

University of California/ Dryland moisture utilization and 
Riverside related farming problems--summer 

rainfall. 
Oregon State University Dryland moisture utilization and 

related farming problems--winter 
rainfall. 



Annex 6, Table 1. (Continued) -- 
Consortium Name Universities Involved FOCUS of University 

-- -- 7-- ------ - 
AQUACULTURE AND MARINE RESOURCES--TWo - 
universities are addressing the impor- 
tant problems of increasing food supplies 
in less developed countriee, especially 
the much-needed high-quality proteins, 
from either fresh water or the seas. 

AGRICULTURAL ECONOMICS--Six universities --- 
provide service and training in areas of 
differing but inter-related aspects of 
agricultural economic development. 

Auburn University (International Center for Aqua- 
culture) Aquaculture with major 
emphasis on inland fisheries systems. 

University of Rhode Island (International Center for Marine 
Resources (Development) Coastal zone 
resource economics, sociology. food 
technology, and coastal zone fisheries. 

Cornell University 

Iowa State University 

Michigan State University 

University of Minnesota 

Southern University 

Virginia State College 

International agricultural trade, 
market structure and development, sector 
analysis. 

Sector analysis and planning, inter-rela- 
tionships between agriculture. and over- 
a11 economic development. 

Sector analysis-simulation, employment 
generation, trade and diversification, 
marketing. 

Technological change and development, 
labo; markets, commodity markets, and 
trade. 

Unemployment and underemployment, and 
human resourcee development. 

Rural development and small farm businesses. 



ANNEX 6 ,  TABLE 2: TITLE X I 1  STRENGTHENING GRANTS, 1 9 8 1  

HATCHING FORMULA 

Budgec Con t r ibu t ions  
UNIVERSITY A I D  UNIVERSITY* 

U. of Arizona 
Auburn U. 

U. o f  Maryland 
Hichigan S t a t e  U. 
U. of Minnesota 
U. of no. (Columbia) 

- - 

Montana s t a t e  U. 
U. of Nebraska (Lincoln) 
New Mexico S t a t e  U. 
No. Caro l ina  S t a t e  U. 
Ohio S t a t e  U. 
Oklahoma S t a t e  U. 
U. of Puer to  Rico 
Purdue U. 
U. of Rhode I s l a n d  
Rutgers  U n i v e r s i t y  
Sam Houston S t a t e  U. 
South Dakota S t a t e  U. 

. So. Ill. U. (carbondale)  
U. of Tennessee 
Texas A 6 M U. 
Texas Tech. U. 
Tuskegee I n s t i t u t e  

MATCHING FORMULA (Continued) 

Budget C o n t r i b u t i o n s  
UNIVERSITY A I D  UNZVERS ITY 

Utah S t a t e  U. $164,495 $165,507 
U. of Vermont $ 99,503 $115,000 
Va. Poly. I n s t .  6 S t a t e  U. $100,000 $110,000 
V i r g i n i a  S t a t e  U. $ 53,335 $ 53,335 
Washington S t a t e  U. $100,000 $100,000 
U. of Wisconsin (Madison)** $145,000 $200,762 
U. of  Wisconsin (River F a l l s )  $ 99,875 $ 99,970 

TOTAL $4,818,129 $5,991,272 

HINORITY INSTITUTIONS 
(Non-Ha tching)  

UNIVERSITY AID GRANT 

Alabama AM U. $125,000 
F l o r i d a  AM U.** $126,000 
L inco ln  U . $120,289 
U. o f  Maryland (Eas tern  Shore)**$ 95,536 
No. C a r o l i n a  AbT S t a t e  U. $131,112 
V i r g i n i a  S t a t e  U. $13 5,000 

TOTAL $732,937 
GRAND TOTAL $5,551,066*** 

*/ I n  a d d i t i o n  t o  t h i s  d i r e c t  c o s t  c o n t r i b u t i o n ,  - 
u n i v e r s i t i e s  c o n t r i b u t e d  a l l  overhead o r  i n d i r e c t  c o s t s  
f o r  both  t h e  A.I .D.  and U n i v e r s i t y  funded d i r e c t  c o s t  
components. T h i s  overhead p l u s  d i r e c t  c o s t  c o n t r i b u t i o n  
c o n s t i t u t e d  a n  aggrega te  u n i v e r s i t y  c o n t r i b u t i o n  about 
doub le  t h a t  of A.I.D. 

* * / ~ e w  Gran tees  i n  FY 1980. - 
***/ Only $5 m i l l i o n  was o b l i g a t e d  i n  FY 1980; t h e  - 

remainder was unexpended ca r ryover  from FY 1979. 

Source: 1981 Report  t o  t h e  Congress on T i t l e  X I 1  - Famine P r e v e n t i o n  and Freedom from Hunger 



Annex 7. P ro jec ts  i n  the  Study Sample 
1 -- a- 

Country 

Amount Amount 
ProJcct Year Y C R ~  Obl igated Expended 

P r o j e c t  Name Number S t a r t  End ( 1000 ) (1000) Status 2 

Yemrn Sorghum Product ion . 279-0018 1973 1978 25 7 257 C 

Yemen T r o p i c a l  and S u b t r o p i c a l  
F r u i t  Improvement 279-0024 1976 1981 1 903 1,570 A 

Yemen Sorghum and M i l l e t  Crop 
Product ion 279-0030 1976 1981 3.300 2,894 A 

Horocco Cereals Product fon 608-0205 1968 1978 1.590 1.590 C 

------ - -- 
T u n i s i a  Ag Product ion-Cereals 664-0205 1970 1977 1.613 1.613 A 

Nepal I n t e g r a t e d  Cereals  367-0 1 19 1975 1981 4.990 4.173 A 

S r l  Lanka Rice Research 

- - - -  - - - - -  - 

Dangladesh A g r i c u l t u r a l  Reseerch 388-0003 1976 1981 8,220 6.328 A 

Indones 1 a A g r i c u l t u r a l  R e s ~ a r c h  1197-0138 1973 1981 3.273 2.458 A 

Asia Reg. Asian Vegetable Develop- 
ment Center 498-0212 197 1 1976 3.000 3,000 C 



Annex 7. (Continued) 
7 

-A- - 
~ o l i v i a '  Cereals Development 51 1-0369~ 1970 1975 2,132 2.132 C 

-- - - - - - - - -  

Bol  I v i a  A g r i c u l t u r a l  Sector  Loan 511-0455 1975 1979 9,200 5.534 A 

O o l i v l a  Exp lo ra to ry  R e s e ~ r c h  on 
Farming Systems 511-OU6P 1976 1980 326 326 C 

Bo l  i v i a  Coca Crop Subst i t ,ut lon 5 11-0727 1975 1980 1,904 1.904 C 

B r a z i l  A g r i c u l t u r a l  Research 5 12-0283 1973 1979 10,245 10,295 C 

Colombia Small  Farmer Development 
I Loon 5 14-0203 1976 1980 2,157 2,157 C 

- - - - -- .- - --- - - - - - -- - - - - - 

E l  Salvador A g r i c u l t u r e  Development 519-0012 1963 1978 5-46;? 5,962 A 

E l  Salvador A g r i c u l t u r e  Dcvelapment,, 
Research. Edtrc. h Ext.  519-01611 1972 1978 3.701 3.701 T 

Guatemala Food Production and 
N u t r i t i o n  Improvemt-nt 520-0232 1975 1901 1,703 1,698 A 

H a i t i  I n t e g r e t c d  A g r i c u l t u r a l  
Development 52 1-0078 1976 1984 6,890 1 ,W A - -- A 

Honduras A g r i c u l t u r a l  Research 522-0 139 1978 1983 1.300 4211 A 

N i caragua A g r i c u l t u r e  Product ion 
and D i v e r s i f i c a t i o n  524-0073 1970 1976 900 900 C 

Peru Soy and Corn Product ion 
on Small  Farms 527-0149 1979 1981 2.297 2,000 A 

Uruguay A g r i c u l t u r a l  Research 
Technical Asst. Loan 528-0 10 1 1975 1981 h.850 2,637 A 

ROCAP Small  Farmer Cropping 
Systems 596-0064 1975 1980 1,559 1,559 C 



East Af r ica  Animal and Crop 
Regional Production 618-0649 1969 1974 338 338 C 

-- - 
Tanzania Agricultural  Research 621-0107 1970 1982 8.496 11,519 A 

Lesotho Farming Systems Research 632-0065 1978 198'1 4,1126 1,500 A 

Botsu~na I V S  Botswana 
Hor t icu l ture  Project 633-0215 1978 1980 228 228 A 

Soma 1 i a Agricultural  Servtce 649-0038 1962 1975 5.587 5.587 C 

Zaire North Shabn Maize 
Production Project 660-0059 1976 1982 11,009 6,647 A 

Ethiopia Pulse Dtvers i f lca t ion  
and Improvement 663-0 166 1974 1980 1.037 1.037 A 

Mauritania Integrated Rural 
Development 682-020 1 1975 1980 3,701 3.230 A 

Niger Cereals Production 
Project 683-0201 19711 1981 14,654 

Senegal 
.I 

Cereals P r ~ d u c t ~ i o n  
FroJect 685-020 1 1975 1979 4,745 4,668 A 



Ward C o n t r o l  Systems i n  
LDCs 931-0463 1966 1982 9,906 9,106 A 

C o n t r o l  of' Ver tebrate 
Pests 931-0473 1967 1981 6.761 6,623 . A  

Agroeconmlo Research i n  
T r o p i c a l  S o i l s  93 1-0525 1970 1980 

S o i l  Famil ies-Hawni i  931-0582 1974 1983 5,561 4,276 A 

Benchmark Soi ls -Puer to  
Rico 931-0601 

Contx- N F l x a t l o n /  
L i m i t i n g  Fac to rs  931-0610 1976 1982 2,900 2,450 A 

Determtnants o r  I r r l g a -  
t l o n  Problems 931-1005 1077 1381 309 A 

A g r i c u l t u r a l  Hechaniza- 
t I o n  931-1026 I977 1980 769 770 A 

CRSP- Smel l  Ruml nants 931-1320 1978 1983 11.167 6.552 A 

1 Source: AID eutomnted da ta  records,  PAISHIST. In ro rmnt lon  v a l i d  through f i r s t  h a l r  o r  FY81. 

2 Status: A = p r o j e c t  s t i l l  a c t i v e  
8 = p r o j e c t  completed 
C = proJect  terminated bef'oro complrted 

3 ProJect in format ion obta ined from completed evaluat ions slncr t he  PAISHIST f i l e  wns incomplete. 



ANNEX 8 

IDENTIFICATION OF THE SAMPLE 

In order to obtain a sample of agricultural research 
projects, a listing of projects with an agricultural research 
component was obtained from the Development Information System 
(DIS) managed by AID'S Office of Development Inhrmation and 
Utilization (DS/DIU) . The DIS system provides descriptive, fis- 
cal, and chronological data on AID projects, as well as a list of 
project documents held in the project files of DS/DIU. Infor- 
mation on projects that terminated prior to 1974, the year the DIS 
system began, was not available. In order to find agricultural 
research projects on the DIS system, the following computer 
KEYWORDS were used: 

AGR RESEARCH MKTG RES 

AGR ECON RES RICE RESEARCH 

FERTILIZER RES SOIL RESEARCH 

FOOD RESEARCH SOYBEAN RESRCH 

GENETIC RES VARIETAL RES 

GRAIN RESEARCH VEGETABLE RES 

IRRIG RESEARCH WEED RESEARCH 

LIVESTOCK RSRCH WHEAT RESEARCH 

The descriptive information on the projects listed in the 
various computer runs was reviewed and a "universe" of 272 post- 
1974 projects was selected which, based on DIS file descriptions, 
had an agricultural research component. A list of projects not 
included in the final sample is included as annex 9. 

The universe was then divided into the following categories 
based on the DIS system project descriptions: 

a. Mission-funded projects in which agricultural research was 
the primary component; 

b. Mission-funded rural development and multi-purpose 
projects (sector loans) with an agricultural research 
component; 

c. Regionally funded agricultural research Frograms; 



d. Centrally funded agricultural research programs in which 
most research is conducted within the developing countries 
themselves ; 

e. Centrally funded agricultural research programs in which 
the research is conducted within the United States 
(including strengthening grant and "211d" programs aimed 
at increasing the capacity of U.S. universities and other 
institutions to provide technical assistance in developing 
countries; and 

f. Projects aimed at strengthening developing country 
agricultural colleges and universities in which actual 
research is an incidental component. 

Category "en (research conducted within the United States) 
was cut from the sample, since PPC/E was interested primarily in 
AID-sponsored research carried out within the developing countries 
themselves. Initially, this category contained only 31 projects . 
However, when projects were studied more carefully, it was found 
that most centrally funded projects fell into this category. Nine 
centrally funded projects were identified in which agricultural 
research was conducted overseas by personnel paid for under the 
contract. Only these nine remained in the sample. 

Category "f" (university strengthening projects) containing 
24 projects was also cut since it was considered unlikely that any 
evaluative documents would have concentrated on issues pertinent 
to agricultural research. Rather, they would have most likely 
concentrated on institution building and educational problems and 
issues. 

An attempt was also made to obtain information on agri- 
cultural research projects that had been completed prior to 1974. 
To identify pre-1974 projects, a special computer run was desigced 
especially for PPC/E which used the Project Accounting and Infor- 
mation System (PAIS). Unfortunately, because of PAIS data-based 
limitations, the listing provided only the project names, project 
numbers, beginning and cotnpletion dates of implementation, and the 
amount obligated and expended. No descriptive inforrnation was 
presented. This search was complicated by the fact that the PAIS 
system is based upon old AID "technical codes" which did not dis- 
tinguish between agricultural research, agricultural extension, 
and agricultural education. Though 25 agricultural research proj- 
ects were identified from this listing, the files on these proj- 
ects had been retired. The difficulty in obtaining evaluative 
information on these projects meant this avenue of analysis had to 
be dropped. Instead, a history of AID'S experience in agricul- 
tural research, based on secondary sources and interviews with 
knowledgeable AID personnel, was undertaken (and presented in the 
first three sections of this report). 



Pr io r i ty  projec ts  were iden t i f i ed  i n  order t o  make the  task 
of ob t a in ing  t h e  pq:sluat ive ma te r i a l  more manageable. The 
following c r i t e r i a  were used i n  s e t t i ng  p r i o r i t i e s :  

F i r s t ,  an attempt was made t o  maintain t he  geographic 
d i s p e r s i o n  of t h e  "un ive r se" .  The geographic a r e a s  
conformed t o  AID' s  regional bureaus: Africa,  Asia, Near 
East, and Latin America and the Caribbean. 

Second, projects  with a  primary focus on agr icu l tu ra l  
research were chosen over those with only a  secondary 
research focus. This was done t o  increase the  chances 
t h a t  t h e  eva lua t i ons  reviewed would provide r e l e v a n t  
information. 

Final ly,  pro jec ts  the  D I S  automated data system indicated 
had avai lable  evaluative information were chosen over 
those without such an information base. 

Several projects  were dropped from the sample because t h e i r  
evaluations were l o s t ;  they lacked relevance (no agr icu l tu ra l  
research a c t i v i t i e s  o r  no long-term overseas research);  or  they 
had just  s t a r t ed  and not yet been evaluated. Further, there were 
no AID-sponsored evaluations of the  agr icu l tu ra l  research centers  
( I A R C s )  sponsored by the  Consultative Group on Internat ional  Agri- 
cu l tu ra l  Research ( C G I A R ) .  The CGIAR has been assured by i t s  
donors t ha t  they w i l l  not evaluate the I A R C ' s  separately.  Rather, 
the CGIAR undertakes i t s  own evaluations. Consequently, pro jec ts  
involving A I D  support t o  CGIAR-sponsored IARCs had t o  be dropped 
from the sameple. In the  end, evaluations were obtained from 8 5  
agr icu l tu ra l  research projects .  However, the qual i ty  and depth of 
the evaluative material  varied widely from project  t o  project .  

During the  study, the  decision was made t o  l i m i t  the ac tual  
project  evaluation review t o  48 projec ts  (most having already been 
reviewed by t h a t  t ime).  This included 39 mission- and regionally 
funded projec ts  and 9 cen t ra l ly  funded projec ts .  The sample s i ze  
was reduced for  two reasons. F i r s t ,  the sheer volume of reports  
t o  be read meant t ha t  a  f u l l  analysis  of a l l  85  projects  would 
have required more time than the  contract  allowed. Second, the 
pat tern developing during the  evaluation review indicated t h a t  
reviewing a  l imited number of evaluations would provide suf f i c ien t  
ins ight  i n t o  t h e i r  content. 



Annox 9 ,  Projects not Included in the Sample 

Mission-Funded Projects--Primarily Agriculturcl Research 

' * *  Botswana 
** Cameroon 

Cameroon 
Central Africa Rep. 

* Chad 
Chad 

Guinea 

Kenya 
Xauritania 

* Malawi 
Nigeria 

** Vigeria 
ilwanda 
Senega 1 
Seychelles 

**  Sierra Leone 
Somalia 

**  Sudan 
Zaire 

* Afghanistan 
Afghanistan 
Egypt 
Egypt: 
Egypt 
Egypt 
W Y P t  ** Jordan 
Jordan 
Jordan 
Morocco 

* *  rclorocco 
Turkey 
Yemen Arab Rep. 
Bangladesh 
India 
India 

**  India 
Indonesia 
Pakistan 
Pakistan 
Philippines 
Philippines 

**  Laos 

Botswana Crop Production 
N. Cameroon Seed Multiplication Project 
Vational Cereals Research 
C.A.R. Seed Production Center 
Agric. Institutional Dev. Research 
Crop Prod. Res. , Seed Multip., & Grain 
Marketinq 
Guinea Agricultural Production and 
Training 
Drylands Cropping Systems Research 
Vegetable Production 
Agricultural Research 
Rubber Development 
Maize and Rice Production 
Local Crop Storage 
Senegal Cereals Production Project I1 
Food Crop Research 
Adaptive Crop Research and Extension 
Agricultural Delivery Systems 
Western Sudan Agricultural Research 
INERA Support 

Nat'l Agriculture Development-Research 
Integrated tiheat Development-Phase I 
Agricultural Development Systems 
Agricultural Mechanization 
Major Cereals 
Poultry Improvement 
Rice Research 
Wheat Research and Production 
Water Management Technology 
Vegetable Research and Production 
Extended Agricultural Development 
Dryland Farming 
Cereals Production 
Poultry Development 
Project Studies 
Applic of Science/Tech. to Rural Devel. 
Rice Research Improvement 
Soil and Water Management 
Sumatra Agricultural Research 
Dry Land Agri Development f 
Agricultural Technical Support 
Small Fanners Income and Production 
Pest Control 
Agriculture Development-Crops and Soils 



Annex 9 . (Continued) 

Bolivia 
Brazil 
Brazil 

** Brazil 
Chile 
Chile 
Colombia 
Costa Rica 
Dominican Rep. 

**  Ecuador 
**  Guatemala 

Guyana 
Haiti 
Nicaragua 

* Other West Indies 
Other West Indies 
Panama 
Paraguay 

Paraguay 
** Paraguay 

Peru 
Peru 

* Peru 

**  Uruguay 

Regional Bureau Programs 

Africa Regional 
Africa Regional 
Africa Regional 
Africa Regional 
Africa Regional 

** Cen & W Africa 
**  Cen & W Africa 

East Africa 
Southern Africa 
Southern Africa 
As ia Regional 
Latin America 
Latin America 
Latin America Reg. 

* *  ROCAP 
ROCAP 
R3CAP 
ROCAP 

Basic Foods Prod. and Marketing 
Agr. Research & Extension Instit Devel. 
Seed Industry Development 
Devel. of High Quality Protein in Corn 
On Farm Irrigation 
Small Farm Management and Technology 
National Soils Fertility 
Costa Rica-Commodity Systems 
Agriculture Sector Analysis Phase 11 
Agricultural Production 
Agricultural Dovelopment (Production) 
Diversification and Development of Agric. 
Agricultural Development Support I1 
Agri. Reform/Rural Development-1rrig/ 
Soil/Water 
Small Farms Multiple Cropping System 
Food Crop Production (CARD11 
Agricultural Technology Development 
Inst. Deve1.-Small Fanner Livestock 
Development 
Small Farmer Livestock Production 
Farm Management ServiCI3 Small Farms 
On Farm Water Management 
Agricult~ral Inetit. Development & 
Operations 
Agricultural Research, Extension & 
Education 
Agricultural Production & Marketing 

Major Cereals/~egume Improvement 
Soil and Crop Management 
Rice Research and Production 
NAS Aqriculture Research Survey 
SAE'GRAD 
Major Cereals Research--West Africa 
OMVS Agronomic Fesearch Project 
Major Cereals & Legume Improvement 
Thaba Bosi~l Rural Development 
Farming Systems Research 
International Rice Research Institute 
Agric. Development in Latin America 
Agriculture Sector Support 
Sol1 Fertility 
Agriculture Zesearch Coordination 
Agric. Info. Systems 
Small Farm Production Systems 
Soil Fertility Research 



Annex %. (Continued) 

University Strengthening in Developing Countries 

C & W Africa 
C & W Africa 
Ghana 
Nigeria 

Reg. 
Reg. 

~ i g e r i a  
Uganda 
Afghanistan 
Afghanistan 
Jordan 
Morocco 
Tunisia 
Asia Regional 
India 
Indonesia 
Indonesia 
Mepal 
Pakistan 
Brazil 
Other West Indies 

Latin Am Reg 

Federal Advanced School of Agriculture 
Reg. Center Agriculture Science 
Faculty of Agri. Univ. of Ghana 
Faculty of Agriculture-University of Ife 
Agricultural 61 Vet Medicine-Abu 
Graduate Agriculture Faculty 
Agriculture Education--Faculty of Agr. 
Higher Education--Kabul University 
Faculty of Agriculture 
Higher Agric. Education 
INAT Faculty Developnent 
Regional Education Development 
Aqricultural Universities Development 
Agricultural Education for Development 
Higher Agricultural Education 
Institute of Agri. and Animal Science 
West Pakistan Agricultural University 
Agriculture Education 
Carib Regional-Integrated Regional 
Development (UWI) 
Caetelar Agricultural Graduate School 

Aqriculture Research in Rural Development Projects 

Chad 
Liberia 

Sudan 

Sudan 

** Philippines 
Philippines 
Sri Lanka 

Thai land 

Bolivia 
Guyana 

Lake Chad Irrigated Agriculture 677-0001 
Upper Bong County Integrated Rural 
Development 669-0139 
South Region Agri. Rehabilitation 
Development 650-0103 
Blue Nile Rural Development 493-0272 

Bicol Integrated Development I1 492-0310 
Bicol Integrated Area Development I11 492-0289 
Mahaweli Ganga Irrig-Water Management 
Research 383-0042 
Lam Nam Oon On-Farm Development 493-0272 

Agricultural Development Sector-I 511-0053 
Small Farm Development-Black Bush Region 504-0075 

Ilulti-Objective and Agricultural Sector Projects 

Bangladesh 
** Colombia 

Dominican Rep. 
Dominican Rep. 
Ethiopia 

** Shana 
Honduras 
Senya 
Korea 

+ Yepal 
Panama 

* P3raguay 

Development Services and Trainlng 
Regional Sector Loan 
Agriculture Sector Loan 11 
Agriculture Sector Loan I1 
Ethiopra-Agricultural Sector Loan 
Managed Input and Agric. Services 
Core Services-Rural Development 
Agricultural Systems Support 
Rural ?olicy Plan P Survey 
Food Grain Technoloqy 
Panama-Capital Assistance 
Minifundia Crop Intens if ication 
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Centrally Funded Agricultural Research 

Improved Grain Legume (Pulse) Production 
Contx-West Africa Rice Development Assn. 
Contx-Intl. Fertilizer Devel. Center-IFDC 
Intl. Center for Agricultural Research 
Contx-Asian Vegetable Res and Devel. Center 
World Rhizobium Collection Center (USDA/ARS) 
Breeding of Agronomic Crops 
Soil Fert. Plant Water Rel. Ind. 
Grain Utilization India (Kansas State) 
Com etency Crop & Seed Product (Penn State) 
Agr!CUlture and Economic Development (Univ. of Minnesota) 
Agriculture and Economic Development (Michigan State 
Agriculture and Economic Development (Iowa State) 
Agriculture and Economic Development (Cornell) 
Contx-Tropical Soils-Prairie View 
Agro-Economic Research on Tropical Soils 
Rural Development (Virginia State College) 
Disease and Insect Control 
Improvement of Soybeans for Tropics (Illinois) 
Moisture Utilization in Semi-Arid Tropic (Univ. of Calif) 
Dryland Farming-Oregon 
CRSP: Integrated Protection Method 
Contx-N-Fixation Research and Training-MAS 
Contx-International Institute for Tropical Agriculture 
Sorghum Protein Content and Quality 
New Protein Sources 
Improvement of Nutritional Qual. of Wheat (Nebraska) 
Improving Nutritive Value Cereal Foods (Kansas State) 
Soil Fertility in Humid Tropics--Cornell 
Analysis of Capital Promotion LDCs 
New Technology on Rural Development 
Maize Protein Content and Quality (Purdue) 
Improved Fertilizers for LDCs 
Improvement of Tropical Production Beans 
Evaluation of Mungbeans (Missouri) 
Devel. of Improved, High-Yielding Sorghum 
Tropical Adaptation of Sorghum 
Sorghum Pest Resistance (Texas A&M) 
Improvement of Nutr. Qual. & Prod, of Barley (Montana State) 
Contx-Grazing Ruminants 
Contx-Fixation-Symbiotic Trop. Legumes (University of Hawaii) 
Crop Protection Against Nematodes 
Spring and Winter Wheat 
Contx-Intl. Rice Research Institute 
Contx-Plant and Seed Materials 
Plant and Seed Materials 
Contx-Internatl. Maize and Wheat Improvement Center 
Evaluation of Corn-Soy-Milk Project 
Pest Management Related Env. Project Grants 



Internatl. Corp Research Institute, Semi-Arid Tropics 
Internatl. Potato Research Center 
Computerized Ag. Info. Systems 
Improve Mung Bean as Major Food--FY75 
Bahamas Livestock Research h Devel. 
S-Fixation-Non-Symbiotic, Associative Co. (Univ. of Florrda) 
Farmrng Systems R & D Methodology 
Improvement of Pearl Millet Kansae State 
Knowledge Synthesis for Policy/~ield Support 
Post Harvest Food Loss (National Academy of Sciences) 
Aflotoxin Reduction in Maize 
Soil Fertility Utilization-Cornell 
Beadcowpea Collaborative Res, CRSP Plan (Michiqan State) 
Comprehensive Planning for Rural Dev. (Tuskeges Institute) 
Small Farmer Tech and Marketing Analysis (N. Carolina) 
CRSP-Sorghum/~illet (Univ. of Missouri) 
Sorghum-Millet Collaborative Research 

Projects originally included in the sample, for which evaluations could not be located. 

Projects that were included in the sample, and for which evaluations were 
located, but which were not included in the final list of 48 projects. 



Annex ? O ,  T a b l e  1 .  R e v i s e d  Q u e s t l o n n a l r e  Used i n  t h e  A n a l y s l s  o f  
M i s s i o n  and  R e g i o n a l l y  Funded A g r i a u l t u r a l  Resea rch  

A c c o r d i n g  t o  t h e  e v a l u a t l o n s ,  was t h e  p r o j e c t  s u c c e s s f u l ?  (The 
r a t l n g s  a r e :  f a i l u r e :  r e l a t i v e l y  p o o r  p e r f o r m a n c e :  s ~ t l s f a c t o r y  
p e r f o r m a n c e ;  good p e r f o r m a n a e ;  and v e r y  s u c c e s s f u l  p r o j e c t . )  

Was t h e  r e s e a r c h  f o c u s e d  on  s m a l l  r a r m e r s ?  I f  n o t ,  was t h e  
p r o J e c t  d e s i g n e d  t o  a s s i s t  s m ~ l l  f a r m e r s ?  - D i d  f a c t o r s  p r e v e n t  t h e  s m a l l e r  f a r m e r s  f r o m  b e n e t i t t l n g  r r o m  

t h e  new t e c h n o l o g y ?  - What f a c t o r s  p r e v e n t e d  s m a l l e r  f a r m e r s  f r o m  b e n e f l t l n g  f r o m  t h e  
p r o j e c t  o r  were  r e s p o n s i b l e  f o r  r a r m e r s  o u t s l d e  t h e  t a r g e t  
g r o u p  ( s u c h  as  l a r g e r  f a r m e r s )  c a p t u r i n g  t h e  benefits? 

D i d  t h e  r e s e a r c h  c o n c e n t r a t e  on  c r o p 9  p r o d u c e d  b y  s m a l l  f a r m e r s ,  
on  c r o p s  l m p o r t a n t  t o  r e s o u r c e  p o o r  r e g i o n s  o f  t h e  c o u n t r y ,  o r  a n  
f o o d s  l m p o r t a n t  t o  t h e  d i e t s  o r  t h e  r u r a l  p o o r ?  D l d  t h e  r e s e a r c h  
f o c u s  on  a  aash  c r o p s ,  f o o d  c r o p s ,  o r  b o t h ?  

D i d  t h e  r e s e a r c h  c o n d u c t e d  t a k e  i n t o  a c c o u n t  t h e  c o n s t r a l n t s  u n d e r  
w h i c h  t h e  f a r m e r  o p e r a t e s ?  - A v a i l a b l l i  t y  o f  r e q u i r e d  i n p u t s  ( s e e d ,  f e r t i l l z e r ,  w a t e r ,  

p e s t l c l d e s ) :  - A v a l l a b l l l t y  o r  c r e d i t ;  - Weaknesses i n  t h e  m a r k e t i n g  sys tem:  - P r o d u c e r  p r i c e s :  - Land t e n u r e :  - E m p l o y m e n t  c o n s l d e r a t l o n s  ( m a n p o w e r  a v a l l a b l l l t y  a n d  
s e a s o n a l i t y ,  a l t e r n a t i v e  s o u r c e s  o f  income,  and s o  f o r t h ) :  and - S o o l o - c u l t u r a l  l l m i t a t l o n s  o f  t h e  t e c h n o l o g y .  

Has t h e r e  an a t t e m p t  b y  t h e  r e s e a r c h e r s  t o  a n a l y z e  t h e  e f f e c t  o f  
t h e  p r o j e c t  and i t s  new t e c h n o l o g y  on  t h e  b e n e f l c l a r l e s  d u r l n g  
p r o j e c t  i m p l e m e n t a t i o n ?  - How were t h e s e  r e s u l t s  m o n l t o r e d  ( s u r v e y s ,  f r e q u e n t  c o n t a c t  

u l t h  b e n e l ' l a l a r i e s ,  e v a l u a t i o n s ,  and so  f o r t h ) ?  - Was t h i s  information f e d  b a c k  i n t o  t h e  d e s l g n  a n d  
I m p l e m e n t a t i o n  p r o c e s s ?  

- What u n e x p e c t e d  s i d e  e f r e c t a  o c c u r r e d  a s  a  r e s u l t  o f  t h e  
r e s e a r c h ?  

Was realistic o n - f a r m  t e s t l n g  c a r r l e d  o u t  I n  o r d e r  t o  ~ d a p t  t h e  
t e c h n o l o g y  t o  l o c a l  c o n d l t l o n s ?  - What p r o b l e m s  were  e n c o u n t e r e d  I n  l m p l e m e n t t n g  t h e  a n - f a r m  

r e s e a r c h ?  - Who c o n d u c t e d  t h e  F l e l d  t e s t l n ~ ?  - Was t h e  m e t h o d o l o g y  used  s u r f l c t e n t  t o  p e r m i t  l o w e r - l e v e l  
r e s e a r c h e r s  t o  do  sc  i e n t l f l c s l l y  v a l i d  r e s e a r c h  u n d e r  t h e  l e s s  
c o n t r o l l e d  c a n d i t l o n s  a s s o c l a t c d  w l t h  o n - f a r m .  a d a p t l v e  
r e s e a r c h ?  - Were t h e r e  l o f l l s t  l c ~ l  p r o b l e m s  a s . ' l o c l a t c d  wt t h  c o n d u c t  lnp, 
o n - f a r m  r e s e a r c h ?  
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- W h a t  i n c e n t i v e s  o r  m e c h a n i s m s  w e r e  u s e d  t o  e n c o u r a g e  

r e s e a r c h e r ' s  t o  d o  o n - f a r m  r e s e a r c h  a i m e d  a t  t h e  p r o b l e m s  o f  
s m a l l  f a r m e r s ?  

Were f a r m e r s  i n v o l v e d  i n  c a r r y i n g  o u t  t h e  r e s e a r c h ?  - What  r o l e  d i d  t h e  f a r m e r s  p l a y  i n  t h e  t e c h n o l o g y  g e n e r a t i o n  
p r o c e s s  ( s u c h  a s  c o n s t r a i n t  i d e n t i f i c a t i o n .  t e s t i n g ,  t e c h n o l o g y  
e v a l u a t i o n ,  a n d  s o  f o r t h ) ?  - What  i n c e n t i v e s  w e r e  u s e d  t o  e n c o u r a g e  t h e i r  p a r t i c i p a t i o n ?  - What  m e a s u r e s  w e r e  u s e d  t o  e n s u r e  t h a t  t h e  f a r m e r s  i n v o l v e d  
w e r e  r e p r e s e n t a t i v e  o f  a l l  f a r m e r s  a s  a  g r o u p ?  

D i d  t h e  r e s e a r c h  make u s e  o f  i n t e r - d i s c i p l i n a r y  e x p e r t i s e ,  o r  was 
i t  c o n d u c t e d  a l o n g  n a r r o w ,  d i s c i p l i n a r y  l i n e s ?  - D i d  t h e  u s e  o f  a  n a r r o w ,  d i s c i p l i n a r y  a p p r o a c h  a d v e r s e l y  a f f e c t  

t h e  p r o j e c t ' s  s u c c e s s ?  - What  f a c t o r s  c o n t r i b u t e d  t o  o r  h i n d e r e d  t h e  i m p l e m e n t a t i o n  o f  
a n  i n t e r - d i s c i p l i n a r y  a p p r o a c h ?  

Were t h e  d e s i g n  a n d  i m p l e m e n t a t i o n  o f  t h e  r e s e a r c h  p r o g r a m  i t s e l f  
a d e q u a t e ?  W e r e  t h e  p r o b l e m s  c o r r e c t l y  s p e c i f i e d .  r e a l i s t i c  
o b j e c t i v e s  s e t ,  t h e  e x p e r i m e n t s  p r o f e s s l o n a l l y  c o n d u c t e d .  a n d  s o  
o n ?  

Mas  t h e  p r o j e c t  s c o p e  l a r g e  e n o u g h  t o  a c h i e v e  t h e  r e s u l t s  
e x p e c t e d ?  Was t h e  p r o j e c t  l i f e  s p a n  l o n g  e n o u g h  t o  p e r m i t  t h e  
p r o ; c c t  t o  m a t u r e  a n d  p r o d u c e  r e s u l t s ?  D i d  d e l a y s  i n  c o n s t r u c t i o n  
o r  r n a d e q u a t e  f a c i l i t i e s  a d v e r s e l y  a f f e c t  t h e  r e s e a r c h  p r o g r a m  o f  
t h e  p r o j e c t , ?  

Were t h e  i n s t i t u t i o n a l  s t r u c t u r e s  f o r  r e s e a r c h  a n d  e x t e n s i o n  
a d e q u a t e  t o  f a c i l i t a t e  t h e  r e s e a r c h  e f f o r t ?  - Was t h e  r i n k a g e  b e t w e e n  t h e  r e s e a r c h  c e n t e r  a n d  e x t e n s i o n  

s e r v i c e  a d e q u a t e  t o  m e e t  t h e  n e e d s  o f  t e c h n o l o g y  dissemination? - Was t h e  o v e r a l l  r e s e a r c h  a n d  e x t e n s i o n  s y s t e m  a d e q u a t e  i n  t e r m s  
o f  a v a i l a b i l i t y  o f  manpower ,  e q u i p m e n t .  f i n a n c i a l  r e s o u r c e s .  
p n d  s o  f o r t h ?  - Was t h e r e  a n  e x c e s s i v e  f r a g m e n t a t i o n  o f  r e s e a r c h  a n d  e x t e n s l o n  
among g o v e r n m e n t  a g e n c i e s ?  - D i d  t h e  r e s e a r c h  c o n d u c t e d  d u p l i c a t e  r e s e a r c h  e f f o r t s  
u n d e r t a k e n  e l s e w h e r e  I n  t h e  c o u n t r y ?  

Was t h e  p r i o r i t y  a c c o r d e d  t o  t h e  p r o j e c t  b y  t h e  h o s t  c o u n t . r y  
g o v e r n m e n t  s u f f i c i e n t  t o  e n s u r e  t h e  s u c c e s s  a n d  s ~ s t ~ a i n a b i l l t y  o f  
t h e  r e s e a r c h  e f f o r t ?  - H e r e  r e q u i r e d  r e s o u r c e s  ( p e r s o n n e l ,  b u d g e t a r y  s u p p o r t ,  

e q u i p m e n t ,  f u e l ,  a n d  s o  f o r t h )  s u p p l i e d  b y  t t t e  g o v e r n m e n t  t o  
t h e  p r o j e c t  a t  t h e  r e q u i r e d  l e v e l ?  - Were t h e r e  a d e q u a t e  p r i c e  i n c e n t i v e s  t o  e n c o u r a g e  t h e  f a r m e r s  
t o  a d o p t  t h e  t e c h n o l o g y  b e l n g  d e v e l o p e d  b y  t h e  r e s e a r c h  c f f o r t ?  - Was t h e  a b s e n c e  o f  a u x i l i a r y  g g v e r n m e n t  s e r v i c e s  ( c r ~ d i t ,  
provision o f  i n p u t s ,  m a r k e t i n y  a s s i s t a n c e ,  a n d  s o  f o r t h )  a  
c o n s t r a i n t  t o  p r o j e c t  s u c c ~ s s ?  - Was t h e  g o v e r n m e n t  able t o  c o v e r  t h e  r p c u r r e n t  c o s t s  o f  p r o j e c t  
i m p l e m e n t a t i o n ?  
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Were c o u n t e r p a r t s  to long-term erpatrlate staff provlded by t h e  
government? - W e r e  the s t a f f  assigned adequately tralned? - Did the counterparts receive sufflclent remuneration t o  ensurc 

their continued project partlclpetlon? 

Did the long-term ataff devote adequate attentlon t o  providing 
on-the-job t r a i n l n ~  to counterparts and host staff? - Were host country personnel adequately integrated lnto t h e  

research program? 

Was the partloipant training program successfully implemented? - Were t h e r e  problems with ldentlfylng quellfled candidates? - Did t h e  tralnees return to take u p  positions within the project 
or within the lmplementlnq agency o f  the government? - Were s a l a r i e s  adequate to retain returned tralnees? 

W e r e  t h e r e  p r o b l e m s  w i t h  p r o c u r i n g  equipment a n d  m a t e r i a l s  
necessary for project Implementation? 

W a s  the performance o f  long-term technlcal asslstance adequate? - Were t h e r e  d e l a y s  in fleldlng staff? - Were the quallflcatlons mnd experience o f  the long-term s t a F f  
adequate? W a s  language abllity a problem? - Wms t h e  performance o f  the contractor ln supporting Its field 
team adequate? 

W a s  the short-term technlcal assistance used during t h e  projeat 
employed effectlvely? - Dld t h e  consultants' s k i l l s  match project needs? - W a s  t h e  short term tenhnlcal assslstance provlded in a tlmely 

manner? - Were t h e  recommendations ma d e  by t h e  short-term technlcal 
assistance consultants adopted by the long-term staff? If n o t ,  
why? 

Was AID'S performance in supervising the agricultural research 
project adequate? 



Annex 10, T a b l e  2. R e v i s e d  Q u e s t l o n n a l r e  Used i n  t h e  A n a l y s i s  o f  
C e n t r a l l y  Funded A g r i c u l t u r a l  R e s e a r c h  P r o j e c t s  

According t o  t h e  e v a l u a t i o n s ,  was t h e  p r o j e c t  s u c c e s s f u l ?  (The  
r a t l n g s  a r e :  P a l l u r e :  r e l a t t v e l y  p o o r  p e r f o r m a n c e :  s a t i s f a c t o r y  
p e r f o r m a n c e ;  a  good p e r f o r m a n c e ,  and v e r y  good p e r f o r m a n c e . )  

Does t h e  p r o j e c t  h a v e  1 l n k a g e s  w l  t h  r e s e ~ r t ? h  i n s t 1  t u t l o n s  o r  
gove rnmen t  a g e n c l e s  I n  t h e  d e v e l o p l n g  c o u n t r l e s ?  Were t h e s e  
l l n k a g e s  fo rmed  I n  a  t i m e l y  manner?  A t  wha t  a d m l n l s t r a t l v e  l e v e l ?  

l l ave  p r o f e s s i o n a l s  f r o m  t h e  d e v e l o p l n g  c o u n t r i e s  p a r t l c l p e t e d  I n  
t h e  r e s e a r c h ?  Were h o s t  c o u n t r y  p e r s o n n e l  t r a l n e d  t h r o u g h  t h e  
p r o j e c t ?  What p r o b l e m s  were  e n c o u n t e r e d  I n  conducting r e s e a r c h  l n  
d e v e l o p l n g  c o u n t r l e s  u s i n g  l o c a l  l n s t l t u t l o n s  and researchers? 

Was t h e  p e r f o r m a n c e  o f  l o n g - t e r m  t e c h n l c a l  a s s l s t a n c e  a d e q u a t e ?  
Were t h e r e  d e l a y s  i n  f l e l d l n g  s t a f f ?  Were t h e  q u a l l f t c a t l o n s  and 
e x p e r i e n c e  o f  t h e  l o n g - t e r m  s t a f f  adequa te?  

Was t h e  s h o r t - t e r m  t e c h n l c a l  a s s l s t a n c e  u s e d  d u r l n g  t h e  p r o j e c t  
employed effectively? 

Was t h e  p r o j e c t  s c o p e  l a r g e  e n o u g h  t o  s c h l s v e  t h e  r e s t l l t s  
e x p e c t e d ?  Was t h e  p r o j r c t  l l f e  span l o n g  enough t o  p e r m l t  t h e  
p r o j e c t  t o  m a t u r e  and p r o d u c e  r e s t l l t s ?  

Was t h e  q u a l i t y  o f  t h e  r e s e a r c h  c o n d u c t e d  a d e q u a t e ?  Were t h e  
e x p e r l m e n t s  a d e q u a t e l y  d e s l g n e d  and c a r r i e d  o u t ?  

D i d  t h e  r e s e a r c h  make u s e  o f  I n t e r - d l s c l p l l n a r y  e x p e r t l s e ,  o r  was 
i t  c o n d u c t e d  a l o n g  n a r r o w .  d l s c l p l l n a r y  l l n e s ?  D i d  t h e  u s e  o f  a  
n a r r o w ,  d l s c l p l l n a r y  a p p r o a c h  a d v e r s e l y  a f f e c t  t h e  s u c c e s s  o f  t h e  
p r o j e c t ?  What f a c t o r s  contributed t o ,  o r  h l n d e r e d .  t h e  
l m p l e m e n t a t l o n  o f  an  i n t e r - d l s c l p l l n a r y  a p p r o a c h ?  

What u n e x p e c t e d  s l d e  e f f e c t s  have o c c u r r e d  as  a r e s u l t  o f  t h e  
r e s e a r c h ?  Has t h l s  l n f o r m a t l o n  been f e d  b a c k  i n t o  t h e  r e s e a r c h  
p rog ram? 

Was t h e  r e s e a r c h  p r o g r a m  o b j e c t i v e  t o  l n c r e a s e  t h e  s c l e n t l f l c  
know ledge  base ,  o r  c r e a t e  o r  i m p r o v e  a  g l v e n  t e c h n o l o g y ?  

Have t h e  r e s e a r c h  f l n d l n g s  been a d e q u a t e l y  d l n s e m t n e t e d ?  What 
mechenlsms h a v e  been  used  Tor t h l s  d l s s e m l n a t l o n ?  To whom h a v e  
t h e  T l n d l n g s  been d i r e c t e d ?  What have been t h e  c o n s t r a l n t s  t o  t h e  
use  o f  t h e s e  T l n d l n g s ?  

Has m l s s l a n  o r  r e ~ l o n a l  b u r e a u  ~ ~ t l l l z a t l o n  o f  p r o J e c t  r e s u l t s  been 
m o n l t o r e d ?  Have t h e  f l n d l n g s  been u s e d  I n  t h e  d e s l g n  and 
l m p l e m e n t a t l o n  o f  m lss lon -Tun r led  p r o J e c t s ?  Mas t h e  p r o j e c t  s e r v e d  
as  a J t ~ m p l n g - o f  T p o l n t  f o r  o t h e r  c p n t r a l l y  f u n d e d  p r o J e c t s ?  

Mas t h e  r e s e a r c h  d u p l l c a t e r l  o r  c o m p l e m ~ n t c d  o t h e r  AID-Tundnd 
p r o j e c t 8 7  Was t.here been r o o r d l n a t l o n  w i t h  r e l a t e d  s t , ud tcs?  

Uas A I D  p r o v l d e d  nrlequat.e s u p p o r t  t o  t h e  p r o J e c t ,  h o t h  a t  t h e  
m l s s l o n  nnd  c e n t r n l  l e v e l s ?  



ANNEX 11 

CHARACTERISTICS OF AID PROJECT EVALUATIONS 

A total of 131 evaluations were reviewed for the 48 projects 
in the sample. Of these, 103 were for the 39 mission- and 
regionally funded projects, and 28 were for the 9 centrally funded 
projects. These evaluations consisted of 48 Project Appraisal 
Reports (PARS), 44 Project Evaluation Summaries (PESS), 8 Audit 
Reports, 4 Impact Evaluations, 3 Project Review Summaries, and 24 
uncategorized reports (see annex 11, tables 1 and 2). The 
detailed characteristics of these evaluations are presented in 
annex 11, tables 3 and 4. 

The PES format replaced the standard PAR format for 
evaluations during 1977-78 and consequently represents more recent 
evaluations. Audit reports are undertaken by the inspector 
general's office in AID, and focus on financial and contractual 
problems rather than developmental issues. Most audit reports 
evaluated entire country programs or efforts in a given sector. 
Only two audits, that of Brazil's Agricultural Research Project 
and the Asia bureau-financed Asian Vegetable Development Center, 
focused solely on the agricultural research project involved. 
Three evaluations of centrally funded projects were Project Review 
Summaries. These are short, overall statements of project 
performance completed by the AID project monitor. 

Four of the mission- and regionally funded projects were the 
subject of impact evaluations (Guatemala, Food Production and 
Nutrition Improvement; ROCAP, Small Farmer Cropping Systems; 
Korea, Agricultural Research; and Thailand, Agricultural 
~esearch). Impact evaluations are not undertaken for centrally 
funded projects. These impact evaluations belong to a set of 
post-project evaluations currently being conducted by AID and 
coordinated by the Bureau for Program and Policy Coordination, 
Office of Evaluation (PPC/E). They focus on evaluating the impact 
of a project on a target group, and are among the most substantive 
evaluations in the sample. 

The uncategorized projects form two groups. Some are AID 
project evaluations that are not part of AID'S evaluation process. 
Examples include comparative project studies undertaken by 
academics, evaluations by other donors or host country agencies 
for their own purposes, and internal evaluations by contractors. 
However, some uncategorized evaluations are PESs (or attachments 
to PESS) whose summary sheets were either lost or never completed. 

Of the PESs, 36 covered regularly scheduled evaluations and 
only 8 covered "special evaluations". Theoretically, special 
evaluations are unscheduled reviews addressing a particular 
problem or need. Sometimes they are undertaken to provide 



recommendations for follow-on projects or to address problems or 
issues too urgent to delay until the next regularly scheduled 
evaluation. Another nine uncategorized evaluations were 
identified as "special unscheduled evaluations". 

In this study it was useful to divide evaluation documents 
into two groups based on the level of analysis and amount of 
information presented. The first group, "substantive" 
evaluations, included 22.1 percent of the evaluation documents. 
These evaluations described the project being evaluated in some 
depth and discussed in greater detail the implementation problems 
observed and their causes. The remaining 102 evaluations were 
classified as "monitoring" evaluations. They focused largely on 
ascertaining the conformity of project performance to input and 
output goals and providing recommendations to improve project 
management. Rarely did even the more substantive evaluations try 
to explain a given activity or project's success. Special 
evaluations were found to be no more substantive than regularly 
scheduled evaluations. 

The relatively small number of substantive evaluations in the 
sample is striking, especially since the availability of 
evaluative material was one of the project selection criteria. 
AID evaluation documents in general would probably contain a 
larger percentage of monitoring evaluations and a smaller 
percentage of substantive ones. 

The distinction between the evaluation process and the 
evaluation documents that result from that process should be 
noted, however. The lack of substantive evaluation documents does 
not necessarily mean the evaluations themselves were superficial. 
Often evaluation findings are verbally presented to the mission, 
host government, and implementing team, while the evaluation 
document is considered of secondary importance. 

The evaluative material on centrally funded projects was 
generally found to be less substantive than that of mission- and 
regionally funded projects. There are at least two reasons for 
this: 

' The guidance given by the Research Advisory Committee 
(RAC) to centrally funded projects may decrease the 
perceived need for formal AID evaluations as a management 
tool. 

The proximity and ease of communicatinr, between AID 
project managers and U.S.-based contractors, combined with 
the expertise of central bureau personnel, allow them to 
more closely monitor their projects and make recomrnenda- 
tions on a timely basis. 

Each of the sample' s centrally funded projects involved 
agricultural research conducted within developing ccuntries. 
Eight of the 29 evaluations (covering 6 of the 9 centrally funded 



.I 

Annex 11, Table 1. Characteristics of Mission- and Regionally Funded Project Evaluation Documents 

1 Where the cells are blank, the variable is 'not applicable' to that category of evaluation. 

2 Evaluations were divided into the 'eubstantive', 'non-substantive' categories depending upon 
the depth with which they dlsct~ssed the causes of the implementation problems or the reasons 
for the project's success. Non-substantive evaluations generally limited themselves to determining 
conformity to planned project goals and the provision of reco~laendations to improve project management. 

3 Evaluations wl~ich evaluated the research being done (e.g. technical soundnesu of design, quality of 
research coaducted, etc.) rather than only problems of administration and management. 

4 Evaluations which relied on AID'S logical framework to structure the presentation of the report. 
Only rarely was the logErame matrix itself presented in the evaluations. 

5 Projects in which a section providing 'lessons learned' was included, providing guldance to policy 
planners and project desiqners. 



Annex 11, Table 2. Characteristics of Centrally Funded Project Evaluation Documents 1 

I D r o l e c t  Appraisal Ileport (PAR1 

1 Pro jert Eva Laation Stlnunry (PC5 

I Pro jeck Revleu Srlnmnry 

1 Where the cells are blank, the variable ie 'not applicable' to that category of evaluation. 

2 Evaluations were dlvided into the 'eubetantlve; 'non-eubetantive' categories depending upon 
the depth with ul~ich they diecussed the cauaee of the implementation problems or the reasons 
for the project's success. Non-submtantive evaluations generally limited theneelvee to determining 
conformity to planned project goals and the proviaion of recommendatione to improve project management. 

3 Evaluatione which evaluated the research being done (e-g. technical soundness of design, quality of 
research conducted, etc.) rather than only problems of administration and management. 

4 Evaluations which relied on AID% logical framework to structure the presentation of the report. 
Only rarely was the logframe matrix itself presented in the evaluations. 

5 Projecta in which a section providing 'leasons learned8 was included, providing guidance to policy 
planner6 and project deeignere. 



projects) indicated country visits had been conducted. Some 
evaluations involved visits to the headquarters or campuses of the 
project implementers. Others were in-house evaluations, primarily 
by AID project managers themselves. 

The centrally funded projects gave relatively little atten- 
tion to problems entailed in conducting research in developing 
countries. More attention was given to research output, though 
only four of the evaluations contained substantive reviews of the 
research methodology and its implementation. 

On the other hand, only 12 of the 103 evaluations of mission- 
and regionally funded projects examined in detail the research 
actually being conducted from a technical standpoint (for example, 
the research program's technical soundness and whether it was 
professionally executed). Most evaluations concentrated on 
overall project administration and management problems. 

It is fair to say most evaluations focused on measuring 
inputs and the achievement of concrete project outputs. Few 
attempted to go beyond that. The analysis of project impact was 
essentially limited to the four impact evaluations included in the 
sample. Several project evaluations pointed to high levels of 
technology adoption as indications of project success. However, 
no attempt was made to distinguish between the effects of the 
project and those of other factors such as changes in price 
policies or the existence of other programs or projects. 

Only 26 evaluations contained a "lessons learned" section for 
policy planners and project designers. Likewise, only 17 
evaluations included the scope of work given to the evaluators. 
Though many evaluations contained a section on project evaluation 
methodology, they were generally uninformative. For example, in 
only 34 of the evaluations could it be determined whether or not 
the evaluation team had made a project site visit. Information 
was only rarely provided on the team's disciplinary composition, 
the number of person-weeks spent on the evaluation, or the source 
and amount of the evaluation's funding. Similarly, in only 16 of 
the evaluations could it be determined whether or not farmers had 
been interviewed during the evaluation process (in 10 cases they 
hat' and in 6 they had not) . 

Only 26 of the 44 Project Evaluation Summaries in the sample 
used AID'S logical framework (logframe) to structure the report's 
presentation. None of the impact evaluations and only 3 of the 24 
uncategorized evaluations used the logframe format. Project 
Appraisal Reports, on the other hand, were based on a variation of 
the log frame. In only a few cases was the Project Paper's 
logframe matrix actually included to guide the reader. In the 
evaluation process implied by logframe use, the key questions are: 

To what extent and how well the planned inputs yielded the 
planned outputs; 



To what extent the outputs contributed to the project's 
purpose; and 

To what extent the project purpose contributed to a 
national or sectoral goal. 

One difficulty with the logframe approach is defining the 
various components. Though inputs and outputs are relatively 
straightforward, there is little consistency among project designs 
in the levels or the degree of abstraction at which purposes and 
goals are set. The logframe's value also depends upon how well 
the evaluators understand it. A review of the purposes and goals 
sections of evaluations following the logframe shows they were 
often unable to measure progress towards purposes and goals. 
Sometimes it was simply too early to tell. In other cases, the 
progress towards transforming inputs to outputs was so slow that 
considering progress towards purposes and goals was judged 
unnecessary. In several other cases, the evaluators merely 
restated the outputs in the purposes section. 

Since the logframe is developed during project design, it 
reflects the planners' desire to obtain project funding. 
Consequently, expected outputs may be optimistic and purposes and 
goals exceedingly ambitious. Another consequence is khat the 
logframe may be written in overly general terms, incol'porating 
many currently fashionable "buzzwords." When this occurs, the 
logframe ceases to be a useful project evaluation guide. 

The number of evaluation documents per project varied 
significantly, Only 1 evaluation existed for 10 projects. 
Twelve projects had 2, evaluations; 15 had 3; 6 projects had 4 each ; 
4 had 5 evaluations; 'and 1 project had 7 evaluations. There are 
several possible reasons why the number of available evaluations 
vari~s : 

Some projects are older than others, and therefore could 
have been evaluated more often. 

Different project sizes, levels of actiyity, and so forth 
require differing degrees of evaluation. A large project 
would likely have had more evaluations than a small 
project, while some projects may be so small a formal 
evaluation is not justified. 

Periodic evaluations may be programmed into some project 
designs but not others, or there may be a full schedule of 
"periodic" evaluations that is not followed. 

Scme evaluations while undertaken, might never be written 
up and forwarded to ~ ~ ~ / ~ a s h i n g t o n .  



The management style of AID project monitors may affect. 
the need for the amount of evaluation conducted. Some 
project monitors use evaluations as a management tool. 
Others prefer to handle problems themselves.  his is 
especially important for technical projects such as 
agricultural research. The less technically qualified the 
project monitors, the more reliance they will place on 
outside experts to identify project faults and suggest 
remedies. 

Finally, 12 of the evaluations were undertaken as "terminal" 
or post-project evaluations. However, only 6 of these were 
substantive (4 of which were impact evaluations). The other six 
amounted to little more than reporting what took place-whether 
inputs were delivered and output levels achieved. 

Conclusion 

The data base of evaluation documents used in this report was 
limited to a single sector, agricultural research. Thus, it can 
be questioned whether inadequacies encountered in the evaluation 
documentation are specific to evaluations in that sector. Two 
characteristics of agricultural research projects separate them 
from other project types: 

Agricultural research requires a longer period than most 
other interventions to generate an observable impact on 
its ultimate beneficiaries, small farmers. Measuring the 
achievement of project purposes and goals may thus be more 
difficult than for projects with a shorter time horizon. 

' The technical specificity of agricultural research may 
make it more difficult to evaluate well. The evaluation 
of such projects requires special technical expertise and, 
since the pool of such experts is limited, may require the 
use of persons not as familiar with evaluation methodology 
and AID's information needs as AID would prefer. 

However, these two factors alone do not explain the 
weaknesses encountered in the reports generated by agricultural 
research project evaluations. 

The documents related to AID's agricultural research project 
evaluations are generally not very substantive. They only provide 
an imperfect picture of a project's overall performance. AID 
evaluation reports identify types of problems but rarely explore 
their causes or indicate which problems are critical to project 
success. The information presented in the evaluation documents is 
eclectic and there many be little correspondence between the 
attention given a problem and its relative importance. Nor do 
evaluation documents routinely provide information on activities or 
approaches that have worked, or discuss why they have worked. 



AID evaluation documents do not permit a comparative project 
analysis. In part this is due to the absence of standardized 
performance indicators (inputs, outputs, purposes, and goals) to 
measure project performance. Eloreover, these indicators will vary 
in quality. Evaluations do not include project characteristics 
and other basic information necessary for those unfamiliar with a 
project to understand it. Instead, evaluations are written for 
project staff and mission personnel acquainted with project 
components and objectives. Yet without such information it is not 
possible to ensure that comparable projects are being studied. 



Annex 11. Table 3: Evaluation Data: Hission and Regionally Funded Projec ts  

Log frame/ 5 Eval By 6 

Country/ Period Scope of Work Proj  
Project  No./ Evall Im- Au- Reg-j Spec$ Honi- Substan- Cover- Lessons Learned Hanagerl Spoke t o  
Project  Name Date PAR PES pact d i t  Other u l a r  c ia1  tor ing  t i v e  ed Technical Eva1 S i t e  Visit Farmers 

Yemen 2/75 75-3 
279-0018 
Sorghum Production 

Yemen 8/77 77-4 
279-0024 
Tropical F ru i t  

- - ~ - - -  ~ 

X Life S T Yes 

Yemen 5/77 77-1 
279-00 j0 
Sorghum/Hillet 

I t  8/80 T 80- 1 X X 7/78-7/80 Yes No F L 

Nepal 9 177 
367-0014 
Integrated Cereals 

X X 6/75-9/77 F Yes 

n 9/78 78- 1 X X 10/77-9/78 F L T Yes 



Annex 11. Table 3. (Continued) --- 

Country/ 
Project No./ 
Project Name 

Logframe/ 5 Eval By 
6 

Period Scope of Work Proj  
Eva1 Im- Au- Reg- Specb Honi- Substan- Cover- Lessons Learned Manager/ Spoke to  
Date PAR PES pact d i t  Other ular3 c ia1  toring t i v e  ed Technical Eva1 S i t e  V i s i t  Farmers 

S r i  Lanka 5/79 
383-0040 
Rice Research 

T Yes 

Bangladesh 2/78 
388-0003 
Agricultural Research 

78-2 X X 5/76-2/78 Yes 

n 10/78 X X 

P 
m-- -- 
(TI 

w 5/79 79-1 3 X X 3/78-5/79 

II  7/80 X X Life 

11 2/81 T X X Life 

Pakistan 4/76 
39 1-0296 
Agricultural Research 

X X X 1974-76 S T Yes No 



Annex 11. Table 3. (Continued) 

Logframe/ 
5 

Eval By 
6 

Country/ Period Scope of Work Proj  
Project  No./ Eva1 Im- Au- Specq Honi- Substan- Cover- Lessons Learned Manager/ Spoke t o  
Project  Name Date PAR PES pact d i t  Other u l a r  c i a 1  tor ing  t i v e  ed Technical Eva1 S i t e  V i s l t  Farmers 

Pakistar~ 1 1/78 
39 1-0296 
Agr~cu l tu ra l  Research 

Korea 
489-0705 
Agricultural Research 

#I 6/81 E X X Life  L T Yes Yes 

Phil ippines 
492-0280 
Ag Research 

T l ~ a l  land 8/81 E 
093-0160 
Ag Rcsearch 

X Life  Yes Yes L T 

Indonrsia 
437-0 198 
Ag Research 



Annex 11, Table 3. (Continued) - --- --- 

Country/ 
Project No./ 
Project tidme 

Logframe/ 5 Eval By 
6 

Period Scope of Work Proj  
Eva1 Im- Au- Reg-3 Spec- Uoni- Substan- Cover- Lessons Learned Manager/ Spoke to  
  at el PAR PES pact d i t  other2 u lar  cia14 toring t i v e  ed Technical Eva1 Site Visit Farmers 

Indonesia 12/77 78-3 
497-0198 
Agricultural Research 

Asia Reg. 12/75 
490-0212 
Asian Vegetable Dev. 
Cen . 

Morocco 12/68 X 
608-0058 
Cereals Production 



Anuex 1 1 ,  Table 3. (Continued) - 

Country/ 
Project No./ 
Project Name 

Logframe/ 
5 

Eval By 
6 

Period Scope of Work Proj 
Eva1 Im-- Au- Reg--, SpecG Honi- Substan- Cover- Lessons Learned Hanager/ Spoke to 
 ate' PAR PES pact dit Other ular cia1 tcring tive ed Technical Eva1 Site Visit Farmers 

Tunisia 7/69 X 
664-0205 
Ag Production-Cereals 

Doliv~a 2/71 X 
5 1 1-0364 
Cereals Development 

Bolivia 12/'16 
5 1 1-0455 
Ag Dev. Sector Loan 



Annex 11. Table 3. (Continued) --- -- 
Logframe/ 

5 
Eval By 

6 

Country/ Period Scope of Work Proj  
Project No./ Eva1 Im-  Au- Reg-3 SpecG Honk- Substan- Cover- Lessons Learned Hanager/ Spoke t o  
Project Name Date PAR PES pact d i t  Other u l a r  c ia1  toring t i v e  ed Technical Eva1 S i t e  Vislt Farmers 

Bolivia 8/77 77-3 
5 1 1-0455 
Ag. Dev. Sector Loan 

Bolivia 4/78 77-7 
51 1-01164 
Expl. Res on Farm Sys. 

Bollvia 11/78 78-5 
51 1-0727 
Coca Crop Substi tution 

X X 2/76-6/78 F S Yes No 

Brazi 1 11/73 73-18 
5 12-0283 
Agricultural Research 



Annex 11, Table 3. (Continued) -- 

Country/ 
Projcct  No./ 
Project  Name 

Logf rame/ 5 Eval By 
6 

Period Scope of Work Proj  
Eva1 Im- Au- Reg-j Specrj Hon'i- Substan- Cover- Lessons Learned Hanager/ Spoke t o  
 ate' PAR PES pact d i t  Other u l a r  c ia1  to i ing  t i v e  ed Technical Eva1 S i t e  V i s i t  Farmers 

Brazi 1 1/77 77-4 
5 12-0283 
Agricultural Research 

11 12/78 T X X X Life 

)I 1/78 T X X X Life 

Colombia 6/79 X 
519-0203 

+, Small Farmer Dev. 

X X 10/76-5/79 L H Yes 

II 6/80 T X X X 5/79-5/80 L T Yes Yes 

E l  Salvador 7/74 75-1 
519-0012 
Agricultural Dcvel. 

E l  Salvador 5/75 75-3 
519-0164 
Ag Ikv. Rcs. Educ. 
ExL. 



Annex 11, Tab le  3. (Continued) 

L o g f  rame/ 
5 

E v a l  By 
6 

Country/ Per iod  Scope o f  Work P r o j  
P r o j e c t  No./ Eva1 Im- Au- Reg-3 Spec- Honi- Substan- Cover- Lessons Learned Hanager/ Spoke t o  
P r o j e c t  Name Date PAR PES p a c t  d i t  Other  u l a r  c ia14  t o r i n g  t i v e  ed Techn ica l  Eva1 S i t e  V i s i t  Farmers 

Guatemala 6/77 77-5 
520-0232 
Food Prod. & Nut. Ocv. 

Yes Yes 

I. 10/80 E X X L i f e  L T Yes Yes 

H a i t l  
521-0076 
In teg .  A g  Dev 

Honduras 8/80 X 
522-0 133 
Agricultural Research 

11 5/81 X X X T Yes Yes - 

Nicaragua 1 /70 X 
52'8-007 j 
Ag Prod i Dlvers.  

IF* 



Annex 11, Table 3. (Continued) 

Logf rame/ 5 Eval By 6 

Country/ Period Scope of Work Proj  
Project No./ Evall Im- Au- Reg-3 Specg Honi- Substan- Cover- Lessons Learned Uanager/ Spoke t o  
Project  Name Date PAR PES pact d i t  Other u l a r  c ia1  tor ing  t i v e  ed Technical Eva1 S i t e  Visit Farmers 

Nicaragua 11/71 72-8 
524-0073 
Ag. Prod. & Divers. 

Uruguay 8/77 77-5 
528-0101 
Ag Research TA Loan 

Peru 6/78 78- 1 
527-0 149 
Soy & Corn Prod. 

ROCAP 12/80 E 
596-0064 
Small Farmer Cropplng 
Syst. 

X Life Yes Yes L T 

East A f r ~ c a  Region 2/72 /2- 1 
618-0644 
Animal & Crop Prod. 

Tanzania 
621-0107 
Aerlcultural Research 
---- - ----- ----- -Po- 



Annex 11. Table 3. (Continued) 

Country/ 
Project  No./ 
Project Name 

Logframe/ 5 Eval By 6 

Period Scope of Work Proj  
Eval, Im- Au- Reg-3 Spec$ Honi- Substan- Cover- Lessons Learned Hanager/ Spoke t o  
Date PAR PES pact d i t  Other u l a r  c ia1  tor ing  t i v e  ed Technical Eva1 S i t e  V i s i t  Farmers 

Tanzania 6/77 77-2 
621-0107 
Agricultural Research 

11 5/76 X X X ---- F S T  Yes 

II 8/78 X X X --- S Yes 

p Lesotl~o 10/80 80-8 
0 632-0065 

Farmlng Systems 

II 6/81 81-1 X X 4/78-8/81 F L Yes Yes 

Dotsuana 1 1 /79 X 
6 33-02 15 
l lor t icul tura l  Dcvel. 

X X 7/78-9/79 F L Yes 

Somalia 
64Y-0038 



Annex 11, Table 3. (Continued) 

Country/ 
Project No./ 
Project Name 

Logf rame/ 
5 

Eval By 
6 

Period Scope of Uork Proj 
Eva1 IIU- Au- Reg-3 SpecB Honi- Substan- Cover- Lessons Learned Hanager/ Spoke to 
Date PAR PES pact dit Other ular cia1 toring tive ed Technical Eva1 Site Visit Farmers 

Zaire 2/79 
660-0059 
North Shaba Haize 

X X 1975-2179 H Yes 

It 11/79 X X X 1975-11/79 L Yes 

11 11/00 X X 1975-80 Yes 
P 
cn 
ul 

Ethiopia lO/76 77-3 
663-0166 
Pulse Diversification 

Hauritania 5/80 80- 1 
682-0201 
Integrated Rural Devel 

X X 9/77-5180 Yes 

Niger 2/77 77-1 
683-020 1 
Cereals Project 



Annex 11, Table  3. (Continued) 

Log frame/ 5 Eval By 
6 

CounLry/ Per iod Scope o f  Uork P r o j  
P r o j e c t  No./ Eval, Im- Au- Reg- SpecB Honi- Substan- Cover- Lessons Learned Manager/ Spoke t o  
P r o j e c t  Name Date PAR PES pact  d i t  Other u l a r 3  c i a 1  t o r i n g  t i v e  e d  Technical  Eva1 S i t e  V i s i t  Farmers 

n 1 /78 X X X 2/77- 1 /78 Yes 

11 3/79 79-5 X X 1 /78-3/79 Yes Y e s  
- 
Senegal  
685-0201 
Cerea l s  Product ion 

1 T = Terminal Evaluat ion 
E = Ex Pos t  Evaluat ion 

2 Includes any eva lua t ions  t h a t  a r e  not i n  t h e  s tandard  Par  o r  Pes format. 

3 Hcgularly scheduled formal eva lua t ion .  

4 Unscheduled e v a h a t i o n .  

5 F = Logframe included. 

S = Scope of work included. 

L = Lessons learned s e c t i o n  included. 

T = Technical  a s p e c t s  of  research  evaluated.  

6 H = Evaluat ion conducted by P r o j e c t  Hnnager 

Yes/lIo r e f e r s  Lo whether o r  not  s s i t e  v i s i t  was conclucted. 



Annex 11, Table 4 ENaluation Data: Centrally Funded Projects 

!%b- * 
Project stantive ~~~/ 

Project No. Eval Review S g j -  Mi- Suhstan- Perid Technical Iesson 
Project thme Date PAR P B  S m r y  Audit Other toring t i v e  Wered EM1 Learned U x a  tions 

931 -0063 
Weed Control System 5/75 X X 6/73-3/75 
- 

" 9/77 X X X 4/76-7/77 F/L U 

4/81 81-39 X 9/79-4/81 C U S  

931 -0473 
p Vertebrate Pests 1/74 X X 1/73-1/74 
cn 
4 -- 

9 3  1 -OS2.S 
AgrrH3mn Research 
on Tropical Soils 11/74 X 



sib- Log- 
Project stantive frael 

Project No. Eva1 Review R q y -  Spqi- Mf- Suhstm Perid Technical Lesson 
Project thme [Bte PAR PES S m r y  M i t  Other lar la1 torlng t ive (bwred Eva1 Learned Irraticns 

931-0585 
.Soil Families 
Ikwai i 8/76 X X 6174-5/76 C U S  

- - -- -- 

F/L ~ u s  

931-0601 
Bendmark Soils 4/77 X C U S  

931461n 
N ~ixation/ 
Limi t ing factors 10/78 X 



931-1026 
Agri Mechanization 10/79 EIO-28 

Includes any evaluati- that are not in the standard PAR or PFS fonmts, 

2 
Regularly schedule formal evaluation 

5 1 = in-hoc~se evaluation 
C = country visit undertaken 
U = visit made to contractor headquarters (usually a university canpls) 
S = site visit mk to view research heing conducted 



. Was the I 

B a t t a r  Than S a t i s f a c t o r y  P r o j e c t  Performance 

! 

S a t i s f a c t o r y  

' Rarearch ~WIS  the 

Nepal 
S r i  Lanka 
Asia Reg. 
f ndonesia 
Guatemala 
Honduras 
ROCAP 
Tanzania 
Tuni s i a  

Small Farmer 
Constraints 
Addrassrd2 

Directed 
spec i f i ca l ly  
a t  Small 
Farmers 

In t ag  Ceraals  
Rice Rasearch 
Asian Veg. Dav. 
Ag. Rasaarch 
Food Prod. 6 Nut 
Ag. Rasearch 
Small Farm Crop 
Ag. Research 
Ag. Prod-Cereals 

A n d y ~ i S  of 
the Effect  of 
the Nev 
~echnof  o w 3  

Fmsearch Done 
on Crops Crovn 
By Small 
F ~ N ~ S  

P ro jec t  Performance 

Yamsn Sorghum Prod. 
Bangladesh Ag . Research 
Korea Ag. Raeearch 
Ph i l ipp ines  Aq. Research 
Bolivia Cerea ls  Dev. 
Bolivia Ag. Sec to r  Loan 
Braz i l  Ag. Research 
Nicaragua Ag. Prod r Divers. 
Eaat Aft  Animal 6 Crop Prod. 
Botswana IVS H o r t i c u l t u r a l  
Nf g a r  Cerea ls  Proj .  

' ~ h u e  t h e m  is no answer, the  question var not aCdressed in  any of the eva lwt rons  of :he projec t .  

2 ~ e r e  the  cons t r amta  Caced by small farmers iden+ified and addressed in the  design 9f the technolegy? 

3 ~ & s  there an attempt by the  researchers to  analyze the  e f f e c t  of the  new tachnoloqy on ~ 5 e  bonef ic iar ies?  

Lass Than S a t i s 5 a c t a w  P r o j e c t  Performance 1 

279-0024 Yemen Trop. 6 Subtrop. F r u i t  
279-0030 Yemen Sorqhum/Millat Imp, 
391 -0296 Pakis tan  Ag. Resaarch 
493-0180 Thai land Ag. Rasaarch 
311-0464 801 Lvi a Explor. Rer. Frn Sys. 
511-Q727 Bolivia Coca Crop Subst .  
51 4-0203 Colombia Small Farmar Dev. 
519-0012 E l  Salvador Ag. Development 
519-0164 E l  Salvador Ag. Res, Educ, E x t .  
52:-0070 H a i t i  In t ea .  Aq. Devel. 
52 7-0149 Peru Soy 6 Corn 
519-0101 Uruguay Ag. Research 
608-0008 Morocco Cereals  Prod. 
632-0060 Lesotho Farming Sys. Res. 
649-0030 Soma l i a  Ag. Services  
660-0059 Za i r e  M. Shaba !faire 

- - 
Inadaqua+* 

yea - - 
Yes 
No 
Yes - 
No - 
No 
Yes - - 

663-0166 Ethiopia Pulse Dive r s i f i ca t ion  
682-0201 Mauritania In t eg r .  Rural Dav. 
685-0201 Senegal Cerea ls  Prod. 1 :i: 

i 



Annex 1 2 ,  Table 2. Constraints and the Effec t  of New ~echnolocry~ 

B e t t e r  Than S a t i s f a c t o r y  P r o j e c t  Performance 

Nepal 
S r i  Lanka 
Asia Reg. 
Indonesia 
Guatemala 
Honduras 
ROCAP 
Tanzania 
Tunisia 

I n t e g  Cereals  
Rice Research 
Asian Veg. Dev. 
Ag. Research 
Food Prod. & Nut 
Ag. Rasearch 
Small Farm Crop 
Ag. Research 
Ag. Prod-Cereals 

S a t i s f a c t o r y  P r o j e c t  Performance 

Yemen 
Bangladesh 
Korea 
Ph i l ipp ines  
Bolivia 
Bolivia 
Braz i l  
Nicaragua 
East Afr 
Botswana 
Niger 

Sorghum Prod. 
Ag. Research 
Ag. Remearch 
Ag. Research 
Cereals  Dev. 
Ag. Sector  Loan 
Ag. Ra8earch 
Ag. Prod & Divers. 
Animal C Crop Prod. 
IVS H o r t i c u l t u r a l  
Cerea l s  P ro j .  

Less Than S a t i s f a c t o r y  P ro jec t  Performance 

Yemen 
Yemen 
Pakistan 
Thailand 
Bolivia 
Bolivia 
Colombia 
C 1  Salvador 
E l  Salvador 
H a i t i  
Peru 
Uruguay 
Morocco 
Lesotho 
Somalia 
Zai re  
Ethiopia 
Mauritania 
Senegal 

Trop. & Subtrop. F ru i t  
S o r g h u m / ~ i l l e t  Imp. 
Ag. Research 
Ag. Research 
Explor. R e s .  Frm Sys. 
Coca Crop Subst .  
Small Farmer Dev. 
Ag . Development 
Ag. Res, Educ, E x t .  
I n t eg .  Ag. Devel. 
Soy 6 Corn 
Ag. Research 
Cereals  Prod. 
Farming Sys. Res. 
Ag. Se rv ices  
N. Shaba Maize 
Pulse D i v e r s i f i c a t i o n  
I n t e g r .  Rural Dev. 
Cereals  Prod. 

md Relevant 
m-Fano 
Iesting 
londucted 

Yes 
Yes - 
Yes 
Yes 
Yes 
Yes 
Yes - 

N o  
Problem - 
~rob lemr  - - - - 

No - 
NO 

No 
Limited - - 

NO - 
Problams 

NO - - - - - - - 
No - 
NO 
Yes 

)id Farmers 
h r t i c i p a t e  i r  
:he Testing ol 
:he Technolog 

- - - - 
Yes 

In Par t  
Yes - - 

- - - 
Inadequate - - - 
Inadequate - - 
Inadequate 

- - - - - - - 
NO - - - - - - - - - - - 

War the  
Research 
Conducted on 
a Multidisci- 
p l inary   asi is^ 

Yes 
Yes 
Yes 
Yes 
Y es  
Yes 
Yes 

Problems - 

- 
Plannpd 
Yes - - - - 
No - - - 

NO - 
- - - - - 

Problems - - - - 
Problems - 

No - - - 

1 where there  is no answer, the  question was not addressed in  any of the evaluations of the project .  

2 Was the research undertaken in  the projec t  conducted on an in terd isc ip l inary  basis? 



Annex 12, T a b l e  3. Des ign  and I m p l e m e n t a t i o n  o f  t h e  R e s e a r c h  

Was The Resea rch  
Program Adequa te ly  

Designed and 
Implemen ted [21  

B e t t e r  Than S a t i s f a c t o r y  

Nepal 
S r i  Lanka 
Asia  Reg. 
I n d o n e s i  a  
Guatemala  
Honduras  
R O C A P  
Tanzan ia  
T u n i s i a  

P r o j e c t  P e r f o r m a n c e  

I n t e g  C e r e a l s  
R i c e  R e s e a r c h  
As ian  Veg. Dev. 
Ag. Resea rch  
Food P rod .  6 N u t .  
Ag. R e s e a r c h  
Smal l  Farm Crop 
Ag. R e s e a r c h  
Ag. P r o d - C e r e a l s  

S a t i s f a c t o r y  P r o j e c t  P e r f o r m a q h  - 
Yemen 
Bangladesh  
Korea 
P h i l i 9 p i n e s  
B o l i v i a  
B o l i v i a  
B r a z i l  
N ica ragua  
E a s t  Afr 
Botswana 
Niger  

Sorghum Prod .  
Ag. Reseaych 
Ag. R e s e a r c h  
Ag. Resea rch  
C e r e a l s  Dev. 
Ag. S e c t o r  Loan 
Ag. Resea rch  
Ag. Prod & D i v e r s .  
Animal & Crop P rod .  
IVS H o r t i c u l t u r a l  
C e r e a l s  P r o j .  

L e s s  Than S a t i s f a c t o r y  P r o j e c t  P e r f o r m a n c e  

279-0024 Yemen T r o p .  & S u b t r o p .  F r u i t  
279-0010 Yemen S o r g h u m / H i l l e t  Imp 
391 -0296 P a k i s t a n  Ag. R e s e a r c h  
493-0180 T h a i l a n d  Ag. Resea rch  
511-0464 B o l i v i a  E x p l o r  Res.  Frm Syn. 
51 1-0727 B o l i v i a  Coca Crop S u b s t .  
514-0203 Colombia S m a l l  Farmer Dev. 
519-0012 E l  S a l v a d o r  Ag. Development 
519-0164 E l  S a l v a d o r  Ag. Res ,  Educ,  E x t .  
521-0078 H a i t i  I n t e g  Ag Devel .  
527-0 149 Peru  Soy & Corn 
528-0101 Uruguay Ag. R e s e a r c h  
608-0008 Morocco C e r e a l s  P rod .  
632-0068 LesoCho Farming S y s .  Res. 
649-0038 Somal i a  Ag. S e r v i c e s  
660-0059 Z a i r e  N .  Shaba Maize 
663-0 166 E t h i o p i a  P u l s e  D i v e r s i f i c a t i o n  
682-0201 M a u r i t a n i a  I n t e g r .  R u r a l  Dev. 
685-0201 S e n e g a l  C e r e a l s  Prod.  

Ye3 
Yes - 
Yes 
Yes 
Yes 

P rob lems  
Yes 

- 
No 

Prob lems  
P rob lems  

No 

- 
Problems - 

N c, 

1 Where t h e r e  i s  no answer .  t h e  i s s u e  was no t  s p e c i f i c a l l y  
r a i s e d  i n  t h e  e v a l u a t i o n s  o f  t h e  p r o j e c t .  

2 Was t h e  r e s e a r c h  program a d e q u a t e l y  p l anned  o u t ?  Were t h e  
p r o b l e m s  s p e c i f i e d ,  and r e a l i s t i c  o b j e c t i v e s  s e t ?  Was i t  
a d e q u a t e l y  imp lemen ted?  Were t h e  a s s u m p t i o n s  made i n  t h e  
p r o j e c t  paper  w e l l  c o n c e i v e d  and r e a l i s t i c ?  



Annex 12. T a b l e  4 .  P r o j e c t  Scope And Time ~ r a m e c l l  

Seve re  
D e l a y s  
i n  I m p l e -  Scope o f  D e l a y s  i n  
m e n t a t i o n  P r o j e c t s  C o n s t r u c t i o n  

B e t t e r  Than S a t i s f a c t o r y  P r o j e c :  Pe r fo rmance  

i i e p a l  
S r i  Lanka  
A s i a  Reg. 
I n d o n e s i a  
Guatemala  
Honduras  
ROCAP 
T a n z a n i a  
T u n i s i a  

I n t e f l  C e r e a l s  
R i c e  9 e s e a r c h  
A s i a n  ;tg. Dev. 
Ag. Resea rch  
Food Prod.  h N u t .  
Ag. Resea rch  
S m a l l  f a r m  Crop 
Ag. Resea rch  
Ag. P r o d - C e r e a l s  

- 
Yes - 

S a t i s f a c t o r y  P r o j e c t  P e r f o r m a n c e  

Yemen 
Bang ladesh  
Ko rea  
P h i l i p p i n e s  
B o l i v i a  
B o l i v i a  
B r a z i l  
N i c a r a g u a  
E a s t  Afr 
Botswana 
N i a e r  

Sorghum Prod .  
Ag. Resea rch  
Ag. Resea rch  
Ag. Research 
C e r e a l s  Dev. 
Ag. S e c t o r  Loan 
Ag. Resea rch  
Ag. Prod.  L D i v e r s .  
A n i m a l  6 C r o p  Prod.  
IVS  H o r t l c u l t u r a 1  
C e r e a l s  P r o j .  

Ha r row  Scope 
S h o r t  Time Frame - 
S h o r t  Time Frame - - 

- 
Nar row  Scope 
O v e r a m b i t i o u s  - 

L e s s  Than S a t i s f a c t o r y  P r o j e c t  Pe r fo rmance  

279-0024 Yemen T r o p .  & S u b t r o p .  F r u i t  
279-0030 Yemen S o r g h u m / M i l l e t  Imp 
391 -0296 P a k i s t a n  Ag. Resea rch  
u93-0180 T h a i l a n d  Ag. Resea rch  
5 11 -0464 S o l l v i a  E x p l o r  Res. Frm 3 y s .  
51 1-0727 B o l i v i a  Coca C rcp  Subs t .  
5  14-0203 Co lombia  S m a l l  Farmer  Dev 
519-0012 EL S a l v a d o r  Ag. Deve lopment  
5  19-9 7511 E l  S a l v a d o r  Ag. Res, Educ,  E x t .  
521-0078 H a i t i  I n t e g  Aq D e v e l .  
527-9149 Pe ru  Soy L Corn ,  L x t .  
529-0101 Uruguay Ag. Research 
608-0008 Yo rcccc  C e r e a l s  Prod. 
632-00687 L e s o t h o  F a r m i n g  Sys.  Res. 
643-0038 Soma l i a  Ag. S e r v i c e s  
669-0059 Z a i r e  N .  Shaba Ma ize  
663-0166 E t h i o p i a  P u l s e  D l v e r s i f i c a t l o n  
682-5201 M a u r i t a n i a  I n t e g r .  R u r a l  Dev. 
685-0291 Senega l  C e r e a l s  Prod.  

Yes - 
Yes - 

- - 
S h o r t  Time Frame 

- 
Yes - 

- 
S h o r t  Time Frame - - - 

Yes - 
- 

Nar row Scope 

- - 
O v e r a m b i t i o u s  

1  Where t h e r e  i s  no a n s u e r ,  t h e  q u e s t i o n  was n o t  a d d r e s s e d  i n  
any o f  t h e  e v a l u a t i o n s  o f  t h e  p r o j e c t .  

2  C o n s t r u c t i o n  d e l a y s :  

1  No i n d i c a a t l o n  i n  e v a l u a t i o n  d o c u m e n t s  t h a t  m a j o r  
c o n s t r u c t l o n  was p l a n n e d .  P o o r  f a c i l i t i e s  w e r e  n o t  
i d e n t i f i e d  as  a c o n s t r a i n t  t o  r e s e a r c h .  

2  r N a j o r  c o n s t r u c t i o n  was p l a n n e d .  No d e l a y s  were  i n d i c a t e d  
i n  t h e  e v a l u a t i o n  documents.  

3 . P l a n n e d  c o n s t r u c t l o n  r a 3  d e l a y e d ,  b u t  t h i s  was n o t  
identified a s  a  s e r i o u s  c o n s t r a i n t  t o  t h e  r e s e a r c h  
program.  

= P lanend c o n s t r u c t i o n  was j e l y e d  and :he r c s e a r c h  program 
was a d v e r s e l y  a f f e c c e d .  



Annex 12, Table 5. P~rformance of A I D  Mission In Superrviaion of Agricultura).  Reaearch 
ProjectsCl] 

performance 
of us~ID/Misaion 
In  supervisionC21 

Bettcr Than Sa t i s f ac to ry  Pro jec t  Performance 

Hepa 1 
S r i  Lanka 
Aeia Reg. 
Indonss i a  
Guatemala 
Honduras 
ROCAP 
Tanzania 
Tuni sia 

Inteq Cereala 
Rice Research 
Asian Veg. Dev. 
Ag. Research 
Food Prod. 61 Nut .  
Ag. Research 
Small Farm Crop 
Ag. Research 
Ag. Prod-Cereals 

Sa t i s f ac to ry  Pro jec t  Performance 

Yemen 
Bangladesh 
Korea 
Phi l ippines  
Bolivia 
Bolivia 
Brazi l  
Nicaragua 
East Afr 
Botswana 
Niger 

Sorghum Prod. 
Ag. Research 
Ag. Research 
Ag. Research 
Cereals  Dev. 
hg. Sector Loan 
Ag. Research 
Ag. Prod G Divers 
Animal br Crop Prod 
IVS Ror t i cu l t u r a l  
Cereals Proj.  

Less Than Sa t i s f ac to ry  Pro jec t  Performance 

279-0024 Yamen Trop. & Subtrop. F r u i t  
279-0030 Yamen 9orghum/Millrt Imp 
391-0296 Pakistan Ag. Research 
493-0180 Thailand Ag. Research 
511-0464 Bolivia Explor Res. Pnn Sys. 
511-0727 Bolivia Coca Crop Subst. 
514-0203 Colombia Small Farmer Dev 
519-0012 E l  Salvador Ag .  Developmant 
519-0164 E l  Salvador Ag. R e s ,  Educ, Ext.  
521-0078 Ha i t i  In teg  Ag Devel. 
527-0149 Peru soy ti corn 
528-0103 Uruguay A g .  Research 
608-0008 Morocco Cereals Prod. 
632-0068 Lesotho Panninq Sy$. Res . 
649-0038 Somalia Ag. Services 
660-0059 Zaire N. Shaba Maf ze 
663-0166 Ethiopia Pulse Oivarsif  i c a t i o n  
682-0201 Mauritania In tegr ,  Rural Dev. 
685-0201 Sen tga 1 Cereals Prod . 

- - 
Probiems 
Problems 
Problems 

- 
Good 

0 

Good - 

Poor 
P o o r  - 

- 
eoor 
Poor 

0 

- 
Poor - 

- - - 
Problems 
Good 

1 Where t he r e  i s  no answer, the  question was not addressed i n  
any of the  evaluat ions  of the  project .  

2 Ifere there  any problems with t he  performance of  the  USAID 
mission i n  the  supervis ion of tha pro jec t s  i n  the  s a n p i ~ ?  



Annex 12, Tabla A .  Extension And The ~esearch /Extens ion  Linkase 

Weakness of 
Extanaion 
Agency and Link Betwean 
Other Rural Research and 

Inf ran t ruc tura  Extension 

Bet ta r  Than S a t i s f a c t o w  Pro jec t  Performance 

Nepal 
S r i  Lanka 
Asia Rag. 
Indonas i a  
Guatemala 
Honduras 
ROCAP 
Tanzania 
Tunisia 

Integ Cereals  4 

Rica Research 
Asian Veg. Dev. 
Ag. Research 
Food Prod. h Nut. 
Ag. Research 
Small Farm Crop 
Ag. Rasearch 
Ag. Prod-Cereals 

Sa t i s f ac to ry  Pro jec t  Performance 

Yamen 
Bangladesh 
Korea 
Philippinaq 
Bolivia 
Bolivia 
Brazi l  
Nicaragua 
East Af r 
Botswana 
Niger 

Sorghum Prod. 
Ag. Research 
Ag. Reraarch 
Ag. Reraarch 
Ceraals  Dev . 
~ g .  sector Loan 
Ag. Research 
Ag. Prod h Divers. 
Animal h Crop Prod. 
IVS Hor t i cu l t u r a l  
Ceraals  Proj .  

Less Than Sa t i s f ac to ry  Pro jec t  Perfonnanca 

Yemen 
Yemen 
Pakistan 
Thailand 
Boli v ia  
Bolivia 
Colombia 
E l  Salvador 
E l  Salvador 
Ha i t i  
Peru 
Uruguay 
Morocco 
Lesotho 
Somalia 
Zaire 
Ethiopia 
Mauritania 
Senegal 

Trop. h Subtrop, F r u i t  
Sorqhum/Millee Imp 
Ag. Research 
Ag. Research 
Explor R.8. Fm SyS. 
Coca Crop Subst. 
Small Farmer Dev. 
Ag. Davelopnent 
Age Reap E ~ u c ,  E x t .  
In teg  Ag Devel. 
Soy G Corn 
Ag. Research 
Ceraals  Prod. 
Farming Sys. Res. 
Aq. Services  
N. S h a h  Maize 
Pulse Divers i f ica t ion  
In tegr .  Rura14Dav. 
Cereals Prod. 

Adaqua t o  
0 - 
0 

Probloms 
VJea k - 
weak 
Weak 

- - 
s t rong  - 
Weak - - 
Weak - - 
Weak 

Weak 
Weak - - - 
Weak - 

Adaquate 
Weak 
Waa k 
Weak - - 
Weak 
fleak - - - 

Adequa t e 

1 Where there  i s  no answer, t he  question is n o t  addressed i n  any 
of the  pro jec t  evaluat ions  . 

2 Was the  weakness of the  extaneion se rv ice  or o the r  r u r a l  
servicea an impediment to p ro j ec t  success? 

3 Was the  l inkage between t he  research and extension bodies 
adequate to ensure dissemination of  the  research r e s u l t s ?  

4 The p r o j e c t  a t t empted  t o  s t r e n g t h e n  t h e  l i n k a g e  between 
research and extension. 

5 Prolec t  was a c t i v e  Ln f i v e  coun t r i s s  and the  s t r eng th  of the  
r n s t i t u t i o n a l  Linkages var ied.  



Annex 12, Table 7. 3ose Guwrnnunr Suoaor, to  Projacu L 

Bat te r  m a n  S a t i s f a c t o w  P ro f r c t  Prrformanca 

Nepal 
S r i  Lank& 
Asia Rag. 
tndonasia 
Guatemala 
Honduras 
ROCAP 
Tanzania 
Tunisia 

Inteq Corrals 
Rice Rasaarch 
M i a n  Vaq.  Dav. 
Ag.  Resrarch 
Food Prod. & Nut 
Ag. Research 
SmaLl Farm Crop. Sys. 2 

Ag. ~ r s a a r c h 3  
Ag.  Prod-Carrals 

Yauan 
Bangladesh 
Koru  
Ph i l i  ppines 
Bolivia 
Bolivia 
Brazi 1 
Nicaraqru 
East Afr 
Botswana 
Oiger 

Sorghum Prod. 
Aq.  I1msaarch 
Ag. Reraarch 
Ag. Rasaarch 
Carralr  Dav . 
Aq.  S e t o r  Loan 
Ag. Research 
Aq.  Prod (I Oivers. 
Animal t Crop Prod. 
NS Hort icul tural  
Caraals Pro j . 3  

Lass %an Sae is fac tow Project  Perfonnanca 

Ymnn 
Yanan 
Pakf s tan  
Thailand 
BolLvia 
Bolivia 
Colombia 
er Salvador 
E l  Salvidor 
Haiti 
?ON 
UW9'=Y 
Morocco 
Lauotho 
Somalia 
Zaire 
Ethiopia 
Mauri t a n i  a 
Sanegal 

Trog. & Subtrop. Fruit 
Sorghum/Millat Xmp. 
Ag. Rasrarch 
~ q .  ~eroarckd 
~ x p ~ o r .  ~ e s .  ~ n n  Syr. 
Coca Ctog Subst. 
Saul1 Farmer Dav. 
Ag. Developnant 
Aq. Rese Educ EX$ .4 
at-. Age D ~ v @ L  
Soy & Corn Ptod. 5 
Ag .  Rmsaarch 3 
Cerra l s  Prod .3 
Panning Sys. Rrs. 
~ q .  Servicmr 4 
t?. Shaba Mairr 
Pulsa Divrrr i2icat ion 
In t rq r .  Rural Dev. 
Carrals  Prod. 

- -- 

Rdequata 
;ovemment 
Support for 
( o r  Abi l i ty  
t o  Support) 
Pro jact 

Yes 
Yea 
Yes 
Yes - 
no 

Yea 
Yes 
Yes 

Yes 
Yes 
Yes 
Yes 
No 
so 
NO 
NO 
Yes 
Yes 
NO 



Annex 12, Table 8. Hanif es tations of Inadequate C o v c r n ~ n t  Support of ~ g r  icultural fiesearch proiectsl 

Government didn't assign counterparts, recruitment 
of sta EE delayed (inadequate counterpart salariee) 

Instability of implementing agency organizational 
structure or personnel -- 
Litt-le support for expatriate technical assistance 
personnel --- 
Jnadeqwa te or reduced implementing agency budget. 
Uncoordinated or unstable project funding/resource 
del Cvery 

I 
- -- - - 

Conflicting price, agency input policies (or absence 
of needed supporting policies I 
I Weaknesses in complimentary agencies (credit, ex tension, etc . ) not addressed 
No sl~pport for participant or in-service trailling -- 
Failure to provide statutory legitimation to 
i mpl ementing agency 
- -- -- 
Inadequate policy direction and definition of goals 
.- - 
111obLli ty to get implementation underway 

1 Includes only those projects for which inadequate host qovernment support was a concern. 



Annex 12, Table 9. Reasons for Tnadequate Government Support of Aqricultural Research projects1 

Bureaucratic Opposition with the Coverrnent 

1 Includes only those projects for which inadequate host government support vas a concern. 

Key Backers of the Project Leave or are Replaced 

Government Priorities Did Hot Match Project 
Priorities. Lw Government Priority on Research 
in Agriculture in General 

Change in Government Strategy 

Decrease in Urgency (e.g. Due to Cood Harvests) 

Resource Limitations 

Slow Startup Resulted in Government Disenchantment 

Failure to Involve Host Government in Project Design 

Increased Government Support not Explicitly Required 
By Loan 

Presumption of Continuing Availability of Foreign 
Expertise 6 Resources Lovered Perceived Urgency 

Other Donor Projects Competing for Scarce Resources 

X 



Annex 1 2 ,  Table 10. Coun te rpa r t  S h o r t a g e r l l ]  

B e t t e r  Than S r t l s f a o t o r y  P r o l e a t  Per fo rmanor  

Nepal  
S r i  Laaka 
A r l r  Reg. 
t n d o n o r l a  
Gua t rmr la  
Hondu r r r  
ROCI? 
T r n z r a i r  
T u n i s i a  

t n e r g  C e r e r l r  
R las  Rerearah 
A r l r n  Vag. Dav. 
A(. Re re r roh  
rood  wad. L nu t .  
A#. Re re r rah  
SmLL Fara  Crop 
A(. Raaearah 
Ag. Prod-Careala 

Y amen 
a l f t g l  a d e ~ h  
t o r  e r  
P h t l i p p i n a r  
B o l i v t a  
B o l t v i r  
A r r z l l  
H l o r r a g u r  
t a r e  A f r  
11otsuanr 
N i  l e r  

~um Prod. 
l e r e r r a k  
I e rea rcn  
I e r r a r a h  
11r Dev, 
l e a t o r  Lo rn  
l a rea roh  
'rod. L D l v r r r .  
11 z Crop ?rod. 
l o r t i a u f  t u r r l  
11s P r o j .  

Yes 
9 

0 

Yea 
0 

N 0 
Yes 

Lera Than S r c l r f a a t o r Y  r r o j e o t  Par?ormana, 

279-0029 I r e e n  Trap. L Subtrop.  F r u i t  Yea 
279-0030 Yemen S o r g h u m / n i l l e t  tap  ?as 

P rWls t rn  
T h a i l a n d  
B o l i v i r  
l o l l v t r  
Colomoia 
CL Salvador  
C1 S a t r r d o r  
Ha l  t i  
Peru 
Uruguay 
noroaao 
Lasotho 
Somr l i a  
Z a i r e  
~ t h i o p  1 a  
H r u r i t r n i a  
Sonegr l  

A t .  Researoh - 
Ag. Raaesrak - 
Z x 9 l o r  l ea .  F r q  S y s ,  .. 
Coar Crop Sub r t .  Yay 
Saa11 f r r m r r  Dev. - 
A(. Devahpm8at  9 

Ag. t a r ,  EPua. t x t .  Yes 
I n e r g  As D e v r l .  9 

Soy f Corn Prod. - 
A(. Re re r roh  Yes 
Co re r1  r Prod. Tor 
Farming Sya. Rer. Yea 
Ag. S e r v i a r r  Yes 
N. Shabr Maize 0 

Pul  r e  D i v e r r i f l a r t i o n  - 
t n t e g r .  l u r a l  3ev. No 
C e r e r l r  Proa. No 

- 
S a l a r i e s  Not 
S u r t 8 t n r O l e  

1 Uhere t h e r e  i s  no answer. t h e  q u e r c l o n  war n o t  a d d r r w e d  Ln 
any o f  t h e  p r o f o o t  a v a l u a t i o a r .  

2 Y r r  t h a r c  a  r h o r e a g e  o f  h a r t  a o u n t r y  o o u n t e r p r r t s  f o r  
a x p r t r l a t e  t e a k n i c l a n r ?  

3 U8re the  r a l a r i e r  o f  a o u n t e r p r r t s  and r e t u r n e d  p a r t i c t p a a t  
t r a i n e a r  r u f l l a i r n t  t o  ensure t h e i r  aon t i nued  p a r t i a l p a t i o n  i n  
t h e  2 r o f r c t ?  



Annrx 12. Table 11, Perfomanor 01' Ihe Par t ic ipant  Training Progrms O f  The 
Profeats I n  The Samole~ 7 1  

Perfommae o f  
Par t i c ipan t  
Training 

Program (21 

Bet ter  Than Sat ls faatorv  Projeat Performance 

i n t  y Cored3 
Ria* Researah 
Asian V y .  Dev. 
Ag. Researoh 
Food Prod. 6 Hut. 
Ag. Researoh 
& a l l  Farm Crop 
Ag. Rowarah 
A(, Prad-Cereils 

Sa t i s faa tow Projeat Performance 

Y e a r n  
B l n # l r d @ d  
Korea 
Phi l ippines 
Bo l i v i a  
B o l i  v f  a 
B r a z i l  
niaaragua 
E a t  Afr 
Botswana 
Niger 

Sorghum Prod. 
Ag. Reaerrah 
Aq(. Researah 
Ag. Researah 
CorerSs Dev. 
I#. Seetor L08n 
bg. Reseuah 
Ag. Prod 6 Divers. 
&fall L Crop Prod. 
IVS  Hort iauf  t u r d  
Carerla Pro j . 

Less Than S r t i s f a a t o m  Profeat Performance 

279-0024 Ymea trop. & Subtrop. F r u i t  
279-0030 Ymra SerghumiMillet b ~ p  
3914296 Pakistan A@. Resouah 
P93-0180 T h U a n d  As. Remarah 
51 14P6U Bo l i v i a  Erp lo r  HIS. Fm. Sya. 
911-0727 Bo l i v la  C a  C,iqa Subst.  
5 1 4-0203 C o l a b i a  ,5.8ll Fanner Dev. 
51 9-0012 U S a l v d w  Ag. Dovelopent 
519-4164 El. Salvador Ag. Rer, &duo, Ext. 
921-0078 lfri t i  I n t y ,  Ag. Devel. 
52Y4 149 Pwu  Soy 6 Corn 
528-01 0 1 Urugwy Ag. Researoh 
608-0008 lloroaao C.re8ls Prod. 
632-0068 Lesotko Farming Sys. Rer. 
549-0038 Sam l i a  Ag. Serviaes 
660-0059 Zaire M. Shaba t 4 8 i t ~  
64341 66 Ethiopia P u l u  D i w r s i  f i a r t i o n  
6824201 h u r i t a n i a  In teqr  . RluraL Dev. 
685-0201 Senegal Cored:, Prod. 

OK 
k l a y d  

Suaaesrful 
og 

Suaoesaful 

0 

res 

0 

Delayed 
Yes - 

0 

Unsuaaessful 
Unsuaa e ss f u l  - 
Succes~ fu l  
Delayed 
Unsucessful - 
Unsuaaessful 

1 Uhere there i s  no msww, the question * a s  not addressed i n  
ariy o f  tho e v d w t i o n s  o f  tho projdut.  

2 Was the p a r t i a i p a n t  t r a i n i n g  program suocess fu l  o r  not? 
'Dolayedm general ly indicates that,  whi le suaaessful, progress 
U88 sldW ot S u e u p  Ws delayed. 



fact&vm- Deby or 
IlubWty 

atrkta ta Piold 
eueh 810.trkta 

hu 'ham 

Bettar  Than S a t i s f a c t o w  Pro jec t  Parformrrnce 

367-0114 Napal Integ Caraals - tll.htuty 
383-0040 S r i  Unka Rice Reraarch - Yas 
498-021 2 Asia Rag. Aaian Vog, Dev. - - 
497-0198 Indonesia Ag. Raraarch Good - 
520-0232 aua tmala ~ o o d  Prod. I Nut Good - 
S22-0339 Honduras Ag. Raraarch - - 
596-0064 ROCAP Snul l  Farm Crop - Datay. 
621-0107 Tanzania Aq. Raraarch poor DeL.~s/fiub 
664-0205 Tunir ia  Ag. Prod-Careals - - 

Profect  Porformanca 

Y a m  
Bangladesh 
Korea 
Phi l ippinas  
Bolivia 
Bolivia 
Brazi 1 
Jlicaragua 
E & l t  Afr 
B o t m n a  
Nigar 

Sorghum Prod. 
Aq. Rasaarch 
Ag. R a r u r c h  
Ag. Rarearch 
Caraals Dmv. 
Ag. Sactor  faan 

Rararrch 
~ g .  Prod I ~ i v a r s .  
Animal I Crop Prod. 
NS HorticulturaL 
Cereal r Proj  . 

Less Tttan $ a t i s f a c t o r y  Pro jec t  P m r f o m n c e  

273-0024 Yman Trop. I Subtrop. F r u i t  
279-0030 Y m a n  Sorghum/UilLat Itup. 
391-0296 P ~ k i s t a n  Ag. Raaaarch 
493-0180 Thailand Ag. Reraarch 
511-0464 Boiivia ~ x p l o r .   as. ?rm sys.  
511-0727 Boli.via C O C ~  Crop Subet. 
514-0203 Colmbia Small Fanner Dav. 
919-0012 El Salvador Ag. Developnent 
519-0364 E l  Salvador Ag. Re., educ, me. 
521-0078 Hai t i  Integ.  Ag. Oavel. 
527-0349 Peru Soy I Corn 
S28-0101 uruguay Ag. Research 
608-0008 ~ o r o c c o  Ceraals Prod, 
632-0068 Lasotho Farming Syr. ~ms. 
649-0038 Sonulia W. SetvFcar 
660-0059 Zaire  M. ahaba f4aize 
663-0166 Ethiopia Pulra Divars i l i ca t ion  
682-0201 Uauritani a Int-r. Rural ~ e v .  
685-0203 Senegal Cereals Prod. 

bod - 
Poor - 
bod - 
CO0d 

Pr0bl.n - - - 

- 
Good 

t h . r m  t. no -t, the - r u n  v u  not ia my o i  a m  am~utions of projact. 

4 ~ u f o ~ a  of  tha cantractor (e.p. r univadsty, private &welo-t f im,  rcc.) fn  w.gfng cha proja- 
(U 0QPQHd UI pUf- o f  UM C h 1 d . d  by dl. C~ntZrCtOt). 



Annex 12 , Table 13 . Problems With Procurement 

Problems 
With 

Procurement 

Be t te r  Than Sa t i s f ac to ry  Pro jec t  Performance 

367-0114 tlepal 
383-0040 S r i  tanka 
498-0212 Asia Rag. 
497-0198 Indonesia 
520-0232 Guatunala 
522-0139 Honduras 
596-0064 R O W  
621-0107 Tanzania 
664-0205 Tunisia 

Sa t i s f ac to ry  

In teg  Cereal 
Rice Research 
Asian Vag. Dev. 
Ag. Research 
Food Prod. & Nut. 
Ag. Research 
Small Farm Crop 
Ag. Research 
Ag. Prod-Cereals 

Pro jec t  Parfonnance 

Yemen 
Bangladesh 
Koraa 
Phi l ippines  
Bolivia 
Bolivia 
Brazil 
Nicaragua 
East Afr 
Cotswana 

Sorghum Prod. 
Ag. Research 
Ag. Research 
Ag. Research 
Cereals  Dev. 
Ag. Sector  Loan 
Ag. Research 
Aq. Prod & Divera. 
Anfnul L Crop Prod. 
IVS Hort icul tura  1 

L e s s  Than Sa t i s f ac to ry  Pro jec t  Performance 

279-0024 Yemen Trop. & Subtrop. F ru i t  
279-6030 Ymen Sorghum/Millet Imp 
391-0296 Pakistan Ag. Research 
493-0180 Thai land Ag. Research 
511-0464 Bolivia Explor Res. Frm Sys. 
511-0727 Bolivia Coca Crop Subst. 
514-0203 Colombia Small Fanner Dev. 
519-0012 E l  Salvador Ag. Davelopnent 
519-0164 E l  Salvador Ag. Ron, Educ, Ext. 
521-0078 Haiti  Integ.  Ag. Devel. 
527-0149 Peru soy r Corn, Ext. 
528-0101 Uruguay Ag. Research 
608-0008 Morocco Cereals  Prod, 
632-0068 Lesotho Fanning Sys. Res. 
649-0038 Somalia Ag. Services  
660-0059 Zaira  N. Shaba Maize 
663-0166 Ethiopia Pulse Divers i f ica t ion  
682-0201 Mauritania In tegr .  Rural Dev. 
685-0201 Senegal Cereals Prod. 

No 
S l i g h t  

No - 
0 

No 
Yes 

- 
No 
Yes 
No 
Ye 8 
Yen 
0 

No 
0 

Yes 

Yes - 
Yes - 
Yes 
Yes 
Yas - 
0 

Yes 
NO 
No 
Yes 

1 flhere t he r e  is no answer, the  queution was not  addressed i n  
any of of t he  p ro j ec t  evaluations7 

2 Were t he r e  any problems with procuring equipment and mater ia l s  
necessary fo r  p ro j ec t  implanentatian? 



ANNEX 13. SCOPE OF WORK 

Background 

The Studies Division is in the process of conducting a series of impact 
evaluations in the Agricultural Research SEctor. The Contractor is being 
requested to identify the set of projects which comprise the Agency's agricul- 
tural research portfolio, using data available in AID'S automated information 
systems and documentary data sources; and, locate and review evaluations of 
projects providing a pattern analysis of evaluation findings about what works, 
what does not work, and why, identifying trends in AID program activities in 
an historical context, and noting the recurrent problems that require further. 
in-depth study. This information will be used in carrying out impact evalua- 
tions and will contribute to the overall sector summary paper. 

ARTICLE I - TITLE 
Agricultural Research Evaluation, No. 930-0085. 

ARTICLE I1 - OBJECTIVE 
To conduct a series of impact evaluations in the 

Sector. 

ARTICLE I11 - STATEMENT OF WORK 

Agricultural Research 

The Contractor shall determine the number of projects associated with 

agricultural research sector, using data available in PPC/E/S from the Agency's 

various information systems. Where necessary, the Contractor shall resort to 

searches of documentary data sources for help in identifying projects. Projects 

will span 30 years of AID'S involvement in agricultural research. The 

Contractor shall prepare tables which group projects by bureau and country, 

indicating whether projects are completed/terminated, ongoing, or planned; and, 

listing projects by name and number, indicate the duration and level of funding 

for each. 

The Contractor shall extract information relating to AID-Financed agricul- 

tural research projects to serve as a basis for forming judgements and hypo- 

thesis about program and project efficiency 2nd performance, effectiveness in 

reaching stated objectives, and impact on development goals. The Contractor 



shnll identify recurring program strategies, project characteristics, 

evaluation recommendations or lessons learned which can be associated 

with desired project purposes and goals. The Contractor shall also 

tentatively assess whether causal relationships can be established between 

program interventions and program impacts and benefits. 

ARTICLE IV - REPORTS 
The Contractor shall prepare a report to include rhe following: 

A. Detailed item-by-item listing of agricultural rerearch projects 

by bureau, country, project number, project name, ecc.; 

Be Summary, giving total completed/terminated, total onkoing, and 

total planned projects by bureau, and stating level of funding 

in ea& category; 

C. Annotated summary of contents of evaluations used, arranging 

information for purposes of subsequent analysis, and including 

justification of the relevance of selected sample; 

D. Recornendations for criteria to be used in grouping factors in 

specific patterns related to project effectiveness and impact; 

E. Analysis of selected program evaluations based on Lhese criteria 

which develops groupings of program characteristics which can 

be associated with program performance; 

F. Assessment of adequacy of evaluations; and 

G. Summary statement of the major factors likely to be mainly 

responsible for influencing program effectiveness in agricultural 

research. 



ANNEX 14: THUMBNAIL SKETCHES OF PROJECTS IN THE SAMPLE 

The information contained in the thumbnail sketches that 
follow was drawn from the project evaluations, congressional 
presentations, and the project design information provided by 
AID'S Office of Development Information and Utilization's 
computerized systems. Information on project duration, amount 
obligated, amount expended, and status are taken from the Project 
Accounting and Information System (PAIS) and are current through 
the first half of FY81. Projects listed as "completed" were 
concluded as scheduled. Those listed as "terminated" were 
concluded prior to the scheduled ending date. Some projects are 
listed as "active" even though the completion date has past and 
funding been largely expended. The completion of long-term 
participant training, continuing negotiations for future funding, 
and so on may explain this "active" status. 



Country: 
Project Name: 
Project Ncsber: 
Duration: 
Amount Obligated: 
Amount Expended: 
Status : 

Yemen Arab Republic 
Sorghum Production 
279-0018 
FY 1973-78 
$257,000 
$2S7,OOO 
Completed 

Summary 

The Sorghum Project's objectives were to identify improved sorghum 

and millet varieties, develop complementary improved production practices, 

and train Yemeni professionals in adaptive research techniques. The 

research was conducted on research stations in each of the three principal 

ecological zones in the country. Participant trainees were sent to a 

seven month sorghum training program at the Arid Lands Agricultural 

Developmant (ALAD) facilities in Beirut. Other staff received in-service training 

in Yemen. Technical assistance was provided by International Voluntary 

Services. 

Exoerience 

Several varieties were identified that were two to three times more 

productive than local varieties under experimental conditions. However, they 

had not yet been adequately tested under local fanner conditions, and a package 

of accompanying cultural ptactices was not identified. A folloron project 

(sorghum and Millet Crop Production, 279-0030) was supposed to complete the 

task. The primary difficulties experienced by the project were connected 

with participant training and the delivery of comnodities. Though the trainees 

were well motivated and willing to work and learn, their weak academic and 

technical background made it difficult Eor them to capitalize on the training. 

The performance of ALAD in providing participant training, as well as the 

contractor in providing on-the-job training, was considereri excellent. The 

performance of the U.S. procurement agency was poor. Many itams did not arrive 

until the last six months of the project's life, and some items never arrived. 



Country: Yemen Arab Republic 
P r o j e c t  Nuna: Tropica l  and Subt rop ica l  F r u i t  Improvument 
P r o j e c t  Number: 279-0024 
Durrt ion: N 1976-81 
Amount Obligated: $1,9O3,000 
Amount Expended: $1,570,000 
S ta tue :  Active 

Sulmaery 

This  p r o j e c t  aimed a t  increas ing  t h e  production of h o r t i c u l t u r a l  

products i n  Yemen through 1 )  the  des ign  and im~lementa t ion  of research ,  

m u l t i p l i c a t i o n ,  and extension a c t i v i t i e s ,  and 2) t h e  provision of  

a s s i s t a n c e  t o  t h e  government i n  the  c r e a t i o n  of a  National H o r t i c u l t u r a l  

Research and P lan t  Propagation Center ,  capable of ca r ry ing  on t h e  activities 

of t h e  p r o j e c t  a f t e r  i ts  terminat ion.  The core  o f  the projecc was 

research ,  t h e  in t roduc t ion  and t e s t i n g  of s u p e r i o r  t r e e  v a r i e t i e s  and 

c u l t u r a l  p r a c t i c e s .  Two research s t a t i o n s  were planned. One was f o r  

s u b t r o p i c a l  deciduous t r e e s  i n  the  Northern Uplands and another  was f o r  

c i t r u s  and t r o p i c a l  Emits i n  the  cr:rral lowlands. I t  was not intended 

i n  t h e  p r o j e c t  des ign  t h a t  t h e  p r o j e c t  would include a  formal ex tenr ion  

program. A t r a i n i n g  program, geared towards providing both academic 

and p r a c t i c a l  t r a i n i n g ,  was planned a s  p a r t  of t h e  p r o j e c t  's ' i n s t i t u t i o n a l  

development' a c t i v i t i e s .  

Experience 

The implementing cont rac t  f o r  t h e  p r o j e c t  was not signed u n t i l  

10 months a f t e r  t h e  Pro jec t  Agreemmt, and t h e  team was not i n  p lace  and 

Functioning u n t i l  almost 20 months a f t e r  t h a t .  This l e f t  on ly  11 months 

before the  p r o j e c t  was t o  end. Conoequently, i t  war necessary t o  extend 

the  pro jec t  for  another  20 months t o  permit some time for  a c t u a l  implementation. 

The delay led t a  a  l o s s  of c r e d i b i l i t y  and a re luc tance  on the par t  of 

the government t o  comm.it resources t o  t h e  p r o j e c t .  A lack of counte rpar t s  

t o  e x p a t r i a t e  personnel and a  lack of candida tes  f o r  t r a i n i n g  were 

s e r i o u s  problemr. The c o n t r a c t o r ' s  c a p a b i l i t i e s  a s  an i n s t i t u t i o n  were 

l i m i t e d ,  and it had t rouble  i d e n t i f y i n g  s u i t a b l e  candidates  f o r  and 

backstopping i ts  f i e l d  team. Both of  t h e  s i t e s  a l l o c a t e d  t o  the  p ro jec t  

f o r  the  c o n s t r u c t i o n  of research s t a t i o n s  had s e r i o u r  disadvantages.  One 

was fac ing  encroachment by urban iza t ion ,  while the  o t h e r  was too i s o l a t e d .  

F i n a l l y ,  the  government's p r i n c i p a l  i n t e r e s t  i n  the  p ro jec t  was short-term 

d issemina t ion ,  r a t h e r  than the  long-term t e s t i n g ,  of imported t r e e  v a r i -  

e t i e s .  This  was a t  var iance with the s t a t e d  o b j e c t i v e s  of the p r o j e c t .  



Country: Y m e n  
Pro jec t  Nome: Sorghum and Mi l le t  Crop Improvement 
Pro jec t  Number: 279-0030 
Duration: FI 1976-81 
AmountObligsted: $3,300,000 
Amount Expended: $2,894,000 
S ta tus :  Active 

Summary 

The Sorghum and M i l l e t  Crop Improvement P r o j e c t  was a f o l l o r o n  t o  

the  Sorghum Production P r o j e c t  ( 279-0018) . I t s  o b j e c t i v e  was t o  e s t a b l i s h  

a n a t i o n a l  coordinated sorghum/millet improvement program, involving the  

i n e t i t u t i o n a l i z a t i o n  of research  capac i ty  i n  Yemen. The pro jec t  included 

t h e  establ ishment  of research  s t a t i o n s ,  t h e  provision of t echnica l  

a s s i s t a n c e ,  the  t r a i n i n g  of  Yemeni p a r t i c i p a n t s ,  and provision of  commodities. 

The Universi ty  of Arizona and I n t e r n a t i o n a l  Voluntary Serv ices  provided 

technica l  a s s i s t a n c e .  The Ministry o f  Agr icu l tu re  (MOA) waa the government Is 

implementing agency. 

Experience 

Three years  i n t o  implementation an eva luac ion  of  t h e  p r o j e c t  

charac te r ized  it a s  very unsuccessful ,  with almost no v i s i b l e  progress toward 

pro jec t  goa ls ,  purposes, o r  even ou tpu ts .  This  was a t t r i b u t e d  t o  poor p r o j e c t  

design and poor implementation by the c o n t r a c t o r s ,  hos t  government, and t h e  

A I D  mission. There vere  lengthy de lays  in  F i l l i n g  t e c h n i c a l  a s s i s t a n c e  

poats. Ult imately,  t h e  c o n t r a c t o r s  concentrated en only one Eacet of the 

p r o j e c t ,  sorghum breeding,  and neglected o t h e r  avenues oE research which 

might have proven more product ive in  the  s h o r t  term, e . g ,  research on d i s e a s e ,  

pest  and veed c o n t r o l ,  c u l t u r a l  p r a c t i c e s ,  and water  management. N i l l e t  

research was almost t o t a l l y  neglected.  For i t s  p a r t ,  t h e  p r i o r i t y  of the  

government was on wate r  reaource development and management. It was l e s s  

i n t e r e s t e d  i n  sorghum product ion,  a s  t h e  crop was decreasing in  importance 

in  the face of increas ing  demand for  wheat. The XOA d id  not f u l f i l l  i t s  

:omitment t o  supply s u i t a b l e  p a r t i c i p a n t s  f o r  t r a i n i n g  o r  count2rpar:s. Nor 

d id  it cover the  c o s t s  of l o c a l  employees, bu i ld ing  m a t e r i a l s ,  o r  f e r t i l i z e r  

and o t h e r  inputs .  O f  the  417 person months of p a r t i c i p a n t  t r a i n i n g  planned, 

only 12 had been c a r r i e d  o u t .  This was because of the shortage sf a v a i l a b l e  

candidates  wi th in  t h e  MOA having the r e q u i s i t e  s k i l l s .  The pro jec t  was 

even tua l ly  incorporated a s  a subproject  of t h e  A g r i c u l t u r a l  Development 

Support Pro jec t  (279-0052), with g r e a t e r  emphasis an  ex tens ion ,  t r a i n i n g ,  

water management, seed product ion,  and c u l t u r a l  p r a c t i c e s .  



Country: Morocco 
Pro jec t  Name: Cereals  Production 
Pro jec t  Numbrr: 608-0058 
Duration: FY 1968-78 
Amount Obligated: $1,590,000 
Amount Expended: $1,590,000 
S ta tus :  Completed 

S u m a r y  

The Cereals  Product ion Pro jec t  ai.med a t  increas ing  the  annual wheat 

production i n  Morocco. P r o j e c t  o b j e c t i v e e  included: 1 )  increased use of  

f e r t i l i z e r ,  2 )  t h e  i n t r o d u c t i o n  and developn~ent of high y ie ld ing  v a r i e t i e s ,  

e s p e c i a l l y  dwarf Mexican wheat, 3 )  an expansion of  t h e  product ion and use of 

high q u a l i t y  seed,  4)  t r a i n i n g  of Moroccan w h a t  s c i e n t i s t s ,  ex tens ion  

technic ians  and ax tens ion  agents ,  5) t h e  t r a i n i n g  O F  farmers through an 

a g r i c u l t u r a l  extension program, and 6) t h e  expaneion of t n r  a g r i c u l t u r a l  

c r e d i t  program t o  farmers who could e f f e c t i v e l y  use  f e r t i l i z e r  and high 

q u a l i t y  seed and fol low t h e  recommended p r a c t i c e s .  The p r o j e c t  focused on 

medium- and la rge-sca le  fa rmerr ,  with t h e  goal  o f  t r a n s f e r r i n g  techniques t o  

o t h e r  farmers, once they were ten ted  and approved. Technical  a s s i s t a n c e  was 

provided by CIMMYT and t h e  Near East Foundation. 

Experience 

The major problem faked by t h i s  p ro jec t  was inadequate government support ,  

manifestad by a f a i l u r e  t o  provide technica l  personnel ,  Eunds, equipment, and 

a t t e n t i o n  a t  high l e v e l s  w i t h i n  the Ministry o f  Agr icu l tu re  t o  t h e  p r o j e c t .  

For example, the  government d i d  not agree with the  ' counte rpar t  t r a i n i n g 1  

approach. I pre fe r red  t o  have the  e x p a t r i a t e s  do t h e  research while Moroccans 

were s tudying abroad. Upon r e t u r n i n g ,  the  fo re ign  technic ians  would be withdrawn 

and the  Moroccan e x p e r t s  would take over .  However, candida tes  f o r  p a r t i c i p a n t  

t r a i n i n g  with s u f f i c i e n t  q u a l i f i c a t i o n e  were not a v a i l a b l e  i n  the  numbers 

required.  These problems c a l l e d  i n t o  ques t ion  the  s u s t a i n a b i l i t y  of the p ro jec t  

3ud the  a b i l i t y  o f  t h e  Noroccan government t o  c a r r y  on t h e  research  a f t e r  the  

end of the  p ro jec t .  



Country: Tunir i d  
Project  Name: Agricultural  Production- Cereals 
Project  Number : 664-0205 
Durat ion: FY 1970-77 
Amount Obligated: $1,613,000 
Amount Expended: $1,613,000 
Statue : Active 

Surmnary 

The Tunisia Cereals Project  involved the provision of technical  

ass is tance  t o  the National Agricultural  Research I n s t i t u t e  of Tunis. 

The goal of the project was t o  make Tunisia se l f -suff ic ient  i n  wheat 

production through the introduction and adaptation of new high yielding 

Mexican wheats. A second goal was t o  crea te  an indigenous in s t i t u t iona l  

capacity to  conduct research on cereala i n  Tunisia. The project involved 

plant breeding, f e r t i l i z e r  research,  va r i e t a l  research,  plant pathology, 

and research on cu l tu ra l  prac t ices .  The technical  assistance was 

provided by r,.c Intarnational  Center for the Improvement of Maize and 

Wheat (CIMMYT). Par t ic ipant  t ra in ing i n  various ag r i cu l tu ra l  research 

d isc ip l ines  was provided in both the U.S. and Mexico. 

Experience 

The project  grea t ly  strengthened the in s t i t u t iona l  capacity of 

INRAT t o  conduct cerea ls  research in Tunisia. Moreover, the aggregate 

production levelo reached subs t an t i a l ly  exceeded the projec t ' s  goals. 

Since the  objec t ive  of the project  was increased pruduction to  reduce 

imports, i t  was directed a t  larger-scale producers. A subsequent 

threefold increase in  f e r t i l i z e r  imports over a two year period, however, 

led t o  increased p o l i t i c a l  and economic pressures against  using scarce 

foreign exchange on nitrogen rmports. The part icipanc t ra in ing program 

was very successful  and considered t o  be the key fac tor  in the success of 

the project .  Further,  the project  received subs tant ia l  support from the 

government, though overa l l  government cons t ra in ts  limited i t s  f inancial  

and manpower contributions.  There was an i n i t i a l  lack of appreciation 

by some of the expat r ia te  technical  assistance personnel of the importance 

of the projec t ' s  extension component. As a r e s u l t ,  the inadequate 

coordination a €  research and extension remained a problem chroughout the 

l i f e  of the projec t .  



country: Nepal 
Pro j ac t Name : Integrated Cereal8 
Project Number: 367-01 14 
Duration: FY 1975-81 
Amount Obligat ad: $4,990,000 
Amount Expanded: $4,173,000 
S t r tu r :  Active 

Summary 

Tha objec t ive  of the Cerealr project  was t o  develop the i n s t i t u t i o n a l  

capacity within Nepal t o  generate end dirseminate improved production 

technology for  major food grainr (e .g .  

meanr of incraaring food production in 

lovlandr of tha t  country. The project  

rerearch f a m r / s t a t  ions i n  thore areas 

Cropping Syrtemr Research Program with 

r i c e ,  maize, and wheat), as a 

the highland areas and western 

involved the creation of several  

and the  strengthening of the 

n the  Minirtry of Food and 

Agriculture. I t  var derignrd t o  work c lore ly  with the Earmers and develop 

a be t t e r  underrtanding of t he i r  b io logica l ,  economic, and socia l  constrainas , 
i n  order t o  develop technology more appropriate t o  the farmers' needr . 
Technical a r r i s t ance  was provided by the International  Agricultural  Deve- 

lopment Service. 

Experience - 
By t h e  mid-term evaluation,  f i ve  cropping sys t em research a i t e s  

had been ar tabl i rhed,  four of them in  the  h i l l  areas.  The lack of 

experiment s t a t i o n  f a c i l i t i e s  i n  the h i l l s ,  however, continued t o  be a 

major deficiency i n  Nepal's ag r i cu l tu ra l  research capabi l i ty .  Considerable 

progress had been made i n  developing f a c i l i t i e s ,  t ra in ing manpower, 

s t a f f ing ,  and es tabl i sh ing the cropping systems s i t e s ,  as well as  

realigning research objectives.  There were continuing cons t ra in ts  

v i th  respect t o  manpower, the recognition of the  Cropping Systems 

Research Program within the i n s t i t u t i o n a l  s t ruc ture  of the Hinistry 

of Food and Agriculture, and inadequate a t t en t ion  given t o  research on 

minor crops, such as grain legumes, o i l s eed r ,  barley,  mi l l e t ,  and potatoes. 

Though the number of on-farm t r i a l s  conducted grea t ly  exceeded thoes 

planned i n  the Project  Paper, problems with i e ~ d e q u a t e  transportat ion 

to  the numerous Field s i t e s  i n  the h i l l s  emerged. 



Country : S r i  tanka 
Pro jec t  Nme: Rice Research 
Project  Number: 383-0040 
Duration: M 1977-84 
Amount Obligated: 93,800,000 
Amount Expanded: 92,000,000 
Status:  Active 

Summary 

The Rice Research Project  financed the  provision of long term 

technical  aar i r tance  to  tha Government of S r i  Lanka by the Intarnational  

Rice Research I n r t i t u t e  (IRRI) in  the arear of r i c e  breeding, cropping 

rystemr, and f i e ld  tes t ing .  The t ra in ing of eome 30 par t ic ipants  a t  an 

HS/PhD level  i n  10 major arear war planned, ar well a r  short  term 

t ra in ing through IRRI-rponroted courrer. Project a c t i v i t i e s  included 

the ertablirhment of regional research centerr  and a national  r i c e  

breeding center ,  decentral ized f i e l d  t e s t ing ,  rerearch on d i r e s re r ,  

p r r t r ,  the r o i l  and climacic requirementr of r i c e ,  and the improvement 

oE cropping rystemr. 

Ex~er ience  

In  the i n i t i a l  years of the project  progress in  the  implementation 

of the f i e l d  t r i a l  program was slow. Reconnuendations t o  improve the 

program were made which included the  strengthening and expansion of Eield 

t r i a l  a c t i v i t i e s  and the decent ra l iza t ion  o E  coordination Eor the program 

(a .  g. making f i e l d  t r i a l s  the responsib i l i ty  of the regional etat ione) . 
Problems W8te oleo encountered i n  the recruitment and f i e ld ing  of 

expatriate personnel and insuff ic ient  project s t a f f i n g  by the host 

government. F inal ly ,  delays were encountered in ge t t i ng  the part icipant  

t ra in ing program underway. 



Country: Bangladesh 
P r o j r c t  Name: A g r i c u l t u r a l  Research 
Pro jec t  Number: 388-0003 
Duration: FY 1976-82 
Amount Obligated: $8,224,000 
Amount Expended: $6,328,000 
S t a t u s :  Act ive 

%!EcY 

The p r o j e c t  financed t h e  cons t ruc t ion  of b a s i c  phyr ica l  E a c i l i t i e s  

a t  the  main a g r i c u l t u r a l  research  s t a t i o n  a t  Joydevpur and a reg iona l  

s t a t i o n  a t  I shurd i .  These research  c e n t e r s  were the r e s p o n e i b i l i t y  of t h e  

Bangladesh A g r i c u l t u r a l  Rarearch I n s t i t u t e  (BAN). Adaptive and appl ied  

rebearch i n  wheat, food legumeo, o i l  seeds ,  and vegetables  were t o  be conducted 

a t  these  s i t e s .  Tht, p ro jec t  a l s o  involved a s t a f f  development program using 

both h o s t  country and e x p a t r i a t e  s c i e n t i s t s .  The Bangladesh A g t i c u l t u r a l  

Research Council (BARC) wao given the  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  f o r  coord ina t ing  the  

pro jec t .  Loan funds were used t o  f inance the necessary labora tory  equipment 

farm development, t h e  farm bui ld ing  complex, r e r i d e n t i a l  u n i t s ,  and s i t e  

development. Grant fundr were provided for  t echnica l  a s s i s t a n c e ,  t r a i n i n g ,  and 

support  f o r  BARC-sponsored in-country research .  The p r o j e c t  a l s o  supported 

t h e  c r e a t i o n  wi th in  BARC of an I n t e r n a t i o n a l  S t a f f  Support and Coordination 

Cel l  (ISSCC) t o  ( 1 )  provide Logis t i ca l  and admin is t ra t ive  support  f o r  fo re ign  

a g r i c u l t u r a l  research t e c h n i c i a n r ,  ( 2 )  f a c i l i t a t e  the  c r e a t i o n  of l inkages  

with t h e  i n t a r n a t i o n a l  c e n t e r s ,  and ( 3 )  coord ina te  t echnica l  a s s i s t a n c e  

t o  BAR1 and o t h e r  i n s t i t u t i o n s  t o  opt imize t h e  use of foreign technic ians .  

Experience 

Implementation problems s e r  back t h e  schedule oE the  A g r i c u l t u r a l  

Research P r o j e c t  by over  a year .  One d i f f i c u l t y  was in  f i n a l i z i n g  the  

c o n t r a c t  f o r  grant-funded t e c h n i c a l  a s q i s t a n c e ,  which took 20 months t o  

complete, r a t h e r  than t h e  planned 4 months. S imi la r  problems were 

encountered i n  con t rac t ing  w i t h  a Local f i rm f o r  the  design and cons t ruc t ion  

0 1  the  research f a c i l i t i e s .  Delays in  t h e  i n i t i a t i o n  of the  p a r t i c i p a n t  

t r a i n i n g  program were a t t r i b u t e d  t o  problems with iden t i fy ing  i n s t i t u t i o n s  

a b l e  and w i l l i n g  t o  rece ive  the  s t u d e n t s ,  and t h e  f a i l u r e  t o  ass ign  a 

ful l - t ime coord ina tor  t o  t h e  t r a i n i n g  program. Though the  pro jec t  has 

generated new technologies  and undertaken on-farm v a l i d a t i o n  t r i a l s  f o r  

wheat, p o t a t o ,  and mustard c rops ,  the  planned implementation oE mult i -  

d i s c i p l i n a r y  research crops had not ( a s  of e a r l y  1981) begun. AID is 

planning a 316 m i l l i o n  follow on p r o j e c t  aimed a t  f u r t h e r  s t rengthening 



Country: Pak is tan  
P r o j e c t  Name: A g r i c u l t u r a l  Research 
Pro jec t  Number: 391-0296 
Duration: FK 1969-82 
Amount Obligated: $8,031,000 
Amount Expended: $6,062,000 
S ta tus :  Act ive 

The o v e r a l l  purpose of t h e  A g r i c u l t u r a l  Research P r o j e c t  i n  Pak is tan  

is t o  promote t h e  advancement o f  technology which w i l l  i nc rease  a g r i c u l t u r a l  

product ion i n  Pakistan.  Primary r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  f o r  implementing t h e  p r o j e c t  

was vested i n  the  Pak is tan  A g r i c u l t u r a l  Research Council (PARC). PARC1s 

r o l e  i s  t o  a s s i ~ t  t h e  government i n  e s t a b l i s h i n g  a g r i c u l t u r a l  research g o a l s ,  

a l l o c a t e  funds wi th in  the  n a t i o n a l  system, and develop and admin is te r  a  

n a t i o n a l  a g r i c u l t u r a l  research  c e n t e r .  A I D  a s s i s t a n c e  has included t h e  

prov is ion  of  long- and short- term t e c h n i c a l  a s s i s t a n c e ,  including researchers  

from CIMmT and LRRI a s s i s t i n g  i n  maize, sorghum, r i c e ,  and wheat research .  

Technical  a s s i s t a n c e  i n  research  management is being provided through a 

con t rac t  v i t h  the  U.S. Department o f  Agr icu l tu re .  The p r o j e c t  a l s o  

plays a  major r o l e  i n  the  c r e a t i o n  of a  n a t i o n a l  a ~ r i c u l t u t a l  research  c e n t e r  

t o  c a r r y  out  key research  p r o j e c t s  not  adequately handled by t h e  provinces. 

Experience 

The completion of  cons t ruc t ion  on the  new c e n t r a l  research  f a c i l i t y  was 

delayed for  s i x  years ,  thus o b s t r u c t i n g  the  planned research a c t i v i t i e s .  A 

delay i n  e s t a b l i s h i n g  PARC's autonomy and management system was a  major 

cause of implementation de lays .  Funct iocing autonomy would have al loved PARC 

t o  con t ro l  i t s  budget,  p o l i c y ,  and personnel .  However, the  realignment of 

che power s t r u c t u r e  implied by such a  r e v i s i o n  i n  the  o r g a n i z a t i o n a l  

s t r u c t u r e  was opposed by some segments of t h e  bureaucracy. The t r a i n i n g  

program was very slow t o  ge t  s t a r t e d .  The Eai lure t o  a s s i g n  e PARC s t a f f  

member fu l l - t ime  t o  managing the  t r a i n i n g  program was one reason. The 

eva lua tors  f e l t  t h a t  s e v e r a l  years  would be needed before t h e  p r o j e c t  

a c t u a l l y  a r r ived  a t  the  po in t  of conducting the  Eull range of  contenplated 

research .  



Country : Korea 
Project  Name: Agricultural  Research 
Project  Number: 489-0705 
Duration: FY 1971-80 
Amount Obligated: $5,000,000 
Amount Expended: $5,000,000 
Sta tur :  Terminated 

Sumnary 

The project a s r i s t ed  the Office of Rural Development (ORD) i n  the  

Ministry of Agriculture and Fisher ies  i n  the implementation of a 

mul t id isc ip l inary  research program di rec ted  toward the va r i e t a l  

improvement of c e r t a i n  basic food and feed crops and of l ivestock/crop 

production systems. The crops involved were r i c e ,  soybeans, bar ley ,  

wheat, forage, and potatoes. The project  was conceived as  having three 

components: foreign technical  ass is tance  (16X of the  loan) ;  short and 

long term t ra in ing ( 2 6 % )  ; and commodity procurement ( 30%) . 

Experience 

The t r a in ing  program of the  Agricultural  Research Project  was 

viewed as  the  most succerr fu l  component o f  the  p ro je r t ,  s ign i f i can t ly  

enhancing t h e  capacity of the  OBD t o  engage i n  research. The problemr 

encountered i n  implementing the t r a in ing  program included the inadequacy o C  

English language s k i l l s  which delayed overseas t ra in ing,  and wage d i f f e r e n t i a l r  

between the  ORD m d  the  acadamic counnunity, which drew returned t ra inees  

away from the  ORD. The materials  and equipment procured through the loan 

were a l so  viewed as  a very important contribution t o  strengthening the 

ORD's research capacity. The value o f  the long term technical  ass is tance ,  

however, was perceived co have contributed l e s s ,  i n  part  because of 

the i n a b i l i t y  of the expat r ia tes  t o  speak Korean and, consequently, t o  

pa r t i c ipa t e  f u l l y  i n  the vork of the ORD. Noreover, the changing 

p r i o r i t i e s  o r  the ORD meant tha t  the needs of the project  did not 

always correspond with the f i e l d s  of opecia l i ta t ion  of the expat r ia tes .  



Country: Ph i l ipp ines  
P r o j e c t  Name: A g r i c u l t u r a l  Research 
P r o j e c t  Number: 492-0280 
Duration: N 1975-80 
Amount Obligated:  $5,000,000 
Amount Expended: $1,875,000 
S t a t u r :  Active 

Summary 

This  A I D  loan aimed t o  improve and expand indigenous research c a p a b i l i t y  

a t  4  o f  17 i d e n t i f i e d  research c e n t e r s .  S t  included funds for  i n f r a s t r u c t u r e  

(45  percen: of t h e  l o a n ) ,  qesearch equipment (29 p e r c e n t ) ,  in-country 

t r a i n i n g  ( 3  p e r c e n t ) ,  i n t e r n a t i o n a l  t r a i n i n g  ( 1 1  percent)  and t e c h n i c a l  

a s s i s t a n c e  ( 6  percen t ) .  The Phi l ipp ine  Council fo r  Agr icu l tu re  and Resources 

Research (PCARR) war the implementing agency. The conso l ida t ion  and s t reng then ing  

of PCARR a s  t h e  government agency f o r  developing,  coord ina t ing ,  p rograming ,  

and eva lua t ing  research  po l icy  and progrrmr was one of t h e  p r o j e c t  o b j e c t i v e s .  

The four research  c e n t e r s  involved were: C e n t r a l  Luzon Agr icu l tu ra l  Research 

Cente r ,  Bico l  ~ g r i c u l t u r r l  Research Center ,  La Granja A g r i c u l t u r a l  Research 

Cente r ,  and t h e  Southern Nindanao A g r i c u l t u r a l  Research Center.  The design 

and o p e r a t i o n  of research programs was not d i r e c t l y  addressed by t h e  Loan, 

bu t  remained t h e  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  o f  t h e  research  workers i n  t h e  i n s t i t u t i o n s  

and agencies  rece iv ing  the  support ,  i n  c o l l a b o r a t i o n  with PCARR. 

Sxperience 

Although implementation of t h e  p r o j e c t  war delayed during the  f i r s t  

year and a  h a l t ,  t h e  r a t e  of implementation acce le ra ted  and t h e  o v e r a l l  

l e v e l  o f  accomplishment reached 83 percent  by the fourth year  of t h e  p r o j e c t .  

A l l  of t h e  i n f r a s t r u c t u r e  funds were committed and t h e  physical  f a c i l i t i e s  

cons t ruc ted .  Not a l l  of t h e  f a c i l i t i e s  were i n  use ,  however, s i n c e  some 

of  t h e  equipment and s t a f f  were t o  be provided and t r a i n e d  under f u t u r e  

loans. Delays i n  procurement of over two years  occurred,  owing t o  A I D ' S  

underast imation of PCARR's and t h e  research c e n t e r s '  capac i ty  t o  o b t a i n  goods 

i n t e r n a t i o n a l l y  under A I D  procurement r e g u l a t i o n s .  In-country t r a i n i n g  was 

c a r r i e d  ou t  without se r ious  problems. However, i n t e r n a t i o n a l  t r a i n i n g  f e l l  

Ear behind schedule due t o  problems with i d e n t i f y i n g  s u t t a b l e  candida tes  chat 

could be spared by t h e i r  r e s p e c t i v e  agenc ies .  The u t i l i z a t i o n  of t e c h n i c a l  

a s s i s t a n c e  was s e r i o u s l y  delayed due t o  a  d e c i s i o n  by t h e  government t o  

va tc  fo r  t h e  completion of the i n f r a s t r u c t u r e  and s t a f f  t r a i n i n g  components. 



Country: Thailand 
Pro jec t  Name: A g r i c u l t u r a l  Research 
Pro jec t  Number: lr93-0180.2 
Duration: FY 1966-78 
Amount Obligated: $6,545,000 
Amount Expended: $6,545,000 
S ta tus :  Cmple ted  

Surrmary 

This p r o j e c t  a s s i s t e d  i n  t h e  establ ishment  o f  t h e  Northeast A g r i c u l t u r a l  

Research Center ( a l s o  known a s  t h e  Northeast Regional Off ice  o f  Agricul ture-  

NEROA) , s e r v i a g  t h e  resource poor nor theas te rn  reg ion  of Thai land.  The 

Center was conceived a s  t h e  Min is t ry  o f  Agr icu l tu re  and Cooperat ive 's  

(WAC) c e n t r a l  research and a d m i n i s t r a t i v e  Ea:ility i n  t h e  Northeast.  

The s t a f f  o f  t h e  Center  was expected t o  c a r r y  ou t  m u l t i d i s c i p l i n a r y  research ,  

Support and coordinate  t h e  a c t i v i t i e s  of .WAC research  s t a t i o n s  throughout 

the  Northeast ,  and provide t r a i n i n g ,  extenoion, and marketing s e r v i c e s  

t o  t h e  region.  It was subsequently decided,  however, t h a t  the  Center m u l d  

be placed undr r  t h e  a d m i n i s t r a t i v e  c o n t r o l  of t h e  O f f i c e  of t h e  Undersecretary 

of S t a t e  f o r  Agr icu l tu re ,  r a t h e r  than t h e  MOAC. Technical  a s s i s t a n c ~  t o  

the  Cantor was provided by t h e  Univers i ty  o f  Kentucky. The p r o j e c t  was 

a component i n  a l a r g e r  p r o j e c t ,  e n t i t l e d  Agr icu l tu re  Development. 

Experience 

The p l a c e m n t  o f  the  Northeast A g r i c u l t u r a l  Research Center under t h e  

c o n t r o l  of t h e  U n d e r s e c r e t ~ r y  of S t a t e  f o r  Agr icu l tu re ,  an o f f i c e  which d id  

not nonnnlly c a r r y  o u t  a g r i c u l t u r a l  research .  broughc about a bureaucra t ic  

b a t t l e  which Led t o  t h e  e l imina t ion  of research a t  t h e  Center once t h e  

e x p a t r i a t e  t e c h n i c a l  a s s i s t a n c e  team had withdrawn. Though i n i t i a l l y  behind 

the p r o j e c t ,  t h e  MOAC came t o  view i , ~  both a s  a competi tor  f o r  resources 

(budgets ,  e x t e r n a l  a i d ,  personnel ,  e t c . )  and a s  a source of e x p l o i t a b l e  

resources ( e s p e c i a l l y  t r a i n i n g  o p p o r t u n i t i e s  f o r  younger employees). The 

XOAC and o t h e r  agencies  sen t  t h e i r  bes t  junior  s t a f f  t a  rece ive  t r a i n i n g  

through t h e  p r o j e c t ,  and then  conspired t o  have them reassigned t o  t h e i r  

o r i g i n a l  agencies  once they returned.  S t a f f  seconded t o  a c t u a l l y  sc rve  

a t  t h e  Center were o f  l e s s c r  q u a l i t y ,  and g e n e r a l l y  received inadequate 

compensation and suppor t .  The Center never received statutory legi t imacy 

and i t s  r o l e  remained nebulous. Budgetary, personnel ,  and admin is t ra t ive  

c o n s t r a i n t s  hampered resarch e f f o r t s  a t  the Cente r ,  and the q u a l i t y  of 

research suf fe red  a s  a r e s u l t .  By 197h research a t  t h e  Center had been 

deemphasized i n  favor  o f  in tegra ted  r u r a l  development planning and 

coord ina t ion ,  and by 1978 was proscribed a l t o g e t h e r .  
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Country: 
Project  Name: 
Project  Number: 
Duration: 
Amount Obligated: 
Amount Expended: 
Status:  

Indonesia 
Agricultural  Research 
697-0198 
N 1973-81 
$3,273,000 
92,/*58,000 
Active 

Summary 

T h u  project a r s i s t ed  the Cantral Research I n s t i t u t e  for Agriculture 

(CRIA) i n  the  development of rerearch capabi l i ty  i n  food crop production. 

This involved supplementing l imited C R I A  s t a f f ,  developing rerearch 

programs on r i c e  breeding, pest cont ro l ,  cu l tu ra l  prac t ices ,  and cropping 

systems t o  improve the praductivity of a rable  lands for  growing r i c e  and 

secondary crops. The In ternat ional  Ric,: Research I n s t i t u t e  (IRRI) pro- 

vided technical  assistance.  As part  of  t h i s  projec t ,  par t ic ipant  t ra in ing 

was provided to  Indonesia professionals.  Moreover, ex is t ing  research equipment, 

especia l ly  a t  CRIA's regional  research s t a t ions  was supplemented and modernized 

Experience 

The project strengthened the  research program and improved the  s t a f f  

qual i f ica t ions  of CRIA. A successful  t ra in ing program was conducted, thouqh a 

lack of qual i f ied  candidates was an i n i t i a l  cons t ra in t .  CRIA suooorted 

t ra in ing even a t  a  cost  to  current program a c t i v i t i e s .  The technrcal assistance 

persannel supplied by I R R I  was considered excellent ,  and the performance of 

I R R I  as  contractor was termed outstanding. There was good rapport between A I D ,  

IRRI and the host government. The increased in t e re s t  of the government, 

manifested by increased budgetary a l locat ions  for  CBIA's research, was 

considered a key co project succe9s. %e project was to  be terminated in 1977, 

but was ex tend4  t i l l  1981 ac cha request of che government. 



Funding Source: 
Pro jec t  Name: 
P r o j e c t  Number : 
Duration: 
Amount Obligated:  
Amount Expended: 
S t a t u s :  

Asia Regional 
Asian Vegetable Research and Development Center 
498-0212 
FY 1971-76 
S3,000,000 
$3,000,000 
Completed 

Surrmary 

The purpose of  t h i s  p ro jec t  vas  t o  c r e a t e  t h e  Asian Vegetable Research 

and Development Center (AVRDC) i n  Taivan. The AVRDC's goa ls  a r e  t o  improve, 

through appl ied  and adapt ive  research ,  t r a i n i n g ,  and outreach/extension 

technica l  a s s i o t a n c e ,  the n u t r i t i o n a l  q u a l i t y ,  p roduc t iv i ty ,  and a v a i l a b i l i t y  

o f  s e l e c t e d  vege tab les  and vege tab le  products  i n  p a r t i c i p a t i n g  c o u n t r i e s .  

Experience 

During i t s  f i r s t  f i v e  years  of o p e r a t i o n ,  t h e  AVRDC developed e x t r a o r d i n a r i l y  

East. B y  1976 t h e  AVRDC employed 350 persons,  94 of vhom were profess iona l  

p e r s ~ n n e l .  The sen ior  s t a f f  vas  comprised of 15 ind iv idua ls  from 8 c o u n t r i e s .  

Research a t  t h e  AVRDC was accomplishcd using a  m u l t i d i s c i p l i n a r y  approach 

and organized i n t o  t h r e e  programs: vega tab le  legumes, h o r t i c u l t u r a l  

c rops ,  and nutrition/environment/mclnagcment. S i x  crops received 

p r i o r i t y  a t t e n t i o n  from t h e  AVRDC: soybean, mungbean, toau to ,  Chinese 

cabbage, s v e e t  po ta to ,  and white  po ta to .  An outreach program, providing 

t e c h n i c a l  a s s i s t a n c e  t o  var ious  Asian c o u n t r i e s  comenced i n  1975. X t r a i n i n g  

prograat i n  p lan t  breeding,  crop management, and experimantal farm management 

a l s o  began i n  1975. The most p e r s i s t a n t  problem faced by t h e  AVRDC has been 

i ts lack o f  i n t e r n a t i o n a l  recogni t ion  and suppor t .  This has r e s u l t e d  from 

t h e  p o l i t i c a l  d i f f i c u l t i e s  e n t a i l e d  i n  i t s  l o c a t i o n  i n  Taiwan. Most important ly,  

the,AVRDC has not been included i n  t h e  group of i n t e r n a t i o n a l  a g r i c u l t u r a l  

research c e n t e r s  rece iv ing  f i n a n c i a l  support  from t h e  Consul tat ive Croup f o r  

I n t e r n a t i o n a l  A g r i c u l t u r a l  Research (cCIAR). Support t o  t h e  p r o j e c t  by t h e  

Covermane of t h e  Republic o f  China, however, has been s t rong .  



Country: Bo 1 i v i a  
Project Name: Cereals Development 
Project  Number: 511-0364.5 
Duration: n 1970-75 
Amount Obligated: $2,132,000 
Amount Expended: $2,132,000 
Statur:  Completed 

Swnury 

The objec t ive  of the  Cerealr Development project  war t o  increase 

domertic whaat production i n  Bolivia and decrease tha t  country's dependence 

on foreign wheat rources. Utah S t a t e  University war contracted t o  a s s i s t  

the  Bolivian Xini r t ry  of Rural Affairs  and Agricultuta i n  identiEying, 

t e s t ing ,  and introducing new va r i e t i e s  of vheat (e.g. improved Xexican 

dwarf v a r i a t i e s ) .  A saed ptocerring plant and read laboratory were 

er tabl i rhed,  and reed mul t ip l ica t ion  undertaken. Research on cu l tu ra l  

prac t icas ,  including f e r t i l i z e r  t r i a l r  was car r ied  out .  Oversear 

t ra in ing war provided t o  8 tachnicianr,  support fo r  irrcountry thes i s  

Pnd research programs was given t o  38, and the  expat r ia te  s t a f f  conducted 

29 agr icul tura l  development courses a t  the univers i ty  l eve l ,  ins t ruc t ing  

over 1100 perrona. This project  was part  of a l a rge r  agr icul ture  

r ec to r / ru ra l  development project .  

Experience 

Tho Cereals Projec t  was unable t o  achieva any breakthroughs v i t h  

respect  t o  wheat production technology. Yieldr per hecta te  increased 

by about 30% i n  the  t r ad i t i ona l  small farmer wheat producing areas.  

This increased y ie ld  permitted these producers t o  meet t h e i r  consumption 

tequirements on l e r r  land,  however, and they turned t o  competing crops 

(e.g. potatoes and corn) which provided a higher ne t  return.  Further,  

the o f f i c i a l  wheat pr ices  did not r e f l a c t  the fluctuation of wheat 

prices on the w r l d  market. Thus, wheat mi l l r  frequently Eound it 

advantageous t o  import, r a the r  than purchase domertic output. A s  a 

t e r u l t ,  the projec t  did not reduce the  country's dependence on imported 

wheat or planned. Bolivia continues t o  produce domestically only 

about 25% of the wheat tha t  it consumer. 



Country: Bolivia 
Project  Name: Agricultural  Sector Loan 
Project  Number: 511-0155 
Duration: I???* 1975-79 
Amount Obligated: $9,200,000 
b u n t  Expended: 35,531,000 
Status:  Active 

&??!Ex 
The Agr i cu l tu rd  Sector Loan t o  Bolivia a s s i s t ed  the  Hin i r t rg  of , 

Agriculture and Campesino Af fa i r s  (PUCA) i n  strangthening research, 

extension, farmer organization,  and cooperative e f f o r t s  i n  r u r a l  areas.  

Thm pro jec t ) s  objective was eo c raa t e  Regional Service Centers, under the  

ju r i rd i c t ion  of EIACA, t o  develop a d  disseminate small farm ag r i cu l tu ra l  

technologies. The research component was implementad by the Bolivian 

I n s t i t u t e  of Agricultural  Tachnology (mTA). Tha project  financed the 

construction of e s sen t i a l  pro jec t  and regional  se tv ice  center  f a c i l i t i e s ,  

production and madketing c r e d i t ,  t ra in ing,  and technical  a s r i s t ance  

samica r  provided by the  Consortium for  In ternat ional  Development (CID) . 
Par t icular  research emphasis was given t o  vheat, corn, r i c e ,  potatoes,  

soybeans, pork and poultry. 

Exper ience 

Though the project  did improva the i n s t i t u t i o n a l  rasearch capacity 

of IBTA, delays i n  the  construction of the research f a c i l i t i e s  undarminad 

the research program and the  morale of both the  Bolivian and expat r ia te  

rasmarchers . The govarnment cut  its budget fo r  ag r i cu l tu ra l  research during 

the project l i f e ,  leading t o  a l e s s  than f u l l  u t i l i z a t i o n  o f  the  technical  

a s s i r t m c a  and reducing output of  adequate new tachnology. Tha government 

did not make wa i l ab luadequa ta  Eundr fo r  the h i r ing  and r e t en t ion  of 

research s t a f f .  Nor did it provide adequata funds for  the  rasearch budget. 

The f a i lu ra  of the  government t o  improve the extension service ,  a s  assumed 

in  the project paper, combinad with the e r r a t i c  flow of c r e d i t  funds 

adversely affected the dissemination of the technology generated. 



Countsy : Bolivia 
Project  Name: Exploratory Research on Fanning Systems 
Projece Number: 511-0164 
Duration: FY 1976-80 
Amounc Obligated: $326,000 
Amounc Expended: $326,000 
Statur:  Completed 

The objec t ive  of t h i t  projecc vra t o  develop small form production 

models and promote appropriate technology, research and extension i n  

the  North Central  lovlands of Bolivia. The Bolivian I n s t i t u t e  of 

Agricultural  Tachnology ( IBTA) vaa the implement ing agency. AID provided 

the  sarvicer  of  a project  advisor t ra ined i n  t rop ica l  agronomy, comnoditiea, 

and o v e r s e ~ s  t r a in ing  for Bolivian pt~ofessionals . The ob jectivea of the  

project  were t o  develop empirical da ta  on the  crop and livestock potent ia l  

of t he  project  area;  i den t i fy  appropriata crop and l ivestock technologies; 

and strengthen the  research and extension capab i l i t y  of IBTA. 

Experience 

The Projec t  Agreement for  the Exploratory Research in  Farming Systems 

Project  war signed i n  September 1976. However, no a c t i v i t y  begm on the  

project  u n t i l  August 1977. Project  outputs ware behind schedule ,. 
especia l ly  with regard t o  on-farm research t r i a l s .  Neither IBTA, nor 

t h e  cont rac t  advisor f e l t  adequately prepared t o  i n i t i a t e  on-farm t r i a l s  

without pr ior  reaearch s t a t i o n  work. Hovever, a delay of 28 months i n  the  

a r r i v a l  of AID-funded ag r i cu l tu ra l  equipment prevented the i n i t a t i o n  of the 

research s t a t i o n  research. Moreover, the  cont rac t  adviaor 's  time was 

divereed t o  administrat ive a c t i v i t i e s  re la ted  to  :he establishment of the 

new experimeotal s t a t i o n s ,  r a the r  t tun  the  s t r i c t l y  research a c t i v i t i e s  

envisioned i n  the  project .  Coannnent support t o  IBTA was inadequate, due 

t o  budgetary cons t ra in ts  a t  t he  rv t ionol  l eve l .  F i ru l ly ,  though the 

es t iauted  termination da te  was S e p t d e r  1980, the  project  was terminated 

17 months ea r ly  due t o  the  unscheduled departure of the project advisor 

because of family problem. 



Country : Bolivia 
Project  Nme: Coca Crop S u b r t i t u t ~ o n  
Project  Number: 511-0727 
Duration: FY 1975-80 
Amouat Obligeted: $1,904,000 
Amount Expended: $1,904,000 
Status: Completed 

The objec t ive  of t h i r  project  was t o  develop and t e s t  v iable  a l t e r -  

na t ive  production packages which vould serve as  a ba r i s  tor  an expanded 

coca crop rub r t i t u t ion  program i n  the Yungas and Chapare regions of Bolivia. 

In there regions the cu l t i va t ion  of coca i r  highly profieoble due 

t o  both a l ega l  t r ad i t i ona l  demand and an increasing i l l e g a l  one 

( i . e .  for  the  production of cocaine). Technical arefirtance was 

provided by the Univerri ty of Florida i n  agronody, agr icul tura l  

economicr, and extenrion. The a c t i v i t i e s  included the iden t i f i ca t ion  

of potent ia l  replacement crops and cropping s y s t e m  (primarily Cropping 

systems basad on coffee  and c i t ru s .  It a l r o  involved the  co l l ec t ion  of 

data on production cores and re turns  t o  coca and i t s  potent ia l  replace- 

mentr and o ther  information necerratp fo r  a v iable  sub r t i t u t ion  program. 

The project  a l r o  involved a study of t he  economic, soc i a l ,  and cultr tral  

aspects of the  t r ad i t i ona l  and legal  coca d i s t r ibu t ion  and ure i n  Bolivia,  

Exparience 

The project  van delayed for  two years,  i n  part  becaure of a 

f a i l u r e  t o  f i l l  a11 of the  long term technical  a r r i r t ance  posit ionr in 

a timely manner. Counterparts were not assigned t o  the  project  and 

the t r a in ing  program var inadequate. The i n a b i l i t y  t o  ident i fy  a l t e rna t ive  

crops tha t  vere competitive with coca van a problem. Further, the program 

vas designed f o r  a four year period, but most of the crops with some 

potent ia l  for  replacing coca Vera perennialr ,  and a rerearch program 

involving these cropr w u l d  be expected t o  require a much longer period 

fof t e s t ing  and analyr i r .  The abrence of a v iable  marketing s t ra tegy 

for t he  subat i tu tca  vas a concern. Furthermore, the sociocul tura l  

s tudies  undertaken indicated tha t  a reduction i n  the legal  production 

of coca would cause hardrhip among those sec tors  of the Bolivian 

population who t r ad i t i ona l ly  cheved i t .  Because of the low s l a s t i c i c y  

of demand fo r  coca, increases i n  i t s  domestic price vould lead to  a 

decrease i n  the r ea l  incomes of t r ad i t i ona l  coca consumers, as they 

diverted t h e i r  resources away from other  goods t o  meet the increased 

coat of coca. 
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Country : 
Project  Name: 
Pro j rc t Number: 
Duration: 
Amount Obligated: 
Amount Expended: 
Status:  

Brazi l  
Agricultural  Research 
512-0283 
M 1973-79 
$10,245,000 
$lO,245,OOO 
Completed 

Smnmarx 

The objec t ive  of t he  project  war t o  increase the  s t a f f  and s t a f f  

research capacity of t he  ag r i cu l tu ra l  research agencies within Brazi l .  

It involved the  provision of t r a in ing ,  research equipment, commodities, 

and technical  assistance.  The or ig ina l  implementing agency war the 

Esc r i to r io  de Pesquisas e Experimentacao (EPE). However, t h i s  agency war 

reorganized twice, becoming i n  1973 the  Empresa Bras i l e i r a  de Pesquisa Agro- 

pecuaria (EMPRAPA). Three U. 3 .  un ive r s i t i e s  , the University of Wisconsin, 

University of Florida and Purdue, provided techncial  ass is tance  i n  the  

following areas: edib le  beans, corn,  sorghum, c a t t l e ,  r i c e ,  soybean, 

resource development, and research administration and coordination. The 

project  aimed a t  building research capab i l i t i e s  around commdities o r  

d i sc ip l ines ,  ra ther  than disbursing researchers over a multitude of t a s k  

within a geographic area.  Six national  research centers  fo r  spec i f i c  

comodi t ies  were supported by the  loan. 

Experience 

Originally,  53 percent of the  loan funda were to  go t o  technical  

ass is tance ,  another 26 percent t o  equipment and materials ,  and 21 percent 

t o  training.  In  1975 EMBRAPA requested tha t  t ra in ing receive the  highest 

p r i o r i t y  (44.5 percent) and technical  assistance and equipment and materials  

be downgraded ( t o  35.52 and 20 percent ,  respectively). By thq end q f  the 

projec t ,  over 100 man-years of  long-term technical  ass is tance  had been 

provided under the  cont rac t ,  along with 38 man-months of short-term technical  

assistance.  Training i n  the U.S. a t  Masters and PhD. levels  was provided 

t o  151 par t ic ipa?ts ,  More than 1000 individuals received in-country academic 

t ra in ing.  The agency reorganizations,  however, caused ser ious  deiays i n  the 

i n i t i a t i o n  of  new projec ts ,  i den t i f i ca t ion  of equipment t o  be purchased, and 

the selec,tion of par t ic ipants  fo r  t ra in ing,  EMBRAPA did not r e a l l y  become 

e f f ec t ive  u n t i l  1975. The agency d id ,  however receive high p r i o r i t y  and 

support from the Ministry of Agriculture and other government o f f i c i a l s .  



Country: Colombia 
Projec t  Name: Small Farmer Development 
Projec t  Number: 514-0203 
Duration: FY 1976-80 
Amount Obligated: $2,157,000 
Amount Expended: $2,157,000 
Status:  'Complet ed 

eE!!Ex 

The objective of the project  was t o  study the  cons t ra in ts  t o  

small farmer income and productivity and t e s t  a l t e rna t ive  s t r a t eg ie s  

for  overcoming those cons t ra in ts  i n  three  d i f f e ren t  regions of the country. 

The implementing agency was the  ~olombian Agricultural  I m t i t u t e .  

Project  a c i t i v i t i e s  included the descr ip t ion  and analysis  of the  small 

farmer through surveys, adaptive research on small farmer technologies, 

improvement of service delivery systems, and the crea t ion  of farmer groups. 

The project  was supposed to  do innovative research, developing and ref in ing  

the  procesa of technology generation. 

Experience 

The f ac t  tha t  the project  was developed as a loan, r a the r  than as  

a grant ,  l imited the  innovativeness of the  a c t i v i t i e s  undertaken. The 

govetrrment was simply not wi l l ing  to  use loan funds fo r  the high r i s k  

programs envisioned under the  o r ig ina l  project  concept. It,was especia l ly  

re luc tant  t o  use Loan funds t o  finance expa t r i a t e  technical  assistanca o r  

interchange programs which would have pennittad I C A  personnel t o  v i s i t  

innovative programs in  other countries.  Consequently, the project  was 

implemented i n  ' i s o l a t i o n ' ,  without considering ag r i cu l tu ra l  technology and 

methodologies already proven i n  other countries.  The limited par t ic ipa t ion  

of ICA personnel i n  the design of tde project  may have been one fac tor  leading 

t o  the  absence of support and lack of understanding of the methodology and 

goals of the project .  Consequently, there was a Lack of congruence between 

the  implcment~tion plan and the project design s e t  forth in the project  

paper. Further, t he  project  was implemented through the t r ad i t i ona l  and 

cumbersome XCA bureaucracy. ICA's s t r i c t  cormnodity (crop) approach, 

however, limited the technology a l t e rna t ives  a t  i t s  disposal ,  while i t s  

t r ad i t i ona l  concentration on farmers receiving credi t  limited the oclerall 

relevance of i t s  technology. 



Country: 
Projact  Nama: 
Project  Nmber: 
Duration: 
Amount Obligated: 
h u n t  Expended: 
S tatus:  

E l  Salvador 
Agriculture Developmant 
519-0012 
FY 1963-78 
$5,462,000 
95,462,000 
Active 

Suamuty 

The Agriculture Devalopent Project  sought t o  increase the i n s t i t u t i o r u l  

capacity of kay ag r i cu l tu ra l  i n s t i cu t f ans  t o  expand and d ive r s i fy  91 Salvador's 

ag r i cu l tu r r l  sec tor .  Technical ass is tance  was provided by the Univarsity 

of Florida and the U.S. Deprrtmant of Agricultura i n  agr icul tura l  research, 

extension, c r e d i t ,  marketing, l ivestock improvement, and agrarian reform. 

The Center fo r  Agricultural  Technology (CENTA) was the  implementing agar-cy 

for  the  research port ion of the  project .  

Experience 

A lack of government support for  ag r i cu l tu ra l  research advarsely 

affected t h a t  component of tha Agriculture Davelopment Project .  Research 

in  E l  Salvador war typi f  ied by uncoordinatad and unstable funding, inadaquace 

s t a f f ing ,  and lack  of d i rec t ion .  The resaarch war of ten  discontinuad before 

i t  produced r a r u l t s ,  and the publication of r e s u l t s  was l e s r  than adequate. 

The t r ans fe r  of  techniques t o  the t a rge t  group through the extension service  

tended t o  be good, thoClgh the extension service  did not reach the  majority 

of tha Eanners. Moat o ther  r u r a l  serv ices  were nonaxistent. Low and inequitable 

sa l a r i a s  led t o  low morale and high s t a f f  turnover. Many returning par t i -  

cipant t ra inees  l e f t  government rerv ice  fo r  pr iva te  industry. Personnel 

rerources ware spread very th in ly  over a la rge  number of a c t i v i t i e s ,  with 

soma sec t ion  heads and senior s t a f f  mambers working on or  responsible for 

20 t o  30 projec ts  concurrently. Essent ia l ly ,  tha p te jec t  was impismentad 

i n  an environment of neglect of agr icul ture  and tha small farmer. 



Country: E l  Salvador 
Project  Nama: Agricultcral  Development: Rerearch, Education and Extension 
Project  fiumbar: 519-0164 
Duration: rl 1972-78 
Amount Obligated: $3,701,000 
Amount Expended: $3,701,000 
Statur:  Terminat ad 

Sumnary 

Tha purpore of t h i r  pro jec t  was t o  es tabl i sh  the  National Canter fo r  

Agricultural  Technology (CENTA) a s  a semi-autonowur agency v i t h i n  the 

Ministry of Agriculture (MAC), in tegra t ing  ag r i cu l tu ra l  research, education, 

and extermion. Tha i n r t i t u t i o n  being created war modeled on the U.S. land 

grant  univerr i ty  concept. The pro jac t  involved the  construction,  furnirhing and 

equipping of a cen t r a l  adminirtrat ive research and education f a c i l i t y ,  as  

well as supporting centerr  around tha country. Par t ic ipant  t ra in ing war 

prnvided t o  CENTA personnel, and a National School of Agriculture (!WA) 

was ctaated t o  provida four yaar spac ia l i s t  and threa yaar port- 

recondary t ra in ing programs to  maat tha ag r i cu l tu ra l  technician manpowar 

naedr of the  country. Vehiclar wara provided for  extension and o ther  

a c t i v i t i e r .  Technical a r r i r t a n c e  var provided t o  CENTA i n  crop research 

and extension (by the  University of Florida) and t o  the  Hin i r t ry  of 

Agriculture, to  improve i ts analys is ,  planning, and managerial capab i l i t i a r .  

Exparienc a 

A lack of governmmt support fo r  the project  war ident i f ied  a8 a sar iour  

problem in  the mid-term evaluation of tha project .  Key backers of the  project  

and i t s  apporach i n  the  EaOA had been raplacad by o thers  l e r r  sympathatic. Tha 

conrtruction end equipping of tha cent ra l  f a c i l t i e r  wera ser ious ly  delayad, 

v h i l e  delays in  the se lec t ion  and acquir i t ion  of s i t e s ,  combined with cost 

incraaaes and budgetary cons t r a i n t r  prevented the construct  ion of the 

extension f a c i l i t i e r  and supporting centers.  Delays i n  the procurement of 

vehicles adversely affected tha perfonnance of the Extenrion Division. The 

t ra in ing of CENTA persoanel f e l l  shor t  of the p ro jec t ' s  t a rge t s  due to  the 

sca rc i ty  of candidates, delays i n  implementation, and increased t ra in ing 

cos ts .  CENTA's r a l a t i v a l y  low pay sca l e  meant tha t  it war not competitive v i th  

o ther  government agencies and v i t h  the pr iva te  sec tor .  This vas subsequently 

cottacled,  however, decreasing personnel turnover and permitting the research 

and extension s t a f f s  t o  grow. After a par t icular ly  harsh mid-term evaluation,  

goverment f inancia l  support fo r  :he project  increased considerably, and 

project performance improved. 



Country: Guatemala 
Projec t  Name: Food Productivity and Nutri t ional  Improvement 
Projec t  Number: 520-0232 
Duration: FY 1975-81 
Amount Obligated: $1,730,000 
Amount Expended: $1,698,000 
Sta tus  : Ace ive  

Surmmqr]! 

The purpose of the  Food Productivity and Nutritional Improvement 

Projec t  was t o  improve the Cuatcmplan government's capacity t o  develop, 

screen,  and introduce new and/or improved teed v a r i e t i e s ,  cu l tu ra l  prac t ices  

and crop mixes, while put t ing  avai lable  improved farming techniques in to  

practice.  The project involved t e c h n i c a ~  and comodity a t s i r t ance  t o  

the Agricultural  Science and Technology I n s t i t u t e  (ICTA) t o  implement 

programs designed t o  increase y ie lds  of bas ic  food crops. The strengthening 

and development of ICTA was a pa r t i cu la r ly  important aspect of the  project .  

Host of the  AID contribution went t o  supporting expat r ia te  technical  

ass is tanca ,  including breeders of  sorghum, corn, and beans. ICTA employed 

a farming systems approach t o  rerearch,  v i t h  75% of the experiments being 

conducted on farmers' f i e lds .  The Rockefeller Foundation and the  Inter-  

American Development Bank were a l so  involved i n  the program, as  weto 

CIMmT and CIAT: 

Experience 

The project  was f i r s t  conceived t o  concentrate heavily on high 

lys ine  maize, which was under intensive study by A I D ,  CIMMYT, and o thers  

a t  the time. This approacb was de-emphasized during implementation and 

grea ter  concentration given t o  conventional maize. ICTA personnel f e l t  t ha t  

the technical  ass is tance  provided by A I D  was crucia l  t o  the  succers of the 

project  and the strengthening of ICTA. I t  provided manpover t o  s t a f f  ICTA 

while i t s  own people were being t ra ined,  provided technical  competence and 

guidance needed to  develop the research program, and f a c i l i t a t e d  the 

development of linkages with the in ternat ional  agr icul tura l  research 

centers.  The fanning systems approach war deemed very successful i n  

developing relevant technology tor  small farmers. Linkages with the 

national  extension agency (DIGESA) , hovevet, remained weak and a source 

of concern t o  the evaluators and groiec t  s t a f f .  



Country: 
Project Name: 
Project Number: 
Duration: 
Amount Obligated: 
Amount Expanded: 
Status: 

Haiti 
Integrated Agricultural Development 
521-0078 
PI 1976-84 
$6,890,000 
$1,654,000 
Active 

sumary 

The purpose of the Integrated Agricultural Development Project is to 

develop the institutional capacity of Haiti's Department of Agriculture, 

Natural Resources, and Rural Development (DARNDR) and c m u n i t y  organizatioas 

to deliver productive rasourcas and services to small farmers. The project 

includes the strengthening of the government's extension services, c o m n i t y  

participation, and the development of irrigated agriculture in four priority 

areas. The research aimed at developing optimal farming systems, genetic 

improvament, and appropriate conservation practices. 

Experience 

The Integrated Agricultural Development Project was the first major 

agricultural sector progrm financed by AID following its return to Haiti 

in 1972. It also represented DARNDR's first attempt at undertaking a complex 

project. As such, it required a critical mass of adminsitrative and organiza- 

tional skills which DARNDR could not supply. These institutional weaknesses 

were exacerbated by a sat of complex requiraments incorporated into the 

Condition8 Pracedant'. The conditiona precedent to loan disbursement were 

not met until 24 months after the execution of the loan agreement. Until then, 

implementation war at a virtual standstill. The scope of the project eventually 

had to be curtailed, with greater emphasis put on technical assistance and 

training, vhile reducing the emphasis on the operational aspects of the 

project, including the volume of physical outputsl The credit component war 

eliminated and the research and extens ion components combined into a single 

subproject . 



Country: Honduras 
Projec t  Name: Agricultural  Research 
Project  Number: 522-0139 
Duration: FY 1978-83 
Amount obligated: $1,300,000 
Amount Expended: $ 424,000 
Stkcus: Act i ve  

Suuunatp 

This project  provides technical  ass is tance  t o  the  National 

Agricultural  Research Program (PNSA) for resaarch aimed a t  developing 

technologies t o  increase small farm food production, and for the  

dissemination of resaarch r e s u l t s  t o  s m l l  Earners. The project aims t o  

es tabl i sh  mult idiscipLinatp rasearch/extenrion teams i n  seven regions 

of the country and strengthen research s t a t ions  to  provide support t o  

t he  mul t id i rc ip l inary  teams. The research included on-farm adaptive 

t r i a l s  with farmers aimed a t  improving farming systems and v a r i e t i e r  of 

basic gra ins ,  o i l r eads ,  vegetables, f r u i t s ,  and Livestock. 

Experience 

Although attempcs t o  introduce m u l t i d i s c i p l i ~ r y  on-farm 

research i n t o  PNIA were begun i n  l a t e  1977, progress was not uniform 

throughout t he  country. Regional in ternat ion  of the on-farm research 

or ienta t ion  was inhib i ted  by the  deeply entrenched t r ad i t i ona l  commodity- 

oriented research model. The national  P N I A  program did not have control  

over the research budget a t  the  regional  level .  Rather, the regional 

d i r ec to r s  controlled t h e i r  respective research programs and could redi rec t  

research a s  they saw f i t .  The s t a f f  a t  the na t ional  level  f e l t  t h a t  t h i s  

adversely af fec ted  the mul t id isc ip l inary ,  oh-farm research e f f o r t .  

Another iesue  facing the  project  was a high level  of personnel turnover, 

caured by inadequate sa l a ry  levels.  Though on-farm research was gaining 

accpetmce (on-farm rerearch increased from 29 t o  75 percent between 

1980 and 1981, the balance batveen on-farm and research s t a t ion  research 

was an issue.  The methodology for doing mul t id i rc ip l inary  on-farm research 

war jus t  developing, and a consensus a s  t o  the bes t  approach had not pet 

been reached. 



Country: Nicaragua 
Projact  Naa:  Agricultural  Production and Divarr i f ica t ion  
Project Number: 524-0073 
Duration: FY 1970-76 
Amodnt Obligatad: $900,000 
Amount Expanded: $900,000 
Status: Completed 

m 
Tha objec t ive  of t h i s  project  was to  a s s i s t  the  government of 

Nicaragua i n  increasing and d ivers i fy ing the productive capacity of its 

ag r i cu l tu ra l  economy. This involved applied ag r i cu l tu ra l  research programs 

fo r  ra lec tsd  crops and 1ivestock, a pr ica  s t a b i l i z a t i o n  progran for  grains,  

marketing s tudies ,  and feedlot  operations t o  improva the  l ivestock 

industry. The research component involved the t e s t ing  of high yielding 

v a r i e t i e s  of r i c e  and rotghum, davalopment o f  ~ e d i n g  and f e r t i l i z e r  

recomandagion, and tha crea t  ion of a seed product ion and mu1 t i p l i c a t  ion 

program. Tert ing of i r r iga t ed  agr icul ture  and various minor cropr war a lso  

conducted. Louiriana S t a t e  University (MU) provided technical  ass is tance  t o  

the  Ministry of Agriculture (%A) through tha project .  

Experienca 

Lack of and frequent changes i n  counterpart peraonnal ware cons t ra in ts  

t o  ruccesr fu l  project  implementation. Moreover, tha MOA was unable t o  

provide tha equipment and tranaportacion needed by projact  technicianr. 

Inadequate budgetary a l locat ionr  to  research and extension a c t i v i t i e s  were 

a l so  i d r a t i f i e d  as m impediment t o  the  achiavemmt of the  p ro jec t ' s  rec tor  

goal. The overa l l  performsnca of LSU was considered sa t i s f ac to ry ,  although 

one of the assigned res ident  technicianr had to  be replaced. The use of 

cooparating farmers f o r  a study of i r r i g a t i o n  was unsuccars fu l  , because 

the farmers could not be r e l i e d  upon to  perform the required i r r iga t ion  

operations on a timely bas is .  



Country: Pertt 
Project  Name: Soy and Corn Production on Small Farms 
Proj a c t  Number: 527-0149 
Durac ion: FY 1979-81 
Amourlt Obligated: $2,297,000 
Amount Expended: $2,008,000 
Scatw:  Active 

S u m a q  

Thir  project  i r  designed t o  a a s i s t  the Government of Peru i n  achieving 

self-sustaining growth i n  the  production and conrumption of soybeans, 

improved corn, and soybean food products. Two program8 were implemented, 

one for Eloury corn improvement i n  the  mountains ( r a i s ing  planting of 

improved highland corn t o  36,000 hec ta re r ) ,  and another fo r  soybean 

product ion and rasearch i n  high jungle arear (er tabl i rh ing soybean product ion 

on 34,000 hectares) .  A I D  is providing technical  a rs ia tance ,  t ra in ing,  

e q u i p e n t  and seeds. The Miairtry of Food and Agriculture (MFA) i r  the  

implementing agency. The corn component i s  being undartaken by the HTA's 

Cooperative Program Lor Corn Reraarch. The In ternat ional  Soybean Program- 

University of I l l i n o i s  (INTSOY) var selacted to  provide technical  assistance.  

Incountry t ra in ing war provided t o  ho r t  country personnel, a r  we11 a s  

long-term par t ic ipant  t ra in ing i n  the  U.S., Puerto Rico, and Mexico. 

Experience 

A delay i n  se lec t ing  the contractor (INTSOY) and f ie ld ing the  

technical  a ra i r tance  t e rn ,  together with the lack of continuity of A I D  

project  aunagers adverselI, a f fec ted  projact  implementation. In ru f f i c i en t  

coordination among the  MOA project  mmager and the  respective head8 of 

the corn and soy component8 meant tha t  loca l  project personnel received 

l i t t l e  guidance o r  information on project  implementation or  output ta rgets .  

The declining economic s i tua t ion  i n  Peru resulted in  budget cuts  to  the 

WA vhich precluded i t r  h i r ing  the  addi t ional  s t a f  f required fo r  the  

promotion of both crops. The Agrarian Bank would not provide c r e d i t  t o  

soybean farmers, s ince  the  bank thought tha t  the  market fo r  soy war Limited. 

A delay i n  the delivery of f e r t i l i z e r 8  and per t ic ides  from the government 

agency i n  Limr impeded demonstration work. On the  other hand the long- and 

short-term t ra in ing envisioned by the  project vas carried out ,  and the 

t ra inees  returned to  work in  the research and production agencies of the 

government. 



Countiy : Uruguay 
Project  Name: Agricultural  Research Technical Aosistmce Loan 
Pro j ac t  Number: 528-0~101 
Duration: M 1975-81 
Amount Obligated: $4,850,000 
Amount Expended: 92,637,000 
Status:  Active 

9urnP.q 

This project  provider a loan t o  ficanca the reorganization and 

developmat of the  Agricultural  Research and Technical Assistance (IATA) 

Program, i n  the  Ministry of Agriculture and Fishing (MAP). It aims t o  

expand and improve the qualicy of applied ag r i cu l tu ra l  research and 

dieremination, and involves the  expansion of the national  network of 

ag r i cu l tu ra l  rerearch and demoartration s t a t ions ,  t ra in ing of Uruguayan 

proferaionalr  and farmers, m d  the coordination of cechnical ass is tance  

senr icer .  A U.S. universi ty consortium is providing technical  ass i r tanca .  

k p e r i e n c e  

A t  the  time of the only AID evaluation avai lable  (Augus~ 1977) 

project  a c t i v i t i e s  had not had a mearuable impact on the  projec t ' s  purporo. 

Speci f ic  problems included the  governmmt'r f a i lu ra  t o  provide a l l  of t he  

planned counterpart parsoonal, delays i n  procesring par t ic ipant  t r a inees ,  

t h e  lack of necessary speci f ica t ions  fo r  i n i t i a t i n g  procurement, and the  

f a i l u r e  of the  contractor t o  develop a vork plan. Additionally, a government 

protectionist policy,  which maintain8 r e l a t i v e l y  high domestic ag r i cu l tu ra l  

input c o r t r ,  ha1 lorered incentives t o  use new technology. On the ocher 

hand, support pr ices  f o r  ce r t a in  ag r i cu l tu ra l  products have provided needed 

incentives.  



Funding Sourco: Regional Office for Cantral American Programs (ROCAP) 
Project  Nama: Small Farmer Cropping Syrtamr 
Project  Numbrr: 596-0064 
Duration: ,oY 1975-80 
Amount Obligated: $1,559,000 
b u n t  Expended: $1,559,000 
Statur:  Completed 

Tha objective of t h i s  proj rc t  war t o  develop a t  the  Center for  

Tropcial Agricultural  Research and Training (CATIE), a t  Turrialba,  

Corta Rica, the  capacity t o  undarrtand and improve the  t o t a l  farming 

ryrtrm o f  rmall holdarr .  The s t ra tegy var t o  c rea t e  a t  CATIE a cadre 

of trained ag r i cu l tu ra l  s c i e n t i r t r  from severa l  d i r c ip l ino r  who would 

work v i t h  national  ag r i cu l tu ra l  i n s t i t u t ion r  i n  Cantr r l  h e r i c a  t o  conduct 

collaborative,  on-farm, cropping systamr research throughout tha region. 

Par t ic ip4t ing  councrier included Guatemala , Honduras, El  Salvador, 

Corta Rica, and Nicaragua. 

Exparienca 

According t o  an e r p o r t  'Impact' Evaluation of the Small Farmer 

Cropping Systems Projec t ,  it accomplishad moot of i ts exp l i c i t e  objactives.  

Though progresr var s lov  i n  El Salvador and Guatamrla, the  project  

succeedad i n  implementing on-farm rerearch and developing area-spacific 

recomendationr. CATIE'r s t a f f ,  t ra in ing,  and support capab i l i t i a s  ware 

qraa t ly  improved, and r reor ionta t ion  towards on-farm rerearch involving 

farmer par t ic ipa t ion  war avident. Tha e f f ec t  of tho project  on national  

i n s t i t u t ion r  i n  the  par t ic ipa t ing  countries,  however, war uneven. CATIE ' s  

a f f o r t r  had tha  groater t  impact where host-country i n r t i t u t i o n r  and donors 

had made subs t an t i a l  economic and p o l i t i c a l  cmunitments t o  improving small 

farm ryrtemr. I n  Corta Rica and Honduras, for  instance, CATIE var not able 

to  generata i n t e r e s t  among agr icul tura l  professionals who were committed 

largely t o  a monocrop research approach. The project  concentrated on the 

rarearch procasr i t s e l f ,  ra ther  than on verifying and dirraminating r e su l t s .  

Conrequently, farmer impact var limited t o  tha 73 rmall farmarr on whore 

farm8 the rerearch var conductad. Farmars in Nicaragua and Guatemala vere 

ac t ive  par t ic ipants ,  wharear i n  Costa Ricr and Honduras the  resaarch war 

being done "on small fame",  ra ther  than "with m a l l  farmers". 



Funding Source: Eart Africa Regional Off i c e  
Project  Nam: AnirP.1 and Crop production 
Project  Number: 618-0641 
Duration: FY 1969-74 
Amount Obligated: $338,000 
Amount Expended: $338,000 
Status: Completed 

2EEzz 

The AniPul and Crop Production Project  sought t o  improve the  

mi-1 and crop rerearch capab i l i t i e s  o f  the Eart African Agriculture 

and Porertry Rerearch Organization (EAAFRO). Pa r t i cu la r  ampharir war 

given t o  rerearch i n  land and water ure ,  domartic animal and crop 

production, and tho conrarvation and u t i l i r a t i o n  of the  w i l d l i f e  and 

fores t ry  rarourcer of Africa. Thr U.S. Department of Agriculture and 

the I n s t i t u t e  of In ternat ional  Education provided technical  a r r i r t r n c e  

personnel (six plant  and l iver tock s p a c i a l i r t s )  . The project  a l s o  

provided t r a in ing  co African r t a f  f .  

Exporianca 

Th* o r ig ina l  purpore of the  project  war t o  f i l l  e r tabl i rhed 

s t a f f  pori t ionr re la ted  t o  animal m d  crop production i n  EAASRO, 

and t o  t r a i n  replacomentr. Thir focur rh i f t ed  t o  the  crea t ion  of an 

indigenour ine t i t u t iona l  capab i l i t y  t o  conduct research for  the  improvanme 

of food cropr, while a r r i s t i n g  i n  ruch research. It war thorefore 

recommended tha t  t h r  projec t  be combined.wich the  Major Cereals and 

Legume Improvement Projec t  (618-0652) t o  form r new Eart African Food 

Crop Research Project .  Problamr encountered with the implementation 

of the  Animal and Crop Production Project  included dalayr i n  the f ie ld ing 

of contractor personnel and i n  ident i fy ing counterparts .  



Country: Tanzania 
Projec t  Name: Agricultural  Research 
Projec t  Numbat: 621-0107 
Duration: FY 1970-82 
Amount Obligated: $8,496,000 
Amount Expanded: $4,519,000 
Sta tur :  Active 

S u m a q  

The objective of the project  i .a t o  provide ara i r tance  t o  the  Ministry 

of Agriculture and Cooperativaa in  developing m integrated ag r i cu l tu ra l  

rarearch program. Technical a r r i r t ance  and t ra in ing i s  provided within 

the  orear of reaearch planning a d  administrat ion,  m i t e  breeding and 

agronomic rerearch,  soybean breeding and agronomic rerearch,  and food 

legume agroncmic reaearch. I n  1978 the p r o j e ~ t  war expandad t o  include 

research on sorghum and mi l l e t .  Technical aarietanca ir  provided by 

ClMffT and IXTA ( the  fn ternat ional  Institute of Tropical Agriculture). 

Short term par t ic ipant  craining is provided a t  both CIMHYT and IITA, while 

long t e r n  t ra in ing war offered a t  U.S. un iva r r i t i e r .  

Experience 

Project  i m p l m n t a t i o n  war a e r i o w l y  delayed, not beginning u n t i l  1973. 

Howevar, once implamantation bagan it progrerred sa t i s f ac to ra l ly .  A 1978 

evaluation noted tha t  benefi ts  t o  aubriatenca farmers from the project  

ware miden t .  The delaya i n  implemantation were due i n  par t  t o  p2oblema i n  

f ie ld ing a t a f f  and coordilution problcmr batwaen the  Tanzanian government, 

A I D ,  a d  the  contractor8 involved. The government ac t ive ly  rupported the 

projec t ,  but the  lack of f inancia l ,  mater ia l ,  and manpower rerourcer waa a 

corut ra in t .  



Country: Lesotho 
Projec t  Name: Lesotho Farming Systems Research 
Project  Number: 632-0065 
Duration: FY 1978-84 
Amount Obligated: $4,426,000 
Amouat Expanded: $1,500,000 
Status: Ac c ive 

surmp.ry 
The Fanning S y l t a I l ~  Research project  was designed t o  a s s i s t  the 

Ministry of Agriculture and i ~ s  nrwly established Research Division t o  conduct 

ag r i cu l tu ra l  research on farm enterpr ise  mixes which would improve crop and 

l ivestock y ie lds  of small holders i n  three  prototype areas. A nine person 

technical  anristonce team was f ie lded by Washington S ta t e  University. 

Project  a c t i v i t i e s  included the col lec t ion  and analys is  of da ta  on small 

farmers' Panning prac t icas ,  incomrs and soc ia l  a t t i t u d e s ,  s tudies  of the  most 

e f f ec t ive  t i l l aga /cu l t i va t ion  prac t icas ,  and the  development and t e s t ing  

0f a l t e rna t ive  farming systems. Long and shor t  term t ra in ing was t o  be 

provided t o  MOA personnel who vould taka up posicians i n  the Fanning Systemr 

Research Section of the MOA. 

Exparianca 

An evaluation team f e l t  t ha t  t h r  designers of the project  vere 

overly opt imis t ic  i n  believing tha t  a separate Farming Systems Research (FSR) 

Unit could be established i a  a newly created research division.  The 

project  was established v i t h  a f ive  year timeframe and no mention i n  the  

Project Paper of r longer, 15-20 year, horizon which i s  usually needed to  

develop a v iable  ag r i cu l tu ra l  research i n s t i t u t i o n .  The Research ~ i v i s i o n  

of the MOA was so veak aad undaretaffed t h a t  it did not serve as an 

adequate bas is  upon which t o  crea te  ap PSR sect ion .  Though progress wan 

baing mado i n  each of the  output areas iden t i f i ed  in  the Project  Paper, 

progress was slower i n  some areas than ant ic ipa ted .  The se lec t ion  and 

procasaing oE p4r t ic ipants  fo r  academic t r a in ing  programs in  pa r t i cu la r  was 

taking more time than anvisionad. Other problems encountered by the 

project ware tha  i n a b i l i t y  t o  define a shor t  and long range rasearch policy 

and s t ra tegy,  the l imited number of sk i l l ed  MOA professionels assigned t o  

the Research Division, and delays in  f ie ld ing expat r ia te  s co f f .  



Country : Bo trwana 
Project  Name: IVS Botswana Hor t icul tura l  Development Project  
Pro jec t  Number: 633-0215 
Duration: M 1978-80 
Amount Obligated: $228,000 
Amount Expanded: $228,000 
Sta tur  : Act ive  

Summary 

Thir project  war funded by an Operational Program Grant t o  the 

In ternat ional  Voluntary Servicer (IVS) t o  rupport ef f o r t s  of the  Ministry 

of Agriculture (MOA) and Community Development Aarociations (CDAs) $0 expand 

both commercial and subeistence hor t icul tur$l  crop production. The 

project  involved the  introduction of vegetable and f r u i t  c ~ o p r  and expari- 

mantation with a l t e rna t iva  cu l t i va t ion  techniques; the  t ra in ing of 

counterparts and provirion of in-service t ra in ing courrer t o  extenrion 

agantr;  and the  provision of technical aar i r tance  t o  the government Ear 

the developmant of a na t ional  ho r t i cu l tu re  plan. The project  ant ic ipa ted  

tha  placemeoc of e ight  volunteer technicians. During the  f i r s t  two years 

of the project  tha emphaair war t o  be on the development of commercial 

production, with an empharir on experimentat ion, research,  and training.  

I n  the second two yearr t he  focur war t o  s h i f t  t o  the  support of smaller- 

s c a l e  ho r t i cu l tu ra l  production, with an emphasis on Lhe rubr i r tence  farmer. 

Experience 

Financial  cons t ra in ts  resul t ing  from unplanned spending for drought 

r e l i e f  a d  o thar  nerds led  t o  general reductions i n  government budgets 

and the postponement of recruitment for  TA posit ions.  I n  the  end, IVS 

f ieldad only four of the  e ight  poait ionr.  Ope reason war the  inab i l i t y  

of the government and CDAs t o  abrorb and e f f ec t ive ly  u t i l i z e  the  other 

four planned persons. The project  war to  a s r i s t  CDAr i n  expanding 

ho r t i cu l tu re  production. However, the lack of management exper t i se  on the 

pa r t  of the  CDAa became an impartant conr t ra in t .  The CDAr had the physical 

resources and i n t e r e s t ,  but not the managerial capacity necessary. Because 

of t h i s  problem, working towardr the development of commercial production 

proved to  be infeas ib le ,  and the project  had to  a h i f t  t o  smaller sca le  

hor t icul ture .  The experience in  the f i r s t  years of the project  indicated 

tha t ,  due to  cycl ica l  drought condit ions,  the general potent ia l  and economic 

f a r r i b i l i t y  of hor t icul ture  i n  Botswana may have been overestimated in  

project  planning. 



Country: Somalia 
Projmct Nama: Agricultural  Services 
Projec t  Number: 649-0038 
Duration:. FY 1962-75 
Amount Obligated: $5,587,000 
Amount Expended: $5,587,000 
Status:  Completed 

SUrnMrp: 

Tha objactiva of the project  war t o  a s s i s t  the Ministry of Agriculture 

i n  c t aa t ing  a research and extension metvice capable of developing and 

disraminating new and improved crops. The project involved the developant  

of a cent ra l  research and t ra in ing Fac i l i t y  ( t h e  Afgoi Research Sta t ion)  

and a smaller research and Farmers' t r a in ing  center  specia l iz ing  i n  d r y  

land farming C the Bonka Training Center) . Research war conducted to  

improve sorghum, maize and sesame production, vhi le  introducing r i c e ,  peanuts, 

safflower, cerea l  grains,  a l f a l f a ,  and cashew. Long-cerm technical  a s r i r t ance  

war provided by the University of Wyoming. Overseas par t ic ipant  t r a in ing  was 

provided t o  over two dozen Somali agr icul ture  profersionals.  

Exper ience 

The major problem Eacing the  Agriculture Services Project  war a lack 

of governmane conanitment. The goverrrment gave minimal support to  research 

and even l e s s  t o  eztension. Inconsistent  and untimely Funding, a lack o f  

support fo r  good counterparts ,  and frequenr changes i n  the Ministers O F  

Agriculture reru l tod  i n  a lack of c l e a r l y  defined and implemented pol ic ies .  

The Fragmentation of c lore ly  r e l a t ed  phases of agr icul ture  among several  

min i r t r i e s  fur ther  resul ted  i n  uncoordinated e f f o r t s  and the dispersion of 

rerourcer.  Delays i n  the construction of the national  agr icul ture  center  

hampered both research and t ra in ing,  while the  nonarrival ,  l a t e  a r r i v a l ,  

and bteakaqa of U.S.-procured commodities caused fur ther  delays and increased 

costa. The research i t s e l f  showed some success, however. A high yielding 

va r i e ty  of sorghum was introduced, and there  was some success i n  improving r i c e  

and grapefru i t  y ie lds .  



country : Zaire 
Project Nme: North Shaba Maize Production 
Project  Nmnber: 660-0059 
Duration: FY 1976-82 
h u n t  Obligatad: $1 1,004,000 
Amount Expended: $ 6,647,000 
Statua: Active 

Tha major goal of chis  r u r a l  deva lopen t  projacc i a  t o  incrarsa  

agr icul tura l  production and smallholder incomer i n  a remote araa of aascam 

Zaira.  The araa serves a8 an important source of supply for maize, the 

r t ap le  food i n  the urban and mining areas of the Shaba Region. The 

Projac t  involvas research and extenrion,  Earmar group devalopmant, 

intermediate ag r i cu l tu ra l  and food procasring technology davelopmanc, 

marketing, c r ed i t ,  and road and bridge conrtructidn and r ehab i l i t a t ion ,  

The research program focused on improved maize production practices.  I t  

war applied research,  concantrating primarily on tha  adaptation of maize 

varieticra t o  loca l  conditionr. It a l r o  involved reaearch on maize 

diseases,  broundnut producti,on, mixed cropping, crop ro t a t ion r ,  land 

preparation, and var ia t ionr  i n  plancing dates.  

Experience 

Macroaconomic pol ic ies  i n  cha councry adversely effected the  

success of t h e  North Shaba Maize Production Program. A Lack of ag r i cu l tu ra l  

inputs and cons t ra in ts  on marketing ware ident i f ied  PI pa r t i cu la r ly  

seriour problem. A government pricing policy, which sought co keep 

consumer food pr ices  low dircouraged domertic maize production. 

Until racant ly ,  t h i s  research program focured aLmurt excluriveLy on 

the promotion of  a technical  package fo r  maize production tha t  had been 

developed by the government and tes ted  elsewhere i n  the councry. The 

research program was oriented toward demonatrating tha t  tha t  package was 

ruperior t o  exis t ing  prac t ices ,  while t he  extension system disseminated 

the package a t  the farm level .  L i t t l e  attempt, however, had been made 

to understand the exis t ing  farming syrtemr, nor war there  an attempc t o  

adapt the nationally-generated package to  the  North Shaba area.  A s  a 

r.-sult,  farmers accepted the improved maize vatiecy but not the  recornended 

practices.  I n  the face of these shortcomings, a reor ienta t ion  of the 

program towards a more farming systems approach was in i t i a t ed .  



country: 
Project  Name: 
Project Number: 
Duration: 
Amount Obligated: 
Amount Expended: 
Statur:  

The purpose of 

aggregate product ion 

and the  provision of 

seed mul t ip l ica t ion ,  

Ethiopia 
Pulse Divers i f ica t ion  and Improvement 
663-0166 
PI 1974-80 
$1,037,000 
$1,037,000 
Active 

t h i s  project  was t o  increase pulse productivity and 

through the development of i n s t i t u t i o n a l  capacity 

inf ras t ruc ture .  Focus was on research,  extension, 

and marketing. Project  a c t i v i t i e s  included the establishment 

of a comprehe~ iva  nat ional  pulse research program, the  development of 

improved disease r e s i s t a n t  va r i e t i e s  of pulses, the upgrading and improvement 

of several  research s t a t ions  and substat ions,  and the  t r a in ing  of counterpart 

s t a f f .  Technical a r r i s tance  was provided by the Near East Foundation. 

The pulses studied included har icot  beans, chickpeas, l e n t i l s ,  hotse beans, 

and f i e l d  peas. 

Experience 

The pulre project  was conceived in  a period of high world market prices 

for some pulses, and favored production for  export. With the change i n  

gove-rnt and the adoption of socialism, the emphasis on export earnings gave 

way t o  a higher p r i o r i t y  of improving the qual i ty  and productivity of pulses 

t r ad i t i ona l ly  consumed domestically. Much of the  AID support fo r .  pulse deve- 

lopment was oriented toward lowland pulses (such a s  har icot  beans) ra ther  

than the highland v a r i e t i e s  which included most of the pulse crops t r ad i t i ona l ly  

QtOWn and consumed i n  Ethiopia. The research s t a t i o n  developed by the project  

was located i n  an area unsuitable i n  e'levation and climate for  highland pulse 

research. The f a i lu re  of the  government t o  provide administrat ive and l o g i s t i c  

support t o  the technical  ass is tance  personnel was a l so  a problem. Expensive 

expat r ia te  researchers,  for  example, received low p r i o r i t y  when i t  came t o  

the d i s t r ibu t ion  of vehicles.  The f a i lu re  t o  provide adequate housing 

was another serious problem. Finally,  an i n a b i l i t y  t o  conduct a successful 

t ra in ing program ser ious ly  undermined the sus t a inab i l i t y  of the project .  

The phasing of overseas t ra in ing and the provision of cechnicel ass is tance  

was inadequate, with expat r ia tes  leaving the country before par t ic ipant  

trainees returned to  carry on the research. The l a t e  a r r rva l  of the technical  

assistance personnel, f a i l u r e  by the government to supply counterparts ,  and 

p o l i t i c a l  i n s t a b i l i t y  were addit ional  problems. 



Country: Mauritania 
Projec t  Nan.: Integrated Rural Development 
Project  Number: 682-0201 
Duration: FY 1975-80 
h u n t  Obligated: $3,701,000 
Amount Expandrd: $3,230,000 
Statur:  Active 

sumnary 

The objec t ive  of the  integrated r u r a l  development project  i r  to  

develop rapl icable  ag r i cu l tu ra l  and l iver tock a c t i v i t i e r  i n  the  Cuidimaka 

Region of southetn Xauritania. The project  is being implemented by the  

Ministry of Rural Development with the  a r r i r t ance  of a U.S. technical  

a r r i s tance  t e m .  Project  a c t i v i t i e r ,  which a re  car r ied  out i n  coordination 

with o ther  l i n e  min i r t r i e s ,  include increaring ceraa ls  production, l ivertock 

and range amnagmenc, animal traction, and reforareation.  Special 

a t t en t ion  war t o  ba placed on the  t e s t ing  of cereal/legume crop ro t a t ion  

schemer i n  conjunction with the  ura of animal t r ac t ion  and f e r t i l i z e r  ure. 

Experience 

Implementation of t he  project  war reverehy delayed. Preoccupation with 

completion of project  i n f r a r t ruc tu re  (e.g. houring and o f f i ce r  fo r  t he  

project  s t a f f ,  well construction,  e tc . )  led t o  delayr i n  the i n i t i a t i o n  

of agronomic t r i a l r  and s imi lar  a c t i v i t i e s .  The i n a b i l i t y  of the  p ro jec t ' s  

management t o  s e t  p r i o r i t i e s  among the  various a c t i v i t i e s  war another rearon 

for the  projac t ' s  slow pace. The implementation team had begun a number of 

a c t i v i t i e s  which were not planned to r  i n  the prcj,,c paper, e.g. a nursery, 

i r r i ga t ed  vegetable gardening, t r e e  farming and chicken farming, and a s  a 

r e s u l t  attempting t o  do too much with the  Limited reeources a t  i ts  dieporal .  

Furthermore, experiments i n  mechanization and the use of i r r iga t ion  on the 

rerearch p lo t r  were c r i t i c i z e d  as  being inappropriate,  given the  resource 

conr t r a i a t r  faced by the  ta rget  group of farmera. The support given to  

its f i e l d  team by the  contractor war inadequate. Further,  the  expat r ia te  

tect . ~ i c a l  arsiscance t e r n  did not have adequate technical  experience, 

and the absence of such exper t i se  i n  the AID country mission compounded 

the problem. 



Country: Nigar 
Project  Name: Niger Cereals Production Project  
Project  Number: 683-0201 
Duration: FY 1974-81 
Amount Obligated: $14,654,000 
Amount Expended: $13,153,000 
Status:  Active 

Suaunaq 

The objectives of the  Niger Cereals Production Project  k S r e  to  

conduct intensive research on se lec t ing  and improving va r i e t i e s  of 

mi l l e t  and rorghum, organize seed production through the crea t ion  

of seed fanas, c rea te  a c red i t  organization,  and expand and improve 

t ra in ing centers  fo r  the personnel responsible fo r  extensioa and seed 

m l t i p l i c a t i o n .  Effort8 were concentrated i n  the southern part  of 

Niger. This area has h i s t o r i c a l l y  had su f f i c i en t  r a i n f a l l ,  and an 

estimated 90 percent of the country 's  ce rea l  producers a re  located there.  

The National Agricultural  Research I n s t i t u t e  ( INRAN) war the implementing 

host  agency for  the rerearch component of the project .  The Consortium 

fo r  In tarnat ional  Development (CID) f ie lded an expat r ia te  hp lauen ta t ion  

team which included s p e c i a l i s t r  i n  agronomy, extension, cooperatives and 

c r e d i t ,  plant  breeding, reed production, and ag r i cu l tu ra l  engineering. 

Experience 

Funding fo r  the Niger Cereals Production Project  had t o  be increased 

three  timer, and the schedule itad t o  be extended twice. Part  of the problem 

was the  f a i l u r e  t o  complete construction f a c i l i t i e s  on schedule, due to  a 

poor s e t  of o r ig ina l  cost estimates ( t h e  project  design team did not include 

an engineer). The i n a b i l i t y  t o  loca te  experiencsd French speaking researchers 

was a serious constraint  t o  the  provision of technical  asr i r tance .  Low 

o f f i c i a l  prices undermined seed mul t ip l ica t ion  e f f o r t s .  The farmers charged 

with growing the seed as pa r t  of the mult ipl ication program found i t  more 

prof i table  to  s e l l  i t  acrors the  border, than back to  the project .  The 

or ig inal  Project  Paper had assumed tha t  the va r i e ty  of mi l l e t  being 

sponsored, P3Ko10, obtained higher y ie lds  than t r ad i t i ona l  v a r i e t i e r .  

The work of l oca l  researchers,  however, demonstrated tha t  t h i r  war not t rue .  

Unfortunately, it wau d i f f i c u l t  t o  convince the extension service and policy 

makers of t h i s .  They generally f e l t  tha t  la rger  numbers of extension agents,  

vehicles,  and other support would eventually succeed i n  ge t t ing  P3Kolo adopted 

throughout the country. The lack of an improved sorghum var ie ty  was a l so  

a problem. 



Country: Senegal 
Project  Name: Cereals Production 
Project  Number: 685-0201 
Duration: FY 1975-79 
Amount Obligated: $4,745,000 
Amount Expended: $4,666,000 
Status: Active 

Sumary 

The purpose of t h i s  project  is to  a u s i s t  the  Government of Senegal 

i n  the d ive r s i f  i c a t  ion and incensif i ca t ion  of agr icul ture  i n  the West 

Central Region of the Groundnut Baain. The project  is  being implemented 

by two Senegalese agencies. The bulk of the a c t i v i t i e s ,  primarily 

extension and t ra in ing,  f a l l  under the management of SODEVA, a semi- 

autonomous extension egency. The National Center for Agricultural  

Research (CRNA) ca r r i e s  out  applied research t r i a l s  a t  the v i l l age  level  

t o  t e s t  and demonstrate technology packager and pr6duction sys t em.  The 

research involves b e t t e r  seed v a r i e t i e s ,  f e r t i l i z e r ,  animal t r ac t ion ,  

farm implements, and an exrnination of cu l t i va t ion  practices.  An applied 

research uni t  was created to  assure the coordination of these research 

a c t i v i t i e s  with thole  undertaken by the extension agency, SODEVA. 

A I D  is financing inErastructure construction,  equipment, operational  

cos ts ,  and technical  assistance by two expat r ia te  spec ia l i s t s .  

Experience 

The ev8luatibns noted tha t  the  Senegalese government supported the  

projec t ,  providing the  necessary s t a f f  and adminiseering the Eunds a t  

i ts d ispos i t ion  prudently. Problems axisted v i th  the  provision of 

input supplies and c red i t  t o  farmers, the Eunction of an agency not 

d i r ec t ly  involved i n  the projec t ,  ONCAD. The marketing of surplus 

production i s  a lao  the  responsib i l i ty  of ONCAD. However, t h i s  agency 

has t r ad i t i ona l ly  concentrated on groundnuts, not grain marketing. 

Moreover, thouah mi l le t  was avai lable ,  it was s e l l i n g  a t  or  near the 

price of imported r i c e ,  the  preferred s t ap le .  Thus, the v i a b i l i t y  of 

the  whole mi l l e t  production system, and the goal of cerea ls  s e l f -  

sufficiency,  was brought in to  question. F inal ly ,  the adoption r a t e s  by 

the small fasmers of the technology produced was low because of 

labor bott lenecks,  inequit ies i n  the distribution of c r e d i t ,  farm size 

( too m a l l  to  sus t a in  oxen), and the p r o f i t a b i l i t y  of the technology in  

drought years. 



Funding Source: Bureau for Development SupportfOffice of Agriculture 
Project  Name: Weed Control Systams i n  Developing Countries 
Project  Number: 931-0463 
Duration: FY 1966-82 
Amount Obligated: $6,406,000 
Amount Expended: $4,106,000 
Status:  Act ive 

&!?Ex 
The objective of t h i s  project  i s  to  improve weed control  research i n  

selected developing countries.  Or ig inal ly ,  the contract  included a 

technical assistance component. However, i n  1976 t h i s  component vas 

detached t o  crea te  a separate project ,  Weed Control Ut i l iza t ion  (931-0206). 

The In ternat ional  Plant  Protection Center ( IPPC) a t  Oregon S ta t e  Univers i t y  

war developad as  a r e r u l t  of the i n i t i a l  contract .  The project  i s  

intended t o  evaluate weed control  technologier which are  economically, 

soc i a l ly ,  and envirorrmentally compatible with the resource endowments of 

small f a r m  i n  developing countries.  It a lso  aims t o  improve, design, 

and t e s t  simple weed control  equipment and t r a i n  weed control  research 

personnel. Adaptive research by the  project  is being conducted under 

the aurpicer of CATIE i n  Corta Rica and IRRI i n  tha Phil ippines.  

Experience 

The most recent  evaluation of tha project  sa id  tha t  project  r e su l t s  

had been excellent  and a c t i v i t i e s  well managed. Progress tovards the 

accomplishment of project  purpores axceeded expectations. The I n ~ e r n a t i o n a l  

Plant Protection Center has become the pr inc ipal  source of exper t i se  on 

weed control  fo r  AID. The evaluation recomended, however, tha t  the 

research and technical  ass is tance  components of che I P P C ' ~  program be 

combined i n t o  one projec t .  The program war deemed most e f f ec t ive  i n  those 

phares where individuals have been a t  the job over an extended period of 

time. The program was l e s r  e f f ec t ive  i n  pharer where personnel turn-over 

had been grea tes t .  The uncer ta in t r  asrociated with short-term funded made 

recrui t ing  of Eull-time permanent pcofersional s t a f f  d i f f i c u l t .  



Funding Source: 
Project  Name: 
Project  Number: 
Duration: 
Amount Obligated: 
Amount Expended: 
Status:  

Bureau for  Development Support/Office of Agriculture 
Control of Vertebrate Pests  
931-0473 
FY 1967-81 
$6,761,000 
96,623,000 
Active 

Sumnury 

This project  ha8 been implemented by the Denver Wildl i fe  Research 

Center (DWRC), and has three  components- research t o  control  food supply 

damage by r a t s  and noxious b i rds ,  and t o  reduce l ivestock losses  by 

cont ro l l ing  vampire bat-borne rabies .  The project began by emphasizing 

basic research. The project  current ly  focuses, however, on the  u t i l i z a t i o n  

and adaptation of  t h i s  research t o  the  needs of developing countries.  The 

projec t  has combined t h i s  research with a sizeable program of providing 

technical  ass is tance  t o  country missions and developing country governments. 

Experience 

Tha ea r ly  and e f f ec t ive  involvement of developing country researchers 

and loca l  i n s t i t u t ions  i n  the development and implementation of programs 

was iden t i f i ed  as  a major cause of project  success. A s  a r e s u l t  of the  

projec t ' s  a c t i v i t i e s ,  13 of 18 Lat in  American countries plagued with 

vampire ba t s  have created t h e i r  own control  programs. Para ly t ic  rabies  

i n  l ivestock caused by vampire ba t s  was eliminated i n  Nicaragua and 

grea t ly  reduced i n  sevaral  o ther  countries.  The Phil ippine rodent control  

research center  has baeoma a t ra in ing center  for  the support of r a t  control  

programs i n  Asia. Research centers  of expert ise have been established i n  

Bangladesh, Sudan, and Haiti/Dominican Republic focusing on problem evaluation 

and technology t r ans fe r  r e l a t i v e  t o  rodent and noxious b i rd  damage. Though 

there  were no r igni f icant  problems with respect  t o  the  delivery of project  

inputs ,  there were problems with respect  to  the management of some programs. 

The noxious b i rd  control  component i n i t i a l l y  suffered severely from a lack 

of management a t t en t ion  and d i rec t ion .  I t  was considered by one evaluation 

t o  have been a stopband-go e f f o r t ,  with no c l ea r ly  defined plan. Further,  

problems were ident i f ied  with mission and developing country policy maker use 

of t he  research. F inal ly ,  Rrograms dealing with ver tebra te  pests  i n  developing 

countries follow 'boom o r  bus t '  cycles of funding. This i s  caused by the 

inconsistent  a t tent ion  given t o  the  problem by policy mekers. 



Funding Source: Bureau fo r  Development Support/Office of Agriculture 
Project  Nme: Agro-Economic Research on Tropical So i l s  
Project  Number: 931-0525 
Duration:. FY 1970-80 
Amount Obligated: $3,620,000 
Amount Expended: $3,620,000 
Statue:  Active 

Swmarg 

This project  supported research by Cornell and North Carolina S t a t e  

University aimed a t  developing sound s o i l  management prac t ices  fo r  t rop ica l  

r o i l r ,  especia l ly  ox i so i l r  and u l t i s o i l a .  There s o i l  types occupy very 

extensive land areas i n  t r o ~ i c a l  and subtropical  zones, and fo r  the  moat part  

they a re  now e i t h e r  lying i d l e  o r  supporting very low levels  of ag r i cu l tu ra l  

uaa. However, they have t e r r a i n s  and cl imates tha t  should support 

subs t an t i a l  ag r i cu l tu ra l  production i f  the  s o i l  cons t ra in ts  could be 

a l levia ted .  Field work war being conducting in  Brazil  ( t he  Amazon Basin) 

Peru, Central Aaurica, and Puerto Rico. It included d i r ec t  measurements 

on s o i l s  and crops grown on experimental s i t a r  and the co l l ec t ion  of samples 

fo r  laboratory and greenhouse s tudies  conducted on the univers i ty  campuses. 

Exparience 

Research findings included the  iden t i f i ca t ion  of t ropica l  s o i l  

f e r t i l i t y  de f i c i enc ie r ,  t ox ic i ty ,  and o ther  major problems of s o i l s  u t i l i z a t i o n  

and land use; t he  development of v iable  recommendations for  fanning systems; 

and improved s o i l s  c l a s r i f i c a t i o n  and mapping. Research capacity war b u i l t  

in to  the developing country research i n s t i t u t i o n s  par t ic ipa t ing  i n  the projec t .  

When, because of Development Support Bureau budget def ic iencies ,  it was 

announced t h a t  the  project  would have t o  be terminated, the three  missions 

and host  governments of the  countries i n  which the  project was ac t ive  made 

strong pleas fo r  i t s  continuation. However, the apparent lack of i n t e r e s t  i n  

r close ly  r e l a t ed  Eo l lo ron  project  ( S o i l  F e r t i l i t y  Uti l izat ion- 931-1198) 

by the regional  bureaus and o ther  missions, especia l ly  thore in  the ~ a r i b b e a n  

was disappointing. Local ag r i cu l tu ra l  s c i e n t i s t s  and  oil s c i e n t i s t s  saw 

inmediate app l i cab i l i t y  of the  projec t ' s  research t o  t h e i r  own programs and t o  

p rac t i ca l  problams faced by farmers i n  t h e i r  countries.  However, the mission 

reactions n r e  tha t  t h i s  type of research was e so te r i c  and of no p rac t i ca l  

value. A proposal from Cornell t o  continue work in  the region was re jec ted  

was rejected even though i t  had the very strong support of the  University of 

the West Indies and the ! f in is t ry  of Agriculture i n  Jamaica. 
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Status: 

Bureau for  Development Support/Office of Agriculture 
So i l  Families- Hawaii 
931-0582 
FY 1974-83 
$5,561,000 
$4,276,000 
Active 
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This project  t e s t s  the  hypothesis t ha t  agroproduction technology can 

be transferred from i ts  s i t e  of o r ig in  t o  o ther  locations with s imi lar  

agroclimatic cha rac t e r i s t i c s ,  based on the  U.S. system of Soi l  Taxonomy 

developed by the  USDA. The system was designed so  t h a t  agroenvironments' 

c l a s s i f i ed  a t  the s o i l  family level  can be assumed t o  be su f f i c i en t ly  similar  

so tha t  cropo w i l l  perfonu equally and respond a l ike  t o  s imi lar  agroproduction 

practices.  To t e s t  t h i s  hypothesis, the  So i l  Families Project  has developed 

a network of experimental s i t e s  containing th re r  s o i l  families i n  the  

Phil ippines,  Indonesia, and Hawaii. Standard aaagament practices a m  being 

undertaken t o  discover whrther the t e s t  crops (maize and soybeans) respond the  

same t o  s imi lar  treatments i n  s ices  with s imi lar  agroenvironments. The 

Benchmark Soils- Puerto Rico Project  (931-0601) is a p a r a l l e l  and c lore ly  

linked study, focusing on Latin American, as  opposed t o  Asian, s o i l s .  

Experience 

Evaluations of t h i s  project have comented favorably upon the 

high qual i ty  o f  t he  experimental work, and the  qua l i t y  and enthusiasm of the  

projact s t a f f .  The project  established excellent  working re la t ionshipr  

with the Soi l  Research I n s t i t u t e  (SRI) of Indonesia and the  Phil ippine 

Council for  Agriculture and Resources Research (PCARR). Both SRI and 

PCARR have planned s imi lar  s tudies  of t h e i r  own, as well as providing 

addit ional  funding t o  the project  i t s e l f .  The project  was a l so  comnended 

for i t s  ac t ive  t ra in ing component. Therh were no problems of consequence 

with regards to  comnodities, perronnel o r  other inputs i n  terms of qual i ty ,  

quanti ty,  and t imeliness.  Experimental s i t e s  have been established and 

studies conducted i n  the  three regions. Plans were undeivay t o  expand the 

project t o  include s i ces  in  Cameroon. Results of the i n i t i a l  s t a t i s t i c a l  

t e s t s  of the t ransfer  experiments indicate tha t  the hypothesis of agrotechnoloqy 

t ransfer  from one location t o  another on the bas is  of s o i l  family w i l l  very 

l i ke ly  be ver i f ied .  



Funding Source: Bureau for  Development S u p p o r t / ~ f f i c e  of Agriculture 
Project  Name: Benchmark Soilo- Univerrity of Puerto Rico 
Project  Number: 931-0601 
Duration: FY 1975-80 
Amount Obligated: $2,110,000 
Amount Expended: $ ~ , ~ ~ o , o O O  
Status:  Active 

summary 

The objectives of t h i s  project  a r e  t o  1) co r re l a t e  food crop yields 

on a network of t rop ica l  benchmark r o i l s ,  and 2) determine s c i e n t i f i c a l l y  

the  t r ans fe rab i l i t y  of ag r i cu l tu ra l  production technology among t rop ica l  

countrier  bared on the U.S. ryr tan  of r o i l  taxonomy. Thir project  focurer on 

r o i l r  i n  Latin America, spec i f i ca l ly  Brazil  and Puerto Rico. A pa ra l l e l  

pro jec t ,  So i l  F m i l i e r -  Hawaii (931-0582) focurer on r o i l s  i n  relected Arian 

countries.  The project  i r  being implemented by the  University of Puerto 

Rico. The research i n  Brazi l  i r  being conducted with the  a s r i r t ance  of the 

Emprera de Perquira Agropecuaria de Minar Cerair (EPAUM). Technology 

t r an r fe r ,  management, and v a r i e t i a r  t r i a l r  a r e  being conducted as  part  of 

the projec t ,  involving both maize and roybemr. 

Experience 

Though the r o i l r  a t  the  Puerto Rican and Brazi l ian  r i t e s  were 

c l e r r i f i e d  i n  the  r m e  r o i l  family, a number of t he i r  cha rac t e r i r t i c r  

varied much tha t  the t r anofe rab i l i t y  of the experimental r e r u l t s  war of 

concern. Speci f ica l ly ,  d i f ferencer  i n  the amount of r a i n f a l l  and r o i l  

depth were notable. Though both s i t e o  wera t r i c k l e  i r r iga t ed  i n  an attempt 

t o  enrure comparrbi! i t y  of  the r e r u l t r  with regard to  moirture condition8 . 
However, i t  was d i f f i c u l t  t o  a rce r t a in  how much water var ac tua l ly  being 

ured and a t  which average s o i l  moisture condition the experim)nts wera being 

conducted. No data  were avai lable  on va te r  qual i ty  and comporition and no 

control  p lo ts  were l a i d  out for  nonirrigated cropr. F ina l ly ,  the f e r t i l i z e r s  

ured a t  the  two r i t e s  were d i f f e ren t .  Cooperation given to  the  project  by 

EPAMIC md the AID mirrion i n  Brazi l  were deemed excel lent .  However, the 

phare out of the  Brazil  mirrion war expected t o  caure adminirtrat ive 

problemr for the projec t ,  forcing the  Univerrity of Puerto Rico t o  take on many of 

the l o g i r t i c a l  and administrat ive dut ies  previourly performed by the  mirsion. 

It war a l s o  f e l t  tha t  loca l  i n r t i t u t i o n s  should become more involved i n  the 

rerearch being conducted i n  Brazi l .  
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Bureau fo r  Development SupportfOffice of Agriculture 
Nitrogen Fixation Problems and Limiting Factors 
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Thir projec t  provides funds through which the  Science and 

Education Adminirtration/Cooperative Research, United Sta ter  Deparfment 

of Agriculture c o ~ l d  make grants on applied research on factors Limiting 

symbiotic nitrogen f ixa t ion  f o r  crop production i n  developing countries.  

The research areas included: 1) fac tors  l imi t ing  the qual i ty  of inoculmts  

of root  nodule bacter ia  ( rh izobia) ;  2) fac tors  i n  the s o i l  tha t  l i m i t  

succerrful  b io logica l  ni trogen f ixa t ion  (BNF); and 3)  fac tors  i n  the plant  

t ha t  limit nodulation md  BNF. Crantr a r e  made t o  rerearchers a t  un ive r r i t i e r  

having demonstrable capacity in  food and agr icul ture  research. Cooperative 

research with r c i e n t i r t r  i n  developing countries i s  encouraged. 

Experience 

A s  of June 1981, 41 rub-grants fo r  three-year projects  had been awarded 

to  21 U.S. un ive r s i t i e r ,  with 34 pr inc ipal  investigator$ and a comparable 

number of graduate students (atany from developing countries) .  Of there  

projec ts ,  16 have been i n  collaboration with r c i e n t i r t r  from developing 

countrier .  F inal  solutionr have not been a t ta ined t o  the problcmr ident i f ied  

aa l imi t ing  BNF for  crop production. Thir i s  primarily bacaure of the  complexity and 

r i t e  spec i f i c i ty  of those problems. However, the rerearch has iden t i f i ed  n w  

research techniquar, ident i f ied  and improved s u b r t i t u t e  inoculrnt c a r r i e r s  

and inoculation techniques, ident i f ied  breeding l i n e r  of covpeor and beans 

tor  increased nitrogen f ixa t ion  ef f ic iency,  and tolerances t o  revera l  s o i l s  

and environmental s t r e r r e r .  Researcherr i n  the  U.S. have, under t h i s  program, 

given a t t en t ion  t o  the problem of nitrogen f ixa t ion  i n  beans, cowpear, 

pigeon pear, mung bernr and other species,  vhere before t h e i r  t o t a l  e f f o r t  

war devoted largely  t o  roybeanr and a l f a l f a  (cropr of grea ter  importance t o  

U.S. ag r i cu l tu re ) .  Limited funding war iden t i f i ed  ar  a problem. Only 2O.percent 

of the  round research proporals received could be financed. I n  order to  

achieve the  project  ' a  goal o f  a s r i s t i n g  developing country Parmars, the 

research component must be combined with technological assistance aimed 

a t  developing inoculant production technology and delivery systems, as  

well ar  promoting d i r e c t  assistance t o  farmers i n  inoculant use. 



Funding Source: Bureau fo r  Development Support/Office o f  Agriculture 
Project  Name: Determinants of I r r iga t ion  Problemr 
Project  Number: 931-1005 
Duration: FY 1977-81 
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This project  finances research by Cornell Univerri ty on the  phyrical ,  

soc i a l ,  and economic fac tors  af fec t ing  the  ruccear of i r r i g a t i o n  schemes i n  

developing countrier .  The project  involver da ta  co l l ec t ion  on three  

i r r i g a t i o n  r y r t m r  i n  the Phil ippines and two sys t em i n  Indoneria. I t  

hoper t o  ident i fy  those in terac t ions  betveen the  rocioeconolnic and phyrical 

components which a r e  c r i t i c a l  fo r  i r r i g a t i o n  systems' success and develop 

analy t ica l  tool r  and procedures for  the iden t i f i ca t ion  and m a l y r i s  of 

those c r i t i c a l  in terac t ions .  

Experience 

The project  f e l l  behind rchedule due t o  delayr asrociatad with the  

creation of cooperative agreements with host  countrier  . Data col lec t ion  

in  Indoneria did not begin u n t i l  20 months a f t e r  the project  formally began. 

Data from the  Phil ippines have been completed, but t h e i r  va l id i ty  a re  

quertionable s ince  the  three comunity- and goverumant-run syrtamr studied 

were absorbed inco a la rger  syrtam. Further,  the  use of d i f f e ren t  rerearch 

approacher in  the  two countrier  may make comparisons d i f f i c u l t .  The 

evaluatorr recorm~ended tha t  the project  be extended fo r  another 18 month8 

and be r e r t r i c t e d  t o  da t a  col lec t ion  and analys is  e f fo r t8  only. They 

recommended tha t  the  project  not be extended t o  a t h i rd  country as  o r ig ina l ly  

plannad. Xhe lack of guidelines for  f i e l d  da ta  co l l ec t ion  van considered a 

weakness, e rpecia l ly  s ince  the  f i e l d  s t a f f  was made up of graduate studentr .  

The lack of s p e c i f i c i t y  in  rerearch methodology lesrened the chances of 

i ro l a t ing  key va r i ab le r .  Similarly,  the absence of a pre-conceived plan of 

analysis  war of  concern t o  the evaluators.  It  was f e l t  t ha t  graduate 

studentr  could produce the i r  individual repor ts ,  but the  syntherir  and 

analysis  necerrary t o  grasp the overa l l  picture war lacking. This problem 

was compounded by the departure of two of the three  pr inc ipal  investigators 

from Cornell. 



Funding Source: Bureau for  Development Support/Office of Agriculture 
Project  Name: Agricultural  Mechanization 
Pro j ec t Number: 931-1026 
Duration: FY 1977-80 
Amount Obligated: $769,000 
Amount Expanded: $770,000 
Status: Active 

This project  cons is ts  of o grant  t o  the  In ternat ional  Rica Research 

Xasti tute (IRRI) t o  conduct research on the e f f ec t s  of  small-scale ag r i cu l tu ra l  

mtnchnization on small farmers i n  Asia. I t  a l s o  aims to  determine the  

a f f ec t s  of goverument programs and policies on the type of mechanical 

technology u t i l i z e d  by the  ag r i cu l tu ra l  sector.  Research i s  being conducted 

in  the Phil ippines,  Thailand, and Indonesia. Research i n  Pakirtan,  though 

or ig inal ly  planned f o r ,  had t o  be dropped from the  study. Project  a c t i v i t i e s  

include cross-rectional surveys of farms and farming operationr ; the w e  of 

programing models t o  determine e f f i c i en t  production l eve l s ,  use of resources, 

levols of mechanization, labor u t i l i z a t i o n  costa and re turn;  and (ha est imation 

of the adoption of mechanization r a t e s  md  the  implications for policy changes. 

The surveys baing conducted involve farmars i n  31 se lec ted  v i l lages  i n  the 

threa countries. The v i l l ages  were chosen so as t o  provide information on both 

mechanized and non-mechanized f ama  in  major rice-growing d i s t r i c t s .  

Experience 

Tha project was not able  t o  s e t  up a c t i v i t i e s  i n  Pakistan as planned 

due t o  the  f a i lu re  t o  secure a su i t ab le  cooperative ina t i t u t ion .  The time 

Frame of the  project  was considered too short .  The three  year project  required 

two years of da ta  col lec t ion .  Hovever, lack of funding and the  need to  coincide 

the  survey with the  crop cycle led t o  delays of up t o  ten  months i n  the data 

collection.  Drought condit ions i n  t w  of the survey s i t e s  raised questions 

concerning the  representat iveness of the data col lec ted ,  and necessi tated an 

addit ional  year of da ta  col lec t ion  i n  those s i t e s  t o  ver i fy  the data. The 

high turnover of AID project  managers for the project  was ident i f ied  as a 

problem. 



Funding Source: Bureau for Development Support/~ffice of Agriculture 
Project Name: Small Ruminants CRSP 
Project Number: 931-1328 
Duration: FY 1978-83 
Amount Obligated: $11,167,000 
Amount Expended: $ 6,552,000 
Status : Active 

Summoty 

The Small Ruminant Collaborative Research Support Program (CRSP) provides 

funding to the University of California-Davis to manage, coordinate and 

provide subgrants to other participating universities and research institutions to 

improve the small ruminant production capability of developing countries. 

To date 17 subgrants have been given to 13 universities and other inatitutiow. 

The subgrants support rerearch on reproduction and health, genetic improvement, 

by-product utilization, forage production, range/grazing management , dairy 
goat managamant, social constraints to small ruminant production. Research 

is being carried out in Peru, Brazil, Indonesia, m d  Kenya, involving 17 

long-term expatriate researchers. 

Experience 

The Small Ruinant CRSP was the first Collaborative Research Support 

Program instituted by AID. Due to the use of this new funding mechanism, 

implrsentrtion was alow to get underway. At the time the Grant was signed, 

the progrm sites had not been identified nor tentative agreementr reached 

with the cooperating universities and institutions. The overseas sites 

are now staffed with highly competent U.S. technicians, working directly 

with host country scientistr on the research being undertaken. One problem 

encountered was the complhxity of the approval process for scientists to 

travel overseas under the program. This has lad to considerable delay 

for travelers and additional expense in processing the travel clearance. 

The evaluators also felt that there was an excessive amount of evaluative 

activitirs required for the CRSP programs . The participating U. S , universit ies 

and institutions have been contributing matching funds at 38 percent of AID 

funding, in excess of the required 25 percent. Moreover, the evaluators felt 

that the cost of staffing each research site under the CRSP war relatively 

low in comparison to the cost of keeping AID direct hire employees in the 

field. However, the amount of funds available are not sufficient to achieve 

all of the planned outputs. Consequently, some reduction in project activities 

will be necessary to remain within the current budget. 
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P o l i c y  Di rec t ions  f o r  Rura l  Water Supply i n  Developing 

Countr ies  (Apr i l  1979) PN-AAG-691 
Study of Family Planning Program Ef fec t iveness  

( A p r i l  1979) PN-AAG-672 
The Sociology of Pas to ra l i sm and Afr ican  Livestock 

Development (May 1979) PN-AAG-922 
Socio-Economic and Environmental Impacts of Low-Volume 

Rura l  Roads -- A Review of t h e  L i t e r a t u r e  (February 1980) 
PN-AAJ-135 

Assessing t h e  Impact of Development P r o j e c t s  on Women 
(May 1980) PN-AAH-725 

The Impact of I r r i g a t i o n  on  Development: I s s u e s  f o r  a 
Comprehensive Evaluat ion  Study (October 1980) 

A Review of I'esues i n  N u t r i t i o n  Program Evaluat ion  
( J u l y  1981) PN-AAJ-174 

E f f e c t i v e  I n s t i t u t i o n  Building:  A Guide f o r  P r o j e c t  Designers 
and P r o j e c t  Managers Based on Lessons Learned from t h e  A I D  
P o r t f o l i o  (March, 1982) PN-AAJ-611 

Turning P r i v a t e  Voluntary Organiza t ions  I n t o  Development Agencies 
Quest ions f o r  Evaluat ion  (Apr i l  1982) PN-AAJ-61.2 

A I D  Experience i n  A g r i c u l t u r a l  Research: A Review of P r o j e c t  
Evaluat ions  (May 1982) PN-AAJ-613 

EVALUATION REPORTS 

PROGRAM EVALUATIONS: 

No. 1: Family Planning Program Ef fec t iveness :  Report of a 
Workshop (December 1979) 

No. 2: A . 1  .D . ' s  Role i n  Indonesian Family Planning: A Case 
Study with General Lessons f o r  Foreign Ass is tance  
(December 1979) PN-AAH-425 

No. 3:  Third Evaluat ion  of the  Thailand National  Family Planning 
Program (February 1980) PN-AAH-006 

No. 4: The Workshop on Pas to ra l i sm and African Livestock 
Development (June 1980) PN-AAH-238 

No. 5: Rura l  Roads Evaluat jon  Summary Report (March 1982) PN-AAJ-607 



PROJECT IMPACT EVALUATIONS 

No. 1: 

No. 2: 

No. 3: 

No. 4: 
No. 5: 

NO. 6 :  
No. 7: 

NO. 8 :  

No. 9: 

No. 10:  
No. 11: 
No. 12: 
NO. 13: 
NO. 14:  

NO. 15: 

NO. 16:  

No. 17:  

NO. 18: 

No. 19: 

No. 20: 

No. 21: 
No. 22: 

NO. 23: 

NO. 24: 

NO. 25: 

NO. 26: 
NO. 27: 

NO. 28: 

NO. 29: 

Colombia: Small Farmer Market Access (December 1979) 
PN-AAH-768 

K i t a l e  Maize: The L i m i t s  o f  Success  (May 1980) 
PN-AAH-723 

The P o t a b l e  Water P r o j e c t  i n  Rura l  Thai land (May 1980) 
PN-AAH-850 

P h i l i p p i n e  Small Sca l e  I r r i g a t i o n  (May 1980) PN-AAH-749 
Kenya Rura l  Water Supply: Program, Progress ,  P rospec t s  

( June  1980) PN-AAH-724 
Impact of Rura l  Roads i n  L i b e r i a  ( June  1980) PN-AAH-750 
E f f e c t i v e n e s s  and Impact of  t h e  CARE/Sierra Leone Rura l  

P e n e t r a t i o n  Roads P r o j e c t s  ( June  1980) PN-AAH-751 
Morocco: Food Aid and N u t r i t i o n  Educat ion  (August 1980) 

PN-AAH-851 
Senegal:  The S ine  Saloum Rura l  Hea l th  Care P r o j e c t  

(October  1980) PN-AAJ-008 
Tun i s i a :  CARE Water P r o j e c t s  (October  1980) 
Jamaica Feeder Roads: An Eva lua t ion  (November 1980) 
Korean I r r i g a t i o n  (December 1980) 
Rura l  Roads i n  Thai land (December 1980) PN-AAH-970 
C e n t r a l  Amerlca: Small Farmer Cropping Systems 

(December 1980) PN-AAH-977 
The P h i l i p p i n e s :  Rura l  E l e c t r i f i c a t i o n  (December 1980) 

PN-AAH-975 
Bo l iv i a :  Rura l  E l e c t r i f i c a t i o n  (December 1980) 
PN-AAH-978 

Honduras Rura l  Roads: Old D i r e c t i o n s  and N e w  
( January  1981) PN-AAH-971 

P h i l i p p i n e s  Rura l  Roads I and 11 (March 1981) 
PN-AAH-973 

U.S. Aid t o  Educat ion i n  Nepal: A 20-Year Beginning 
(May 1981) PN-AAJ-168 

Korean P o t a b l e  Water System P r o j e c t :  Lessons from 
Experience (May 1981) PN-AAJ-170 

Ecuador: Rura l  E l e c t r i f i c a t i o n  ( June  1981) PN-AAH-979 
The Product  i s  Progress :  Rura l  E l e c t r i f i c a t i o n  i n  Cos ta  Rica 

(October  1981) PN-AAJ-175 
Nor thern  Nige r i a  Teacher Educa t iona l  P r o j e c t  (Sept .  1981) 

PN-AAJ-173 
Peru: CARE OPG Water Hea l th  S e r v i c e s  P r o j e c t  (October  1981) 

PN-AAJ-176 
Thai land:  Rura l  NonFormal Educat ion  - The Mobile Trade 

Tra in ing  Schools  (October 1981) PN-AAJ-171 
Kenya: Rura l  Roads ( January  1982) PN-AAH-972 
Korean A g r i c u l t u r a l  Research: The I n t e g r a t i o n  of Research and 
Extens ion  (January 1982) PN-AAJ-606 
P h i l i p p i n e s :  Bicol  I n t e g r a t e d  Area Development ( January  1982) 
PN-AAJ-179 
Sederhana: Indones ia  Small-Scale I r r i g a t i o n  (February 1982) 
PN-AAJ-608 



No. 30: Guatemala: Development of ICTA and Its Impact on Agricultural 
Research and Farm Productivity (Fel'uary 1982) PN-AAJ-178 

No. 31: Sudan: The Rahad Irrigation Project (March 1982) PN-AAJ-610 
No. 32: Panama: Rural Water (May 1982) PN-AAJ-609 

SPECIAL STUDIES 

No. 1: The Socio-Economic Context of Fuelwood Use in Small 
Rural Communities (August 1980) PN-AAH-747 

No- 2: Water Supply and Diarrhea: Guatemala Revisited 
(August 1980) PN-AAJ-007 

No- 3: Rural Water Projects in Tanzania: Technical, Social, and 
Administrative Issues (November 1980) PN-AAH-974 

No- 4: The Social Impact of Agribusiness: A Case Study of ALCOSA in 
Guatemala (July 1981) PN-AAJ-172 

No- 5: Korean Elementary - Middle School Pilot Project (October 1981) 
PN-AAJ-169 

No- 6: The Economic Development of Korea: Sui Generis or Generic? 
(January 1982) PN-AAJ-177 

PROGRAM DESIGN AND EVALUATION METHODS 

Manager's Guide to Data Collection (November 1979) PN-AAH-434 

Directory of Central Evaluation Authorities (April 1981) 
(distribution restricted to official agencies) 


