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TAB A

JOINT COMMITTEE ON AGRICULTURAL RESEARCH
and
DEVELOPMENT (JCARD)

of the
Board for International Food
and
Agricultural Development (BIFAD)

Second Meeting

Monday, January 24, 1983 -- 1:00 to 5:00
Tuesday, January 25, 1983 -- 9:00 to 3:00

Holiday Inn
Rosslyn, Virginia

Agenda
Monday, January 24
1:00 - 5:00 - Jack Robins, Chairing Sezsion

0 Announcements, Comments: John G. Stovall

o Report of Executive Committee: Robins and Popenoe
- Review Items Discussed
- Actions Taken
- Proposed Plan of Work for 1983

o International Acricultural Research Centers

Purpose: To review policy and programatic is:zues relating
to IARCs and develop a plan for review and assessment.

Review of BIFAD's Charge to JCARD and the Issues

- Report on Centers Week
- Review Current AID Policy and Procedures

- Hear from Panel Appointed to Conduct Policy Review
and Propose Plan for Futura Work

- Develop Proposed Scope of Work

Discussion

o Agricultural Policy and Development: Ed Schuh
Objective: To discuss (1) the relevance of agricultural
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development; (2) agricultural policy as an
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could assist AID and the universities in
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and projects.

Tuesday, January 25

9:00 - 12:00
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1:00 - 3:00

- Hugh Popenoe Chairing Session

0 Matching University Resources to AID Needs: Problems
and Prospects: Frederick Hutchinson

0o Participant Training C. Jean Weidemann

Objective: To review current efforts aimed at strengthening

participant training

0" Extension - Technology Transfer

Objective: To explore opportunities and innovative
approaches to technology transfer in developing
countries

- Review of Contempory Thinking: Doug Caton

- Comments: Arthur Mosher

- Hugh Popenoe Chairman
0 The Roie of the Private Sector in Development

Panel Discussion

- Ralph Snuckler

- Fred Hutchinson

- Ed Schuh

o Priorities for Research and AID Strategqy Papers -

Objective: To provide an opportunity for JCARD to react

to Agricultural Research Priorities Report
and Strategy Papers



Proposed JCARD Members

Dr. Allen Christensen

Dean, School of Agriculture

California State Polytechnic University
Pomona, California 91768

114—598-4101

~Dr. Frederick S. Humphries

-

President

Tennessee State University
Nashville, Tennessee 37203
615-320-3432

Dr. Hugh Popenoe*

Director, International Programs
in Agwriculture

University of Florida

Gainesville, Florida 32611

904-392-1965

Dr. PRalph H. Smuckler

Dean, International Programs
Michigan State University
East lansing, Michigan 48824
517-355-2352

Dr. Rodney Foil

Director, Mississippi Agricultural
Forestry Experiment Station

Mississippi State University

Mississippi State, Mississippi 39762

601-325-3005

Dr. Jean Kearns

Scholar-Deputy Director

Consortium for International
Development

University of Arizona

Tucson, Arizona 85716

602-745-0455

Dr. Francille Firebaugh
Acting Vice President for

Agricultural Administration
Ohio State University
Columbus, Ohio 43210
614-422-6891

Dr. Charles Hess

Dean, College of Agricuitural and
Environmental Sciences

University of California - Davis

Davis, California 94616

916-752-1605

* Designated Co-chairman

Dr. G. Edward Schuh

Head, Department of Agricultural and
Applied Economics

University of Minnesota

St. Paul, Minnesota 55108

612-373-0945

Dr, James E. Johnston

Deputy Director, Agricultural Sciences
Rockefeller Foundation

1133 Avenue of the Americas

New York, New York 10036

212-869-8500

Dr. Roland M, Hendrickson
President, Agricultural Division
Pfizer

235 E. 42nd Street

New York, New York 10017
212-573-2444

Dr. Richard M. Parry, dJr.

Program Leacer, Special Foreign
Currency Program

0ffice of International Cooperation
and Development

U.S. Department of Agriculture

Hyattsville, Maryland 20782

301-436-8038

Dr. Pobert Wildman

Deputy Director, National Sea Grant
College Program

National Oceanographic and
Atmospheric Administration

Rockville, Maryland 20852

301-443-8923

Dr. John (Jack) Robins*

Director, Food and Agriculture Division
Science and Technology Bureau

Agency for International Development
Room 311, SA-18

Yashington, D, C. 20523

703-235-9012

Mr. Richard Cobb

Chief, Agriculture Develonment Division
Near East Bureau

Agency for International Development
Room 6484, New State

Washington, D, C. 20523

202-632-9256



Mr. David Schaer
Chief, Agriculture and Rural
Development Division

ﬁrica Bureau

ency for International Development
Room 2941, New State

Washington, D. C. 20523
202-632-3650

Mr. Albert (Scaff) Brown

Chief, Rural Development Division
Latin America and the Caribbean
Agency for International Development
Room 2242, New State

Washington, D. C. 20523
202-632-8126

Mr. Allen Hankins

Chief, Agriculture and Rural
Development

Asia Bureau

Agency for International Devélopment

Room 3327A, New State

Washington, D. C. 20523

202-632-9102

Dr. Douglas Caton

Chief, Rural Development Division

Program and Policy Coordination
gency fecr International Development

Room 2675, New State

Washington, D. C. 20523

202-632-1788

Mr. Hugh Dwelley

Director, Office of Contract
Hanagement

Bureau for Management

Agency for International Development

Room 600, SA-14

dashington, D. C. 20523

703-235-9153



TITLE XII BOARD

Dr. Clifton R. Wharton, Jr.
Chancellor

State University of New York

State University Plaza-South Tower
Albany, New York 12246

Dr. C. Peter Magrath
President

University of Minnesota
Room 202 - Morrill Hall
100 Church Street, S.E.
Minneapolis, Minnesot 55455
Dr. Harold F. Robinson
Chancellor

Western Carolina University
Collohwee, N. Carolina 28723

Dr. E. T. York, Jr.
7911 S.H. 36th Ave
Gainesville, Florida 32601

University of Florida
Building 105-1FAS
Gainesville, Florida 32611

Mr. Ernest T. Marshall _

Vice President, Montgomery Associates
Fairway Office Center

4210 Johnson Drive - Suite 221-B
Fairway, Kansas 66205

Mr. Daryl Arnold

President

Western Growers Association
P.0. Box 2130

Newport Beach, California 92663

17620 Fitch St.
Irvine, California 92714

Charles J. Marshall
Route 1, Box 288
Jerome, Idaho 83338

Tel: (518)473-4060
Reapp't. To 3/83

Tel: (612)373-2025
App't. To 3/83

Tel: (704)227-7100
App't. To 3/83

Tel: (904)376-0052
App't. To 3/83

Tel: (904)392-6545

(913)236-8880
App't. To 2/85

(Mailing)
(714) 641-5000
App't. To 3/85

Office
(714)641-5000

Tei: (208) 324-4315
App't To 2/86



Tab D

TENTATIVE BIFAD MEETING DATES

February 18 (Friday)
March 31 (Thursday)
June 2 (Thursday)

July 22 (Friday)
September 29 (Thursday)

December 2 (Friday)

JCARD MEETING DATES

January 24 - 25
(Monday 24th, 1:00 p.m. thru Tuesday 25th, 5:00 p.m.)

March 17 - 18
(Thursday 17th, 9:00 a.m. thru Friday 18th, 12:00 noon)

May 16 - 17
(Monday 16th, 1:00 p.m. thru Tuesday 17th, 5:00 p.m.)

August 18 - 19 ~
(Thursday 18th. 9:00 a.m. thru Friday 19th, 12:00 noon)

October 11 - 12
(Tuesday 11th, 1:00 p.m. thru Wednesday 12th, 5:00 p.m.)

November 30 - December 1
(Wednesday 30th, 1:00 p.m. thru Thursday 1st, 5:00 p.m.)



TAB

UNCERTIFIED MINUTES
OF THE DRAFT
JOINT COMMITTEE ON AGRICULTURAL
RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT (JCARD)

NOVEMBER 30, - DECEMBER 1, 1982

HOLIDAY INN, ROSSLYN, VA.

November 30, 1982

Preliminaries

The meeting was called to order at 1:08 P.m. by Co-Chairman
Hugh Popenoce (University of Florida). He announced that:
O This session was the first quasi-official meeting since
all of the JCARD nominees had not completed the official

clearance process.
O John S. Robins, S&T/FA, will serve as Co-Chairman

representing the Agency for International Development.

Jay Morris, Deputy Administrator of AID gave words of welcome
to the Committee. Morris said tha* since Administrator
McPherson was a former member of BIFAD and having worked with
the Administrator on various activities he too has an interest
in BIFAD and in strengthening the universities involved in the
Title XII activities. He will hope for positive results fron

the implementation of the new mechanisms such as the Joint



Career Corps, Memorandum of Understanding, etc. Although there
is a struggle with the budget, the Administrator has a
continuing interest in BIFAD and in building better
communications between BIFAD and the Adency. They have the
utmost confidence in Fred Hutchinson, Executive Director of
BIFAD and the BIFAD Staff. He urged the members to call on the

Administrator's Staff for any assistance that might be needed.

Background

Why a JCARD?

Fred Hutchinson, Executive Director of BIFAD staff recounted

the background of JCARD. It was felt that two separate

committees (JRC/JCAD) were no longer necessary since there was some
overlapping in functions and the “wo separate committees were

more expensive to operate. The committee needed restructuring

to develop more jointness and effective operational activities

in line with the revised BIFAD Charter and joint resolution

signed by Chairman Wharton and Administrator McPherson in May

of 1981. Hutchinson cited the two co-chairmen of JCARD as

representing jointness, with one chairman from the university



community and the other from AID. He said the committee s not
an entity in itself. The agenda for JCARD is constituted by
BIFAD and the Agency. The Board is more involved in policy
matters and the JCARD involved in operational matters. The
Board has already developed somewhat of an agenda for JCARD
relating to evaluation of the International Agricultural

Research Centers program.

Hutchinson gave a breakdown of the BIFAD Staff citing the major
responsibilities of each person. He noted that John Stovall,
Chief of the Research Division, will serve as liaison person
for JCARD. The other two divisions are Country Programs; and

Institutional & Human Resources and an Operations section.

On review of JRC activities, Popence said JRC was created under

legislation of Title XII to participate in the administration
and development of collaborative (research) activities, The
Committee has been involved in developing medes, concepts,
procedures and guidelines for the Collaborative Research
Support Programs (CRSPs). Because of JCAD's concern in site
specific activities the problem of research can be more easily

addressed with the two committees combined by offering closer



linkage between global and regional programs. Although JRC had
joint work groups with some members cf JCAD involving training
and women in development activities (institution building
factors) these were somewhat neglected and can now be properly

addressed by the new joint committee.

JRC's charge to become involved with IARC's program falls under
unfinished business-this will be fully addressed by the new
committee. Collaboration (technical and financial) on research
programs by AID and other donors will be given further
consideration.

r~

On Review of JCAD, John Robins stated that JCAD was created by

legislation as an entity of BIFAD to assist in the
implementation of bi-lateral activities (country programs).
JCAD succeeded in fostering a better understanding of Title XII
by host governments and missions personnel through various
site visits and the U.S. university community received better
understanding of AID's problems and programs which brought
about a better working relationship in technical assistance
activities. Workshops were organized to offer

interaction/dialogue between universities personnel and AID



personnel. The collaborative assistance method of contracting
was given greater use; and a renewed interest in institution-

development activities was generated.

Both Popenoe and Robins agreed that though some accomplishments
were achieved during the existence of JRC and JCAD; that the
combining of the two committees offered a greater opportunity
to address more efficiently the remaining and future issues and
ensures the partnership role for a more productive effort in

solving food problems of the LDCs.

In the discussion that followed, a number of questions were
raised about the role of JCARD and the following points were
made:

0o BIFAD focuses on Policy and JCARD on operational issues

O JCARD is the subordinate to the BOARD but is also

responsible to needs of AID

O BIFAD is in the process of laying out a new agenda - this

will impact on JCARD



o Title XII provides the boundary for JCARD responsibilities

c Federal members of JUCARD serve by virtue of their
position: non-federal members were selected for their
individual competence and to represent the broad range of
interests in the university community, but do not

necessarily speak for any particular constituency groups

o There is no specific budget for JCARD but support is

included in BIFAD budget

o Executive Committee will serve as a "Steering Committee"

.

o The problem of how JCARD communicates with the university

should be addressed.

EXpectations for JCARD

On_relationship of JUCARD to Sector Councils, Robins said that

Senior Assistant Administrator Brady for S&T, had established
six S&T Councils: (1) Agriculture, (2) Nutrition, (3) Health,

(4) Population, (5) Human Resources, and (6) Energy and Natural



Resources. Of greatest relevance to JCARD are the Agriculture,
Nutrition and Human Resources Cocuncils. Agriculture Sector
Council is composed of reps. from the four regional Bureaus,
PPC, BIFAD,with each S&T agency director responsible for the
areas serving as Chairperson of the Council. Robins said the
Council's charge is to provide an orderly mechanism for
advising the Agency on all science and technology matters.

This includes matters of policy,strateqy, and program and

project development.

The Sector Ccuncils deal with matters of an internal nature to
the agency such as personnel requirements, training, career
development, and S&T priorities. He stated that JCARD looks at
same matters but from an externéi viewpoint. The JCARD role
consists of interfacing with the Agency and universities and
other Title XII resources at the operating level. The Councils
and JCARD serve as a mechanism or forum for addressing and

resolving issues of mutual concern in the Adgency/Title XII

institutional relationship.

On expectations for JCARD from *“he University standpoint

Popenoe said they look forward to successful implementation of



the new initiatives that have been developed such as the MOU,
JCC, JEM:TSM, further look at the strengthening grant program
and its relationship to the new initiatives; U.sS. university
linkage research with IARCs, ongoing program for new types of
research; and priorities in terms of research; institution
building, education and training (a continuing issue) MIC
program, WID, Family/home, farming systems, standards of
performance for evaluation of university contracts and greater

participation of university and private sector.

Edward Schuh inquired if efforts had been made to mobilize
public support for Foreign assistance and international
research. Popenoe replied this was somewhat difficult to do
within the Committee. The federal side of the Committee had to
rely on guidelines of Executive Branch on budget matters.
Relating to university side, access to the Hill offers some

opportunity to redress the issue of public support,

Hutchinson stressed need to know what universities are doing to
build support back home--international development arena not
doing enough. Perhaps a workshop or dialogue with Land Grant

college representatives on this issue could be considered.



Frederick Humphries stated that one could not look on JCARD as
an independent Committee--it i3 an entity of the Board and the
Committee can expect to receive agenda items from the Board and
AID--on concerns of Title XII. The Committee itself is
basically technical in operationa?ddeals with ways to treat
problems in AID/University relationships and to enhance the

Title XII concept from an operational standpoint--but does not

become involved in setting the policy concept.

Allen Christensen considered training to be a prime item for
the agenda and in relation to the budget, Committee should
pursue making recommendation on reallocation of funds for
training since this will have a pajor impact in carrying out

AID's mission.

Ralph smuckler inquired as to the extent of BIFAD's involvement
in the CDSS review. J.0Oweis replied that BIFAD staff is invited
to sit in on the reviews but is selective and sensitive to
countries where universities are involved. Does not have the
staff or time to attend all reviews or to study and make input
Lo them. Smuckler thought this was an important area where the

committee could intervene and make an effective analysis. There
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was 4 suggestion of using consultants for this kind of work

because of limited staff.

David Schaer thought that JCARD should develop guidelines for
deciding which projects should be Title XII and which should

not.

Robins asked Hugh Dwelley to report on the Collaborative
Assistance Mode of contracting and the Technical Services to
Missions as they relate to ways of mcbilizing uiversity

resources in AID program.

Dwelley stated that the Collaborative Assistance Mode of

~

contracting allows for flexibility in providing technical
assistance to the Missions. Th; University participates along
with Mission/Host Country in the design phase as well as the
implementation phase of the project. At the outset, all
parties try to gain an understanding on anticipated needs of
the contract. An agreement is reached on what the contractor
will be allowed to do in initiating technical services, making

administrative and logistical arrangements for personnel and

procuring commodities. He referred to the "post design mobili-
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zation" option included in project design phase that can be
used for interim funding when there is a significant delay
between design completion and implementation of project., It
was noted that this method needed evaluation in considering its

continuing use.

James Johnston, called attention to the report of the JRC Work
Group on Alternative Models for Organizing Research which
relates to the various modes for implementing research

projects. Perhaps this report should be further pursued.

On Technical Services to Missions, Dwelley said that when team
visits were made to the Missions to explain/promote Title XII
they were frequently told by Mi;;ion Directors that low usage
of university services was partly due to lack of convenient
instruments for contracting short term services. In 1980 JCAD
recommended a Title XII initiative to encourage Missions to
enter order-type contract arrangements with a Title XII
University for technical support to mission (TSM). 1In addition
to providing short term aid to Missions and tapping

strengthened resources of universities, TSMs promote an ongoing

long term relationship between a university with a particular

g
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interest and competence in a country and the AID Mission
working in that country. In 1981, TSMs were awarded to Texas
A&M for work with USAID/Dominican Republic and the University
of Florida to work with USAID/Costa Rica--these have proven to
be satisfactory operations. Recently TSMs have been awarded to
MIAC for services to REDSO/East Africa and to MUCIA to work
with RDO/Barbados. Curent policy is to limit a university to

one TSM.

MEETTNG ADJOURNED AT 5:05 P.M.

December 1, 1982

Co-Chairman Popenoe called the meeting to order at 9:10 p.m.
AID Policy Papers on: Fcod and Agriculture Development,
Nutrition, and Private Enterprise Development; BIFAD Briefs,
November-December 1982 with Title XII Policy Directive
attached, and copies of agenda for the December 2, BIFAD

meeting were distributed to the members.

Operational Matters

Popenoe called attention to Schedule of Tentative Dates for

JCARD meetings. After some discussion on preferences for early
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weekdays (Mon. Tues.) versus late week days (Thurs. Fri.).
(The meetings will be for 1 full day plus 1/2 day). The
majority preferred the early weekday meetings. Firebaugh
suggested alternating the dates during the meeting year with
some meetings beginning early week and others beginning late
week. It was agreed that starting time for the meetings would
be 9:00 a.m. and (1:00 p.m,) for those sessions starting in the

afternoon. Most members preferred to meet in Rosslyn.

Popenoe said an Executive Committee would be created as called
for in the Charter and this Committee would need to meet more
often than the full JCARD. Members of the Executive Committee

were announced by the two Co~Chairmen:

John Robins, AID;

Hugh Popenoe, University of Florida;
Richard Cobb, Near East Bureau/AID;
Francille rirebaugh, Ohio State University;
James Johnston, Rockefeller Foundation; and

Fred Hutchinson, Executive Director of BIFAD Staff
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will serve in an ex officio capacity. Also, Expert Panels or a

task force will be appointed in the future to address various
issues. The composition of these panels will be determined by

evolving needs of the Committee,

John Rothberg stated that BIFAD Staff will provide professional
and secretarial support to JCARD. It is expected that most
Expert Panels will meet needs of one or more AID Bureaus, and
that those Bureaus will agree when the panel is established to
provide necessary staff support. Also, when appropriate, other
Federal agencies and universities may be reyuested to provide

support,

Stovall said that (according to fhe Charter) annually, in
consultation with the Board and AID Staff, JCARD will develop a
comprehensive work plan responsive to current and projected
needs of BIFAD, AID and Title XII institutions. Agenda for
regular meetings and special meetings will draw on this work
plan. Popence said the Executive Committee will draft a work
plan and send copies to members of the Committee for refinement

and approval by the next JCARD meeting date.
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Robins introduced Board Member Dr. E.T. York to the Committee
members. Dr. York said he was glad the group is functioning
after a long gestation period. He is impressed with caliber of
membership and thanked them for their willingness to serve.
JCARD has an important function to perform and he looks forward

to working with the Committee.

International Agricultural Research Centers: A.I.D. Policy,

Funding, Review, and JCARD Rcle

Robins noted that the Board had expressed concern regarding the
ILRCs' program and wanted this to be a priority consideration
of JCARD. Among items of concern are the: (1) Formula Funding
-- impact on other programs; (2ftrelationship of work of IARCs
with various other research institutions; (3) relationship of
work of IARCs to Mission needs; and (4) issues on involvement

of BIFAD in the review process.

Robins introduced Dana Darymple of S&T/Agriculture who follows
the IARC program in that office. Darymple said the Centers
have an international focus and receives support from a number

of donors. AID has an interest in the Consultative Group on

1%
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International Agricultural Research (CGIAR) which was
established in 1971 to support a research effort Lo improve
agricultural proudction in the developing countries. This
group is sponsored by the FAOQ, UNDP, World Bank, and comprises
numerous countries, international and regional organizations
and private fcundations. The group supports 13 IARCs. The
group is advised by a Technical Advisory Committee composed of
scientists from industrial nations and the developing world.

®

AID provides 25% of the core funding for IARCs. The U.S. ranks

10th among international donors.

In the review process, a commentary on each center's program
and budget is prepared and submitted by the Directors at IARC
week. Internal and external reviews are periodically done. A
comprehensive review of CGIAR strategies, policies and
procedures was conducted in 1981. Studies on a variety of

subjects are also done by this group.

In noting JCARD's role Darymple stated that the CGIAR is a
complex system. He thought JCARD should become familiar with
the system by noting itﬁmany publications, including the Annual

Reports, Highlight Reports, etc. and to get first-hand
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experience at Centers whenever possible. Also, attending
Centers Board Members meetings is important in order for
AID/BIFAD to follow up on its influence, utilization of
products of Centers, and how these fit into ongoing AID

activities,

Relating to competition among donors, Hutchinson noted that the
U.S. and World Bank are among the major donors to the core
funding of the whole CGIAR system and urged "caution" in trying
to change policy or improve system out of respect for the
smaller donors. 1In the university community there is some
competition between CRSP funds and funds for IARCs~-he hopes
that the Committee will ignore the competition but look at

Centers in terms of research output.

Johnston noted that the Technical Advisory Committee has a
significant role in the management of Centers and that good
information on the effect of Centers system~-its structure,
productivity, and impact is needed and should be looked at from

a constructive approach.
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Richard Cobb noted that national and international
organizations are not coming together to look at AID priorities
aS a group. There is money allocated to agricultural research
activities from each of the Bureaus. IARC priorities are
different. Perhans an exercise should be done showing AID's
priorities and put against priorities of IARCs and the results

made known to the Technical Advisory Committee.

Schuh. noted that the U.S. was under-represented on the Centers
Board but over-represented with Director-Generals, so U.S.
influence would be looked at from different levels and the
Committee needs to give attention to value of IARCs to U.S.

research and look at level of investment versus feedback.

Smuckler thought there was a need for an Expert Panel to focus
on the IARCs and to feed into the Committee. Such a panel could
make a concerted effort to look into the budget, program, management

and monitoring aspects of the Centers.

Robins agreed that a Panel was needed to do an indepth study
of the Centers and that it was important to have a representative
from JCARD on panel to provide linkage and continuity. He

hopes to appoint such » Panel in January.
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In further discussions on New Ways to Mobiligze University

ResoUkes for AID Programs; Len Yaeger (S&T) noted that because

of the cutbacks in Agency personnel the resources of Title XII
universities are needed at this point in time to assist the
agency in carrying out its mission. He called attention to the
various instruments/mechanisms developed by AID and BIFAD to
further enhance the Tirle XIT process; Memorandum of
Understanding, Joint Enterprise Mode, Technical Services to
Missions, and the Joinrt Career Corps. With the MOU, JEM, and

TSM already in place the concentration is now on the JCC.

Yaeger stated that Adm. McPherson approved the document to
establish the JCC in May of 1982, The FY-83 budget contains
funding for 25 professional posit%ons from universities %o
serve in new AID jobs with most of these being overseuas
positions. Ten Missions have been selected to initiate the
Corp. He noted that a number of universities 'ave expressed
interest in this mechanism and that the JCC offers a great
opportunity for some of those universities who have not
participated in AID projects to do so because the JCC reaches

out to individuals.

Al/l"
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Smuckler thought the JCC was a commendable initiative and that
universities should develop a roster of interested individuals
and make this roster available to the Mission Directors. These

persons could gradually fit into the available positions.

It was agreed that it would take some time to get the JCC fully
implemented but with cooperation from all concerned parties it

could be a very effective program.

Jean Weidemann (BIFAD Staff) gave a general overview of the

Strengthening Grant program relating to the matching and

non-matching process and the eligibility criteria. On the
requirement for non-matching participation the college or
university has to show demonstrable capacity in teaching,
research and extension activities in agricultural sciences and
a wiilingness to commit itself institutionally to improve its
ability to make an effective contribution to attainment of

Title XII objectives.

When proposals for Strengthening Grants are received from the
universities they are sent to a Peer Peview Panel. This panel

uses a form to evaluate proposals against four criteria
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c¢lusters: relevance to Title XII, Institutional commitment to

International development, program, management and budget,

When the evaluations are received from the Review Panel, BIFAD
staff notes comments of the reviewers, recommendations are made
to the Board, and then forwarded to appropriate AID office for
action. She noted that currently a proposal from University of
New Hampshire is under review and that a proposal from Praine
View A&M University had been approved by the Panel and that it

will be recommended to JCARD for necessary action,

Erven Long noted that because of budget problems funds for
future Strengthening Grants will be reduced. Thus far, 55

~

Strengthening Grants have been awarded to various institutions.

Smuckler asked if all universities eligible for Strengthening
Grants have access to the Registry of Institutional Resources
(RIR). Ravnholt said that all of the eligible institutions had

not submitted the RIR applications.
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Hutchinson stated that the Board had exgressed concern
regarding the universities that had not submitted RIR
applications. Although some universities access RIR who have
not entered applications--perhaps some have not submitted
because of the sensitivity of faculty information.

in
Schuh stated that filling/the application form is a demanding
job for the institutrion. After some general discussion it was

notea that the RIR form should be looked at and perhaps revised.

Popenoe thought that the RIR was useful and an important
activity and should be looked at from the standpoint of future
direction and making it more useful.

—~

On the Matching Process, Jiryis Oweis (BIFAD Staff) stated that

in the process of selecting Title XII universities contractors
the decisions are made by the Regional Bureaus. The Mission
provides the Regional Bureau Project Committee with Project
Identification Document (PID) describing nature of problem and
technical assistance needed from the university. The
universities are informed of actual and anticipated Title XII

projects througih publication of brief summaries of projects in
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the BIFAD Briefs, copies of Congressional Presentations, and
letters to Title XII officers. When responses are received
from the universities they are reviewed by the Project
Committee and evaluated on basis of selection criteria. The
Project Committee requests from BIFAD Staff a source list of
most qualified universities for the project and the
urglversities are ranked and negotiations are made with the
highest scoring university by AID's Contracting Office. (Site
visits to university campuses are sometimes made and RIR also

used in this process,)

Other AID/S&T Activities

On Priority Setting, Policy and Strategﬁpapers, Robins noted
that the Sector Councils had been workong on draft strategy
papers, which flow from the policy papers on various components
of the development program relating to agriculture, nutrition,
and private sector. These draft strategy papers will be
reviewed in the various AID offices as well as by outside
expert reviewers. JCARD will have an opportunity to comment on

them before finalizing.



-24-

Robins said the Administrator requested the Sector Councils to
develop priroities in four areas : agriculture, bio medical work
in health, population and fuelwood to guide the Agency in
research activities that will aid in solving the development

problems around the world.

On AID Participant Training, Ruth Zagorin (S&T Director for

Human Resources) stated that at the request of the
Administrator a strategy paper on Development Training in the
Agency is being prepared. Even though there are budget
constraints an increase in participant training is necessary
to move ahead with the Agency's focus on institution building,
human capital transfer, etc. Training is expensive and rto
obtain high quality training with less money being allocated
for this purpose consideration has to be given to: the regional
process where a group of countries that need same kind of
things are brought together in one location; identifying who to
train; the role of private sector in training
process; the training element included in various projects;
training programs at the missions:; contributions of women in
training program; and the loan versus grant for financing
training. AID/W, Missions, and unixzfsities have a vital role
in seeking more efficient training/a continuous dialogue is

needed to be effective.
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On the Proposed Cooperative Program between U.S. Research
Institutions and the IARCs, Anson Bertrand, S&T/AGR, said that
this proposal was prepared by BIFAD and transmitted to the
Office of Agriculture ayear ago. He said that progress on this
proposal has been minimal--parctly because of funding
limitations. The proposal is now in a project paper stage and
is being circulated through the Agency for approval. The
program consists of linking a certain university with a
particular Center to collaborate on a research project with the
objective of further solving some of the major food problems of

developing countries.

Summing UP~-And Looking to the Future--Priorities of JCARD

Robins said a Work Plan and Agenda for the Year is needed for
JCARD. The ExX. Com. and Staff will be drafting that plan
between now and the next meeting. Our purpose here is to get

the views of members about what that plan should include.

As a starting point for discussion Robins listed the various
topics that had been suggested for JCARD action of any kind,
and others were added to the list. A summary of those

discussed were as follows:

2V
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AID Exercises (priorities, strategies, budget.)
Internactional Cenrters Review

Contracting Modes (JRC)

RIR-Registry of Institutional Resources

Incentive Study

Strengthening Grants

Training Issues

Criteria for Title XII

Communication: JCARD - Universities

Public Understanding of Agricultural development/Foreign
Assistance

New AID/UNIVERSITY Instruments - CAM, TS#, JCC, MOU, Matching
Process

Evaluation of Title XII Programs

Consortia Study

Livestock (3 Studies)

CRSP Issues

Extension Report

After some general discussion relating to these topics and
where to start at present time and what is most important, it

was agreed that a broad set of categories should be adopted
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around which most activities of JCARD could be grouped.
The suggested broad categories were:

Development policies, strategies and programs
AID-University relations

Training

University processes for strengthening, etc.
Evaluation

Research Program needs, vehicles (CRSP, IARC)

It was noted that IARC issues- were already on the agenda for
the next meeting--January 24 and 25. Robins said the

Executive Committee will meet on January 7 to consider
formulating a Work Plan and this draft plan will be distributed

to committee members for commencs.

The meeting adjourned at 4:50 p.m.

g
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A PROPOSED JCARD PROGRAM OF WORK FOR 1983 DRAFT

JCARD 1s required by its charter to develop a comprehensive work
plan which is responsive to current and projected needs of BIFAD, AID
and Title XII institutions. This program of work is to be developed

each year in consultation with the Board and the AID staff.

In response to that charge JCARD proposes a plan for 1983 based on its
assessment of the priorities of the Title XII institutions, AID needs

and the Boards's new agenda.
Background

At its first meeting November 30 - December 1, 1982 JCARD reviewed
the major activities of its predecessor committees, the JRC and JCAD,
and discussed the recommendations of those two committees for activi-
ties that should be carried on by the new committce. During this
discussion we also considered the Board's discussion about items that

should receive priority by JCARD and the views of individual members.

Following the first meeting of JCARD, the Agriculture Sector Council,
which includes all but one of the AID members of JCARD, discussed

and prioritized JCARD agenda items from the perspective of AID.



On January 7, 1983 the JCARD Executive Committee reviewed the various
suggestions for activities and fésues and had the benefit of the
counsel of the Vice Chairman, Dr. E. T. York. He shared with the
Executive Committee the main elements of new BIFAD agenda under
development and emphasized the importance of the JCARD program of work

being consistent with BIFAD's agenda.

In devéloping the program of work the Executive Committee felt it

was important to consider the relationship between JCARD and the Ag
Sector Council. The over-lapping membership offers a unique oppor-
tunity for these two bodies to work together in furtherance of the

overall purpose of JCARD.

The Executive Committee was cognizant of the desires expressed by
JCARD members that the plan adopted should provide maximqm flexi-
bility for the agenda of the new committee to evolve over time and to
allow for changing priorities and emerging operational problems not
forseen at this time. Therefore, the assumption is that this plan

provides only guidance and can be modified as appropriate.

The Proposed Plan

In laying out the plan we found it useful to build around a few broad

categories of activities which taken together encompass the total
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. scope of work for JCARD. We, therefore, propose five categories
which can serve as a framework for planning and for assessing
accomplishments. They also may be useful in establishing panels or

sub-groups to divide up the work of JCARD.

The following are the five major categories of activities which we

suggest as components of the JCARD program of work for 1983.

1. Development Policies and Strategies

We take it as our responsibility to review AID's development
policies and strategies in light of overall foreign assis—
tance objectives and to give both AID and the Board the
benefit of our assessment of the appropriateness of the
strategies and whether or not there are alternative ap-
proaches that should be considered. We will be reviewing
the various AID policy and strategy papers relating to

food and agriculture and making our comments known to AID
and the Board. In th. future we may want to review other

documents such as regional bureau strategies or CDSSs.

2. Science and Technology Programs, Vehicles and Priorities

Science and technology 1is one of the principal means by

which foreign assistance objectives can be achieved. AID
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has undertaken a more vigorous effort to support the ident-
ification , transfer and adaptation of existing appropriate
technologies as well as carrying out food and agriculture
research and the application of improved technologies to
improve food production and consumption in developing

countries.

The membership of JCARD is uniquely structured with rep-~
resentation from AID and the university community to
address a number of operational problems that relate to
science and technology. It can help identify the most
important contributions that science and technology can make
toward removing the constraints to deveioping. It can
suggest priorities for allocating the scarce resources in
science and technology and it can assist in more fully
utilizing the scientific expertise in U.S. universities
and suggest ways and means whereby international agri-
cultural research centers and other research activities

can be better linked.

Our major activity planned for 1983 is a review of the
international agriculture research centers. This review

will include an assessment of AID's policy with respect to
centers, how the work at the centers relate to other centrally-

funded research and how the centers programs relate to
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the needs of AID missions. We will also be giving attention to
a process by which BIFAD can participate in center reviews in the
future. A panel has been established to assist JCARD in carrying

out this important assignment given to us by BIFAD and AID.

Another panel of JCARD will be charged with reviewing the Collab-
orative Research Support Program and making recommendations as
to what role JCARD should play with respect to this program and

the process by which it should do it.

Several JCARD members are involved in the AID research priority
setting exercise in process. The full JCARD membership will
be given an opportunity to review and comment on that report and

to monitor any follow up to that report.

JCARD will also review the difficult problems involved in getting
technology used or adopted and determine if we can assist AID
and Title XII institutions in this area.

AID/university relationships

A major purpose of BIFAD, and consequently JCARD, is to assist
AID and the university community in making a better match between
AID needs and university resources. Although much progress has
been made in recent years in developing new instruments and
mechanisms for improving this matching process problems persist;
and because it is a continuous process, constant attention is

requird. JCARD is uniquely structured, with representatives of
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the university community and AID, to help solve some of these
problems and we will endeavor to do so during 1983 in several

arease.

We have asked one JCARD member to veview the various problems
assoclated with contracting and to recommend to the Executive
Committee what if anything JCARD might do or say to make the

system work better.

We have also identified "inadequate communications" between °
universities and AID as a constraint to better matching. We have
asked a panel to review the various communication vehicles and

to identify communication needs and information flows and

recommend ways of improving them.

We are also asking a panel to develop a set of criteria for
identifying Title XII projects and if adopted, these could lead

to a more smoothly functioning relationship.

Training

The importance of education and training in the development pro-
cess has iong been recognized and the pay off from investment

in training and education has been well documerted. The AID
Administrator has reemphaized the importance of participant

training in bilateral assistance programs and the BIFAD analysis

' 4%
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of the FY 1984 budget includad a strong recommendation to in~

crease the use of participant training in mission programs.

Title XII institutions have long been the mainstay to AID
training programs and they have a legimate interest in the
implementation of AID policy with respect to participant
training. Thus, JCARD with its membership composition is
uniquely capable of assisting both the universities and AID in
strengthening this program. JCARD should be able to address

such questions as:

- who should be trained?

- where should training be given?

- what type of training should be given?

- what followup should be conducted with trainees?

- what are the alternative strategies for supporting

training?
- What are the costs associated with training?
- how can management of training programs be
improved?



During the year JCARD will be reviewing the various activities
in AID and the universities aimed at improving participant
training. Based on our assessment of those efforts a decision

will be made as to what additional contribution we can make.

Title XIT institutions - internal processes and issues

Title XII legislation recognized the necessity of developing
and maintaining strong institutions with the capabilities to.
respond to AID's needs and the legislation provided for special

programs to enhance that capability.

JCARD recognizes its responsibility to comment on the response
capability of those Title XII institutions. We should be able
to make recommendations to AID as to how they can best provide
support that will enhance the institutional capability, we
should be able to recognize weaknesses in the institutions and
prescribe remedial action.

JCARD will be establilshing a panel to review the Strengthening
Grant Program with the aim of determining in what way JCARD
might contribute to it. Based on that review a decision will
be made as to what continuing involvement JCARD will have with

the Strengthening Grant Program.



Resources

-0--

The Executive Committee of JCARD reviewed a study of Title XII
financial and non-financial incentives with a great deal of
interest. This study made a number of suggestions for removing
disincentives and strengthening existing incentives. We
recognize that steps are being taken by AID and the univer-
sities to overcome some of these problems and we will be

watching closely these developments.

The Executive Committee has also reviewed the study on
consortia which makes a number of recommendations for improving
this organizational form as a vehicle for mobilizing the
university resources. We will also be alert for opportunities

for JCARD to make contributions in this area.

Finally, we will be giving attention to the question of how
universities can better link with the private sector to take
advantage of opportunities because of AID's emphasis on the

private sector as a tool for development.

To a large extent JCARD progress toward this program of work during the

coming year will be determined by the amount of resources that can be

TN
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mobilized to support these efforts. Although Agency and university
staff are generally willing and able to take time from busy scnedules to
work on these important problems, tight budgets limit the amount of travel
and other expenses associated with such work. 1In addition, almost all of

these activities require staff work that is timely and of a high quality.

At the present time JCARD is dependent on BIFAD to provide travel and
consulting expenses and staff work. Although the Executive Director of
BIFAD has indicated his willingness to respond to the needs of JCARD, no
~specific dollar amounts or time has been committed. It is clear how-

ever, that the program of work laid out for 1983 will require considerably
more resources than currently available. Therefore the full implementation

of this plan will be dependent on additional Staff and Budget.

BIFAD/S:JGStovall:01/21/83



BOARD FOR INTERNATIONAL FOOD AND AGRICULTURAL DEVELOPMENT
INTERNATIONAL DEVELOPMENT COOPERATION AGENCY

Agcucy fur Linernanonal Development
Washington, D.C, 20523

January 21, 1983

MEMORANDUM

Dr, James E. Johnston, Rockefeller Foundation

Dr. G. Edward Schuh, University of Minnesota

Mr. Allen Hankins, AID/ASIA

Dr. Charles Hess, University of California - Davis

SUBJECT: JCARD Panel on International Centers

We are requesting that you serve on a panel to assist JCARD in its charge
relative to the international agricultural research centers, with

Dr. James E. Johnston serving as chairman. We know that each of you are
heavily committed to other activities but we believe you are uniquely able
to assist us in this important work and we appreciate your willingness to
devote your time and energy.

The U.S. support of international agricultural research centers is a program
within the scope of BIFAD and the Joint Committee on Agricultural Research

and Development (JCARD) has been requested specifically to place this matter
high on our agenda. Chairman Wharton at a recent BIFAD meeting, when formation
of JCARD was discussed, listed four aspects of the international centers for
JCARD attention:

- formula funding for centers

- the relationship between the work of tha centers and the various
centrally-funded research activities

- the relationship of the work at the centers to AID mission needs

- the involvement of BIFAD in the continuing reviews of the inter-
national centers

lle believe our charge can best be carried out in two phases. The first
phase is an examination of the policy issues involved from the U.S.
Government point of view. These include funding and budgeting matters,
AID's role in the Consultative Group and the criteria for making policy
decisions.

The second phase would be a review of the work at the research centers in
terms of:

o relevance to AID needs

o relationship to other research financed by AID



o needs of developing countries
o Tlinkages with U.S. universities

Your charge is tc complete the first phase (policy analysis) and develop

a recommended pian and procedures for the second (reviewing the work of the
centers). You may want to do both assignments concurrently or in sequence.
In any event, we ask that you give priority to phase one.

As we go about this task it is important that we not impose additional
review burdens on the agricultural research centers. They already devote

a considerable amount of resources to programs reviews of various kinds and
we do not want to duplicate those nor add to their burden. Hence, we urge
that you fully explore opportunities for drawing on previous reviews, the
experiences of people who have participated in those review activities, or
tieing to reviews that are in the planning stage.

We will be discussing the international center issue at the JCARD meeting
the afternoon of January 24. We would ask that as many of you as can, on
this short notice, meet on the morning of the 24th to discuss your charge
then give JCARD the benefit of your preliminary discussions.

Again, we appreciate your serving on this important panel. Ve Tlook forward
to your report and recommendations.

John S. Robins Hugh Popenoe
Co-Chairman Co-Chairman
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II. 3ACYGROUND

The CGIAR was 2stablished in 1971 <o provids Tunding for an eperging
syssem oI internaticnal agricultural ressarch censers begun by the Rockefeller
and Ford Fowndations in the 1960's. 0£GIA2 Zunding ssariad in 1072,

4. 2re CGIAR Suvport

AID began financial support to the international agricultural ressarch
<+ b

centers in 19563 with a contridbution 3o CIMMYT, Support was axtendad to IRRI,
ZITA, and CIAT in 1970 end continued in 1971. ™he emounts involved, as I was
able to comrile %hem in *he =1d-1970's, are summarizad in Tsdls 1.2/

The first formal expression of AID suppor: seems to have deen provided in
letters from William S. 5aud, then Adminis<rator of AID, to several centers on
January 17, 1969. 1In the case of IRRI, he indicated the* the agency would
consider a contribution of $350,000 beginning in 1970, with subsequent
increases up to 3750,000. A letter to CIMMY{T menzioned <he initiel grant of
$425,000 for 1363 and plans for a grant of $525,000 in 1970. 1In a Maren 13,
1970 letter to J. George Yarrar, Presiden® of the Rockefeller foundation,
Administrator John Hannah indicated *hat AID would be trepared to become a
full share participant to all four institutes in TY 1971.

A full-share contridbution, as it had been outlined to Hanneh in s istte
from Harrar and David Bell dated February 27, 1970, was an annual contribul
to each center up to $750,000. This was the maximum amount each foundation
was willing to provide. A budge® provided in the Harrar-Bell letter listed
proposective AID contridbutions ia 1970 as follows: TRRI $350,000; CIMMYT
3525,000; IITA $320,000; and CIAT, $275,000. The AID contributions would
total $1,470,000, about 21% of total expected contributions of $7,000,000 (the
two foundations would be providing about 67% of the total).

As it turned out, as suggested in Table 1, the total AID contribution in
1970 was slightly higher than noted in the Harrar-Bell letter. And it
increased significently in 1971 when it in %otal nearly attained a full-share
basis (though the distribution by center differed). From 1969 to 1971, center
contributions came out of regional bureau budgets.

Nothing seems to have been written during this period about a percentage
share.

B. Origin of the Percentage Concept

The precise origins of the 25% concept are not entirely clear. TFormer
Administrator Hannah recalls (telephone conversation, December 7, 1982) that
he did discuss the concept widely with leaders of both political parties in
1970, when he was consulting with them on potential support for the CGIAR.

2/ Chandler has subsequently listed the initial core funding received from
AID as follows: 1969, $120,000; 1970, $424,000; and 1971, $872,000. He also
reviews the background of AID funding. See Robert 7. Chandler, Jr., An
Adventure in Applied Science; A History of the International Rice Research
Institute, IRRI, 1982, pp. 146, 149-151.
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U.S. CONTRIBUTIONS TC INTERNATIONAL AGRICULTURAL
RESEARCH CENTERS, 1951-1371

TRRI jopstutagy IZT4 CIAT Total

~ nillions of dollars -
1969 - 0.425 - - 0.425
1970 0.475 0.625 0.320 0.259 1.679
1971 1.000 0.763 0.535 0.580 2.984
Total 1.475 1.819 0.855 0.939 5.088

Source: World Tood and Nutrition Study, Supporting Papers, Vol. V, 1977,
D. 104.

-
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Mable 2

U.S. CORE CONTRIZUTICNS ™0 THT CGIAR, 1372-1932

U.S. Total J.3. Cont. as
Year Contribusions Contribusiocns Pros. oI Total
- millions of dollars - - percent -
1972 3.770 20.060 13.8
2973 5.390 24.955 21.6
1974 5.805 34.525 13.7
1975 10.755 47.545 22.6
1976 14.870 62.870 23.7
1977 18.140 T7.225 23.5
1978 21.145 85.045 24.9
1979 24.800 99.487 24.9
1980 29.000 119.576 24.3
1981 35.000 130.904 25.7
1982 40.785 151.945 25.3
Total 210,460 854,137 24.6

Source: "Integrative Report,"” CGIAR Secretariat, September 1982, Ainnex 3.
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amount was needed, and continusd in this vein. ‘e thought that the 1331
contridution would be at the 25% level when we nade if, bus sutsequent changzes

(A5

in exchange rates reduced the value of other contributions and raised the .S.
proportion. The higher precentage contribution in 1982 was the resuls of =
deliberate policy, aporoved oy the Administrastor, to help salvage some xey

)
programs 1in a pariod of most unfavorahle exchange rates.

While the cverall proportions wer T d, the
proportions allocated to individual centers varied more u 7 over time, In
recent years Ihey have ranged from 20 o 30% for the centers which ATD has
funded - 211 but WARDA (ATD has no+ provided ¢ ds %o WAR
1978, at firss: principally decause of the a £
donors). Current criteria give heavy enmpnesis to meri: and perJormance, buf
must also take age, location, mandate, and availability of other funding into
account. This process does not utilize a formal formula.

e
031 ctasr

fmds £
0

2]

D. ™mding Practices of Othsr Dorors

While there are a number of other donory - some 32 at present - they can
be divided into wio major groups: (1) the World Banx, and (2) all others.

The World 3ank has, since the CGIAR was established, followed a policy of
providing about 109 of toial funding. In recent years <his figure has been
expressed as 10% of the %otal approved budget. Since the approved budget has
exceedea funding, this has meant & slightly higher conitribution, generally
running between 10 and 11%. Recently there have been moves to raise the WB
proportion; the 1983 contribution will likely range Letween 11 and 12%. The
interim goal is to reach 12% and *hen perhaps go highar. This is, however,
8till just a proposal and has not yet received official sanction.

The World Bank has traditionally acted as donor 2% last resort - making up
the difference between the budget levels approved by the CGIAR and funding
available to individual centers. This is an extremely important function and
indeed the system could hardly operate without it. Other donors, as we shall
note, have specific centers they wish to support and this invariably leaves
some others short funded. Also a wide variety of other forces - principally
financial, such as inflatienm, devaluation, and exchange rates - can greatly
influence the amount and value of funding available to individual centers. In
trying to even out the availabile funding, the World Bank has followed a
policy of more equitable distribution than might in some cases be utilized by
AID, but this is not suprising given its rcle as donor of last resort.

The other 31 donors are composed of national organizations like AID,
regional development banks and organizations, and international
organizations. They pledge a specific amount each year and almost always
indicate where they want it to 80. A few have an informal percentage in mind
- or at least are reported tc have had one at some point - but this is
principally an internal goal which is never mentioned in public. We do not
know how important it is for them. The amount of their total contribution is
probably determined largely by "supply" rather than "demand" factors.
Furthermore, their allocation process is fairly inflexible, except perhaps for
some new donors or for unallocated residuals of veteran donors.

S



Thus except for th
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unding practices of other donors are
ther inflexitle e
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run. There is no central pooling of funds.
55403

ort
caticas is possible ovar the longer-run, =nd in
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- Allocation of Funding In 0ffice of Agriculture

mational

AID's contribution %o *he CGIAR, as well a3 to several other inte
AR £
& e ol

research centers, represents a major portion of *he budget of the 0
Agriculture. 1In general, there are three main instituiional vehiel
conducting researci and related activities: {1) <he ‘nternationsal
agriculiural research centers, (2) the Collaborative Researcn Support Program
(CRSP), and (3) coniract research, technical assistance, and other services.
The relative role of these three activities in %erms of the Office of
Agriculture budget from FY 1974 to FY 1984 is indicated in mable 2 and

Figure 1.5/

e
(9]

The IARC proportion has gone through three phases. The firs:t was a sharp
grow<h from 1974 to 1976. The proportion dropped in 1977 when there was a
fairly substantial increase in overall cffice funding and then proceeded %o
rise through 1981. 1In 1982 it dropped, again whem there was a notable
increase in the overall Office budget. Preliminary estimates for 1983 and
1984 suggest increases but these may be modified somewhat if full matching
funds do not materilize. Clearly the IARC's represent & major proportion of
the O0ffice budget and their relative importance tends to rise wnen the overall

O0ffice budget stagnates.

The CRSPs first appeared in 1977 and became a significant factor in 1973.
Since 1979 they have averaged about the same proportion of the Office budget.
The CRSPs are relatively comprehensive activities and have taken up sowe of
the research Yormerly done under "other" research.

Other research and technical assistance activities dropped sharply in
relative iImportance from 1977 to 1979 (when both the IARC's and CRSP's were
increasing in relative importance),6/ held at roughly the same level through
1983, and are scheduled to drop again in 1984. Within this category from 1982
to 1984, the technical assistance component will hold relatively steauy, while
the other research component will drop fairly sharply.

5/ The IARC figure is principally composed of the CGIAR, but also includes
AVRDC and IFDC. The CGIAR figure is listed separately in Table 2; data for
the other two are provided in footnote 1 to Table 3. Since 1981 the AVRIC
allocations have been made on the same 25% basis as utilized for the CGIAR.
The IFIC allocation has represented a siraighu-line figure since 1979.

5/ During *his period some ceniral programs were itransfarred %o the regional
bureaus. Also, as noted, some of these activities were taken up as part of
CRSPs.
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Table 3

 ALLOCATION OF FUNDING, OFFICE OF AGRICULTURE
Y 1974 to ©Y 1984

Piscal Year TARC'si/, n3522/ Other3/ Total
- millious of dollars (perceant) -

1974 7.7 (40.5) 0 11.3 (59.5) 19.0 (100)
1975 15.4 (51.3) 0 14.6 (48.7) 30.0 (100)
1976 20.6 (60.9) 0 13.2 (39.1) 33.8 {100)
1977 22.2 (45.8) 0.5 ( 1.0) 25.8 (53.2) 48.5 (100)
1978 25.5 (53.6) 5.3 (11.1) 16.8 (35.3) 47.6 (100)
1979 29.4 (58.3) 8.1 (16.1) 12.9 (25.6) 50.4 (100)
1980 33.5 (60.8) 7.6 (13.7) 14.1 (25.5) 55.3 (100)
1981 39.7 (65.2) 8.3 (13.6) 12.9 (21.2) 60.9 (100)
1982 45.6 (57.2) 15.7 (19.7) 18.4 (32.1) 79.7 (100)
198% (prelim.) 48.9 (63.8)4/ 8.4 (11.0) 19.3 (25.2) 76.6 (100)
1984 (pzop.) 55.0 (65.1)4/ 15.9 (18.8)  13.6(16.1)  84.5 (100)

Notes:

1/ Principally CGIAR, but also indicates IFDC and AVRDC. The CGIAR figures

T have been reported separately in Table 2. The AVRDC allocation has been
as follows: 1974, $849,000; 1975, $571,000; 1976 to 1980, $600,000
yearly; 1982, $800,000; 1983 (prelim.) $850,000; and 1984 (prop.), $1
million. The IFDC cantributions have been: 1975, $4.1 million; 1976,
$5.1 million; 1977, $3.445 million; 1978, $3.8 million; and 1979 to 1984,
$4.0 million.

2/ Excludes nutzition CRSP.

37 Includes other centrally funded research and technmical assistance.

Sources:

IARC's. CGIAR; Table 2. IFDC, AVRDC; Persanal records.

CRSP, Total. Tabulations prepared by Mary Mozynski, Office of Agriculture,
September 30, 1981 (1974-1981), October 21, 1982 (1982-1984).

Other. Remainder after IARC's and CRSP's are subiracted from Total.

(Note: My records of IARC expenditures in the 1970's differ slightly from
Mozynski's.) The data reported here also differ somewhat from those reported
in "BIFAD Recommendations...," June 1982, p. 18, Table 2.)
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III. THE ISSURS

f the 25% juestion. I
g2 within AT and o
£ she policy.

A number of Xey issues miznt be outlined as »
have attenpted to sors *hem ou:t in iferms of ihs 3
reifly outline the main advanisge and disadvanta
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Perception of the issues in the 25% funding issue depends in part where
one stands and how broad a view is taken of the matter. I< one stands way
back, there are many much larger issuss which need to be congidered, such as
the availability o7 resources Jor agricuilture within AID, he division of
these resources besween various regional and cen<ral bureaus, the amowm: Lo be
davoted to researcn in comzparison to other activities, the divisicn hHesween
bilateral and multilateral activities, etc.

Assessment of the payoff in terms of improving food production in
developing nations would presuradbly play a major role in determining the
allocation of resources to various uses, though other matters must also be
considered. Unfortwnately, little formal asssssment of the reium to he
various lines of acvivity has yet been conducted.

Numerouvs agricultural research activiiies are sponsored by the regional
bureaus and by the Bureau for Science and Teclmology. Generally the regional
bureau activities differ in nature from the centrally-funded projects, yet
they increasingly complement each other. Nationel programs are increasingly
able to draw on the products of the international agricultural research
centers, and vice versa. As Dr. M. S. Swaminathan recently said of IR36, the
most widely grown rice variety in the world: "There would have been no IR36
had there been no IRRI. Equally there would have been no IR36 had there not
been a collaborative network of rice scientists working in different countries
as members of a well-knit family" (Science, Nov. 26, 1982, p. 877). American
agricultural research organizations are being involved through linkages with
country programs, with CRSP's, and with ties to the international centers. An
international agricultural research system is finally attaining reality.

Bach part of the system is needed. Each is dependent on the other. ®ach
must be reasonably well funded. And that is where the rub lies. Within the
global community in recent years it has become more difficult to find funding
for multilateral then for bilateral agricultural research activities. While
the growth of the international system has slowed in real terms, the general
perception is that external funding for national agricultural research systems
in developing nations has been quite adequate. Somewhat the same situation
would appear to exist within AID. Competition for research funding appears to
have been particularly pronounced within the Office of Agriculture.

Opinions on how the resources of the Office of Agriculture should be
allocated vary somewhat according to institutional clientele group. These
might be said to be: (1) the regional bureaus and country missions; (2) the
U.S. colleges, universities and related institutions (as represented by
BIFAD); and (3) the ICARC'S. Each has its own idea of what activity is most
important in %2mms of funding priorities, and they are not necessarily the
same. While all recognize the importance of a global system, when it comes to
the crunch, assessments inevitably differ. Amelioration of these differences
is not easy, and reconcilliation is probably not possible.

\0()
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The trends in funding for the three main components of activitiy within the
0Zfice of Agriculture were outlined in 4he previous session znd depictad in
Table 3 and Figure 1. The increase in ths pr oporvion ol funus going to zhe
IARC's has perhaps b2en lass and more unaven ihan scms 2igh® <hiznk ‘ani than
723 suggested in the "3IFAC Racommendations...,” Juma2 1832, p. 18, Tadla 2).
The CRSP's, after an inisial zrow<h, have ifended o szadbiliza in Troporsicnaze
verms.  Other research, nowaver, has dropped sharply. Thnass frenis nave
caused some concern, rarticularly on the pars o7 2IFAD. Tha concern mignt in
ong sense b2 bolilad down o *he guesiion of whether or no% <00 much aoney is
going Yo the I&RC's as compared <o the JRS2's and oiher activiities in <he
J7Tice of igriculzure

To the extent that the answer to *his question inwvolves consideraticn of
the comparative advantage and relative payoff to each type of research, it
cannot be answered in the confines of this paper. 7/ But this paper can
examine some of the related issues, 2specially those concerning *the mechanism
wWwhicn hes been utilized Zor the CGIAR centributions - the 25% formula. This
can be conveniently dons in Terms of the major advaniages and disadvantages of
the policy. In =ach case, it is useful to sort out *he somewhat differing
questions of (1) using a percentage Sormula or mechanism 2% all, and (2) the
level of the percentage.8/

3. Advaniages of a 25% =:licy

1, The Mechanism

- A percentage policy i3 conceptually simple. Tt can be easily explained
and understood (though some of the mathematical implications, as noied in %he
Appendix, are a bit more complicated than might be exvected).

- It is easily preceived by other donors as providing a solid base of
support for the system. This is particularly true when the percentage
contribution of the World Bank is also included.

- It provides cunsistency (assuming the level doesn't change), both over
time and with respect to other donors. It is clear what the U.S. will do as a
policy, even though the precise dollar amownt may not be immediately clear. A
constant balance is maintained with other donors. There is a built-in
governor.

7/ Such an evaluation would not be a 51mple task - in part because of the
dlf;erlng ages and programs of the IARC's, the relative youth of the CRSP
program, and the widely varied nature of the other research activities.

8/ One related issue which will no% be examined here is the use of other
?5pes of formula funding for agricultural research. Federal funds have, for
example, long been largely allocated to states on the basis of a formula. The
essential difference in the federal/state case is that it is only the
distribution of a given amoun: of funding which is determined by a formuls;
the total amount available iis determined by the federal appropriations
process (in the case of the CGIAR, it is just the other way around: +he total
amount is determined by a formula and the distribution between centers is
determined by more general criteria).
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- The mechanism provides an incentive for o%her dcnors %o incre
ribuvicns. The more they give, the mors the U.S. will give up
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~ A percemtage nechanism is ccnsistent with that used by the U.S. in
determining iIts assessed contributions for other intermational organizations,
particularly those in the United Nations sys<em (recall fu. 3 on p. 4).

2. T™he Level

- 4 level of 25% has provided, in my judgsement, an adecuate level of
resources vo the system. The actual resulting dollar level, including
contributions from other donors, has been sufficient to mee* the needs o¢ the
system until the lest year or so {when problems have arisen because of
external financial forces, principally unfavorable exchange raies). No one,
to my tmowledge, has ever complained that <he U.S. percentage is <oo low.

- The 25% level has not resulted in a particulerly high contribution from
the U.S. in per capita terms. In fac%t, the U.S. has normally ranked 10%th out
of 16 developed nations. It jumped to 9+th ia 1982, exchanging places with
Germany (details are provided in Table 4).9/ Norway and Switzerland provided
2.5 times as much as the U.S. 0f the 8 countries that exceeded the U.S. in
1982, 2 (Canada and Australia) had lower GNP's per capita; of those that
ranked lower, only 2 (Germany and France) had higher GNP's per capita.l0/

- The 25% level is quite consistent with the overall level of U.S.
contributions, both assessed and voluntary, to other intermational
organizations. This is demonstrated in Table 5. Some individual groups rank
higher; some are lower. But on average, the normal CGIAR proportion is right
on the mark.

-~ The policy does not require us to give a full 25% if it is not needed.
For many years, as noted previously in Table 2, we gave less than this amount
because funding from other donors was adequate. This is unlikely to be the
case in the near future, but could become a factor at some point.

9/ 1982 was unusual in two respects: (1) the U.S. contribution was wmusually
large in percentage terms; (2) the value of other pledges has fallen in dollar
terms due to shifts in exchange rates.

&9/ France contributes large sums to its own international agricultural
research system (GERDAT, ORSTROM). It is attempting to raise the CGIAR
contribution by 30% a year; this is a high percentage vut applies to a rather
low base.
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Tadle 4

[AS]

PER CAPTTA COHTRIBUTIONS T0 THZ CGIAR, 193

1982 CGIAR Jomtridusiont/ Index of GIP
Rank Country Per Capitad/ Tndex Per Capitel:
- cents - - 0.5, = 1.00 -
1 Norwey 45.9 2.55 1.1
2 Switzerland 45.2 2.53 1.45
3 Canadat/ 40.6 2.27 0.89
4 Sweden 40.0 2.23 1.19
5 Belgium 28.2 1.58 1.07
6 Australia 27.8 1.55 0.86
7 Netherlands 24.4 1.35 1.01
8 Denmark 20.6 1.15 1.14
9 United States 17.9 1.00 .00
10 Germany 14.9 0.33 1.20
11 United Xingdom 12.1 0.68 0.70
12 Ireland 9.7 0.54 0.43
13 Japan 8.1 0.45 0.87
14 TItaly 3.3 0.18 0.57
15 France 2.1 0.12 1.03
5 Mexico 1.43 0.08 0.18
17 Nigeria l.42 0.08 0.09
18 Spain 1.34 0.07 0.48
19  Philippines 1.00 0.06 0.06
20 Brazil 0.84 0.05 0.18
21 India 0.07 0.004 0.02

1/ Contributions calculated on basis of November 1981 exchange rates

2/ Mid-1980 population

3/ 1980 GNP

4/  Includes IDRC; excluding IDRC the Canadian contribution drops to 35.8
cents and the national index declines to 2.00

Sources of data used in making calculations:

- CGIAR contribution. "1982 Integrative Report," CGIAR Secretariat,
September 1982, Annex 3.

- Population and GNP per capita. World Development Report 1982,
World Bank, pp. 110-111 (Table 1).




- 14 -

Table 5

J.S. CCHTRIZUTIONS TO INTEZRNATIONAL CRGANIZATIONS, IY 1931

Total U.S. J.S. Cont. =3
Contributicn Prop. of Tofal
- thousands or dollars - - percent -
T. Assessed Contributioms
- Unived Hazions 109.7 25.0
- World Healih Qrzanizasion al.2 25.0
- Organization of American States 36.7 66.0L/
- UNESCO 32.6 25.0
- FAO 25.4 25.0
- Other (58 organizetions) 182.52/
Subtotal, Assessed 428.1 26.53
II. Voluntary Coniributicms3/
- UN/PAO World Tood Program 153.5 28.62
- UN High Commissioner for Refugees 138.7
Regular Program 105.5 26.98
‘Special Program 33.2 23.07
- UN Development Program 125.8 18.69
- UN Relief and Works Agency 62.0 33.94
- UNICEF (regular program) 36.0 21.46
- CGIAR 35.0 25.29
- UN Fund for Population Activities 32.0 26.34
- Other (37 organizatiomms) 87.42/
Subtotal, Voluntary 670.4 25.74
Total All Contributioms 1,098.5 26.10

l/ The assessed budgets of 8 Inter-American organizations, of which OAS i
one, totaled $71.9 million, of which the U.S. contributed 64.43%. Thls
category in turn raised the total assessed U.S. contributions above the
roughly 25% it would have averaged otherwise.

2/ Includes funds for U.N. peacekeeping operations; $50 million assessed and

$19 million voluntary.

3/ Except for $19 million contribution to U.N. peacekeeping operations, all
spent for special programs in support of economic development and
humanitarian activities.

Source: United States Contributions to International Organizations, 30th
Annual Report, Report to Congress for Fiscal Year 1981, U.S.
Department of State (Bureau of International Organization Affairs),
Department of State Publication 9276, September 1982, pp. x-xiv.
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Disadvantages of the 25% Polisy

The Mechanisno

- There is a ccncera amoag other competitors for 0SFice of AgTiculzure
Tunds tha< the percentazs machanisnm, as is is operzted, creates an
“entitlement” process. They fesl thas she C0IAR contributisn has become a
relatively uncontrolled sysstenm thas ecranically creams monsy off the top of
the O0ffice budget. My view is that bo%h the CGIAR aystem and the AID
contribution are sudject %o powariul budge: controls. 3ui %o work the Systen
do2s a2ed to have reascnadble assuraice of AID funding up to the s<ated poingi,
This has no: been a problem in ihe past, but could become ons i he 37ise
oudget ware to be sherply cus afver the ATD vledge is zaida.

- There are several difficulties in implementing the mechanism. ™he
principal one is to know early on just what the level of other contributions
will be. The precise lavel of con%ibutions %o be expected by many donors is
gensrally still uncertain by the start of the year. Moreover, the wvalue of
these pledges can be sharply influenced by financial forces (such as exchange
rates) through the year. Over the last faw years, we have responded %o <hi
situation by meking our contridufion in two iranches, one early in <he year,
and the other in late spring or summer. This creates some uncertainity as %
the totel amount needed for the CGIAR system until late in the fiscal gear.
Also, beceuse of the long lead time involved, it is necessary to base our
budget amount on Zorecasts of likely needs and funding, and these have not
been very reliable. Because of the viriual impossibility of increesing
funding later, it is necessary to budget on the nigh side; if less is needed,
as has sometimes been the case, the extra funding been reprogramed into other
0ffice of Agriculture activities.

- The system works well for the CGIAR centers whea overall funding is
expanding briskly, but not so well when funding is stagnant or declining. The
incentive feature works well in the former situation, but becomes inoperative
in o stagnant situation, and could become counterproductive in a period of
declining funding (a drop in other donors contributions could lead to a drop
in the level of our contributions). A percentage policy, therefore, doesn't
provide a good means four breaking a difficult financial situation or providing
a dynamic element in dark times. Since the centers view stability of funding
as being of great importance, this is not a trivial matter.

2. The Level

~ As suggested earlier, some observers are concerned that the 25% level
for the CGIAR leaves toc little room in the Office of Agriculture budget for
other worthwhile research activities. If the total budget of the 0ffice were
higher, this problem would be alleviated; it is worsened when the total budget
stagnates.}}/ In the absence of adequate total budget increases, these

11/ The funds needed for CGIAR activities are determined by external factors

and would not rise simply as the Office of Agriculture budget increases

(unless they had been constrained by supply factors). Therefore the marginal

velue of an increase in funding is, under the current practice of taking the

CGIAR off of the top, greater for the CRSP's and other research than for the

CGIAR. /
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individuals might like o see the CGIAR percentage lowered. The dangers in
doing so have been noted. Moreover, the cri<ical) issue in making =2ny such
decision should e the expecied marginal retums in ihe various Torms of

invesiment.

. Anom— - NCAmT T A M Ay
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Cn valance, the 25% Zuniing policy nhas some narikad zdvantages and sone
disadvantages - both in iferms of the mechanism ard <he lavel. DPerception ani
weighting o the pros and zon3 are an* o vary depeading on where on2 gsands.
In any case, th2 sys*em iz zlaarly nos veriect and conceivably could be
izprovad. What suggeszions 2c2m32 to Zin4l

My thoughts are more orisniad to the mechanism than <he level. I think
that the overall level of funding going to *he (CGIAR through the 25% system is
appropriate, and I am primerily interesied in improving <he mecharism.

A. The Level

till, the level is an important matter ani shouléd he congidered.
Conceivably one might raise or lower the actual percentage fTigure.

- Raising. I would a0t recommeni raising the percentage as a general
policy. The present level is consistent with general U.S. policy towards
international organizations. T< usuelly resulss in the transfer of an
adequate level of funding a% a guite reasonaeble cost in Der capita terms o
the U.S. And I wouldn't wani %he CGIAR to become more dependent on the U.S.
than it is. The group needs %o be a little on the hungry side and should be
encouraged to continually look for new donors and o stimulate others to give
more. The strength of the group is in broad and involved membership. There
are special occasions, however, as occurred in 1982, when AID should be
allowed to relax this policy and to intentionally go slightly above 25%. The
dystem needs some degree of flexibility.

- Lowering. It is easy to suggest lowering %he U.S. proportion, but it
would have very grave consequences. The U.S. is the ‘inancial mainstay of the
group. What we do is closely watched by the other donors. If we should show
any slackening of financial support for the group, it would be interpreted as
a drop in confidence. This would make it easier for other donors ~ who are
also financially hard pressed - to reduce the rate of growth of their
contributions. And it would automatically lead to a drop in 1ie level of the
World Bank contribution which is also calculated as a proportion of total
contrioutions. The Bank, moreover, is in the process of trying to raise its
percentage in order to improve the financial well-being of the system. It is
not making <this effort to allow us to drop back, and would doubtless be
extremely disturbed if we did so. In fact any move in this direction by the
U.S. could well cripple the proposal. The system, while it has worked well,
is a very sensitive and fragile one. Psychology is very important. We need
to judge our actioms accordingly.

In short, I believe that the stated general policy of the U.S. with
respect to Level should be: =1no more, no less.



3. The Mechanisnm

My visws on modifying the mechaniso are
direction of Improving and fine tuning i

-

edical changss, bud I will leave <hat %o 3h

e idea concemms an upper and lower dollar level, We %raditionally s%ate
an upper 2ollar Level, and this policy shouli De continued. It is essenzial
vo have a set Tigure Ifor the budget process, and it is prudent <o have =
control on the dollar ameunt any given year. 3ur we might also gquiatly set a
lowsr dollar leval for our contridbuiion, irrespective o masching
senzribusizas.  This policy coull Se neaded in 2 yoar of daclining
contridutions Jor <he system ‘wnich nopefully will nos occur). The lsvel
might be at the same real level as the ;revious year. This policy zeed nos be
annrounced until it is necessary to utilize it.

Ano<her idea would be %o *ry to be more explicit about the likely dollar
level of our ceniribution at Centers Week, or shertly after, and %o zvick with
that level. It is awkward for everyone involved to have us changing our
likely level oI contridution through? the year., This didn't usad to be gquite
such a prodlem, but has beea brought on by the internationel firancial
problems oI the lasi few years. In addition, *his year some special projects
are being considered for reclassification as core projects. The key problem
with declaring one figure is, of course, tha* the ezmcun’t or value ‘due to
exchange rates) of other contributions will likely change, dropring us belcw
or raising us above our declared percentage after the fact. Thus, in
retrogpect, our coniribution might voo high or low. 3ut this happens
anyway, despite our best efforts. I% would seem more sensible to bite the
bullet in say late November or December, and stick with it. OQur allocation
could, of course, still be made in two tranches.
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In order to reduce the possibilities of going astray in the above
calculatims, it might be useful to continue to press the system and other
donors to improve the system for predicting likely availability of funding.
There may be limited prospects for improvement, largely because of constraints
in national budget processes. And any improvements can be undone by exchange

rate variatims. But it seems worth a iry.

It would also be helpful for the system if the U.S. could be more flexible
in terms of allowing carryover of its funds. The way this is handled now is
that if a center expects a carryover, it spends the U.S. fuads and carries
over others. It has been suggested that we might be able %o get around this
by writing our new grant documents before the end of the calendar year so that
we can use the same document number. I will look into this.

In a different vein, it should be noted that BIFAD has suggested that AID
"ingsulate the CRSP's and other cenirally funded activities from direct
competition (and associated budgetary erosion) with the formula funded
commitment of core budget support of the IARC's" by (a) treating the IARC's as
a separate budget line item and by increasing it "off the top", or by (b)
increasing allocations to S&T by an "off the top" amount equal to the
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“ormula-based growth in the U.S. commitmen: to ths TARC's. (BI74D
Recommaniations, ».21). Thege are interes®ting idesas bu% I'm no% sure =ha<
they are very realistic or would really change anything., 3%till, they aight
provide a stariing poians For +he Trpe of discussion which zmighi de of greassar
inzerest o 3ITAD <than the toinis - have covered.

Vo CONCLUDING RTMARKS

The CGIAR is a kay part of the international agricultural research

network. Tt i3 an 23seniial componens to AID's 2fforsts %5 incresge
agricultural croducsion in devaloping countries. AID nas provided adequate
SUpPPOTT Jor this systiaxz In <he vast and will ac2d 0 coatinue 0 do 8o in the
forseeable future.

AID's policy has been o provide 25% of the to%al funding available %o the
system. I <think that in general this is an appropriate policy and an
appropriate contribution. Others, such es BIFAD, who are concerned with the
substantial inroeds <his makes on *he “otal budget of the Office of
Agriculture, are mors unsesy with the p0licy. They would liks %o see a

eater degree of protectioa for %he funding of trojects while they are more
timately involved with.

W1

o

The matter is - as T <hink they #will discover - a complex and challenging
one. There are 10 easy answers, especially if one is zoing to continue to
behave responsibly toward the CGIAR and %o face the realities of the AID
budget process. In this coniex®t, <he present 3ystem has much mors %o
recommend it than may be generally recognized. Moreover it is difficult to
come up with alternatives which woula work as well. Still, this does not mean
that the present system couldn't be impreved. I believe <hat fine tuning of
this nature will be the mos* productive course of action.

It should also be realized that meny of the current concerns could be
alleviated if funding for the Office of Agriculture were to grow at 2 more
adequate rate. Consideration of ways of improving funding might prove an
equally profitable course of action. Preoccupation with dividing up existing
resources could lead to neglect of an equally or more important problem - the
quantity of resources available.

”

\"
§
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The Simple Mathematics of AID's Formula umnding

IZ AID's funding poliilcy is %o dbe referrsd to as formula funding, ii should
02 possible to express it 2s a formule. We can. The conitribution (a) is
simply 25% o =zotal fimding {d), or

(1) a = .25 (4)

But how do we imow what total funding is when it is vpartly determined oy
the level o” our own coniridutions /a)? T% might seem to involve circular
reasoning. The answar, of course, i3 to basz *he calculation cn *ne
contribusions of others. The Two princirzal zazsazoriss ars:

\2), *the coniridbution of other donors 2xcluding the Werld Zans

{c), the contribution of the World 3ank [W3)

If AID's contribution (a) is calculated as 25% of the total (d), it can be
derived as follows from the independent variablas:
(2) a = .3333 (b - ¢)

One complication is that the W3 contribution (c) is also calculated as 2
perceat oI total conIridbutions - formally 10% (but in reality a bit nigher).
Thus it, too{ is really a dependent variable, in part determined by what AID
contributes.*

/—\

The combined relationship may be demonstrated in the following
hypothetical table:

(1) (2) (3)
Original Tncrease New
Variable Contribution of 10% Contribution
- millions of dollars -

Dependent

a. USAID 25.0 2.5 27.5
Independent

». Others (excl. WB) 65.0 6.5 71.5

c. World Bank 10.0 1.0 11.0

d. Total 100.0 10.0 110.0

The AID contribution, calculated as suggested in equation (2) above,
checks out in the case of the original contributions levels (col. 1):

a = .3333 (65 + 10)
a = .3333 (75)
a 25

1]

It also checks out in the case of an increment in contributions by others
(col. 2) and as a proportion of the new total (col. 3).

1/ This means that the formal expression of the overall relationship
is more complicated than presented here, but does not disturb the
calculations that follow.
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On this basis, an incresse in conzributions by the other

at the margin {col. 2):

< doners
nas the following less well known effects in absolute and percentage

7\
V0O
teras

- Absoluie. An increase o 36.5 million would thecrsiically dring
forth an increass of $2.5 million in AID funds and 31.0 million in

W83 funds, for a total matching increese of $3.5 million. The

AT

ad

contribution {a) represents 38.462% of the other contridution (D),
while the W3 figure /c) represents 15.385%. Togeiher (a + ¢), they

represent 53.847% of the other contridbution (0}.2

- DPercentage. An increase of 10% is associated with similar (10%)
increases by both AID and the WB. This relatiouship, which may not
be expected, seems to hold true at any level of contribution, as
long a3 the AID end W3 contributions are calculated as & proportion

of *the %otal.l:

Thus the matching effects of an increase in coniributions by other are
considerable - much more so at the margin than may be commonly realized.

2/ These relationships also holds for colums (1) and {2).

é/ It may be suggested that this result is to be expected from the
cons truction of col. 2. Yet the same result is obtained if the
proportions ncted in the previous paragraph are applied.
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Thesis research support in the IARC's

In-country development of short courseas

Training TEM's
Cooperative degree training .

Countrv-leval. contracting for participant
training ’

Career development for spouses of participants

Competitive grants program for collaborative
research in-country with former participants

Competitive fellowships

ies

B. Stud

1.

2.

3.

4.

Effective costs of training

Basic data relating to flows of participants
to the U.S., and sources of funding

Explorations of alternative levering mechanisms

Assessment and follow-up of experimentation


http:PARTICPAI.NT

)
o
e}
|
-
@]
-
g
Bl
3
-3
.
l‘:l‘
=
()
4
-
(»)
o)
H
3
-t
]
(o
e
Q]

IColucT

1
(SN

o 2C hoc

O
b,

~a eloiolNe)
YRRy .4 . ~

fu

N

O

[

4
¢

i3 Tnh=

O]
(2

nis Zater
committee of six persons invited by AID to suggest some
modestly scalad exveriments that might lower costs and

-~ ==

incrzase the effectivaness of participant training programs

It begins by observing that AID has underinvested in
2ducation ané human rescurce cevelopment in recent vears,
and orffers some explanations for this. The reasons for
underinvestnent need to be understood so that the key logs
in the jam that has curtailsd training orograms in the past
might be ramoved through appropriate action in the future.
One sucht log is represented by the belief that others have
been offering more support for training while the Agency
has been offering less. Another reflects a confusion about
the role of education in development; and a third has to do
with AID's own management practices and policies, which
unintentionally discourage investments in training. A final
factor, external to the Agency, has been the rising costs of
higher education in the U.S.

The following section of the paper then asks: Why

should AID decide now to increase investments in training?



What should =2 zhz major C2l=aCtlves O such arn iavrzs+ment
pregram?  While saveral ars discussaed, two asw and Ixash
stlettives arz amilasized. Tirst, we fosl -has AID!s
Darticizanct training PIoyrans 1n zgriculcurs srnould szcone
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that, by more effectively levering with its scarce resources,

AID could contribute to an expansion of funds available for

nigher education in the U.S. and the c2veloping world.
Th2 Ziral sezzizca 37 o-nmoa SAZSr TIOTCEEs Six expdarimencs

and two studies wihich promise to contrilsuts L0 the oblectives
we have suggested. Each study or exveriman:t is also
addressed to a major problem area identified in earlier

sections of this paper.

The Underinvestmant Problem

Training of agricultural educators and professionals
around the world is considered one of AID's most constructive
and lasting investmente. Agency staff point with pride to
the role of higher education in expanding leadership in the
private and public sectors. And a concensus is growing that
higher education has made very significant contributions as
well in the areas of agricultural techrnology generation,
dissemination, and use; rural incomes; and political and

economic participation.
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The present flow 0f rasources surzrorts onlv about 75(
and 750 non-degree participants annually in agriculture and
related fields, with most coming from Africa and the Middle
East. That these numbers are small can be appreciated when
they are compared with estimates by the International Food
Policy Research Institute of just the numbers of new agri-
cultural researchers needed in developing regions during

the 1980's: Asia, 91,000; the Middle East and Africa,
10,300; and Latin America and the Caribbean, 12,000. Even
more surprising is that present plans of AID missions through
1984 do not promise to redress this neglect of training in
agriculture. Only 13 mission projects to strengthen agri-
cultural educational institutions and only six blanket
training projects are on the drawing board.

Why is there this divergence between policy and actual

spending for agricultural training? The explanations that
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to trz2ining in acricul:zure in the dev
while numbers of foreign students in agriculture in U.S.
universities have increased through time, much of that
increase may be attributed to a few countries with uncertain
political and economic climates.

A second factor which has curtailed the Agency's
investments is a confusion~-perhaps even an ambivalence--
about the role of education in development on the part of
some staff. Because access to education is severely limited
in many developing countries, it is arqued that higher
education only benefits the privileged few. 1Indeed, for
some countries there is compelling evidence that family
wealth and income are both a cause and a consequence of
schooling. However, such evidence should not be taken to
negate the benefits of education, but to suggest that attention
be given to the access problem and toc the kinds and levels of

education provided.
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term, failing to vield quick returns. turther, training

projects are usually not dollar-intensive, but highly

iapor-intensive. WwWhils, for zxample, 310 million can be
cemmictad quickly te a Zew najor items of shersical canital

training, or about 300 for M.S.-level training. Mot only
would few developing countries have that number of guali-
fied apolicants, but AID staffing requirements for selection,
in-country preparation, pre-arrival planning, language
training and orientation would exceed the capacities of
many missions around the world. This has become especially
true with the demise of the "training officer," of which
only two now remain in AID country missions. For these
additional reasons, training projects have apparently be-
come unattractive in practice.

The Agency should, of course, have found ways to draw
on local sending institutions or U.S. universities to
supply some of the missing administrative manpower. Because

this was not done, AID's capacity to carefully monitor the
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operating outside the Agsncy which has prokbably most
curtailed its investments in training, at least in the
recent gastc. Dagree training programs are generally con-
sidered "expensive" by AID staff,and interest in ways of
cutting costs has been mounting. According to OIT, the
average cost of an academic program has more than tripled
since 1970 and more than doubled since 1975. The cost of
a 1970 program was in the $5,000 per year range. By 1975
this figure was between $8,000 and $8,500, and the average
for 1981 was up to $18,000 per year, with the average
degree participant receiving an award at this rate for 2.6

years. Available data suggest that cost patterns for

academic programs are as follow:
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meinzenance 202 z2éministratisn is nignher than Inr acadzmic

miscellanescus costs is somewhat lcwer. Over time thers
appears to be some evidence that
degree and non-degree programs have been reasonably cconstant
and that there is little variation in them as between
administrators, or programming agents, which do mos* of
AID's business. All of this, of course, is consistent with
allowances being set by AID through Handbook Ten, and
competition among programming agents. Even agencies with
contracts with host government institutions appear to have
followed Handbook Ten, though they are not required to do so.
While these cost patterns and trends deserve to be
carefully re-estimated and analyzed, they have already led
to a conclusion that the length of time a program takes is
a major determinant of cost. This fact is also probably

9

the basis for an observed shift in recent years from degree
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that they are being asked. They tend to reinlorce a

general impression that AID has paid more of the total

cests o training--inciuding tulcicn c¢osti--thizn ccher
agancies bhecause it nas not eilscoivaly ussd lus scarce
rasources ££o lavasr Zunds Zrcom other ootential ceontributors.
This impression, oI course, 3essrves an =2arly verification

with available data.

That it may not have successfully levered funds £from
other sources is certainly consistent with the following
two observations. First, by publishing allowances for
full stipends in Handbook Ten, AID effectively has fixed
uniform levels of allowances and announced its willingness
to pay them. Under these circumstances, few alternative
funding sources (say, a foundation), knowing that AID allows
up to $1,000 for Item "X", could be successfully approached
to pay any part of the costs of "X". A sensible alterna-
tive, in the case of degree programs, would be for the
Agency to simply state that the only allowances it will
provide will be 12 months of maintenance support for M.S.

training and 18 months for Ph.D. training,or roughly half
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in short, AID's training costs could e cut drzmatically
by substituting the full cradle-to-the-grave allowances of
Handbookx Ten for a single "minimum allowance" and by pro-
viding appropriate incentives to programming agents to find
complementary sources of financing. Costs can, of course,
also be reduced by tailoring training programs with that
purpose in mind. Several suggestions along this line are

made later in this paper.

Program Objectives

If AID is prepared to take actions to overcome its

underinvestment in training in agriculture, what should
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the greater participation of neglected groups. Further,

e Ll

cment oI ths Inzernational

oroblem. Cne 1s that up to 10,000 zrcifessionals are now
seing trained annually in Eastern 2lcck Countries. This
has created an urgent need to pluralize educational per-
spectives around the world. Another reason is that manvy
individuals trained by AID in the 1950's and 1960's have
taken positions where their social productivity is low.
This is the "internal brain drain problem"--a product of
people using their advanced training to gain positions
with higher returns for thémselves, but lower

returns for society at large-—-and it has eroded significantly
past investments in education in some developing country
3settings. The now well documented exit of young, well-
trained agricultural researchers from Latin American
national programs of agricultural research is just one

example of this phenomenon. Finally, AID's priorities in

¢\
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reasons for 1lncreasing investments 1n agricultural
v imimer Tove Setenl ANt Ay SAttmTeIag Sam o St s atad gt
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the U.ZS, ziuczationzl svstem s zntering a2 o2aericd of reilac-

tion, exn=rimentation, &nd reform, following almosc thrae
decades of racid, if not scmetimes hactic, =2uxpansion.
Tnis i1s zeinZorced by the nesd Zor adjustments brought
about by a secular shift in population growth rates and
population patterns--away from the categories of vyouth
towards older age--and a worldwide economic devression.
USAID could become an important force for educational
experimentation and reform inside the U.S. system through
its support of participant trainees from outside.
International agricultural training programs in U.S.
universities could foster curriculum reform and innovation
which might ultimately increase the attractiveness and
gifectiveness of degree and non-degree programs, and even
reduce their costs and enhance their competive positions

worldwide.
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and two studies intended to clarify guestions raisecd by
the preceding discussion and to contribute to the objectives

just suggested for AID's participant training srograms in

o)

agriculture. The first proposal, which follows, is intended
primarily to carefully quantify the costs of participant
training programs.

Formally, the total costs of training a single
participant, TCp, are equal to the months required for

training, tp, times the average cost per month, cp:

TC_ =t (c_).
p p P
The time variable in this relation is an aggregate of the

time spent in each of the principal phases of a training
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will generally be larger the higher the decree level. Aand

though some costs may be higher per unit of time for non-
degree programs, there is an expectation that total costs
will rise (perhaps not smoothly) from the non-degree to
the B.S., M.S., and through to the Ph.D. level.

Time and unit costs will also vary by institution

attended. There are some U.S. programs that have higher
rates of student throughput than others. Yet they main-
tain that the quality and costs of their programs compare
favorably with those of other institutions. The partici-
pants themselves will also have different t's (and maybe
even c's) because of different backgrounds, experiences,
prior training, and personal characteristics. Finally,
the t's and c's are different for different mechanisms

of administration and management.
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It 1s understood that AID presently lacks the data

and backcround analyses necassary to realize such

econcmias. Therelcre, i1t is reccmmendad that a study

be conducted which guantifies the impacts of country oi

origin, degree level, institution attended, participant

characteristics, and administrative arrangements on the

total costs of participant training programs in agriculture.

It is estimated that the equivalent of three senior-level

professionals would need a year to complete this study.

Substantial cooperation from AID staff wcoculd also be needed.

Costs of the study are estimated at $250,000.
Simultaneously, AID might initiate a series of

experiments around the world designed to reduvce the

existing values of the t's and c's. Most of the experiments

discussed below are focussed on a single phase of the

training process, though they may impact on other phases as

well.
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It needs to be noted, however, that opportunities for

curriculum experimentation are essentially unbounded in

the case of non-degree programs.

For that reason, efforts

to address concerns about the relevance of existing degree

programs might be most profitably focussed on non-degree

programs.

AID appears to be making increased use of non-

degree programs, which may reflect its assessment of the

relevance of the existing degree structure for some

developing countries.
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international agricultur

The main rationale Ior this suggestion is that the
costs of participarnt training in most centers are low.
Hcwaever, not only can substantial savings be realized, but
the relevance of the instruction for students from tropical
countries is great. Many of the more mature international
agricultural research centers have trained hundreds of
short course participants since their establishment, and
available assessments of the quality and relevance of the
instruction are very positive.

Another important rationalefor this recommendation is
that the centers have had to sharply reduce their trainiig

efforts in the face of severebudget constraints. Training

programs in some centers have fallen to a very low level,

N
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to thelr home countrv sectings. Scme funding w»ould have to
be provided U.S. instituticns 50 tha% their £faculty members
could help backstop and advise the design and conduct of
short courses in developing countries. For this reason,
the costs of the experiment would exceed those of training
150 short course participants. However, over the longer-
haul, substantial savings would be realized as the locally
sponsored short courses begin to satisf, demand. Short
courses offered in a single country might also respond to

a geographically wider (perhaps regional) demand and thus

further reduce the costs of AID's non-degree training efforts.

An example of this proposal is already developing at
Rutgers University. There a short course in vegetable pro-

duction and marketing has been successfully offered for a
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zhe

activities of the ore-~training phass--selection

of particivants, assistance in choosing a suitable U.S.,

program, 1

anguage and

remedial training, etc.-- have keen

neglected with the overall result that subsequent program

onases have been taking substantially mor2 time and beccme

more expen

sive.

Participants should be queried routinely after com .eting

short courses about their plans for future training.

This

should be done by the institution providing the¢ short

course, and an assessment should then be made of participants'

suitability for advanced degree-level training.

practices are not currently followed.

Such

In addition, however, it is proposed that AID experiment

with a special kind of short course to strengthen and make

more effective the pre-taining phase of degree programs.



MU .y e e s Smes T O K B =2 L T T T
SI2e WOIMASACDS Y o d.co. o unl SOl CY 2Ll LT ozzZn I PO
SENT OTATRE2 VRAYS LN STITEITROCLCAL L ~L2RTEC Zevelozinz

.~ N - . . - = - . - taeen oo e D
s e W E S N ALl T Al Il T 302 The Coal o ohuntToEs oz

o) Aanm=ifiasy 2n3 gatoshias el Tianianngl fa T anik S

2 W2NTIIWVIND NG F2ozlllNT UTTIIZE3lcnaL Ta_Aenht Tor

R R R e T L T N T T S O U S U SO
SUErIEnE ETCoz2 oTIroLLnL I02 Z ST TLzZILNZ ToNE TZnLnLTo,

“ J e T O e Y e Ay T P

[reparaction, and 2.i0LI1.lCy O 3usn Lndlviduals ZIor scuadlas

in the U.S. AID would want to locate the workshops in
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or themmatic, zut disciplinarw in Zocus; and they should
only be mounted around major fields of study. Workshops
in general agronomy, animal sciences and, perhaps, agri-
cultural economics and rural sociology would most likely
satisfy this criterion.

Workshops would run for the better part of three months;
however, only a selected number of participants would remain
in them for their full term. The workshops would be
divided into phases, with participants who graduate success-
fully from the first phase being invited to go on to the second,
and so forth. The phasing of the workshops, and the whole
sorting and selection process, must be carefully and sensi-
tively designed so that participants who do not complete

the full series are not offended.

,\"O
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ané czonduct a workshoep. Total costs of this three year

somewnhat. However, eficrts should be made tc cda2iray such
costs with local contributions to the workshop.) This is a
very small sum, for the workshops will have produced 180

new students £nr graduate studies. With current coéts per
participant trainee in U.S. degree programs running about
$47,000, the experiment would have to reduce the time of

each participant's study program by only 5.0 percent to fully
pay for itself, and actual savings could greatly exceed that
figure.

. model somewhat similar to the one proposed by this
experiment is that of the Colorado Summer Institute in
Economics. The major difference is that in Colorado an
emphasis is placed on language training; also, the summer

workshop participants have generally already been accepted
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zhased human capital develozmant program. The experiment

AID's z2bility to mecnitor and
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is also desicrned to strenathe
appropriately follow-up programs of varticipant trainees.
The following specific functions might be performed by the
universities:

* Conduct studies of manpower needs in agriculture.

* Assist AID mission staff and local institutions
with assessments of the capacities of national universities
to meet manpower needs.

* Advise potential applicants for U.S. graduate studies
on programs in this country and assist them in obtaining
necessary information.

* Provide guidance and guidelines, as requested, to
national institutions who are selecting staff for training

overseas.
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The need Ior such a mechanism stems, again, Zrcm ths
reduction in AID [-~-country staff to help perform some

post training functicns
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64
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of the important pre-training
of degree programs. This experiment should probably be
conducted for no less than three years, and the estimated
costs would be $500,000. The experiment would be run in
countries where large-scale training programs are under
consideracion, and where mission strength may have been
recently weakened. Care, of course, would need to be
exercised so that the universities involved do not monopo-
lize the flow of AID participant trainees in the countries
they are assisting.

One variant of the training TSM which has demonstrated
high productivity in the past is the "institution-to-

institution training program." Rather than working with a

-
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accelerated. However, an initiative which capitalizes
on existing institution-to-institution relationshipsmight
be given consideration.

Specifically, it is suggested that $500,000 be provided
five U.S. universities over a three to four year period
to experiment with their respective sister institutions to
design programs in which requirements for graduate degrees
are partially satisfied in the U.S. and the developing
country university. This experiment would help accelerate
the development n¢ graduate curricula and degree-giving in
developing countries, substantially reduce the costs of the
course and dissertation phases of participant training, and
yet give participants many of the same benefits derived from

taking a full degree in a U.S. university.
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short periods (one to three months) in theilr sister insti-
tutions, teaching and ccunseling stucdents, strengthening
their course offerings, and generally assisting with staff,
research and curriculum develcpment.

One would like to see arrangements under this model
extended to a large population of participant trainees in
agriculture. In theory, there is no reason why early-stage
graduate studies and dissertations could not be done
generally in the home country. However, in practice it
must be recognized that, for the effectiveness of the resulting
program to compare favorably with a graduate program under-
taken wholly in the U.S., the overseas university must have

attained some maturity and its relations with cocoperating
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tuition and administration, contained in a carticipant's
budget, be collapsed into one. At current costs, these

items absorb at least 40 opercent, and as much as a half

of the average degres participant's budget.

Second, it is recommended that participating AID
missions contract directly with U.S. universities for the
training of their participants, bypassing, in the main,
the present administrative apparatus of the U.S. Department
of Agriculture. It should be clear that the incentives to
do this would be greatest for AID where (a) one of its
country missions is sending, over a period of years, a
significamt number of participants to a single U.S. university

and (b) that university is willing to negotiate a combined
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some assistance. This implies the need to carefully select
countries or regions for this experiment where (a)
participant training has already occurred, (b) information
concerning U.S. universities is readily available, and/or
(c) there are in-country some U.S. university personnel who
could assist potential participants with orientation.

A fourth, and final, major feature of this experiment

would be the continued use of some USDA administration, but

at a much reduced level. It will be necessary to run some

spot checks on participants to ensure that the quality of

university administration is satisfactory. USDA could also

be helpful in otherwise monitoring results of the experiment.

substantial
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be a more efficient division of labor between tne USDA and

53 DUCJ2T Ior TaQ Servicas

descriped. Giwvan the 2concnias U.S. uriversitiss mav realize
in administraction and tuiticn, thls experiment could save

at least 10 percent of the budgets of participant trainees.
There would be another change likely to occur, were
the model evantually generalized after a period of success-
ful experimentation. The change would involve some greater
concentration of trainees in a smaller number of U.S.
universities. TFor there would be strong incentives under
the arrangements proposed here for AID to "package" and
"wholesale" its participants in agriculture more aggressively.
Although no one has overtly proposed ¢greater concentration,
it would be a desirable by-product of this experiment.
Universities with very small populations of participant

trainees, or foreign students more generally, gain very little
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In addition to the six experiments and one major study
just recommended, AID should support some basic data
generation. There is a notable lack of data concerning

flows of foreign students in agriculture to U.S. universities.
Such data need to be generated, their trends analyzed, and
the causes of changes in trends better understood, if policy
for human capital development is to be adequately informed.
This sama effort should endeavor to show sources of funding
for participant trainees in agriculture in order to clarify
for Agency staff whether, as AID's program has declined,

other donors have, in fact, been providing more or less

funds for training. Also, this study would look at the

degree to which AID's past programs have successfully

levered funds from other sources.
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