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Introduction 

Annually, ISNAR holds an international workshop on gratedgroupofmemberswhoaremainlyorientedtowards
 
management issues for leaders of national agricultun'l research or involved in advisory services, covering all
 
research systems (NARS). This workshop takes the form regions of the developing world (Africa, Asia, West Asia
 
of aconsultation with NARS leaders, providing feedback and North Africa, and Latin America).
 
on the relevance and applicability of our approaches,
 
allowing us to refine our continuing collaboration, and The main responsibilities of the working group are listed
 
providing input for the incorporation of NARS needs and below: 
experiences into on-going research activities. 

to enhance previous efforts in building up ISNAR's 
In 1988, for the first time, the entire conference was considerable, but still insufficiently exploited, knowl­
organized around a single theme, human resource man- edge base and expertise about the organization and 
agement. In 1989, continuing our thematic approach, one structure of NARS; 
of the themes selected was organization and structure. The 
selection of this theme was a recognition that organization to ensure that each research project generates output 
and structure are critically important to the effectiveness that is both relevant and conceptually sound for advi­
and efficiency ofa NARS. They shape the way the system sory services and training, and that this output is in a 
operates as well as its capacity to perform its assigned form appropriate to NARS managers; 
functions and achieve its designated objectives. 

. to ensure that the methodology of each project pro-
The purpose of this thematic approach was multifold: vides opportunities for receiving substantial feedback 
First, it %,,asan opportunity to present ISNAR's general from NARS leaders; 
experience with research on organization and structure to 
NARS leaders and practitioners. Second, it provided a • to serve as a forum for the exchange of views and for 

forum for participants to compare their own experiences peer review at different stages of the work. 
inorganization and structure with those encountered by 
their colleagues in other regions of the developing world. One of the two main projects initiated by this working 

And, third, it was an opportunity for participants to discuss group in 1988 and 1989 is entitled "The Organization and 

the applicability of ISNAIs approaches. Structure of NARS." This project benefi!s from special 
project funds from CIDA in Canada, and the final products 

The workshop itself was divided into critical areas of of this project are expected to be the following: 
organization and structure that have emerged from ISNAR 
system reviews as well as from research and training 	 five regional overviews (anglophone and francophone 

Africa, Asia, West Asia and North Afrioa, and Latinactivities. These critical areas include securing domain 
legitimacy, research policy issues, coordination, and pro- America); 
gram and administrative management, i.e., issues of au­
tonomy. • papers on organizational choices at the level of na­

tional institutes and programs; 
The proceedings include the papers and presentations 
used, as well as the feedback and suggestions received • a synthesis of lessons from experience as well as 

from NARS managers. The workshop was a worthwhile considerations and guidelines for organizing NARS. 
endeavor, and it is hoped that the readers of these proceed­
ings will be stimulated to thought and action on the issues 	 The November 1989 International Workshop was an es­

sential step in the implementation of the project, since itraised. 
provided the opportunity for a critical review with NARS 

PaulfMarcotte leaders of progress to date. It also helped us to identify 
Training Coordinator specific issues to be examined in the next phase of the 

project. 

The ISN. .! Working Group on Organization and Structure Guy Rocheteau 

of National Agricultural Research Systems is an inte- Working Group Chairperson 
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PROSPECTUS 

International Agricultural Research Management Workshop 

International Service for National Agricultural Research 

(ISNAR) 

5 to 10 November 1989 

1. Introduction 

ISNAR's annual International Agricultural Research Management workshops provide an opportunity to discuss our 
on-going research, advisory service, and training activities with our partners in national agricultural research systims 
(NARS). We consider direct feedback from senior NARS leaders on the relevance and applicability of our work to be of 
crucial importance to us. It enables us to incorporate the NARS's needs and experience into our on-going research and other 
activities. 

2. Purpose 

The purpose of this year's workshop is to provide NARS managers the opportunity to participate in the development of 
management tools, become familiar with our state-of-the-art approaches, and exchange experiences and views on three 
priority management themes. For ISNAR, the purpose is to receive constructive feedback on our analytical approach, 
intermediate research products, and training materials. The three themes are priority setting and planmng, organization and 
structure, and program budgeting and maaagement information systems. 

Participants will be asked to contribute actively to the workshop by reviewing and intensively critiquing the work presented 
inplenary discussions and small groups. The critique should focus on the relevance and applicability of the concepts and 
tools to individual countiy situations. 

3. The Three Themes 

a. Planning and Priority Setting 

Research managers in developing countries work under severe funding constraints. There is an increasing need to 
set priorities among competing programs and to establish an effective planning mechanism for resource allocation. 
Through planning, research priorities are identified, objectives are defined, strategies are developed within specified 
time horizons, and resources are committed. 

At the workshop, the content and processes of priority setting and planning will be discussed. Methodologies, 
guidelines, and exercises being developed will be submitted to participants for review and suggestions. 

b. Organization and Structure 

The structure and organization of a NARS critically influence effectiveness and efficiency. They shape the way the 
system operates as well as its capacity to perform its assigned functions and to achieve its designated objectives. 

Two research projects are being conducted under the guidance of ISNAR's working group on organization and 
structure: a study of organization and management in small-country NARS and a g!obal, comparative study of the 
organization and structure of NARS. The research projects analyze the effectiveness of different organizational 
options in performing various research and governance functions. The two projects' analytical frameworks and five 
regional overview papers will be submitted to participants for review and discussion. 
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c. Program Budgeting Systems and Management Information Systems 

Adequate and timely information is essential for good program budgeting and management. Research managers 
must match available personnel, funds, and materials to the resource requirements of a research program. In many
NARS, the system for collecting and analyzing information in support of the planning and priority-setting process 
needs assistance. 

ISNAR's working group on program budgeting and management information systems will seek feedback from 
workshop participants on the approach, tools, and information system suggested by ISNAR for use at the national 
and station levels of NARS at different stages of development. 

4. Participants 

The workshop is designed for senior agricultural research managers with particular interest and expertise in one or more 
of the three management themes. Thirty participants have been invited from Africa, Asia, West Asia and North Africa, and 
Latin America. (Two-way translation (English-French] will be provided for the plenary presentations.) 

5.Program 
General issues and analytical frameworks for the three management themes will be discussed in plenary with all 30 NARS 
participants. In the introductory session, the participants will be introduced to critical factors of management which fall 
within broad areas of research policy, organization, and management. The three themes selected for the workshop represent 
each of these broad areas, respectively, and as essential components of aresearch system, they are interrelated and mutually 
reinforcing. 

It is ISNAR's contention that deficiencies in any of these areas inhibit the development of a system as well as its efficiency 
and effectiveness. Subsequent to the introduction and thematic presentations in plenary, thematic consultation will take 
place in small groups of about 10 participants each. Inoutline, the workshop program is as follows: 

November5 November6 November7 1 November8 1 November9 November 10 
Sunday I Monday Tuesday Wednesday - Thursday Friday 

Arrival/Check-In 
at Pullman Hotel 

-PPS -PBS + MIS 
-Discussion I Thematic* Thematic* 

Preparation and 
presentation of 

_ _ ___ tgroup reports 
LUNCH 12.00-13.30 12.00-13.30 12.00-13.30 12.00-13.30 12.00-13.30 

i -PPS cont. 
-O&S 

I 
Thematic* EXCURSION Thematic" 

-Discussion 
-Closing 

_-Reception 

Welcoming & DINNER: 
iniroduction BDNER: 
Reception at Retorant 

Pullman Hotel, Resturant 
19.30 hrs 19.00 hrs 

Note:PPSPlanning & PriortySetnrO&S=Organization &Str.,:rurePBS .MIS tProgramBudgeting Systems & NManagementInfot'ma,c Systems 
*Themarrtic, discussions. ANotlhersessionsare in hulI.groop plenary.small-group 

This workshop schedule provides two days for plenary discussion of broad issues and analytical frameworks covering the 
three themes and their interactions. There are also two days for detailed thematic discussions. 

Since most senior NARS managers are "generalists" in agricultural research management, the plenary presentations will 
emphasize issues at the national and institutional levels. Details of methodologies, tools, exercises, illustrative case studies, 
etc., will be discussed in small groups. 

On the final day, the conclusions and recommendations of the thematic discussions will be presented in plenary.
Responsibility for this will be shared between the NARS participants and ISNAR staff members (as small-group rapporteurs). 
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The concluding plenary discussion will focus on the rcommendations from the workshop as instructive for future planning 
for the three thematic working groups. 

In addition to the thematic activities, other events have been scheduled, such as a welcoming reception, an excursion to 
Holland's famous greenhouse area to visit companies/cooperatives specializingin vegetable production, a workshop dinner, 
and a closing reception. These will provide opportunities for participants to interact and exchange information in a less 
formal setting. 

6. Process 

Plenary discussions will be structured around p'esentations on specific management themes by ISNAR staff. Concepts, 
issues, and analytical frameworks as well as the interrelationships across themes will be emphasized. 

Active participation of NARS participants will be sought - they will act as chairpersons of plenary sessions and as 
discussants of papers sent to them in advance. To make the presentations analytical, focused, and productive, a two- to 
three-page issues paper/executive summary will be prepared and circulated in advance for each of the papers presented. 

Discussion sessions will vary in format. The specific objectives of each wori'ing group will dictate the process used for 
obtaining feedback on ISNAR's activities. 

7. Products 

Inall three management themes, ISNAR's staff has attempted to synthesize our experience and develop concepts and tools 
for improving our diagnostic and analyfic capacity for assisting NARS. The feedback from senior NARS managers will help 
improve the research and training products we develop. 

NARS managers will have the opportunity to exchange ideas and experiences with their counterparts in other national 
systems and will have the opportunity to critically evaluate the applicability of ISNAR's work to their own countly and 
region. 

A workshop report will be published. This report will synthesize the experiences and conclusions of ISNAR staff and NARS 
participants and consolidate the lessons learned. 

8. Logistics 

" Dates: The workshop is scheduled to begin on 6 November at 9:00 AM and to end 10 November at 16:30. 
A half-day excursion isplanned for the afternoon ofWednesday, 8 November. Participants should 
arrive in The Hague 5 November and are expected to depart 11 November 1989. 

" V,.enue: ISNAR, Laan van Nieuw Oost Indid 133, The Hague, The Netherlands 
Telephone: 070-496100, Telex: 33746 isnar nl 

" Lodging: Pullman Hotel, Spui 180, 2511 BW The Hague 
Telephone: 070-614921, Telex: 32000 cenho nl 

" Transportation: International and local transportation arranged by ISNAR. 

" Subsistence 
Al'mwauce: lotel charges, including breakfast, paid by ISNAR. 

Inaddition, each participant will be provided a standard subsistence allowance to offset the cost of 
meals and incidental expenses. 

" Contact: Dr. Paul Marcotte 
Coordinator 
International Workshop on Agricultural Research Management 
ISNAR 
P.O. Box 93375 
2509 AJ The Hague, The Netherlands 
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Analytical Framework for the Organization and Structure of NARS 

Paramjit S.Sachdeva 
Formerly, ISNAR TrainingOfficer andProjectManager
 

of the CIDA -fundedStudy on the
 
Organizationand StructureofNARS
 

Introduction 

The organization and structure of anational agricultural re-
search system (NARS) are critical factors determining its 
effectiveness and efficiency. They shape the way the system 
operates and its capacity to perform functions for achieving 
designated objectives. 

Over the years, developing countries have sometimes insti-
tuted ri ajor structural changes in response to changing re-
search strategies and priorities. Semiautonomous research 
institutes and private foundations inLatin America and agri-
cultural research councils in Asia are examples of organiza-
tional models currently in use. A number of countries have 
also made structural changes i. response to external pres­
sures, aid inducements, or shifting political winds. 

The organization and structure of many NARS are incompat-
ible with national development objectives and available re-
sources. F..source allocation has become seriously imbal-
anced as countries struggle to maintain large fragmented 
infrastructures of research stations and laboratories, while 
running short of funds to payscientists adequately or to allow 
them to carry out their research, 

The experience of various NARS leaders in planning for and 
carrying out organizational restructuring could be useful to 
their counterparts in othercountries in future decision making 
- so could an assessment of the strengths and weaknesses of 
the various organizational options. There is also a need to 
devise an analytical framework for NARS leaders to compare 
available options with their current situation so as to make 
more informed decisions regarding future changes. Such a 
framework ispresented below, 

Definition of Terms 

A NARS comprises various bodies dealing with agricultural 
research: government institutions, universities, private-sector 

research institutions, and parastatals. The relative importance 
of public- versus private-sector components varies from 
country to country. In most developing-country NARS, the 
public-sector component isdominnt. 

Organizationandstructurerefer to the institutional arrange­
ments and mechanisms for mobilizing human, physical, fi­
nancial, and information resources at all levels ofthe research 
system. More generally, an organization is a coalition of 
interest groups, sharingacommon resource base and depend­
ing on a larger environment for its legitimacy and develop­
ment. It ischaracterized by decision making (such as in the 
area of resource allocation, monitoring, and control) and 
formal and informal communication. 

Structure is determined by the way work is divided into 
distinct tasks and coordinated to achieve stable patterns of 
behavior and output. It regulates the flow and exchange of 
various resources -products, services, information, power, 
etc. - within the research system as well as with its environ­
ment. 

Key aspects of structure include the size of the research 
system, the number and types of re,,earchinstitutes, the Insti­
tutes' responsibilities and mandates, the system's communi­
cation and collaboration patterns, and the internal organiza. 
tion of research within individual institutes and experiment 
stations. 

Analytical Approach 

Simply put, organizations provide acontext for the perfor­
mance of management functions required to transform re­
sources into desired research products. A variety of organiza­
tional mechanisms can be used at different hierarchical levels. 

Major managerial and linkage functions include sysiem gov­
ernance, strategic planning, program planning, programming, 
implementatior., monitoring, and review. The analytical 



fr'niework presented here is intended to help examine how 
and why certain structures facilitate orhinder the performance 
ofsuch functions. 

Inorganizing and managing a NARS, research leaders have a 
wide range of goals. They expect a NARS to be organized so 
as to 

• 	 integrate research and development activities; 

" 	 promote and coordinate research; 

* 	 integrate research planning and implementation; 

" 	 facilitate the use of resources; 

" 	 coordinate the monitoring of research; 

" 	 expedite the utilization of results. 

A positive work environment, competent people, good infor-
mation, and sound policies, strategies, and management-all 
these make for effective research programs when combined 
in an appropriate organizational structure. The choice of a 
suitable structure should be made in light of existing and 
planned program requirements, managerial systems, and 
available resources. 

The choice should also be based on functional criteria such 
as 

, responsiveness to stakeholders; 

adaptability to environmental change; 

• potential for enhancing creativity and productivity; 

Sapropriateness for generating relevant, high-quality re-
apprc esearch; 

.	 suitability for country circumstances. 

Different organizational options facilitate or inhibit the per-
formance of management functions to varying degrees. The 
main task of organizational design or redesign is to adjust the 
major features of a NARS or research institution to increase 
the potential for program effectiveness, 

The major design variables in organization and structure are 

" 	 division of work - the number of research units, the 
basis for dividing work, and the types of vertical and 
horizontal linkages needed; 

" 	 coordination mechanisms - committees, task forces, 
teams, liaison roles, rules, and procedures; 

.	 extent and nature of authority and Influence over funds, 
resource allocation, priorities, administrative rules and 
procedures, and external relationships; 

* 	 decision-making processes for planning, programming, 
implementing, monitoring, and control. 

Analytical Framework 
Ajfinctionalanalysis oforganization and structure is outlined 
below. It lists the key research management functions to be 
performed at three levels - natioaal, institutional, and re­
search station. Their major component activities are also 
noted. 

Natinnal Level: System Governance 

Securing domain legitimacy, consensus, and resources (po­
litical,financial, and human) 

Establishing the network of linkages (with other minis­
tries, agencies, donors, clients, and users) for exchanging 
information, building coalitions, securing resources, and 
ensuring accountability for use of public funds. 

Determining research policy, objectives, and strategy 

* 	 Determining the planning and coordination mechanisms 
at the national level. 

.	 Organizing the apex body itself: its legal status, mandate, 
functions, authority, responsibility, composition, sub­
committee structure, operational procedures, etc. 

• 	 Providing technical support for the apex body. 

Organizing the.NARS for implementing strategy 

Determining the system's structure by dividing the work 
among research institutions. Options include institutions 

under central or provincial auspices with national or 
regional coverage; 

* 	 that are semiautonomous or directly controlled enti­
ties; 

* 	 for commodity-, discipline-, area-, or factor-based re­
search; 

* 	 for applied or adaptive research. 

, 	 Determiningmechanismsforinterinstitutionalcollabora­
tion. Options include 

establishing subdirectorates within the supervising 
ministry or department (for crops, livestock, technical 
services, etc.); 
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" 	 funding of interinstitutional or multidisciplinary re-
search; 

" 	 sharing of infrastructural facilities and stations; 

" 	 establishing program committees by agroecological or 
administrative region; 

"-	 estabishing ad c c task forces and review teams; 

" 	 establishingaprojectcoordinationunitoracommittee 
for donor-funded projects. 

Determining the authority and responsibility at various 
decision-making levels. This includes 

" 	 determining the nature and amount of program and 

administrative authority at national and institutional 
levels. (This determines the degree of centralization/ 
decentralization.) 

" 	 determining the nature and extent of formal regula­
tions, rules, and procedures governing subordinates' 
behavior. (This determines the degree ,, formalization 
or bureaucratization. A decentralized system can still 
be highly bureaucratic.) 

Implementing, monitoring, a:idevaluating strategy 

Establishing mechanisms for priority setting and resource 
allocation, and for planning, implementing, monitoring, 
and reviewing research strategy and programs. 

Institution Level:
 
Program and Administrative Management 


Researchprogramming,implementing, monitoring, and re. 

view 

* 	 Establishing mechanisms and processes for making pro­
gram decisions. 

Organizingresearchand supervisingimplementation 

* 	 Determining the internal structure of each research insti-
tution. This involves 

* 	 deciding the basis for dividing the work, whether by 
commodity, discipline, area, factor, or a combination 
of these - such as a mixed or matrix structure; 

selecting mechanisms for coordinating research with-
in and between institutions or programs (options: re­
search program committee, integrative manager or 
organizational unit, national coordinated research pro-
gram). 

* 	 Delegating authority and responsibility for research and 
administration to department heads and program leaders. 

* 	 Determining mechanisms for ensuring accountability for 
resource utilization and for generation of results. 

Implementation Level:
 
Research and Station Management
 
Formulating and implementating annualprograms 

• 	 Establishing researchers' and station managers' respon­
sibility for 

• 	 determining researchpriorities within thestrategicand 
program guidelines provided by national- and institu­
tion-level plans; 

* 	 undertaking detailed programming; implementingand 
monitoring research. 

Organizing research implementation 

Organizing the implementation-level research station 
network. Considerations include size, diversity, research 
emphasis, research-extension linkages, location, and 
availability of a critical mass of scientists. Of special 

interest is the organization of multi-institution, multipro­
gram or multidisciplinary teams. 

Organizing research stations, centers, or teams and estab­
lishing mechanisms for research programming, resource 
acquisition,program implementation, and generation and 
review of research conclusions. 

* 	 Organizing the manager's office, technical departments,
and support services. 

* 	 Organizing the dissemination of research results. This 

involves 

• 	 establishing mechanisms for providing feedback to 

higher management for program planning, program­
ming, implementation, monitoring, and review; 

° 	 establishing mechanisms for disseminatin, research 
conclusions to extension agents and farmers. 

Tosummarize,effectiveresearchmanagementrequiresatten­
tion in three areas: policy formulation and implementetion, 
organization and structure, and manageriai processes and 
functions. These operate at three levels: the nation, the insti­
tution, and the station. 

The NARS policy and strategy help set future goals, give 
direction, and specify how the goals will be achieved. Orga­
nization and structure emphasize the design of work units, 
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their interrelationships, and the mechanisms for coordinating 
various tasks. Managerial processes and functions enable the 
effective and efficient production of desired outputs and 
services, using the available resources of people, money, and 
facilities. Achieving continuing coherence or fit between 
policies, strategy, organization, and management is the key
task of top management. 

At each level of the NARS - national, institutional, and 
research ntation - attention has to be given both to program 
content (the why, what, and how ofresearch) and to program 
implementation (the by whor,, with what,and when of action). 
To translae research plans, projects, and experiments into 
useful research results, the external environment has to be 
conducive to research productivity. In addition, to ensure 
efficient use of available resources, the internal organization 
and structure, management systems, and decision-making 
mechanisms and processes have to be suitable. 

The analytical framework identifies anumber of research and 
management functions and -ctivities. These are carried out 
by means of various organizational mechanisms and pro-
cesses at the national, institutional, and research station lev-
els. The framework thus addresses such questions as 

IWhat are the management functiut..? 

Table 1.Organizing for Key Managem -it Functions 

Where? What? 
Level Management Fun tlons 

National 1. Securing political, financial, 
and human resources 

2. 	Determining policy and strat-
egy and approving long-term 
research pln 

3. 	 Organizing for implementing 
policy, strategy, and long-term 
research plan 

4. 	 Supervising implementation 

4
 

o 	 Whereare they carried out? 

• 	 How are they !mplemented? 

* 	 Who implements them? 

A number of organizationaloptions are identified at each 

level. The framework is summarized in Table 1. 

Assessment of Organizational Options 
The analytical framework identifies the functional criteria 
against which organizational options at various levels can be 
assessed. To facilitate this assessment, some factors and con­
siderations determining the effectiveness of various organi­
zational options are outlined below. 

Nationul Level 

At the national level, system governance requires the integra­
tion of a number of policy, organization, and management 
factors (ISNAR's strategy document identifies 12 critical fac­
tors for NARS). ro ensure that these critical factors are given 
adequate consideration, many NARS have found it useful to 
establish a central coordinatingbody at the national level. 
The main functions of such a body (whatever its formal title 
-council, committee, board, etc.) are the following: 

How? By Whom? 
Methodological Means Organizational Options 

information uxchange apex body: 
* coalition building Board/Council, National 

ensuring external accountability Committee
 
for use of funds ministry
 

* semiautonomous institution 
* some combination of above 
* each institution independently 

political processes , apex body
 
socioeconomic studies • technical committee(s)
 
analysis of technical potential ad hoc task forces
 

assessment of availability of
 
research resources
 

assigning responsibility . apex body 
* interinstitutional coordination , committee 

ensuring accountability of - task force 

research institutions 

reporting mechanisms for moni - * ministry dept.
 
toring & evaluation and annual . secretariat to apex body
 
programming standing committees
 
periodic review of organization- planning unit
 
at performance
 



Table 1. (continued) 

Where? What? 
Level Management Functions 

Institutional 1. Research programming 

2. Organizing research and 

supervising Implementation 

Implementation Units 1. 	Formulation of annual 
programs 

2. 	 Implementation of studies and 

proposed expe.-ments 

" 	 to advise on national agricultural research policy, 

" 	 to speak on behalfof agricultural research in discussions 
with policymakers and planners and to present research 
results in ausable form; 

* 	 to coordinate national agricultural research by undertak-
ingstrategic, structural, and program planning, as well as 
by helping set national priorities; 

" 	 to promote linkages between research, extension, and 
producers, as well as with international organizations and 
donors; 

" 	 to faciuitate interinstituticnal research and to promote 
collaboration among implementing agencies; 

" 	 to oversee the technical review of program plans and 
project proposals and to oversee the monitoring of pro-
gram implementation; 

How? By Whom? 
Methodological Means Organizational Options 

* 	identification of produ-tion • institution management 
problems research managers 

* setting objectives 	 research committee 
-	 assessing scientific potential, 

resource availability, and re­
searchability 

- setting priorities 
- approving annual programs 
, 	 assigning responsibilities to im- • institution management 

plementation-level units • research managers 

- coordinating between imple-. 	 program leaders 
menting units multidisiplinary tepms 

• reporting mechanisms for moni­
toring & evaluation and annual
 
programming
 

• assessment of scientific poten-	 unit management 
tial, resource availability, and . researchers
 
rsarchability * multidisciplinary teams
 

• setting priorities 

* 	preparing study proposals and 
experiments 
experimental design reporting toh her management 

conducting research * researchers 

. data colletion ttechnical and support staff 
S:..ialysis * extension staff 
• interpretation of results 

dissemination of results 

• 	 to help improve the component institutions' mechnisms 
for research planning, programming, implementation, 
and review. 

This central body, along with its advisory sucommittees and 
technical secretariat, constitute the strategicapex of the sys­
tern. For organizing the apex, five options are available (Trigo 
1986). These organizational models are based on the struc­
tural and functional characteristics of the apex body and on 
the nature and extent of control it exercises over subordinate 
organizational units. The major organizational options are 

• 	 the council model, with variations: administering, coor­
dinating, and funding coincils; 

the institute model, with variations: semi- and fully autono­
mous institutes; 

* 	 the ministry model, with variations: single ministry (usu­
allyagriculture and/or livestock) and multiple ministries; 
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" 	 the university model; 

" 	 the mixed model, i.e., research by several different enti­
ties: ministries, institutes, universities, etc., without a 
central coordinating authority, 

Some of the factors determining the effectiveness of the 
strategic apex are listed below: 

Councilmodel 

" 	 comprehensive mandate: aclear focus on national de­
velopment goals and priorities; 

• 	 direct reporting to responsible minister: apowerful voice 
for agricultural research; 

• strong links with ministries of planning and finance; 

" key interest groups represented on the apex body; 

• 	 sufficient government and donor funds for developmen-
tal and recurrent expenditures on research; 

" 	 well-defined strategy and guidelines for long-term re-
search programs; 

* 	 strong technical secretariat and central services. 

Institutemodel 

• 	 semlautonomousstatus: direct control overorganization 
and funding of research; 

" 	 strong Influence over national research policy and prior-
ities; 

effective formulation and implementation of acompre-
hensive research program; 

" 	 flexiblilty in financial management and procurement pro 
cedures; 

" 	 relative autonomy from civil service regulations and 
terms and conditions of service 

, 	 effective Implementation of organizational and admin-
istrative policies, 

These factors apply in general terms to all NARS and have to 
be suitably interpreted and adapted to the specific circum-
stances of each country. 

Institution Level 

As at the national level, anumber of organizational options 
are available at the institutional level. The national research 

":skcan be subdivided into institutions focused on the follow­
ing types of research: 

.	 commodity or commodity groups: crops, livestock, 
forest products; 

* 	 discipline or groups of disciplines: agronomy, pathol­
ogy, crop sciences, veterinary sciences, etc.; 

. factors of production: water, soil, genetic materials, 
etc.; 

* program or project: national, subnational, multina­
tional programs for rice, maize, etc.; 

. geographical area: agroecological zones, administrative 
regions or subdivisions; 

. some combination of the above, resulting in a mixed 
system and amore complex organization. 

Each of these organizational options has strengths and limi­
tations in terms of enhancing or hindering program perfor­
mance. The pros and cons of some of the major institutional 
options are given in Table 2. 

Research-Station Level 
A number of options are available for creating the research­
station network. These include disciplinary subspecializa­
tion; commodity; geographical area; or a combination of 
these, forming amixed or matrix arrangement. In the latter, 
two organizational bases simultaneously compete for admin­
istrative attention and program resources, and research is 
conducted through interdisciplinary teams. 

Most NARS have research stations of various types at the 
national and subnational levels. They may have asingle focus 
(commodity, discipline, or factor of production), a multiple 
fous, or acombination of these. In addition, some countries 
also have national coordinated research programs (NCRPs). 
These usually focus on ahigh-priority commodity covering a 
large geographical area. 

These multistation national programs are difficult to organize 
and manage. They require agreat deal of collaboration be­
tween scientists; a free exchange of ideas, materials, and 
information; and effective planning, implementation, and 
monitoring of research conducted at different stations. 

NCRPs, however, because of their sharper focus and orienta­
tion toward results, have great potential to produce useful 
research. Other benefits of aproperly organized NCRP are 
reduction of duplication or gaps in resedrch conducted at 
different stations, easier adaptation of research recommenda­
tions to various agroecological regions, and increased confi­
dence in technical recommendations to farmers. 
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Table 2. Institutional Options: Pros and Con! 

Structure Based On Pros 	 Cons 

Disciplinary research * 	helps focus on scientific knowledge essen- * research results not perceived by policymak­
tial for basic research with long-term payoffs ers as directly relevant for solving practical 

problems 
stability of departmental structure, despite * departmentalboundariesandallegiancesbe­
formation of interdisciplinary project teams come bottlnecks for interdisclplinary 

research 
- easier to hire scientists with suitable aca­

demic qualifications and to motivate 
experienced researchers 

Commodities, commodity groups, or - programs are closely linked to development dispersion ofdisciplinary specialists among 
agroecological zones goals and are directly relevant to solving various programs adversely affects technical 

producers'problems quality of work 

- facilitates responsiveness to high-priority • multiplicity of stations exacerbates con­
needs and well-defined goals straints related to mpnpower, operational 

funds, and facilities 

Mixed or matrix arrangements • 	gives institutional flexibility in forming multiple and overlapping lines of authority 
project-based multidisciplinary research and responsibility make the structure com­
teams, this facilitating rational use of scien- J plicated and cumbersome to manage 
tific, technical, and other resources 

- can focus on agroecological (area-based) difficult to strike abalance between hierar­
and production systems research without chical control and decentralized program 
weakeningemphasisondisciplinaryorcom- i planning and monitoring; this can lead to 
modity research reduction (not increase) in accountability for 

prcgram performance 

Thesebenefits do notcome easily. Themajorfactorsaffecting Feedback: thorough on-farm testing and evaluation of 
the succes.,of NCRPs are technologies under farmers' conditions, to assess their 

transferability, potential, and limitations; and, toward this 
.	 Focus: national focus on a high-priority problem, re- end, close collaboration between researchers, extension 

source, or commodity; program emphasis on a few, well- workers, and producers at all levels of the NARS; 
defined, achievable objectives; 

Leadership: the coordinator's qualities of leadership, 
. Funding: a time-bound program, adequately funded, service, and cooperation; careful selection ofa competent 

staffed, and supported; sufficient operational budget for team with an appropriate mix of disciplinary skills. 

travel, maintenance, etc.; stability and timeliness of fund­
ing; and sufficient flexibility in using funds to respond to Concluding Remarks 
changing program needs; 

An analytical framework for organizing and structuring a 
.	 Planning: effective central planning and coordination, NARS, together with the key considerations in assessing var­

adequate field testing in representative stations, and feed- ious organizational options, has been presented above. 
back and use of test results for continuous adaptation of 
the ongoing research program; This framework underpins a research project currently under 

way at ISNAR. The objectives of this project are 
.	 Control: annual review of objectives, methodologies, 

resource requirements, workplans, and priorities; as well . To develop an analytical framework and typology for 
as their suitable modification as circumstances change; diagnosing organizational and structural problems in 

NARS and for developing solutions to these problems; 
. Accountability: high degree of accountability for re­

source utilization and results, based on effective monitor- * To draw lessons from ISNAR and NARS experience in 
ing at the research stations and regular feedback by the dealing with organizational and structural issues and to 
national program coordinator; make this experience accessible to reseiirch leaders; 

7
 



To identify methodological approaches and guidelines 
for use by NARS managers and ISNAR staff *oassess and 
improve the effectiveness of organizations and struc-
tures. 

In the first phase of this project, five issue-oriented regional 
overview papers are being written by ISNAR staff and consul-
tants. These papers cover anglophone Africa, francophone 
Africa, Asia, Latin America, and West Asia and North Africa 
(WANA). 

Based on a synthesis of ISNAR's experience in collaborating 
with NARS in system reviews and planning, and on selected 
secondary data, these papers adopt a contingency approach to 
organizational analysis. In assessing organizational effective-

ness, and inundertaking intercountry comparlsons, thepapers 
seek to identify underlying trends and tendencies that could 
be of interest to a general audience of NARS leaders. 

The expectation is that regional assessments based on a the 
common analytical framework discussed above will improve 
our understanding ofwhich organizational options workwell, 
which do not, under what conditions, and why. 
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Securing Domain Legitimacy and Ensuring Resource Mobilization 

Guy Rocheteau 
ISNAR Senior ResearchOfficer and Convenor,
 

ISNAR Working Group on OrganizationandStructure
 

The management function we are going to examine has been 
put under the heading "Securing domain legitimacy and en-
suring resource mobilization." Performance of this function 
is essential to the productivity of the agricultural research 
sector. No results can be expected if resources are not pro­
vided at a sufficient level, in a timely fashion, and on a 
continuing basis. In many countries, these conditions are 
barely met because national budgets are small and overall 
donor funding is unstable. 

The purpose of our discussion is to identify and assess the 
advantages and disadvantages of the various methodological 
means and organizational d-.vices that have been used to 
perform this management function. 

The National Agricultural Research Systems 
Are Not Credible and Influential Enough 

External agencies, which in many cases provide an important 
part of the investment and working budgets of agricultural 
research, often finance fixed-term projects piecemeal. This 
situation is not conducive to research continuity. The inter-

ruption of ongoing programs due to a lack ofstable financing 
results in researchers being demoralized and acquired knowl-
edge wasted. 

National institutions are confronted with adouble challenge: 

On the domestic front, national institutions have to con­
vince national governments that, as far as financing is 
concerned, research should be given priority over other 
sectors (suchas national education orhealth) where needs 
are equally urgent and where tl- benefits from invest-
ment are less uncertain. How can national agricultural 
research systems (NARS), in the absence of any imrnedi­
ate visible impact of their research results on develop-
ment, con%ince their governments to mobilize funds to 
implemen: necessary reforms and to carry out the pro-
grams entristed to them? 

On the international front, they must try to obtain the 
agreement of their financial backers to implement mech­
anisms guaranteeing a certain continuity in e;:ternal fi­
nancing. 

Relationships between Research and Its 
Political Environment Must Be 

Institutionalized 

The main problem is insufficient credibility of national re­
search institutes in the eyes of their partners. The solution Is 
to modify the actual relationships between research and the 
political environment, both national and international. The 
national scientific communities must learn to organize them­
selves to improve their image and to strengthen their ability 

to negotiate their relationships with external partners. 

The personal influence of research managers, good public 

relations, and a demonstrated company spirit are essential to 
a successful relationship with the political environment. But 
these are not enough. The process must also be institutional­
ized. 

Three Main Mechanisms Can Be Used 
Information exchange, coalition building, and ensuring ac­

countability for the use of funds are three means of Institu­
tionalizing the relationship between the research system and 

the political environment. 

1. Information Exchange 

The main concern should be to develop public relations and 
communication services within research institutes and/or 
ministries responsible for agricultural research. 

Inmost cases, almost all these functions are carried out by the 
managers of the institutes themselves. But with increases in 
responsibilities and the number of personnel to manage, it is 
difficult for them to handle the situation effectively. 
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Research organizations today should know that public rcla-
dons and communications are time-consuming and require 
professionalism. These functions include activities such as 
writing annual reports, conference reports, and internal bul-
letins; preparing information for radio or television broad-
casts; organizing agricultural fairs and station or laboratory 
visits; even welcoming visitors and drafting official corre-
spondence. Most research managers are aware of the problem, 
but too many of them are still reluctant to list such functions 
in the organizational chart and in the actual budget of the 
institute. 

2. Coalition Building: Creating an Influential Network 

In Favor of Research 


The purpose of coalition building is to mobilize groups or 
individuals who are likely to intervene on behalf of research 
at different levels of government. In this respect, the approach 

used by the Institut National pour l'Etude et la Recherche 

Agronomiques (INERA) in Zaire is particularly interesting. 
The responsible ministries decided in 1984 to adopt a new 
agricultural research development policy. The representa-
fives of the research institutes negotiated and were authorized 
to create an ad hoc study group arid, later on, an ad hoc 
follow.up commission on the reorganization of agricultural 
research based on the following: 

" 	 The ad hoc commissions are entitled to define their 
working methods and procedures and to operate free of 
bureaucratic constraints. 

" 	 Each commission has its own permanent secretariat and 
isentitled to form working groups charged with gathering 
the necessary information, 

" 	 Their members, nominated in theirpersonal capacity, are 
chosen from among senior government officials. They 
are chaired by people who have no executive authority 
but who have an advisory function at the highest level of 
government. As such, they are able to take initiatives, 
defend positions without involving the authorities on 
whom they depend, and negotiate with them in an infor-
mal way. 

" 	 The commissions have an interministerial character. 
Their members are senior advisors to the president of the 
country, the prime minister, and the ministers ofscientific 
research, higher education, agriculture, planning, fi-
nance, and budget. This guarantees that the state commis­
sioners sitting on the exLc..:ive council of Zaire, where 
all final decisions are made, feel fully involved as NARS 
backers. 

Experience has shown the e .. iency of such a mechanism, 
First, the recommendations ot the commissions, formulated 
by political managers, have a greater credibility with the 
policymakers than those coming from representatives of the 

research institutions. Second, commission members, who 
participate on the basis of a voluntary and personal commit­
ment, are at the base of an influential network lobbying for 
agricultural research. The effects can be felt well beyond the 
commissions' period of activity. 

3. Ensuring External Accountability for the Use of
 
Funds
 

Effectively PlanningandManagingtheServicesofResearch 
for the Development Sector 

The research institute's main mandate is to execute research 
programs. However, other types ofinstitutional activities, not 
specified in the mandate, must also be taken into consider­
ation. These include "circumstantial activities" - research 
institutes must continually prove their utility and impact, i.e.,
that their services and short-term interventions meet the ur­

gent needs of public and private development agencies. 

Research managers should include these interventions intheir 
budget and annual activity plan. They should be aware of the 
fact :hat the efficiency of an institute will be evaluated on the 
quality of the services rendered. 

Institutionalizing the Relations between the Research Sector 
andOtherSectors ofGovernment Administration 

It is fundamentai that the agricultural research sector main­

rains continual contact with the various ministries that use its 
results (planning, economy, agriculture and rural develop. 
ment, industry, and education), as well as with the ministries 
that determine future support (finance, public service, plan­
ning). This contact guarantees information sharing and the 
establishment of trust. It ispaiticularly important in countries 
where the executive power is strongly centralized and where 
all the government's administrative problems are normally 
handled in detail by councils of ministers. 

The most important institutional relationships include the 
following: 

Constant and productive participation ofagricultural re­
searchers in the commission sessions held by the ministry 
of planning during ihe preparation of the national devel­
opment plan. 

Participation of representatives of other ministries in the 
management oradministration councils of research insti­
tutes, especially participation of authorities assigned to 
formulate scientific policy in agriculture. Experience has 
shown that a ministry's participation in an institute's 
council is better when it does not limit itself to mere 
formal representation but includes a technical contribu­
tion. 

10
 

http:follow.up


Participation of the users of research results in setting up 
and following up on program implementatiun. What is 
important here is the level of satisfaction among those 
who, at different levels of the social hierarchy, represent 
the interests of users and contribute more than anyone 
else to forming the image that the political world has of 
research. These people include technicians that have a 
national audience, persons in charge of project or plan-
ning companies, manufacturing trade unions, etc. 

Involving International PartnersIn NARS Developnment 
Planning 

In general, the groups ofdonors that contribute to agricultural 
research are external to the research system. In meetings 
betwvccn representatives of the agricultural research system 
and donors, the agricultural research sector expresses its 
funding needs and donors specify their conditions. Conflict-
ing viewpoints are expressed at such meetings, and this often 
results in reluctant compromises or misunderstandings. 

The preferred situation is to form a real partnership in which 
decisions are made jointly. 

An example ofsuch an approach is the seminaron agricultural 
research organized by the government of Rwanda in 1983. 
The 108 participants included national po!icymakers, na­
tional agricultural research managers, and representatives of 
different international donors such as cooperation agencies, 
developm.t banks, and international agricultural research 
centers. Together they studiLd the possible contrit'utions of 
research to national agricultural development. The Govern. 
ment of Rwanda also took advantage of this opportunity to 
explain to the international community, and to discuss freely, 
the main points of its new scientific policy in agriculture. 

In a different context - the preparation of an agricultural 

research development project - INERA in Zaire made a 
similar decision but on a smaller scale. The traditional donor 
group, functioning as an autonomous entity, promoted a 
dialogue between the donors and INERA, which was repre­
sentcd by its main managers. The meetings are still chaired 
by a representative of the donors but they are held at the 
headquarters of the institute, which in itself has symbolic 
value. The discussions are informal and the participants strive 
to reach unanimous decisions. 
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Discussion by Participants 

Ghazl Hariri (ISNAR)- Concerning the securing ofdomain 
legitimacy, several practical points need to be raised. First, 
securing domain legitimacy is an ongoing process involving 
communication and exchange of information. Second, the 
exchange of information is both formal and informal and 
requires personal participation. Third, this exchange works 
best when there is an established forum - such as a council 
- or regular meetings and when people are designated to 
participate. For example, Iraq has a complex system of na-
tional agricultural research organized under three umbrellas: 

* 	 a semiautonomous body (right arm of the ministry of 
agriculture); 

" 	 ascientific research council (water and biology research 
centers, the biotechnology center being semiautono-
mous); 

* 	 a ministry of higher education, comprising five faculties 
inwhich the professors dedicate 50 percent of their time 
toresearch. 


The government supports the entire ministry of agriculture as 
far as transfer and adaptation of technology are concerned. 
Hence the nomination of a strong director general who is 
supported by the chairman. However, there is a lot of compe­
tition. Agricultural growth is close to zero, and the agricul-
tural research network explains this failure by blaming the 
organization, forgetting to place the blame as well on the two 
other bodies, and consequently they fired the chairman. 
Hence, the dilemma of legitimizing agricultural research. 
This is an example of a difficult situation, 

Ghazi Hariri said by emphasizing that the securing ofdomain 
legitimacy is a continuous function that is not guaranteed 
merely by the existence of legal statutes or committees. 
Research isa long-term activity, but its results and credibility 
depend upon short-term results. This a difficult problem 
research must address to secure domain legitimacy, 

Carlos Valverde (ISNAR) - Securing domain legitimacy 
depends to a great extent upcn the institutions' structural 
characteristics. We can see this quite well in the case of Latin 
America. Principal among these characteristics is whether the 
institutes are decentralized and their level of autonomy. Inthe 
Caribbean, by contrast, research isconcentrated in ministries, 
where there are autonomous institutes. The important thing is 

to introduce the concept of participation. For example, INTA 
(Argentina)wasadecentralizedinstitution, veryautonomous, 
and with centralized planning. There was not enough partic. 
ipation by the government and the producers. They have had 
to decentralize to ensure the participation of producers and 
establish a clear mechanism for the government to have a 
voice. 

Another example is INIA (Chile). Here what was needed was 
to increase the representation of the board by creating a 
council with representatives of the ministry and the produc­
ers. 

ISNAR isworking in Uruguay to set up another decentralized 
institute, but we are making sure that there is sufficient 
participation by the government and the producers in all 
phases of research. 

Matt Dagg (ISNAR) - Iwould like to speak about the roles 
of apex bodies. One goal of the apex body is to ensure better 

visibility for research. It provides a structure for all the 
relevant groups to participate. Apex bodies should be trans­
parent so that everyone can see their needs being expressed. 
It should have important ways of obtaining publicity and 
demonstrating impact. But this is not so easy to achieve. 

EnIlo Madrid (Chile) - When INIA was first established, 
i h ad r i siilet anWh en a c sab ie nt 

domain legitimacy. We began 11 years ago informing pro­
ducers and government about what we did. We visited them, 
studied their problems, and tried to provide solutions. When 
the minister of agriculture took a strong interest in research, 
we were able to work with him to make our needs known toother ministries and to demonstrate the potential benefit of 
what we do, e.g., increased production, decreased imports, 
increased national income. As we proved ourselves, more 
doors were opened. Three years ago, the minister of agricul­
ture became the chairman ofour board. We work incollabo­
ration with the farmers, the universities, and all other groups 
interested inagricultural growth. 

Charles Razalndrakoto (Madagascar) - Based on the 
diagram, Iwill illustrate how we established domain legiti­
macy inour institute and in our country. There are three main 
protagonists: 

* 	 the political and financial backers; 
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" the research and extension personnel; 

" the users, operators, and farmers. 

To establish confidence, we use information and sensitiza-
tion. Researchers have to work downwards and upwards. 

The ministries of finance, of the plan, and of agricultural 
production and livestock production are associated in their 
membership council and in the way they conductexperiments 
in the field, at the t..ers' level. Research has to take place at 
the level of agricultural fairs, shows, and exhibitions, and its 
usefulness has to be proved. 

ISNAR gave its diagnosis in 1982, and astructure was set up 
and implemented in 1983. For research to achieve legitimacy, 
users should be feeding back information, their needs or 
requirements. Likewise, decision makers should communi-
czte with the researchers. 

Matt Dagg (ISNAR) - How did you manage to sensitize the 
other ministries? 

Charles Razafindrakoto (Madagascar) -The other minis-
tries were involved via (1)the board ofdirectors (members of 
the apex body of the council) and, as such, were involved in 
the program and research acttvities, and (2)via the Scientific 
Orientation Council where high-level officials are repre-
sented. 

C6lestln Belem (Burkina Faso) - In Burkina Fao, the 
institute dates from 1978. At first it had no facilities, yet it was 
charged with coordinating and monitoring research that was 
carried out in various institutes in different ministries. As a 
result, there was aduplication of activities and dispersal of 
efforts. Inshort, research was no longer effective, 

In 1982, the World Bank, FAO, and ISNAR took an inventor) 
of the ongoing research. They sensitized the users of agricul­
tural research, i.e., the ministry of agriculture. A national 
workshop on policies and strategies identified by agricultural 
research was set up. In direct contact with the ministry of 
planning and tite ministry of finance, they were able to iden-
tifv the constraints on research. Eight priority programs were 
identified during the national workshop, which involved 
farmers, users, and donors. Five centers were created so as to 
regionalize research. Then INERA was set up and the agricul-
tural research project was implemented. 

Every year, INiRA organizes a board meeting that brings 
together decisio, makers as well as farmers and the commit-
tees. They analyze all the research activities undertaken and 
the proposed budget. Inthis way, INEt.Aproves its credibility 
and establishes its legitimacy. At the level of the centers, there 
is a technical committee that organizes an annual meeting of 
all the users and researchers in the area. This committee airs 
all the results and constraints on the users. This committee 

also meets regionally. The government of Burkina Faso has 
thus given research all possible means to carry out its pro­
grams. When, at the national level, funds proved to be insuf­
ficient, the government took agrant from the World Bank so 
as to ensure research. Nowadays, we need to be even more 
credible to be able to match the confidence the World Bank 
and other bilatral partners have placed in us. 

Matt Dagg (ISNAR) - Is there any link between the estab­
lishment of an apex body and the increased credibility of 
agricultural research institutions? 

Carlos Valverde (ISNAR) - In response, I would like to cite 
the case of Latin America where there are different ways for 
an apex body to express itself. It all depends upon the visibil­
ity of the apex body. In Peru, we have !NIA, which does not 
have a council. There is a head of the national research 
institute and other bodies (technical advisory committees) 
which represent the concerns of the bodies as far as the 
programs are concerned. IMBRAPA (an autonomous and de­
centralized institute) has no council. Instead, it has apresident 
and three national directors, each one representing a main 
agricultural zone (humid tropics, tropics, northern pan of the 
country). It isinteresting to see how adecision-making body 
of four persons has been able to set up anetwork of programs. 
The success of IMBRAPA is linked to the fact that it decen­
tralized the operations at the level of the federal state within 
the framework of one organizational structure. 

Dely Gupasln (ISNAR) - In the Philippines, effective coor­
dination has been the principal means by which agricultural 
research has enhanced its credibility. PCCARD was set up 17 
years ago and has now secured its legitimacy. The creation of 
this council gave the national system astrong format. There 
isan agency that supports and coordinates research activities, 
a government board, and a strong secretariat. Information 
flows at all levels, including the institutional level. Everything 
islinked, and the national goals are clearly understood. 

Zaifar Uddln (Pakistan) -- In Pakistan, PARC coordinates, 
orients, and promotes agricultural research. It does not fi­
nance research, however. There is also the ministry of food 
and agriculture which has adivision of production and devel­
opment alongside PARC, whose chairman isalso the secretary 
of the research division. At the provincial level, there are, in 
addition, agricultural universities and other universitydepart­
ments engaging in research that arc under provincial control 
with funding from the ministry of education. 

Directly under PARC, there are 300 researchers who coordi­
nate the activities, manage the prodL ion of commodities, 
train manpower, and set up the libraries, documentation, and 
publication centers. There is also aboard of governors, with 
30 to 40 members, whose chairman isthe minister of agricul­
ture. Within this very complex structure, it becomes clear that 
coordination at the national level does not follow at the 
provincial level. We hope to have the research departments 
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and the universities working more closely together to improve 
coordination at the regional level. In fact, we may be working 
with the World Bank to reorganize our research on a provin­
cial basis, thus facilitating this process. One positive aspect, 
I might add, is that whereas funds were previously disbursed 
annually, they are now disbursed every three months, increas-
ing our accountability and enhancing our credibility, 

Ajibola Taylor (ISNAR) - Nigeria is formed of 21 states, 
but there is no state research structure. Would it be wise to 
move to adecentralized system or a centralized system? One 
problem inparticularis the democratization of this system. In 
Brazil, they have the same situation: there are fourpeople who 
take all the decisions and who represent the authority. 

Zafar Uddin (Pakistan) - In our case, there isno centraliza­
tion. Each group decides for itself. 

Carlos Valverde (ISNAR) - Dr. Zafar Uddin has raised an 
important point. Agricultural research institutes are under the 
umbrella of the ministry of agriculture, while universities 
belong to the ministry of education. If these two groups have 
separate policies at the national level, this raises the question 
of how to forge links between them to ensure a coherent 
national agricultural research policy. 

Guy Rocheteau (ISNAR) - It is not easy to conclude this 
first session in a few words. The problem of the links between 
NARS and the universities is not solved. Tomorrow we will 
be able to tackle another aspect of agricultural research ­
policy issues - during Dr. Senanayake's presentation. 
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Issues of Agricultural Research Policy 

Y.D. A. Senanayake 
Consultant to ISNAR on the Organization andStructure 

ofNARS in Asia 

Introduction 

The policy context, structure and organization, and manage-
ment of agricultural research are the three pillars that support 
the 12 critical factors identified by ISNAR for building an 
effective national agricultural research system. The topic of 
this presentation ispolicy. 

Policy is a deliberate plan of action adopted by individuals or 
collectively by groups. In a public body, it evolves through a 
process of conscious deliberation and reasoning. The plan-
-:.ng of policy is based on the interaction of facts, beliefs, 
values, and goals, 

As a result of the generation of technology, familiarization 
with new ideas, better communication, improved education, 
and changes in the nature of problems, there are also changes 
in goals, values, and beliefs. The goals of policy also change 
because of the relative importance of individuals, groups, or 
organizations interfacing with policy - for example, envi-
ronmental activist groups in agricultural development, 

Interfaces with Policy 

Agricultural research policy flows from a national agricul-
tural development plan (NADP), which in turn takes its cue 
from a national development policy (NDP). There are two 
fomianationerfacndeorces-the socioeconomic process
dominant interfacing fores - thes
and the political decision-making process, 

A number of factors form the policy environment: diagnosis 
of the socioeconomic situation, an understanding of the gov. 
ernment's doctrinal position, and the adjustments dictated by 
monitoring, review, and evaluation of the implications of 
previously adopted policies. Based on the work of the group 
that synthesizes the necessary information, the policy-fram-
ing group analyzes and derives proposals for policy alterna-
tives, which are in turn fed into the decision-making process 
in order to formulate the national development policy. The 
interactions of the political and administrative arms of gov-

ernment help crystalize this policy. The structural require. 
ments to formulate policy then are these two groups - the 
synthesizers and the analysts - which are usually part of the 
national planning body, or form a commission within a key 
ministry. 

Leaving planning and policy-making to emerge from the two 
main interactive processes alone (namely, the socioeconomic 
situation and the government's doctrinal position) would be 
detrimental to agricultural development and advancement. 
An agricultural research policy group must be in place and be 
accessible to the national planning body. It should interact 
directly with the national planning body through a technical 
subgroup that advises the higher body on possible technolo­
gies and anticipated technological breakthroughs within its 
NARS. The agricultural research policy group must also de­
velop informal links with the political hierarchy so that a 
rational political doctrine consonant with technological pos­
sibilities will emerge. It could also help develop what Ber­
nardo (1989) has called "science statesmanship" which is a 
research management issue at the national level. He stresses 
the need forscience statesmanship in formulating appropriate 
national policies to increase investment in agricultural re­
search, rationalize and support a coordinated NARS, strength­

en national scientific manpower development and retention 
programs, and ensure an atmosphere conducive to creativity 
and innovation. Thus, the influence of the agricultural re­
search policy group on the formulation of the national devel­
opment policy and its agricultural development plan benefits 
the research subsector. 

Organizational Mechanisms 

The presence or absence of an organization to frame agricul­
tural research policy is a common issue in developing coun­
tries. The presence of an apex body in many countries, spe­
cifically in South and Southeast Asia and in East Asia, has 
eased the task of agricultural policy formulation. These apex 
bodies may be permanent councils, agencies, or boards, or 
temporary committees. In contrast, countries in Central and 
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South America commonly have an autonomous orsemiauton. 
omous national institute responsible for formulating research 
policy. 

Apex bodies have invariably evolved from the conventional 
ministy model of agricultural research management. Inmany
African countries and small island nations, such as those in 
the South Pacific where there is no apex body, a ministry in 
charge of agriculture or primary industries has to formulate 
policy through its research arm or with the assistance of a 
transient policy group. Formulation of agricultural research 
policy is generally weik in countries following the ministry 
model. The principal challenge is to develop a permanent 
mechanism that has the freedom to interact with the political 
and administrative hierarchies of government. 

Mandate and Constituents of a National 

Policy Body 


The instrument for the formulation of agricultural research 
policy is an enabling legal enactment, usually in the form of 
an act of parliament, an ordinan.e, or apresidential decree or 
order, which paves the way for the creation ofan organization 
and its supportive structural entities. The definition of the 
organization's functions, authority, and responsibilities in-
variatly includes the mandate to formulate policy and see to 
its implementation, 

The governing or managing constituents of such a national-
level body as defined by law are a diverse group, accommo-
dating different interest groups to ensure that a consensus can 
be reached on tl'.:right policies and their implementation. The 
constituents invariably include representatives of key devel­opment ministries, directorates of research, farmers' and/or
pouers'resttives, ctorates o reiona farersanr
producers' representatives, provincial o regional represcnta-
ivs,research 
times political nominees. The number of members varies 
from a few to as many as 25. Ex officio members constitute 
from 20 to 75 pei ntof the constituents ina majority ofapex 
organizations. Their presence ensures that research policy is 
relevant to national development goals. 

The basic structures of an apex organization that are com-
monly required to plan and develop policy are the secretariat, 
its technical subdivisions, and ad hoc task forces that it may 
constitute when needed. Collectively, they are responsible for 
briefing governing constituents on policy alternatives and 
their implications. 

Linkages Influencing Policy 

The policy environment -composed mainly ofthe socioeco-
nomic situation and the political process - was identifiec 
earlier. The constituents of the agricultural policy group must 
have links with the political process in order to devlop 
scientific statesmatiship and influence policy in favor of 
scientific opportunities and technological possibilities. This 

requirement cannot be ignorcd. Thus, the "top-down" link 
between national development policy and research should be 
reciprocated by the "bottom-up" impact of the NARS. Besides 
these two forceful linkages, many more influence the formu­
lation of policy. 

Two broad groups of linkages, one internal to the apex body 
and the otherextemal to it,can be identified. The internal ones 
are structures established under the provisions of the legal 
enactment that created the apex organization. These are the 
specialist groups, such as commodity teams, technical corn­
mittees, discipline-focused groups, atnd panels charged with 
integrated systems research. They provide advice through the 
secretariat of the organization. 

Invariably, a majority of their members are informed senior 
scientists who can translate the vision of a national develop­
ment strategy into scientific opportunities that generate need­
ed technologies. 

In contrast, the external linkages that have an impact on the 
research policy group are varied inorganization and structure, 
and their goals are limited by their special interests. Never­
theless, these linkages are important to the development of a 
balancedpolicy.Theyirclude users and clients oftechnology, 
the ministries responsible for achieving specific development 
goals, agencies that service agriculture, universities, donors 
concerned with the realization of project objectives, and
interest groups concentrating on issues such as the environ­
ment, human values, and social conflicts. 

Trends in technological advancement point to the need for 
good linkages with other apex organizat~ons inorder to ensure 
greater impact and quicker returns to research in fields likebiotechnology. Such linkageF.help countries to benefit from 

conducted outside :he NARS so that scare resources 

are not expended in areas where there is no comparative 
advantage. 

Feedback from the research system is needed so that the 
impact of policies can be assessed, their implementation 
adjusted, and the policies reformulated in consonance with 
development goals. Thus, linkages responsible for monitor­
ing, evaluation, and review are essential to the policy process. 

Resource Allocation 

Resource allocation is an important policy issue at the na­
tional level in a NAIS. It guides the direction of long- and 
short-term research plans by the investment of human re­
sources, physical infrastructure, and servicing segments. A 
long-term national agricultural research plan is a prerequisite 
for deciding on resource allocation. In as much as a national 
development plan defines the agricultural research policy, the 
national agricultural research plan clarifies the agenda of 
research priorities. 
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Research prioritization and resource allocaition are required 
in regard to the importance of commodities ini a national 
agricultural development program and in regtard to different 
production factors. The choice of commodities and produc-
tion factors has to be made after careful assessment of the 
opportunities for impact on production. 

Besides prioritization of research programs, commodities, 
and production factors, other opportunities have to be as­
sessed for resource allocation. Among them are integrated 
systems research, interinstitutional research thrusts, and de-
centralization of resource allocations. Resource allocation 
policy can strengthen the integrated systems research by 
calling for the establishment of new facilities orstrengthening 
existing ones. Interinstitutional collaborative research (either 
single- or multicommodity, or involving one or multiple 
disciplines) requires resources to be allocated at the national 

policyand andmore
proity esel.ach titis lkeltreable objces

priority research thrust, and more likely to realize objectives
sooner, than a fractional approach to the problem, 

Decentralization of resource allocation is necessary if the 
national apex body has decentralized its activities to the 
region, states, or other geographically defined area. Once the 
decentralized research programs have been approved, the 
responsibility for allocating resources among prioritized pro-
grams falls to the regional research administrative office. 

Participation in Research 

The extent to which apolicy-making body at the national level 
should participate in the improvement of research is a central 
issue. A recurring debate centers on the demand for either 
centralization or decentralization of the policy-making pro­
cess. Decisions in this regard will be based on whether re-
search is to be of national or regional coverage with central 
and/or peripheral support in respect to resource allocation, 
The trend in some countries is to favor decentralization. 

On the development of research facilities, policy will dictate 
the nature of primary structures and their distribution, as well 
as the selection of facilities for upgrading to centers of excel­
lence. The development of facilities has to be matched to the 
development of human resources. It is a function of policy to 
plan the scientific manpower requirement for the NARS, 
establish standards for recruitment and promotion, and iden­
tify training and career-development programs. 

Interinstitutional collaboration in agricultural research in de­
veloping countries isinvariably weak.The need for policies
 
vering cori n a k, Te ee poito foster such collaboration and provide resourcesfoto support 
them is an important issue. Closely related to this is the 
determination of policy for nationally coordinated research 
projects as well as ad hoc research sch,:mes requiring inter­
institutiotalcollaborationandcooperationbetweenthecenter

scollaboration he teranditip . p 
the periphery. These types of collaboration have their
 

own built-in constraints. Policies relating to technical and
service support, monitoring, review, and evaluation have to
be defined to ensure success. 

Research done in a NARS should benefit the users and clients 
of research. Very often, the transfer of technology is ignored 
by apex organizations. If research is ultimately to contribute 
to development, facilitating the transfer of technology should 
be a policy thrust of a national-level organization. When 
technology transfer is realized, agricultural research policy 
completes its full course - right through to the final products 
of such policy initiatives. 
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Discussion by Participants 

Matt Dagg (ISNAR) - It is important to recognize that are then linked by the various organizational mechanisms to 
donors' participation is an essential aspect of the conduct of produce anational research policy or plan. 
agricultural research. The problem we face is how to integrate 
this support into the planning and priority-setting processes Matt Dagg (ISNAR) - I think an apex body is an important
of the NARS. This is where an agricultural research policy element for visibility in the formulation of research policy 
group may play an important role. (more specifically when there are different ministries in­

volved) and in promoting research statesmanship. The corn-
Carlos Valverde (ISNAR) - NARS are indeed helped by position of the apex body is important. If one studies the 
donors, but it is important to note that aid comes from differ- different apex bodies, it is observed that the groups of people 
ent sources and in different packages (e.g., grants and loans), 	 can be small or big. Small groups are more dynamic and, 

hence, useful. However, a larger group has the advantage of 
Ghazi Harlrl (ISNAR) - Donors have played an important securinga wider domainlegitimacy by virtue of the increased 
role in establishing apex bodies. But having done so, they participation. 
often believe they can leave the country to continue with its 
own policy. Is this the case? 	 Zafar Uddin (Pakistan) - I would like to respond to Matt 

Dagg's very pertinent intervention. We, in Pakistan, had a 
very large apex body and consequently had to decrease theY. D. A. Senanayake (ISNAR consultant) - Resource allo- number of people because there were too many different 

cation should be decided at the level of the national agricul- opinions and conflicting agendas. In a smaller group, it is 
tural research plan, of the prioritization of the programs, of easier to define the direction for the farmers and the other 
the choice of the commodities in the national agricultural agencies involved, such as planning and finance. It is easier 
development plan. 	 to monitcr a small group. 

Ghazi Ilariri (ISNAR) - In Arab countries, apex bodies are Charles Razafindrakoto (Madagascar) - We have two 
not systematically established. The question we should ask levels: the apex body (board of directors) which is the deci­
ourselves is how we could improve the apex body when it is sion-making body and the consultative agencies which are 
set up. For instance, in Syria, there is no apex body and no called scientific orientation committees. At the level of the 
long-term agricultural development plan. They only have chairperson, one has to take into account the orientation and 
perspectives which they examine to see if they can be met. the direction. There are three possibilities: public, entirely
They established a national ad hoc committee which was private, or in 'etween (semipublic, semiprivate). Hence the 
divided into two subgroups, one analyzing the state of past, importance of the status of the chairperson. This also applies 
present, and future research, the other studying the socioeco- to the members. In the case of our institution (FOFIFA), we 
nomic needs for the year2010. These two groups are in charge are dealing with a public establishment with an individual and 
of developing the national agricultural policy, private basis. The chairperson comes from the public sector 

- he is the secretary general of the ministry of research. 
Th: second important issue is that if the apex body is there,
 
the director general is also the chairman of the apex body. It is important to mix properly the number of public and
 
Carlos has given the example of Brazil where there are three private institutions that influence the decision-making pro­
or four apex bodies and the system is working well. cess. Currently there are 10 ministries. In the public sector,
 

we have the ministries of finance, planning, agriculture, and 
livestock. In the private and semiprivate sector, we have allThe third issue I would like to tackle is the implementation of the ministries representing the private and semiprivate sector. 

the development research policy. To be able to implement it, What is important to stress is the fact that at the level of the 
one needs detailed plans. decision-making process, there must be a limited number of 

people, whereas at the level of the consultation process, there
Carlos Valverde (ISNAR) - In Latin America, where apex should be a very wide range of people. 
bodies exist, they do not really set a policy at the national 
level, i.e., at the ministerial level. Rather, policysetting occurs 
in the fora of the various agricultural research institutes that 
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Iwould also like to come back to the subject of the role of the 
donors. Donor input must be integrated into apredetermined 
Lgricultural research plan which lays out a clear set of prior-
ities and research programs. For political reasons, a gov-
ernment's share of research funding should be significant. If 
the national conttbution is too low, the donors are in a 
position to dictate. In the Malagasy Republic, the donor 
meeting takes place at the level between the apex body and 
thescientific orientation committees. The donors studyall the 
options. 

We have 15 different programs (P1, P2, etc.), including 
different boxes covering investment, operations, training of 
research personnel, documentation, etc. The consultation 
committees decide on the number of programs and indicate 
the funding possibilities. It is only then that the donors inter-
vene. The donors are not allowed to go beyond the boxes that 
specify our priority programs that need suppon. And because 
of this rule, FOFIFA is still the master. 

F.outM. photnia) Ha 
about your pnionties? 

Charles Razaflndrakoto (Madagascar) - In December 
1988, we established, with the help of ISNAR, a master plan 
which was handed to all potential donors. Donors were then 

"onsulted. The priorities were established in aconcerted way 
between the users and the research donors. At the beginning 
of the plan, there were 40 programs. When the master plan 
was finally adopted, the number had decreased to 17. There 
are different priority programs: shori, medium, and long-
term. Donors are thus able to decide how they want to involve 
themselves, 

Carlos Valverde (ISNAR) - When you talk about filling the 

boxes, do donors cover all the "cake" or only part of it? In 
Latin America, donors want to have all the cake, not parts of 

it. What is the case in Madagascar? 

- I can give you(Madagascar)Charles Razaflndrakoto 
two exanmples: 

USAID took a whole program (rice) and as such monitors 

the whole process of execution and eval:ation. 

There is also the case of other countries, which I won't 
cite, who favor a scattered financing or a "chunk" distri. 
bution. This compels those countries to be more specific. 

Another important factor is that there are different kinds of 
funding systems. You have grants, aids, or loans. The interest 
rate varies according to the type of funding. If a national 
institution is well structured and organized, the financial 
discussions will put the emphasis ongrants and nonreimburs-
able packages, with loans being used as a last resort. 

Dely Gapasin (ISNAR) - Iwould like to come back to what 
Zafar Uddin said about studying agricultural research in the 
context of science and technology. In the Philippines, at the 
beginning we had the ministry of agriculture which had to 
face a lot of constraints. Research had been put aside. Later 
on, the apex body, PCCARD, was transferred to thf! depart­
ment of science and technology where research is the only 
priority. This department is separated from the ministry and 
is well able to address agricultural research. Part of the 
scientific and technological funds were thus geared to support 
agricultural research. Furthermore, if the apex body is a 
nonimplementing body, it is perceived by other members of 
the NARS as preventing conflicts ofinterest and coordinating 
things properly. In future, agricultural research will have to 
be seen in a broader context and universities will have to be 
brought in. This will ensure a good complementarity. That is 
why I think a smaller group is more efficient provided the 
users and the consultative group support the apex body. 

Zafar Uddin (Pakistan) - Based on the Philippines' expe­
rience, I can see why you have established a balance between 

wide representation in your apex body and the need for a 
smaller group to get things done. 

Matt Dagg (ISNAR) - I would like Dely Gapasin to tell us 
how many people form the apex body. 

Dely Gapasin (ISN \.R) -There are 10 members. 

F. M. Shao (Tanzania) - To what extent should donors be 
involved? In 1978 in Tanzania, the council wanted to split the 
ministry of agriculture from the ministry of livestock. The 
Wurld Bank wanted only one body. In the end, there were two 

parastatal bodies. From 1982 onwards, the World Bank start­

ed revising the performance every ,ear. As an outcome, the 

twoparastatal bodies were dissolved and research was handed 
to one ministry only. This leads me to say that maybe donors 
should not be involved from the very beginning because It
takes even longer to get things done. 

Ajibola Taylor (ISNAR) -I would like to tackle the question 
of the involvement of donors in the agricultural research 

policy formulation. In anglophone Africa, donors have spe­
cific views and relations, and consequently create problems. 
But the main issue is the question of having an identifiable 
body which is responsible for the formulation of agricultural 
research policy and which at the s me time is recognized 
because of its availability to link. This isvery important. The 

problem is that in many countries, this question cannot be 
answered because there are too many individual cases. This 
body also needs continuity. Ad hoc groups can solve some 
problems, but in terms of research policy formulation, it is 
necessary tohavecontinuity.Mostnationalresearchinstitutes 
think they should not be involved and yet they are the only 
ones who can say what research can do. 
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Guy Rocheteau (ISNAR)- I think that we have covered very 
well the topic of apex bodies. We have established their 
efficacy insecuring domain legitimacy. We have highlighted, 
however, the various problems that can arise in managing the 
trade-off between representativeness and efficacy. Further-

more, there are always likely to be activities that fall outside 
the scope of the apex body. These include universities and 
particularly donors' projects and initiatives. We have stressed 
the need for such bodies to actively engage those partners in 
the planning of national apex bodies. 
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Coordination in National Agricultural Research Systems 

T. Ajibola Taylor 
ISNAR SeniorResearch Officer 

Coordination is a principal issue in the organization and 
management of research. It is important not only in develop-
ing countries but also in developed countries with mature 
institutions and a long tradition of research. 

What do we mean by coordinationin research? We can define 
it as the attempt to bring all research efforts within a national 
or regional purview with clearly determined purpose and 
objectives and where the efforts to achieve the purpose and 
objectives complement one another. This requires different 
parts of the system to be aware of the superordinate goals of 
the system and to be prepared to exchange information and 
share responsibilities and resources in pursuing these goals. 
Coordination therefore involves minimizing overlap in func-
tions, sharing goals and focus, and using research resources 
more effectively. 

The need for good coordination has become a major issue in 
many countries as the number and size of institutions in the 
research systems have continued to grow, as informal mech-
anisms of coordination have become more tenuous, and as the 
resources for research have dwindled. Coordination isclearly 
linked to the issue ofcost-effectiveness since it is expected to 
lead to more efficient use of resources and to improve the 
focus of research on clearly defined objectives and output. 

There are two major types of coordination: interinstitutional 
coordination (among various institutions constituting the 
NARS) and intrainstitutional coordination (among units with. 
inan institution such as departments and program sections). 

Inthe context of the organization and structure of NARS, itis 
preferable to concentrate on interinstitutional coordination 

which a national focus and strategy cpn be developed. The 
issue of intrainstitutional coordination can be considered 
largely amatter of institutional management, to which estab. 
lished management principles and approaches appropriate for 
research and development can be applied, 

for 


Let us c',nsider interinstitutional coordination of a NARS's 
research institutions with resper to policy and program for-

mulation, program implementf" , and the communication 
of research results. Three types or levels of coordination are 
distinguishable: atomistic behavior, low-level coordination, 
and high-level coordination: 

Aromistic behavioris characterized by the absence of any 
explicit framework of coordination between research in­
stitutions. Any interaction is incremental, achieved 
through mutual adjustments. 

Low-level coordination is characterized by situations 
where Institutions develop and pursue their plans Inde­
pendently and only subsequently discuss those plans in 
relation to set criteria. 

High-level coordinationis characterized by the attempt 
to ensure that resources are allocated and used according 
to set national and technical criteria and with optimum 
effect in terms of overall national agricultural develop­
ment objectives. 

Among the many issues involved in coordination, four major 
ones are worth focusing on her.: 

Issue 1: Institutional Compos' Ion of NARS 

Depending on our definition ofa NARS in a particular coun­
try, the issue can be simple or complex. For example, if there 
are several institutions in several ministries (as in Sri Lanka), 
then the issue of coordination seems to loom larger than when 
one department or division ofagricultural research constitutes 
the NARS (as in Lesotho and Botswana) or when the mandate 
for agricultural research is given to one national research 
institute (as in Kenya), whether autonomous or semiautono­
mous. Whether universities, private-sector institutions, and 
other players are included in the definition also affects the 
complexity of the issue. 

The subissues of importance in these situations are 
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" 	 Division of labur - Are the research functions clearly 
assigned to each of the institutions in the NARS so that 
there isminimal or no overlap? 

" 	 Who and for what? - Are the institutions themselves 
clearly identified and is the purpose or client of research 
clearly established? 

" 	 Public/private - is there a balance between public and 
private research such that adequate coverage of the re­
quired scope of research is ensured? 

" 	 Development projects -Are there elements of research 
in the development projects and are these considered 
within the stream of national research? 

Issue 2. Determination of Mandate 

To facilitate coordination, there should be clearly determined 
mandates for the various institutions in the NARS. These 
mandates determine the mission and the mission statements 
of i~cinstitutions. The pertinent question is whether there are 
clearly established mandates for various institutions and 
whether these mandates are widely known and recognized 
within the system. 

For example, 

" 	 Regional mandates (e.g., for agroecological zones) for 
zonal research centers being put in place in Tanzania. 
Also, for tAR Zaria, Nigeria, regional and zonal mandates 
were clear (northern Nigeria region, Savanna, and north-
er Guinea savanna zones). This was also true for LAR & 
T (S.W. Nigeria region and Southern Guinea and rain 
forest agroecological zones). 

* 	 Commodity mandates, e.g., maize, rice. 

" 	 Research type, e.g., basic, applied, adaptive, 

• 	 Research scope (scope and type of research are closely 
related but access to research results and information and 
materials from elsewhere are important considerations). 

Issue 3. Structures and Mechanisms 

The structures and mechanisms available for coordination 
range from ad hoc to formal mechanisms at national, regional, 
and international levels. 

The following are the most commonly used formal and ad hoc 
structures and mechanisms: 

* 	 apex body (responsible for coordination); 

* 	 senior management of semiautonomous institutes; 

* 	 information and communication (mechanism for shar­
ing) leading to mutual adjustment; 

• 	 administrative supervision - institutional, program, or 
project levels; 

* 	 joint programs and activities; 

thematic coordination; 

.	 project coordination (project coordination unit); 

.	 national coordination (nationally coordinated research 
projects); 

* 	 review procedures for current and new research (ad hoc 
task forces). 

Issue 4. Coordination of Donor Input 

Donor inputs are additional to the inputs of resources and 
programs in NARS. Sometimes donors have theirown priority 
areas of interest. NARS must have mechanisms to be able to 
negotiate, coordinate, or integrate these within the national 
research program. This is often facilitated when there is a 
national strategic plan for agricultural research. Otherwise 
donor inputs, although additional, may not necessarily com­
plement the other research efforts to focus on the primary 
purpose of the NARS. 

Donor inputs need to be coordinated at both the implementa­
tion level and the organizational strategic level. NARS should 
be in a stronger position to negotiate with donors and guide 
donor inputs into priority areas for research. 

Apart from interinstitutional coordination, there are areas of 
intrainstitutional coordination to consider. Issues of concern 
to management in this regard include 

• 	 mechanisms for planning and coordination; 

* disciplinary versus program organization; 

. stimulation of interdisciplinary research; 

* 	 sharing of multidisciplinary facilities; 

* 	 team building. 
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Discussion by Participants 

Ghazl Harlri (ISNAR) - Intra- and interinstitutional coordi-
nation often overlap. It might be interesting to have concrete 
examples from the participants. 

Carlos Valverde (ISNAR) - If we consider Latin America, 
the main difference in the types of coordination found in the 
various countries is the range and extent of activities to be 
coordinated. Much of this will depend on the political and 
bureaucratic structure in each country in addition to the way 
research itself isorganized. 

Ghazl Hariri (ISNAR) - I would like to follow Carlos 
Valverde's intervention with an example from WANA. At the 
end of the fifties, beginning of the sixties, there used to be the 
national level, the regional level, and an association with the 
international networks (for instance, the FAO regional project 
for improvement ofwheat in which CIMMYTwas involved). 
In 1976, two regional centers were established: the Arab 
center for the dry area and ICARDA. The coordination of these 
two centers is different. 

InEgypt, a five-year plan was started in 1982. There was one 
agricultural research center with 15 stations (which were 
commodity- and theme-oriented in the capital) and 10 re-
gional stations (only commodity-oriented). As such, it was 
very difficult to coordinate research. A mutual adjustment 
was the basis of the coordination of research. In the period
198286 198286.12wre pgrasetabishe inwhih thre ere12 pograms were established in which there were 

two different coordination processes: the commodity or na-
tional coordination and the thematic coordination. 

Ajibola Taylor (ISNAR) - I would like to come back to 
donor coordination. In Kenya, there is a conceptual and 
intellectual interaction in establishing a need for aplan and a 
national or regional strategy. Donors and international orga-
nizations elaborated this strategy with the nationals. They set 
up a national task force involving scientists, policymakers, 
and different ministries which focused on the terms of refer-
ence developed by the ministries as the basis of the national 
research strategy. A: the same time, the donors (18 represen-
tatives) were kept informed of the development of this strat-
egy during the monthly meetings. The donors began to antic-
ipate the areas in which the priorities should be taken. The 
task force had a strong intellectual impact. The second major 
input of the donors confirmed their willingness to assist in the 
development of a national research plan. Kenya organized a 
meeting/consortium, bringing together all international do-

nors involved. In such a system, it is easier to get more funds 
from the donors. 

Zafar Uddin (Pakistan) - In Pakistan, there is a federal 
government with very strong provinces. There are agricul­
tural departments both at the federal and at the provincial 
levels with much competition. There are 33 coordinated pro­
grams funded nationally. However, PARC is not a financing 
body. We can only promote coordination. 

AjIbola Taylor (ISNAR) -Are there any coordination link­
ages? 

Zafar Uddin (Pakistan) - They are difficult to assess as 
there is a problem with the definition of the subgroups. 

Ghazl IHariri (ISNAR) - There is a need to have political 
will and incentives to coordinate the programs. In this case, 
there is no political will, which explains why there is no 
incentive at the level of the provinces. 

Zafar Uddin (Pakistan) - The question of mandate is very 
important. We prepared a master plan involving all the par­
ties. 

Matt Dagg (ISNAR)- Coordination requires time and peo-
Mat ar so - Coordinonveqr te ad pey­pie as there are so many steps involved. One should maybedecide on the priority which should be given to some coordi­
decion teprd 
nation steps. 

Dely Gapasin (ISNAR) -The case of the Philippines is quite
complex. It involves a lot of steps and all are not necessarily 
successful at the same time. Coordination is made according 
to the needs of the moment, some within the apex body, some 
at the lower levels. 

Charles Razafindrakoto (Madagascar) - I would like to 
show you some diagrams. The first one isof the six provinces 
of Madagascar indicating all the stations and the correspond­
ing field of activities. The second one shows the organigram 
of FOFIFA. Coordination involves three issues: 

1. Structure. The main activities (from the apex down to the 
bottom of the ladder) are mentioned on the vertical lines, 
copying the hierarchy of the structure of FOFIFA and Its 
responsibilities. 
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2. 	 People. A beautiful structure requires good people with 
clearly defined tasks. 

3. 	 Mechanism. This is easy to implement but difficult to 
operate. To control information is also difficult; it sup-
poses formal or informal meetings and the setting up of 
a support structure which helps to control the 'nforma-
tion. Coordination is only one e!enment of the manage-
ment process. To have good management, one needs 
good planning, control, direction, staff,and coordination. 

F. M.Shao (Tanzania) -- In 1974, there were 12 commodity 
coordination programs. Nowadays, there are 20 programs 
dealing with crops and 30 with livestock. We also have zonal 
coordinated programs. At the national level, there isa super­
vision system but there is none at the zonal level. Tanzania 
has zonal committees which could be compared with the one 
at the national level. For the moment, things are not very clear, 
And during the preparation of the master plan, things should 
be specified. As you can see, coordination takes place at the 
level of the research institute. However, utlimate responsibil-
ity lies with the research coordinator, 

Carlos Valverde (ISNAR) - How do you integrate region-
based coordination with that of the national institutes and 
experimental stations? 

F. M. Shao (Tanzania) - They are members of a single 
and as such are in a position tocoordinating committee 

develop acommon plan. 

EmiLio Madrid (Chile) - I definitely favor coordination 
occurring at the lower level of the structure even at the level 
of the stations. This consensus should the,, be transmitted 
upwards to the apex body in a bonom-up approach. 

Matt Dagg (ISNAR) - In the case of Chile, is there coordi­
nation with the private sector and how is that facilitated by 
your lower-level approach to coordination? 

private research, they establish complementarity and scale 
down their efforts in those areas, thus avoiding duplication 
and conserving scarce resources. 

Matt I)agg (ISNAR) - Ithink the size of the research system 
has an important influence on the way coordination can be 
handled. For example, how many researchers are there in 
Tanzania? 

F.M. Shao (Tanzania)- In Tanzania, we have 300 research­
ers, which means that there are about 10 researchers per 
coordinated program, although Dr. Taylor has suggested that 
this numberis going to change in the near futureas we develop 
our master plan for national agricultural research. 

Ajlbola Taylor (ISNAR) - I think it is very important to 
stress the free flow of information that must lie at the base of 
any coordinating mechanism. 

Dely Gapasln (ISNAR) - Iwould like to also emphasize the 
role that linking coordination to funding has. In the Philip­
pines, there is only one council for nationally funded research 
that is involved in the financial allocation for all the institutes;
hence, the existence ofcoordination. I suggest that this expe­
rience be considered by others. 

Albola Taylor (ISNAR) -To conclude this session, Iwould
like to stress ,he following points: 

There are different mechanisms of coordination taking 

place at different levels. We have seen that funding is also 
important in coordination. 

* 	 For a system to be able to work, one needs a flow of 
information. 

* 	 The apex body should translate the coordination function 
to the other levels. 

Emilio Madrid (Chile) - In cases where a particular com- * The transfer of coordination can lead to more precision 
ponent of the NARS identifies relevant work being done by in the research plans. 
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Decentralized Public Institutions:
 
The Latin American Model
 

Carlos Valverde 
ISNAR Senior Research Officer 

Introduction 

Centralization of economic planning, intervention, execution, 
and control has been generally regarded as highly desirable 
in most of the economies in the Third World, especially 
during the 1940s and early 1960s. Agricultural research did 
not progress well under these conditions, inpart because of 
the low priority given to research. As a consequence, limited 
financial resources were allocated. A more significant con-
straint, howe-ver, was lack of administrative flexibility and 
excessive management by government officials. 

During the 1970s and early 1980s, governments began decen-
tralizing some development planning and management func­
tions. They did so because of dissatisfaction with centraliza-
tion and because the underlying rationale of international 
development strategies changed during the 1970s. 

By 'he end of the 1960s, most of the developing countries, 
especially in Latin America and the Caribbean (LAC), were 
facing a variety of financial problems caused mainly by 
decreasing levels of exports and rising prices for energy and, 
particularly, imported goods. To make things worse, foreign 
assistance was becoming increasingly scarce. 

Because of these factors and the limited resources available 
to maintain centralized economies and governments, particu-
larly large federal systems, some countries became interested 
in finding ways to use their resources more effectively. De-
centralization appeared to be an alternative, 

Instrengthening national research activities, technology de­velomen, ad caabiitis,f LC contresnumer avevelo pm en t, and cap ab ilities, a n u m ber of LACcoun tries have 
decentralized research activities by setting up semiautono-mous or autonomous bodies linked to government through the 
ministr ofarcultur e lwere 
ministry of agriculture. 

This paper discusses the creation of decentralized semi-au­
tonomous and autonomous agricultural research institutes, 
focussing on the administrative flexibility that results from 

the autonomy given to the Institutes by their ministries of 
agriculture. 

Decentralized Institutions in Latin America 
and the Caribbean 

In Latin America and the Caribbean, after the Second World 
Warand during the decadesof the 1960s and 1970s, deliberate 
political decisions were made to expand agriculture and to 
grant necessary governmental provisions to support structural 
and organizational changes, not only in agriculture, but also 
in education, health, and housing. 

Regional and international contributions of technical and 
financial assistance were emphasized during this 20-year 
period to bring agriculture up to date. (An important role was 

played by the Rockefeller and Word Foundations, the Interna­
tional Development Agency [Agencfa Internacional para el 
Desarrollo - AID], United Nations special funds, resources 
from the Inter-American Bank, agencies for cooperation 
[FAO, CEPAL, ECLA, IICA], and bilateral aid from Canada, 
Great Britain, Sweden, Switzerland, and Germany.) This 
injection of international technical assistance had adramatic 
effect on the shape of agricultural research institutions. The 
international agencies and scientific community included sci­
entific and technological aspects within their jurisdiction; 
apart from offering straightforward scientific and technical 
backstopping, theybrought in bilateral and political economic 
support. 

The reorganization of research and the adoption of decentral­iz d ns tu e as tr c r l mo ls w s h e g e al p t rn n 
ized institutes as structural models was the general patern inthe 1960s. Apart from Argentina, decentralized institutes 

created in Ecuador, Mexico, Colombia, Chile, Guate­
mala, Brazil, Venezuela, Panama, and Bolivia. 

Although adapted to each cnuntry's particular conditions, an 
autonomous institute had the following characteristics: 
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* administrative and financial autonomy, organizationally 	 ized, particularly on the South American continent, by the 
separated 	from the ministries' central administration; predominance of a model that distinguishes a decentralized 

institution from the central administration of the ministries of 

* 	 national, though regionalized, coverage; agriculture. Although these institutes bear a structural resem­
blance, their size, organization, andjadicial format vary from 

* institutionalized systems and mechanisms for planning, 	 country to country, particularly in terms of administrative 

programing, 	follow-up, evaluation, and budgeting; autonomy and the extent of linkages with the ministries of 
agriculture. Table 1 lists selected decentralized institutions In 

* 	 decentralized organization; iatin America and the Caribbean. Figure 1 outlines the evo­
lution of organizational ,,ouels in the region. 

* 	 mechanisms to link and/or integrate research and tech­
anology diffusion with the producers; 	 The decentralized institute model in some ways resembles 

professional bureaucracy (Mintzberg 1973). However, it is 

* adaptive research as the main objective, oriented towards 	 important to note again that institutes vary from country to 

resolvng the most important problems of :ht. prodv:e.r'; colntrv si a result of differences in their size, life cycle, 
relationships witr otner research institutes, dimensior of the 

* mechanisms for intra- and extrainstitutional coordination 	 agricultural sector they serve, and types of crops and produc­

with other public or i;vatc organizations; ers they work with, as well as differences in the demography 
and distribution of crops in the country, the availability of 

arable land, and the degree of urbanization and industrializa­mechanisms for the participation of producers in the 


diagnosis, planning, and prioritization of research activ- tion.
 

ities. 
Consequently, the institutional, structural, and organizational 

With the adoption of a decentralized institute model by Peru scenario with regard to agricultural research in the LAC region 
in 1978, Guyana in 1984, the Dominican Republic in 1985 is not at all straightforward - it is, in fact, highly complex. 
(not yet implemented), and Uruguay and Paraguay in 1989, Operationally speaking, each country has a series of Ilmita­
it could be said that the more recent landscape is character- tions that are directly related to the juridical-administrative 

Table 1. National research Institutes Created Since 1957 In Latin America -Admnstratve Autonomy 

Acronym Name and Year Country Autonomy 

INTA Instituto Nacional de Tecnologfa Agropecuaria (1957) Argentina Semiautonomous 
INIA Instituto Nacional de lnvestigaci6n Agropecuaria (1961) Mexico Semiautonomous 

INIFAP Instituto Nacional de Investigaciones Forestales y Agropecuaria (1986) Semiautonomous 
ICA Instituto Columbiana Agropecuaria (1962) Colombia Semiautonomous 

EMBRAPA Empresa Brasileira de Pesquisa Agropecuaria (1973) Brazil Autonomous 
FONAIAP Fondo Nacional de Asistencia y Investigaci6n Agropecuaria (1973) Venezuela Semiautonomous 

INIA !nstituto Nacional de lnvestigaci6n Agraria (1978) Semiautonomous 
INIPA Instituto Nacional de Investigaci6n y Promoci6n Agraria (1981) Peru Semiautonomous 
INIAA Instituto Nacional de lnvestigaci6n Agropecuaria y Agroindustrial (1987) Semiautonomous 
INIA Instituto Nacional de Investigaci6n Agropecuaria (1964) Chile Autonomous 

CIAAB Centro de Investigaciones Agricolas "Alberto Boerger" (1961) Uruguay Autonomous 
INIA 1 Instituto Nacional de Investigaci6i, Agropecuaria (1989) Autonomous 
IBTA Instituto Boliviano de Tecnologfa Agropecuaria (1975) Bolivia Semiautonomous 
INIAP Instituto Nacional de Investigaci6n Agropecuaria (1959) Ecuador Semiautonomous 
ICTA Instituto de Ciencia y Tecnologfa Agricolas (1973) Guatemala Semiautonomous 

INTA 2 Instituto Nacional de Tecnologfa Agropecuaria Nicaragua -

IDIAP Instituto Nacional de Investigaci6n Agropecuaria de Panam,5 (1975) Panama Semiautonomous 
IDIAA3 Instituto Dominicano de Investigaci6n Agropecuaria 	 Dominican -

Republic 
NARIG National Agricultural Research Institute of Guyana Guyana Semiautonomous 
NARIJ 4 National Agricultural Research Institute of Jamaica Jamaica Semiautonomous 

Source: Vanous sources, modified and updated by C.Valverde. 
1. The law creating INIA isunder discussion at the Uruguayan Congress level. 
2. Research activities were initiated in 1979 by the administrative system of the ministry of agriculture. 
3. Not implemented. 
4. Inthe process of being implemented 
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Figure 1. Historical evolution oforganizational models In Latin America and the Caribbean 

procedures and the style and tradition of plitical administra- Autonomy 
tion within the context of federal or unitarian government. 
Whereas some models must be adapted to conditions of In this section, we shall attempt to analyze the concept of 
intense urbanization and abundant arable land (Mexico, Ar- autonomy as an expression of the administrative flexibility 
gentina, Colombia, Brazil, Venezuela, and Uruguay), in other acquired when decentralized organizational structures, such 
cases, they must conform to a situation where arable land is as the LAC Institutes, are created. 
limited, the economy is heavily agricultural, and there islittle 
possibility ofadapting awide variety of crops which, in many Beginningwith the premise that total autonomyis nonexistent 
cases, are only annual. To ther is ittesummarize,scpe it could be said that Biningwiha public terior semipublicstsystem,t t itucouldm be said that,fr oeratonwithin neistent 
there is little scope for operation. functionally, a decentralized public institution isautonomous 

The current capacity of national syste ms is shown in Table 2. 	 insofar as it has the authority to organize, plan, budget, and 
execute the research activities delegated to it.In other words,Indicators for 1980.85 give an idea of the available personnel 

and financial resources in the LAC countries. Although these it is autonomous in terms of its direction, administration, 
data are not intended to indicate the structure and organization management, and operation, always taking into account that 

of agricultural research, they do demonstrate the size and these activities are in keeping with the socioeconomic devel­
opment policies of the country and agricultural sector.degree ofspecialization of the different systems. 

Administrative Flexibility 	 In the case of the LAC region, the degree and type of decen­
tralization of central governm'nt research activities range!

The concept of autonomy relates to the delegation ofauthority from decentralized autonomous bodies (EMBRAPA-Brazi 
and distribution of power, and has legal, administrative, and and INIA-Chile), to decentralized bodies strongly tied to thi 
organizational aspects. Autonomy has direct repercussions on central and bureaucratic semiautonomous system of the stat 
the size, hierarchy, authority, complexity, specialization, and (INIAP, IBTA - see figure 1). Between the two extremes li 
centralization or decentralization of an organization. The different degrees of dependence on the central government 
greater the degree of autonomy, the more the organizational Regrettably, no clear and convincing indicators have beer 
variables tend to search for maximum expression, and decen- developed to distinguish an autonomous decentralized insti 
tralization becomes imperative. tution from a semlautonomous one. Thus, a decentralizec 

institution is not necessarily autonomous in terms of its ad 
ministration, management, and operation. 
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Table 2. National Agricultural Research Resources - Expressed as 1980-1985 Averages 

Agricultural 
Agricultural Research 

Country Personnel t 
Research Ex-
pcnditures 2 

Expenditures 
per Capita 3 ARI4 

Qualification 
Index 5 

Northern Region 
Mexico 1030 127.17 123 0.51 0.29 

Central American Region 
Costa Rica 114 3.29 29 0.24 

ElSalvador 106 4.45 42 0.24 

Guatemala 150 7.40 49 0.22 0.17 

Honduras 68 1.55 23 0.17 0.25 

Nicaragua 57 3.61 63 0.29 

Panama 105 5.92 57 1.17 0.33 

Subtotal 600 26.23 
Average 44 0.39 0.25 

Andean Region 
Bolivia 107 3.36 30 0.22 0.30 

Colombia 448 46.09 106 0.36 0.51 

Ecuador 209 14.06 69 0.54 0.30 

Peru 265 18.66 52 0.56 0.12 

Venezuela 383 40.37 91 1.01 0.40 

Subtotal 1412 122.55 

Average 87 0.54 0.33 

Southern Region 
Argentina 1063 62.57 65 0.52 0.17 

Brazil 3622 300.55 88 0.86 0.60 

Chile 269 26.55 99 0.95 0.37 

Paraguay 70 7.13 98 0.44 0.41 

Uruguay 76 4.22 55 0.39 0.22 

Subtotal 5100 401.02 

Average 79 0.63 0.36 

Caribbean Region 
Antigua 5 0.69 

Bahamas 25 0.49 

Barbados 48 1.82 38 2.59 0.40 

Belize 15 
Bermuda 6 0.86 

Cuba 2191 3.92 

Dominica 6 0.17 34 0.33 

Dominican Republic 121 3.80 34 0.19 0.18 

Grenada 3 0.67 

Guadeloupe 14 
Guyana 53 0.41 

Haiti 32 1.62 51 0.13 0.94 

Jamaica 49 2.40 0.77 0.55 
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Table 2. (continued) 

Country Personnel t 

Agricultural 
Research Ex-
penditures 2 

Agricultural 
Research 

Expenditures 
per Capita 3 ARI 4 

Oalification 
Index5 

7 
Caribbean Region (cont.) 

Martinique 
Montserrat 3 0.42 
Puerto Rico 84 9.06 108 2.38 
St. Ktts-Nevis 5 0.06 16 0.80 0.47 
St. Lucia 21 1.79 85 0.52 
St.Vincent 5 0.37 
Suriname 
Trinidad &Tobago 53 0.52 
Virgin Islands (US) 6 0.39 67 

2750 21.10 
Subtotal 
Average 8 1.54 0.52 

1. 	 Personnel and Agricultural Research Expenditures: Pardey and Roneboom (1988). 
2 	 Agricultural Gross Domestic Product (AgGDP): UN (1988). 

Agricultural Research Expenditures: Expressed in millions of 1980 USS. Expenditures were first ,ieflated to constant 1980 currency unita uaing an Implicit 
GDP deflato; (UN 1988). They were then converted into 1980 USS using PPP over GDP indice, from Summers and Heston (1988). 

3. 	 Agricultural Research Expenditures per Scientist: Agricultural Research Expenditures / personnel (in thousands of 1980 USS). 
4. 	 ARI (Agricultural Research Intensity Ratio): Agricultural Research Expenditures / AgGDP (in 'ercent). 
5. 	 Qualification Index: PhD + MS / total scientists (inclusive of expatriate personnel, who are assumed to hold a higher degree). 

Depending on their legal status, most decentralized bodies in 
LAC are in one way or another compulsorily subordinate to 
or linked to the ministry (agrarian sector) in all that refers to 
the strategies, policies, and priorities established by the min-
ister of the sector and to the coordination of the programing, 
budgeting, execution, and evaluation of the results, 

Inpractice, however, coordination in extreme cases has been 
converted by the ministry into an excess of control measures, 
resulting in the disappearance of the operative and adminis-
trative flexibility of the decentralized institute. Consequently, 
the administrative status of the decentralized body does not 
differ in any way from that of any other department acting 
within the norms governing the ministry or public depart-
ments of the central government. 

To be more precise, anything itt the Latin American and 
Caribbean NARS concerning the structure, organization, and 
management of financial and human resources generally op-
erates entirely within the norms of the ministries of agricul-
ture and finance as well as the national regulations on person- 
nel management. (There are rare exceptions regarding the 
degree of their influence, such as in the cases of EMBRAPA-
Brazil and INIA-Chile.) These norms and regulations are 
suited to routine office work, but they are not flexible enough 
to accommodate exceptional situations such as those in volved 
in agricultural research activities, 

Research by nature deals with biological entities and complex 
ecological systems. It needs constant personal attention and a 
flow of physical resources, specific and not always predict­
able research materials, and a time schedule not always sub­
ject to rigid fiscal calendars. For example, laboratory and field 
experiments need constant attention which does not fit into 
the strict routine established for professionals and technicians 
working within the central bureaucratic system. 

Without going into budgetary details, it may be said that, 
under the central government system of budgetary allocation 
and payment of most LAC countries, the activities related to 
research involving biological entities and dynamic ecological 
systems are compatible wih budgetary execution. The com­
mon problem encountered is that neither the allocation of 
resources nor the calendar ofpayments conforms to the needs 
of the research calendar. 

In other words, the element of administrative flexibility is 
absent or limited with regard to the operation and allocation 
of the physical, financial, and human resources necessary to 
execute the research activities. 

Itwouldseemthatafeasiblealternativewouldbetograntreal 
autonomy to the decentralized institutes in terms of a series 
of exceptions to the laws, which, without surpassing any legal 
framework, would permit them to implement measures to 
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increase their level of flexibility, efficiency, and effectiveness 
in the management ofavailable resources. It would also allow 
them to attract and manage additional resources, 

Autonomy, therefore, appears to be aprecondition to taking 
the measures needed to allow the implantation of salary 
structures - escalafones - and fiscal systems according to 
the research activity. These are the basic elements needed to 
end the decline and continuous drain of talent that is becoming 
more and more acute within the research scene. Notable 
examples are ICA-Colombia, EMBLRAPA-Brazil, and INIA-
Chile, which have obtained special research concessions to 
enable them -)retain skilied and experienced researchers, 

Autonomy: Where ad t'hy? 

To grant administrative autonomy to the decentralized insti-
tutes does not necessarily mean changing the character of 
public entities linked to the sector. Quite the contrary - this 
would strengthen their capacity as strategic bodies in the 
development of the sector. 

Decision makers should realize that granting autonomy does 
not only involve delegating authority and power to the highest 
hierarchic level but it also includes freeing up central man- 
agement to make administration possible. In this sense, ad-
ministrative autonomy should not be thought of as a separa-
tion from the ministry where the institutes make decisions 
outside the framework of tational laws. Rather, it is the basic 
condition for their efficient and effective functioning in terms 
of the means and resources placed at their disposal by the state 
government. 

The following are the functional and/or activity areas where 
administrative autonomy appears to be needed in a NARS and 
where careful ad hoc as well as forma! implementation of 
organizational mechanisms and instruments is required. 

Generation and Management of Income 

All NARS generate some kind of financial resources that are 
classified as their own resources. These resources should be

clasifidon reoures.Thesasther reoures soul be 
mobilized in the form of reinvestments in research activities 
and should not be subject to ministerial i,orms that inhibit 
opportune and adequate utilization. The NARS should, for 

example, be allowed to establish sufficiently flexible rotating 
funds for the production of improved genetic materials, both 
plants and animals, as well as support to maintain these 
services. These funds would not only provide an economic 
basis for programing, but they would also fulfill the ever-
growing demand for improved material and services. 

Aside from sufficient flexibility and autonomy, there should 
be mechanisms for the NARS to attract additiona' resources, 
such as those available from producer organizations. Exam-
pies of this include the model developed in support of CIANO 
in Mexico, FUNDEAL in Peru, and private foundations in 

Ecuador, Jamaica, Dominican Republic, Peru, and Honduras. 
Other ways of generating additional resources include the 
formation of joint ventures with public- or private-sector 
organizations (similarto those being initiated at INTA-Argen­
tina and EMBRAPA-Brazil) or royalties and premiums for 
patents of new technologies (vari-ties, methodologies). 

Establishment and Maintenance of a Wage Scale for Re­
searchers 

The necessary mechanisms and organizational structure 
should be in place to develop and implement policies and 
strategic actions for a human resource management plan. As 
part of the developmeat of this plan, a remuneration system
(escalafon) should be established and operated in accordance 
with research output and the relevance of results, thus avoid­
ing the continuous loss of experienced and talented research­
ers and collaborators from the system. 

Decisions about International Technical Cooperation 

Research systems must have the necessary autonomy and the 
capacity to make decisions about technical assistance in sup­
port of and/or complementing the approved national research 
plan.Theoftenlengthyand unnecessary red tape ofthecentral 
system's approval process for technical and financial cooper­
ation approval should be avoided. 

Flexibility for TravelAbroad 

To retain the necessary high degree ofspecialization through­
out the NARS, qualified personnel must maintain a continuous 
interchange of experiences and information at the global 
level. This requires that researchers have the flexibility to 
travel abroad, whether for further training or to attend meet­
ings, seminars, and workshops. This is absolutely essential to 

preserving the relevance and quality of research. 

To take maximum advantage of travel opportunities, the 
sse utalwineit prvlo rvlo hr 
system must allow immediate approval of travel on short 
notice. The present bureaucratic system, which is slow and 

ponderous, not only impedes human resource development,
but it actually prevents additions to the institute's knowledgebaeINAhiesagodxmpefanficntytm­
base. INIA-Chile isagood example of an efficient system ­
the president of the directorate makes the decision and the
travel process is soon expedited. 

Hiring Consultants 

Apart from increasing the relevance of resp.,rch, efficient use 
of expertise within the NARS is extrem tv .mportant to the 
process of evaluating the impact of research. This use of 
experts should also include the option of hiring outside con. 
sultants as required, which would not only benefit individual 
researchers but also the institution. 
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FlevibleBudgetary Execution 

As a consequence of a lack of administrative autonomy, the 
area ofbudgetary execution isone where an excess ofcontrol 
is likely to occur, resulting in ineffective management and 
inadequate programing. Nevertheless, it should be realized 
thatinstitutes mustsubstantially improve not only their mech- 
anisms for budgetary formul'tion and allocation, but also 
those relevant to effective open tion. It is thus necessary to 
design and adopt a mechan~ism that is flexible and relatively 
simple - procedures whose main objective is to provide the 
research with resources at the right time and in the right place. 

Management ofDonorResources 

This category includes the capacity to negotiate, process, and 
manage grants and donations that result from technical and 
financial cooperation. 

Flexibilityin Making ContractsandProcuringGoods 

The authority for drawing up and signing contracts for finan­
cial and technical assistance should be delegated. This also 
includes the responsibility for purchasing equipment and 

iaterials and for overseeing the bidding process. 

The points listed above are Just some of the areas Inwhich the 
decentralized institutes need administrative flexibility and 
autonomy. 
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Discussion by Participants 

Dely Gapasin (ISNAR) - In the Philippines, adecentralized 
agricultural research institute was set Le in 1972 as the 
government wanted to give more autonomy to regional agen-
cies and focus research programs on regional needs. The 
system is very dispersed because of the geography of the 
country. At the regional level, a corsortium was formed in 
1975. It was a strategy to establish a network of institutions 
to regionalize research management. The number ofagencies 
varies per region. The composition of one agency reflects the 
national structure. Fourteen years ago, the consortium was 
center-oriented and linked its activities with the other consor-
tia. Thanks to this system, the effort is focused on regional 
needs, participation is more active, there is a sharing of 
activities, and the link with nongovernment centers has been 
strengthened. 

Emilio Madrid (Chile) - INIAwas set up in 1964 as a private 
corporation (50 percent of the budget comes from the govern-
ment and the remaining from other funds orprivate organiza-
tions). It employs 1300 people and has aboard of directors of 
seven members. In 1982, a strong minister was appointed for 
a period of six years; he was respected by the others. The 
mandate of the institute is to transfer technologies, and re­
searchers have to dedicate 25 percent of their time to this. In 
the same way, technology transfer workers spend 25 percent 
of their time in research. 

In1977, the extension service disappeared. Inthe new system, 

farmers could exlain their situation (hopes and problems). 
Technology transfer workers went to see the farmers and 
established personal contacts. When a problem appeared, the 
farmer would explain it to the technology transfer workers. If 
itcould not be solved immediately, they worked out a solution 
together during the next visit (scheduled a month later). 

The government gave a lump sum to INIA, but it was only 
enough to cover 80 percent of the salaries. The rest came from 
private companies or from selling of the products. INIA is free 
to manage its budget and formulates it internally. There is no 
external control. Administrative mechanisms are flexible but 
there are strict procedures for accounting for funds and staff 
recruitment. In 1980, the government issued a listofprograms 
and INIA is dealing with that list. I am totally free to do 
whatever I feel like doing. For instance, I did not have to ask 
permission to attend this workshop. I only had to inform the 
government of my decision. The only thing I cannot do is sell 
property. 

The human resource department is also autonomous. The 
program is set up at the level of the directors. In 1985, an 
earthquake destroyed half of the stations and all the equip­
mentwasdestroyed.Wereceivedaloanfromthelnter-Amer­
ican Development Bank to help us replace the equipment. 

Next year, the government isgoing to reduce our budget. The 
tADB will stop financing and the government will have to take 
action. This iswhere the problem lies. However, I would like 
to stress the fact that our situation is different from other 
countries because we do not have that many researchers. 

AJlbola Taylor (ISNAR) - There are two different models: 

Zimbabwe. DRSS (Department of Research and Special­
ized Services) is the research department within the min­
istry of agriculture. It is flexible in terms ofstructure and 
function to plan, manage, and coordinate agricultural 
research. 

DRSS 

ARC =Agricultural Research Council 

Director who isthe link between DRSS 
and the Ministry of Agiculture 

Planning Unit 

Crops Livestock Research Three service divisions 
pastures service to users 

division 

There is a network ofstations set up in the different zones 
and targeted according to the small-scale commercial and 
common farmers. The clientele is clearly defined, as are 
the services to which the users can address their prob­
lems. ARC is an independent body that advises the min­
istry of agriculture on the program of DRSS. ARC is an 
advisory body to the government, as it considers the 
program requests from the three other departments. This 
is an example of a department of agriculture within the 

32
 



ministry of agriculture that can decide for itself. It is 
successful because it is simple and because ARC plays an 
irrportant role as it brings together the different parties. 
ARC can carry out specific studies and refer to the gov-
emiment at a laterstage. How can this system be strength-
.ied? One possibility is to give the opportunity to a 
specific body to plan and analyze the information made 
available to it, i.e., the planning unit. 

Kenya. KARl (Kenyan Agricultural Research Institute) is 
an autonomous research institute which has legal status. 
This is where they plan, manage, and coordinate agricul-
tural research. In 1979, there was an act of parliament
which set up the national council for science and technol-
ogy. KARI has responsibilities for planning, organizing, 
and coordinating research, for mobilizing resources, and 
for supporting agricultural research nationally and inter-
nationally. A board of 12 members was set up and is 
responsible for research policy and the guidance of the 
institute's research. 

Board 
I 


Directorate 

Technical and Research Committee 
Finance and Administrative Committee 

F [search 
Deputy Deputy DeputyDirectorate Directorate Directorate The legal status is an important way of contributing to theCrops &Soils Production & Finance autonomy ofan institute, but legal status alone is not all. OneCrp Health Administration can have a legal documen', and still no real autonomy. 

i e aIFr Ghazl Hariri (ISNAR) - Agricultural research is part of the13 83 other regional centers tr ~nlngsupport 

national regional services public sector. When we talk about a program and its imple­
research centrs 
centers In8zones planning andmonitoing

unit 


Itisobvious that links have to be established between t0e 
eight regional centers and the other regional centers. 

KARl should strengthen and seek a scheme of activities 
so as to attract donor resources. But there are several 
problems: it is a semiautonomous institute outside a 
ministry. Firm links have to be established with the 
ministry of agriculture. The links have to be established 
with research and extension (specific importance has to 
be given to this topic). 

Carlos Valverde (ISNAfl.) - So it appears that it is not 
always necessary to have legal status. Example: Zimbabwe. 

Charles Razaflndrakoto (Madagascar) - Ithink that Chile 
provides us with an example of genuine autonomy. The 
social, economic, historical, and political factors all play a 
role in the consolidation of autonomy. People matter a lot ­
personalities can strengthen autonomy. More particularly, the 
relation between Emilio Madrid and the minister. This might 
change later if there is achange in personnel. 

Provided everybody sticks to the legal status and the role of 
the institute which have been defined, autonomy is increased 
even more. When the situationis not clear between the central 
administration and the institute, autonomy is utopian. 

Matt Dagg (ISNAR) -In the case of Chile, one has to make 
a distinction between management of the means of carrying 
out research and the management of research. Can farmers 
check the programs? In other words, can the lower.cale effect 
the control of research, meaning herewith that the Institute is 
not totally autonomous? It is the sane with Zimbabwe where 
theie is control but no means of carrying out research. The 
same goes for the other apex bodies in Asia (the Philippines
and Sri Lanka). I wonder if there is an example of an institute 
with real autonomy in the management of research? 

Ajibola Taylor (ISNAR) - We must remember that research 
institutes receive most of their funds from public sources. 
Therefore, we are talking about semiautonomy not only in 
relation to the means of carrying out research, but also in 
relation to the freedom to determine and to defend the re­

programs and strategies objectively and conscien. 
tiously. This does not mean autonomy without responsibility. 

mentation, resources should be made available as well as the 
possibilities to use them. This is the problem developing
countries are facing. For instance, ADB is financing a project. 
If the funds only come from the government, there will be no
incentive or very little incentive. 

F. M. Shao (Tanzania) - I think that an important caveat 

needs to be raised with respect to autonomy. Autonomy 
should not be equated with isolation from the clients of 
research. I feel the problem is one of linking research to the 
transferof technology. More particularly, how can we ensure 
that there is a link with farmers, especially small farmers? 

Cros Valverde (ISNAR)-Ie institute can develop a link 
between research and extension over the years. An example 

isChile where at the beginning the links were very strong and 
lateron they changed according to the situation. A change can 
also take place because of the i.t that the transferof technol­
ogy does not thke place as ISNAR would like it to take place. 
Very often, institutes are carrying out research without think­
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ing about the transfer of technology. Institutes should also 
include the transfer of technology via the U'tT (units of 
technology transfer). 

Emilio Madrid (Chile) - What kinds of linkages are there 
between the institutes? In my case, at the level of the farmers, 
they go to special units where they receive training by INIA. 
INIA also has demonstration centers, and open days are or-
ganized at the stations. 

Carlos Valverde (ISNAR) -Are there other cases like INIA? 
For insta-.ce, Ecuador had a problem in getting funds from the 
government, so the researchers took action like INIA and got 
feedback from farmers about their needs. At the san.e time, 
they started exmrsion. 

J. K. Mukibi (Uganda) - I think there is quite clearly a 
problem of linkages. But according to me, one has to make 
sure that the technology is accepted by the farmers. I also 
believe there are different kinds of farmers (receptive and 
nonreceptive). 

Emilio Madrid (Chile) - We have to prove to the farmers 
that the applicatior. of technology will have concrete results 
(such as doubling the price of a commodity). 

Celestln Belem (Burkina Faso) - I think everybody agrees 
that there are different ways of having a link between exten­
sion and research: (1) training of researchers to provide ex­
tension services, (2) translation of the results of research by 
simple technical pro forma guidelines, and (3)meetings at the 
regional level between researchers and extension providers. 

Matt Dagg (ISNAR)- InAfrica, the situation is totally The question one should ask iswhetherit is possible to do this 

different. There is a need for linkages to be built inor outside 
the ministry, whether there is autonomy or not. InGhana, for 
irstance, .here are good and b2d linkages, but linkages have 
been built, 

F. M. Shao (Tanzania) - There is a gap between research 
and extension people. When a parastatal unit is set up, thisgap increases. 

Ajibola Taylor (ISNAR) - Matt Dagg has clearly shown us 
that it is not because there is a research and extension depart-
ment that there is a link. The goal is research. The institute 
should provide a system where there is a link between re-
search and extension. There should be a person within the 
research department in charge of extension services. One 
should identify the centers within the system which would 
deal with the liaison duties in the field at the level of the 
regional unit. Regional units should be given the task of 
training (time + monitoring). Research needs to do far more 
for this than it is currently doing. 

Y.D.A. Senanayake (ISNAR) - One has to establish a link 
and help it to be developed properly. Then I would also like 
to stress the fact that there should be a two-way flow of 
feedback - apex to farmers - to ensure that research has 
been relevant and has had an impact, 

formally or not.
 

Ailbola Taylor (ISNAR)- Resources should be made avail­
able for this link, so that this link may be formalized. Informal 
ways are also important but it isnec.ssary not to leave this to 
the whims of researchers. 

Guy Rocheteau (ISNAR) - In our discussions, we haveGyReeeu(SA)- nordsusos ehv

raised several points. First, that there can be different types of 
autonomy (financial, administrative, and programatic). Sec­
ond, that autonomy can occur at various levels within a 
system. Autonomy at the higher level may ensure a more 
rational administrationbut runs the risk ofdistancing research 
from its clients. Autonomy at the lower level has the advan­
tage of being close to the farmer and linked to extension; 
however, it is much more difficult to manage. I think that we 
may conclude that while autonomy has many benefits, it is 
always relative and carries with it the responsibility of re­
mainingcloselylinkedtonationaldevelopmentpolicyaswell 
as the needs and problems of the agricultural sector and 
producers. 

We have identified several mechanisms by looking at a wide 
range of situations where the question of autonomy has been 
addressed. This exchange of ideas will allow us to find the 
best solution to the particular problems and prospects that 
institutional autonomy offers to our NARS. 
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Regional Research and Developmen~t Consortia:
 
Decentralizing Research management in the Philippines
 

Dely Gapasin
 
ISNAR Senior Research Officer 

Introduction 

Most of the large agricultural research systems in Asia are 
highly centralized, hence the need for increasingly complex 
mechanisms to carry out planning, monitoring and evalua. 
tion, coordination, and other management activities. How­
ever, the trend today is to decentralize research and establish 
the structure to implement it in order to make it more efficient 
and eftective. 

Decentralization is defined as dispersion or distribution of 
functions and powers from a central authority to regional and 
local authorities. Decentralization is achieved in the Philip-
pine agricultural research and development (R&D) system 
through the establishment of regional R&D consortia to make 
research more responsive to the needs of various clientele 
groups. 

The Philippine national agricultural research system (NARS) 
is a widely dispersed and very complex system with research 
institutions located in five government departments, four 
parastatals, public ant private agricultural colleges and uni-
versities, private research centers, and specialized agencies. 
All these institutions are coordinated at the national level by 
an apex body, the Philippine Council forAgriculture, Forestry
and Natural Resources Research and Development 
(PCARRD) under the Department of Science and Technology. 

The R&D consortia are informal networks of research institu-
tions bound together by a memorandum of agreement signed 
by all member-agencies, indicating the intent to collaborate 
and share research resources. The first consortium was estab-
lished by PCARRD in 1915, and in 1988 a full complement of 
14 consortia became operational. 

What Is a Consortium? 

Inthe Philippine context, an R&D consortium is a mechanism 
orstrategy fora network ofinstitutions to manage, coordinate, 
and implement research. The premise of this strategy is two-

fold: (1) no single research institution can cope with all 
demands for technology and new knowledge, and (2) research 
is more efficient if resources (manpower, facilities, equip­
ment, funds) and information are shared by the institutions 
involved in R&D. 

The consortium is a venue for joint setting of priorities, 
planning of the regional program, monitoring and evaluation 
of projects, and enhancing technology transfer and training. 
Therefore, the strengths and limitations of the regional re­
search institutions tend to be complementary, and in this way, 
their shared strength is harnessed to support F&D at the 
operational level. 

Some of the objectives of decentralizing research manage­
ment in the Philippines include the desire to make research 
management more participative and give more autonomy to 
the regional agencies to manage their own programs; to focus 
the R&D program on regional needs and priorities; to lessen 
centralized control on the allocation of limited resources; to 
increase collaboration among R&D institutions; to harness 
political support for R&D at the regional level; and tostrength­
en the linkages between R&D agencies to fac.litate the transfer 
of technology to end users. 

The Fourteen Regional Consortia 

Until 1986, when the Philippine government reorganiz'd its 
structure and decided to decentralize, the consortia repre­
sented agroecological zones within the country. With a de­
centralized government system emerging, new consortia 
were established to conform to political regions, since plan­
ning for agricultural development, allocation of government 
resources, strengthening ofextension, and other activities that 
have direct bearing on agricultural research were also being 
decentralized. There are now 14 such consortia distributed 
throughout the country. 

In the past 15 years, three consortium models have emerged. 
Each has been nmodified to incorporate the requirements ofthe 
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different regions. The original model is a center-oriented 
consortium with the member-agencies occupying adjacent 
areas in an island. It is operated as an integrated center with 
facilities and other resources shared by all members. 

The most common model is the consortium with a lead 
agency. It is based on a strong national orregional R&D center 
in a given region. The lead agency provides a secretariat, 
office facilities, and some staff, with the member-agencies 
jointly implementing an intc-rated program. The thirdmodel, 
the program-oriented consortium, functions inareas where 
the institutions are scattered among neighboring islands. The 
force that binds them together is a strong, well-coordinated 
R&D program. 

Structure of a Consortium 

Regardless of the model, all the consortia in the Philippines 
have a common basic structure, which includes 

" 	Regional coordinating body - this may be a committee, 
council, or board that sets policies for the consortium. It 
is composed of the heads of member-agencies. 

*Technical support groups: 

" 	 Regional technical working group - it reviews the 
regional R&D program and budget and is composed of 
research directors of member-agencies. 

" 	 Regional commodity teams - they review and eval-
uate specific aspects of the program (commodities or 
disciplines) and are composed of regional scientists, 
extensionists, and users, 

" 	 Secretariat -carries out the day-to-day operations of the 
consortium. It is composed of full-time staff provided 
jointly by the base agency and members. It is headed by 
a consortium coordinator who is assisted by unit coordi-
nators. 

These components have evolved over time and are imple-
mented in various ways, based on the needs of the specific 
consortium. They reflect the management mechanisms of the 

institutions and emphasize the needs of the joint program 
being implemented as well as the resources that are available 
to these institutions. 

Lessons Learned 

Some of the lessons learned from the decentralized Philippine 
R&D consortia include the following: 

• 	 This system gives a better focus to regional needs and 
allows the national system to generate appropriate loca­
tion-specific technology for users. 

* 	 Decentralizing government line agencies has provided a 
structure in which an informal system can work effec­
tively. 

* 	 Thssystemallows more aciveparticipationinmanaging 
the system at the operational nmngel. 

* 	 It provides an effectivc mechanism for sharing research 
resources such as manpower, physical facilities, funds, 
etc., especially when they are limited. 
It strengthens iinkages to users, the private sector, private 
volunteer organizations, nongovernment organizations, 
and local government, especially those involved in tech­
nology-transfer activities. This occurs because the sys­
tem facilitates theirdirect involvement asconsortia mem­
bers and activities. 

* 	 Tlv capacity and effectiveness of the consortia are vari­
able. Success rests on strong leadership and the willing­
ness of all institutions concerned to participate. 

A more formal structure with legal authority and mandate 
may work better, but if the structure of the national system
remains dispersed and unchanged, as in the case of the Phil­
ippines, this mechanism to decentralize research management 
can be a viable option. It contnues to allow the Philippine
NARS to be dynamic in responding to and accepting changes. 
It keeps research effective and efficient and brings the re­
search system nearer to the users of technology. 
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Summary Report to Plenary Session 

Matt Dagg 
ISNAR SeniorResearch Officer 

The group did not attempt to deal with all of the large themes 
of organization and structure. It focused on only four aspects 
from the analytical framework discussed in the opening ses-
sion: 

" securing domain legitimacy and ensuring resource mobi-
lization, 

" influencing policy formulation, 

" coordination, 

, autonomy of research operations. 

Securing Domain Legitimacy and Ensuring 
Resource Mobilization 

One major function of the NARS is to secure domain legiti­

macy and ensurc resource mobilization: visibility and credi-
bility with political leaders and clients must be maintained,with formal mechanisms if possible. Four main methodolo-
with formal meantismse osile. iFourmatin mextho ­
gies for doing this were considered: information exchange; 
coalition building; ensuring accountability of funds; and in-
volving international partners. 

Information Exchange 

Every effort should be made to publicize the work of the 
NARS and its component institutions. Several members of the 
group said this was their very first task .s they found the 
research system was unknown. But this is not a onetime effort: 
it isa continuous, dynamic process, responding to changing 
circumstances, and it demands specific resources. An apex 
body, representing the entire NARS, is valuable both to im-
prove visibility and to act as a focused voice for research, 

Coalition Building 

It isnecessary to build as broad a base of support as possible 
by establishing anetwork ofallies in a range of ministries and 
user clients. Group members warned that even though agri. 
cultural research had often been moved into an autonomous 

organization to avoid ministerial bureaucracy, It was vital to 
maintain close ties with the agricultural development minis­
try. It was also Important to secure consensus support from 
"science and technology" as well as from agriculture as the 
joint basis fur agricultural research policy. Again, the board 
ofan apex body was considered to be a valuable structure for 
building and maintaining a coalition for support. 

Ensuring Accountability for Funds 

If governments are going to provide funds for agricultural 
research, they will require reassurances that the funds are 
being used effectively. Regrettably, research is long-term, 
and any impact it may have on production follows many years 
after the research is done. It is difficult to demonstrate its 
value on a short-term basis. A logical program-budgeting 
system helps. Praise by clients, rather than by researchers, Is 
most valuable. 

Users of research should be involved in the research planning 
psrs rem quire somedintrar hprocess. This may require some decentralization of planningplanning 
as it is difficult to bring farmer users into central bodies.
Again, an apex body can bring together accounts ofbeneficial 
impact, and it can also establish reliable budgetary procedures 
throughout the system. This can reassure both internal and 

external donors, besides being a convenient body for external 

donors to deal with, rather than having to deal with several 
ministries. 

Involving International Partners 

Research funding often depends heavily on international do­
nors. Members of the group maintained that donors should 
not participate in the primary policy and planning exercises 
for national research. However, they are critical players for 
national research planners to consider. Once a national policy 
is defined, donors should be called in to provide feedback. 
Where donor objectives and national policy do not coincide, 
compromises may need to be made. An apex body, based on 
awell-defined national policy and set of priorities for national 
agricultural research, can be a useful structure for negotia­
tions with donors. 
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Influence on Policy Formulation Coordination 

National agricultural research policy is the logical and desir-
able starting point for the development of a national agricul- 
tural research plan. The organization and structure of the 
NARS can have considerable bearing c: the deterntination of 
this policy, 

The group started from a model of policy based on factual 
nformation, which was assessed by beliefs and values in 
relationtogoals.Clearly, theorganizationandstructureofthe 
research system must try to bring in a variety ofstakeholders 
with different viewpoints and values, as well as acomprehen-
sive dossier of relevant information, 

Inthe past, planning departments have often tried to establish 
broad nationat policies by themselves. Recently there has 
been amove in some countries toward sectoral planning, and 
national agricultural research policy has been delegated to 
other bodies. An apex body for agricultural research should 
have such amandate for setting research policy. Itshould also 
have an authoritative membership that represents the range of 
stakehnlders. Rarely does one ministry alone have the com-
prehensive mandate for policy setting, and even if all research 
is within one department, there is a need for a broader group
than the ministry to derive research policy. In particular, 
policy on agricultural development as well as science and 
technology must be involved, 

The pros and cons of the composition of a suitable apex body 
for policy were discussed within the group. The balance was 
in favor of a relatively small number of representative mem-
bers, who had adequate authority and could reach firm deci-
sions. In large bodies, with all interests represented members 
tended to defend individual interests rather than reaching 
balanced conclusions for the general good. 

In addition to a balanced membership, the apex body needs 
information on scientific opportunities and constraints as well 
as socioeconomic and physical information. A suitably high-
powered policy body must therefore have a technical secre-
tariat that can assemble and present this information, 

Linkages must be maintained between the members of the 
policy body and awide range ofgroups. External donors may
" e especially relevant. Donors have frequently played an 
important role in the establishment ofapex bodies, if only to 
give themselves a unified body to deal with. However, donors 
should not be involved directly in policy decisions, however 
much they may feature in subsequent planning. 

Policy bodies should ma:e sure that their presence is felt by 
having a strong influence on decisions on allocations of 
resources to major research areas or research institutions. 

The need for coordination of research activities is a problem 
in both developed and developing countries. We used the 
following definition: "Coordination attempts to bring all re­
search efforts into a contextual purview with clearly defined 
purposes and objectives, and where efforts effectively com­
plement one another in achieving these objectives." 

Many countries have bodies ororganizations chargedwith the 
coordination of agricultural research. However, a legal man­
date to coordinate research is not enough; a consensus is 
necessary. Effective coordination really requires a willing­
ness to share resources and goals inorder to achieve abetter 
use of resources. Political will is therefore vitally important 
for coordination, and all participants should benefit from the 
time and effort they put into coordinating activities. 

The need for coordination applies throughout the research 
system, at national, institutional, and implementation stages. 
We focused only on interinstitutional aspects, not the equally 
important intrainstitutional part, and addressed four main 
issues: (1) institutional composition, (2) determination of 
mandate, (3)structures and mechanisms, and (4)coordination 
of donor inputs. 

The targets for improved coordination should be more effi­
cient use ofresources and complementarity of effort. Coordi­
nation works well among multiple research institutions with 
a diverse range of foci, mandates, and administrative struc­
tures. Presentations showing the need for coordination amongresearch, government policy, development, and knowledge 
systems revealed great complexity. Clearly not all desirable 
coordination mechanisms can be put in place in a finite 
organization. The extent and kind of coordination must de­
pend on the scope of the research system. Choices among the 
most important mechanisms must be made- priorities must 
be set. An analysis ofwhich coordination mechanisms are the 

most important would be valuable. 

To facilitate coordination, the mandates of the different insti­
tutions must be reasonably well defined, and they must be 
well known in the system. There are several kinds of mandates 
possible - regional, commodity, thematic, etc. To avoid 
overlapping confusion, the range of jurisdictions among the 
coordination mechanisms must be defined, just as the range
of institutional jurisdictions must be. 

The general mechanisms suggested covered the following: 

• communication - mutual adjustment; 

° administrative supervision; 

° joint programs between institutions; 

* thematic coordination; 
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. commodity coordination; 


. nationally coordinated research programs, fully financed. 


Other desirable features included 


" an efficient flow and exchange of information between 
institutions; 

" the ability of institutions to make decisions in relation to 
the activities of other research groups; 

" coordination linked to the process of resource allocation. 

It was noted that an apex body that has the mandate to 
coordinate agricultural research nationally (and intemation-
ally) should have astrong influence (if not direct power) on 
the allocation of resources to institutions, 

Autonomy or Decentralization of Research 
from Bureaucratic Ministry 

Many research systems have attempted to achieve some in­
dependence from parent ministries of agriculture. Research 
often suffers at times of crisis in a development-oriented
ministry, and the bureaucratic procedures and environment 
that are appropriate for production and development are not 
appropriate for research. 

Outstanding examples are to be found in Latin America, and 
we began with an overview of the Latin American experience 
where there are many autonomous and semiautonomous re-
search institutes with full legal status. INEA ofChile was used 
as an example. This was followed by an Asian example from 
the Philippines, where research management has been decen-
tralized among regional consortia of research institutes. We 
then c3nsidered the cases of Zimbabwe, where the Depart­
ment of Research and Special Services is reasonably free of 
ministry bureaucracy but has no legal autonomy, and Kenya,where the Kenya Agricultural Research Institute has been 

wherAriclturlth Kena Rsearh Istiute as eenestablished with full legal status, but it has taken a long time 
to bring it into practice. 

Points arising from the discussion included the following: 

No research institution is completely autonomous, nor 
should it be. The national agricultural research system is, 
and must be seen to be, part of the public service and 
accountable to the government and its clients. The very 
autonomous INEA in Chile insisted on having a strong 
governing board with the minister of agriculture as chair. 
man. It did this to maintain close contact with the minis-
try, and the initiative came from INEA. 

, 	 The target should be autonomy of operation and of the 
means of carrying out research. But many ministries, 
agencies, etc., are concerned with research output; there-
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fore, they must nave some influence on the determination 
of the research program. The Department of Research 
and Special Services in Zimbabwe has been given full 
autonomy of operation by the ministry of agriculture. 
This could be done because there is a controlling check 
on the research program by an independent agricultural 
research council that has user client membership and that 
advises the parent ministry. 

Dr. Valverde proposed a rule that 

Trust x Control = aConstant 

There must be trust for institutions to have autonomy. 

The more operationally autonomous an institute is, the 
more responsibility it must assume for maintaining pro­
gram contact and linkages with other agetcies. This also 
applies to the communication of research conclusions to 
clients, especially extension and farmers. In practice, 
autonomous institutes often provide abetter vehicle for 
interaction with clients than ministerial bodies. 

To be avoided at all costs is the reverse situation where 
the research operations of an institution are fully under
the bureaucratic control of a ministry, but where it is 
essentially autonomous in its choice ofresearch program, 
with no outside influence from clients. 

There isin fact arange ofways of achieving and express­
ing autonomy, each with varying degrees of legal author. 
ity. Autonomy is a means of giving flexibility to he 
operation of aNARS, within the national requirements of 
the NARS, but it does not mean independence from na­
tional development objectives. 

Apex Bodies 

The value of apex bodies emerged during the disctusions. The 
apex body may have been established mainly for the follow­ing reasons: 

* 	 integration: to provide a national point of integration
when research was dispersed over several ministries and 
agencies; 

* 	 autonomy: to provide more flexibility of operations for 
research. 

But there are several additional major benefits from an apex 
body: 

.	 It serves as apolicy body. Even If research is contained 
within one department of one ministry, the body that 
determines national research policy must have broader 
representation. 



" 	 It provides acentral body to negotiate with donors from 
the basis of anational research policy and plan. 

" 	 It provides aunified voice for research and higher visi­
bility in attracting resources. 

" 	 It is apowerful means of building a coalition of allies to 
support research. This isparticularly important with re­

spect to generating r consensus of support from minis­
tries or agencies of science and technology as well as 
from those dealing solely with agriculture. 

It is a powerful and formal base forcoordinating research 
activities, for expressing political will, and as asource of 
resources to distribute as incentives for coordination. 
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The Viewpoints of NARS Leaders on Organization and Structure:
 
Thematic Group Sessions
 

Y. D. A. Senanayake 
Consultantto ISNAR on the OrganizationandStructureofNARS in Asia 

The participants agreed that there are four issues that are 
extremely relevant to the organization and structure of a 
NARS. These four issues are 

1. 	 research policy; 

2. 	 domain legitimacy; 

3. 	 coordination; 

4. 	 autonomy. 

They also felt that these issues were important to other devel­
opirig-country NARS as well. They agreed that ISNAR could 
make the greatest contribution by developing an information 
base and advisory capacity to assist the NARS in resolving 
these issues, 

Based on the presentations, the regional perspectives, and the 

discussions, the workshop participants identified the areas 
that ISNAR would have to address in the future. These areas 
are discussed in detail below. 

Apex Bodies 

There are anumber ofdifferent kinds ofapex bodies, and each 
kind has had a different approach to dealing with the four 
issues discussed in this workshop. There are strengths and 
weaknesses in all four areas. 

For countries planning on establishing an apex body in the 
future, ISNAR's experience in the creation and functioning of 
apex structures and the approaches to improving the four 
issues listed above would be extremely important. The les-
sons learned by ISNAR through its interactions with develop­
ing-country NARS could be invaluable for creating a mandate 
for new apex bodies as well as contributing to the functioning 
ofexisting bodies. 

Research 

Inresearch on agricultural research management, NARS lead­
ers feel that two areas need further attention: namely, meth­
odologies and the identification of constraints in key aspects 
of research organization and management. The focus should 
be on the refinement of methodologies with an eye to devel­
oping more effective and efficient management of agricul­
tural research. Likewise, ISNAR could examine the transfer­
ability of methodologies between NARS, within regions as 
well as between regions. The applicability of methodologies 
to NARS in different stages ofevolution, as wcll as size, would 
also help address the four issues listed above. 

The consensus was to identify constraints that have contrib­
uted to the ineffectiveness of the four issues in NARS with 
apex bodies. The aim of this research should be the resolution 
of constraints in existing systems. ISNAR's experience could 
then complement its advisory role in restructuring orcreating 
apex bodies in the future. 

Management 
Improvements in several areas of the organization and struc­

ture of research management are necessary to strengthen the 
four issues: 

Policy - Different types of apex bodies have existed for 
some time, but there is one deficiency that can be found 
in all of them, as well as in the ministry model. This is 
the absence of an effective policy-forming unit. A unit of 

this sort is invaluable to the development of national 
policy goals and an agricultural development plan. Its 
role in developing and fostering "science statesmanship" 
among the administrative and political hierarchy should 
be stressed. 

• 	 Strategic Planning - The importance of strategic plan­
ning was introduced during the first plenary session. 
However, the weaknesses that exist In strategic planning 
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need to be addressed by ISNAR In the future, in coopera-
tion with the NARS. 

Networking and Linkages - The NARS leaders feel 
that developing intra- and interregional networks would 
be productive. ISNAR's regional and international expe-
rience in improving developing-country NARS could also 
help in networking. Networking would enable regional 
research leaders to be in contact more frequently and 
would be very helpful in resolving issues, 

Closely related to networking is the development of 
effective linkages. ISNAR's international workshops are 
effective at fostering intra- and interregional linkages, 
ISNAR's credibility among developing-country NARS 
leaders as well as among international agencies is an asset 
which can help continue the process of developing link-ages. 

Funding -Organizing for funding is a critical issue that 
has direct bearing on the effectiveness of a NARS. With-
out funds, the researchers downstream, at institutional 
and implementational levels, can do little. Improvements 
in establishing domain legitimacy and formulating clear 
policy guidelines could assist the funding process. 

InstltutionalAutonomy -Program and administrative 
autonomy must permeate all levels of organization and 
structure in a NARS. It has an influence on all four issues, 
and improvements in any one area also have an effect on 
institutional autonomy. Here again, the development of 
"science statesmanship" among NARS leaders is indis­

pensable. It is also indispensable among the policy-mak­
ing administrative hierarchy and policy-approving polit­
ical hierarchy. 

Decentralization - Consolidation has usually been the 
goal in the NARS reorganization, but now larger NAilS 
are beginning to decentralize research management. The 
organization and structure of decentralized systems is 
another area that needs aitention. From the lessons 
learned from NARS with centralized apex organizations, 
ISNAR should now identify tlh, organization and structure 
most appropriate to decentralized systems. Even in de­
centralized systems, NARS managers will have to con­
front the four issues listed above. 

TrainingIn Agricultural Research Management -n 
the past, ISNAR hs provided training both at its head­quarters and in th-: regions, and this training has helped
improve research management in developing-country 
NARS. This activity should be continued for the follow­
ing three reasons: since agricultural research manage­
ment has become a dynamic new discipline for develop­
ing countries and because the NARS continue to generate 
new research managers from among their scientists, a 
continuity of training is essential to develop new NARS 
leaders. Second, countries that have had more closed 
political systems are beginning to open up This group of 
countries will also require training as they begin to re­
structure their systems. Third, many small countries, 
where the NARS are small and research managers are few, 
will also need training to provide the management capa­
bility they require. 
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