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SECTION I 
A 

BACKGROUND OF THE A.I.D. I U.S. UNIVERSITY 
PROGRAM IN AGRICULTURE: SITUATION, 

PURPOSE, MAJOR ISSUE, SCOPE 



PROLOGUE: Where It All Started 

In early January 1949, svents were occurring in the United States of America which would 
impact the world in subtle and largely unforeseen ways, perhaps more profoundIy than any peace 
time action in this century. Men in high offices of government, scholars and professors in universities, 
and ordinary citizens working in the cities and countryside were worried. The election was over. The 
country could go back to work, and that was a relief. 

But a deeper, subliminal ache of worry, made stronger by each day's news, would not go away. 
The Cold War atmosphere was thickening. True, Soviet aggressive actions in Europe seemed to have 
been halted at least for the time by firm U.S. actions in Greece, by the European Recovery Program 
(Marshall Plan) and by the Berlin Air Lift. But no amount of hopeful bias could disguise the ract that 
Communist forces were clearly getting the upper hand in China. Very much on our minds were the 
enormous casualties inflicted upon us and our allies in the war just finished in what, before the war, 
had seemed just a speckle of dots on maps of the ocean off the eastern coast of China. Japan's amazing 
early military and naval successes against a constellation of great powers raised frightening concerns 
indeed abut  the potentialities for miaehief by the vastIy greater population and land mass of China. 
Still more disturbing; what should we expect from the millions of historically oppressed, colonized, 
poverty ridden people of Asia and Africa, the p r ,  "have-notn regions of the world? 

Would these people, in spite of their diversity, once broken free from colonial control, coalesce 
into an effectively homogeneous force to wrest from the relatively prosperous few in the so-called 
"western" nations the advantages of wealth and power they had for so long held? 

As a people we knew, our instincts buttressed by the little information available, that through 
Soviet intermediation if not indigenously, the instruments of atomic warfare would be available to 
these peoples - if not soon, then l a b  - inetrumenta which, like the six-shooter in our fabled West, 
greatly reduced the difference between the weak and the strong in shoot-outs for either gain or  honor. 
We knew, also, that sentiments of neither morals nor compassion would stay our adversaries' hands 
from drawing such weapns  into play. We had, after all, ourselves been the frrst to use them, in the 
last hours of Japanese resistance.' 

Americans knew very little about these people. We knew that the old Colonial order was giving 
way. lndia and Pakistan had achieved their freedom from Britain. Ethiopia was free from Italy as a 
result of the war. After s bloody battle, Indonesia was about to become free from the Dutch. 
Rumblings were coming from the great British, French, and Belgian colonies in Africa. We believed, 
in simple faith, that we undersM the Philippines, and Latin America we thought d(patronizingly?) 
as our " h o d  Neighbors." But we womed about these, our friends and neighbors, too, despite having 
recently joined with them on the founding of the Organization of American States. 

I 

Perhaps most disconcerting was our vague sense that our long held views about these people 
were suspect. Our images, we were coming to realize, were largely distillations of characterizations 
distorted by filtration through often romantic, usually Englieh, litmature -- and to a lesser degree, 
anecdotal reports of highly localized happenings passed to us by missionaries and travel essayists. 

Which way would these countries -- or more accurately countries-to-be - turn in the new, post- 
war period? Would they, nourished by pent up memories and imagining9 of hurts, deprivation and 
humiliation at the hands of western conqus:ors and international cartels, and inflamed by Soviet 



anti-imperialist prop~gando, join under the banner of commu.lism in a struggle to the death agains 
the West? Or did we yet have reason to hope? 

Couid the drive for national freedom by theae people be rooted in positively rather thar 
negatively charged attitudes and aspirations? Were they primarily interested in redress and cver 
revenge against their previous "exploiters;" or were they interested, primarily and genuinely, i r  
national developn~ent and self determination? If the former, futwe American serurity would surelj 
require sorne kind of massive atumic retaliatory threat, temporary though this protection must be. I: 
the latter, then, perhape, tbere was rmm to hope that ttiis world of new nations and their explodinj 
populations might find common ground with the West and, specifiicaIIy, with the United States 
Perhaps we stood ao an example, At the very least our levels of livrng attested to the fact that wt 

must have something worth examining, perhaps even emulating. The possibility of vigorous pursui! 
oi'nationalism by these emerging nations provided the slender thread of light to lessen the sombe~ 
outiook of that day. The outlook would have seemed darker still, could we have seen ahead just a few 
more months, to the collapse of Nationalist China, to the North Korean rampage south, to the s b u  
crumbling of French efforts either to fill the vacuum in Indochina or to extract itself gracefdly fron 
the snarl of local political power plays created by the termination ofJapanese dominiori.' 

Farmers and farm organizations had a dflerent but, as it turned out, interdependent kind o. 
worry, a pocketbook concern. During the war demands for American fowl and fiber were intense, or 
the home front, by our military, and by our allies. At the immediate end of the war, as price controfz 
were removed, farm product prices shot up. Food needs of war-ravaged Europe, converted intc: 
effective economic demand by the Marshall Plan, took up slack created by the termination of war timt 
grants of foodstuffs to Britain and the Soviet Union. But, it was felt, ~pparently by most farmers anc 
farm groups, and by University profesaore and government adminietrators paid to be concerned aboul 
such things, that these were temporary bleaainm. SureIy the post-war born in farm prduct prices 
was about to bust - - as after World War I. A well endowed contest was established ta give handsomt 
cash awards b the best a@cultutal economics eseslya on how this price collapse should be averted 01 

dealt with through public policy? Post-war "planning conferences" were held on most agricultura: 
college campuses. County agricultural extension agents were forced to deal with these prioritj 
issues.-- of peace and aecurity and of the collapse of foreign markets -- and hence prices, of fam 
products. 

A young professor at the University of Wisconsin, preparing to teach to a very large class oj 
students his first college course, an introduction to agricultural economics, was wondering how to den; 
with these problems. H e  was determined that his atudents should learn how to use the economi! 
analytic tools he had so recently himself acquired, to solve mqjor, real world problems of Americar: 
agriculture. But in the main, the tools did not deaI very vigorously or rigorously with these primal 
concerns of American farm people looking out upon a new and uncertain world political and economic 
scene. 

Fortunately, at highest levels, American political leadership was coming to grip. Presidenl 
Truman had his Inaugural Address to give on January 20. He had a fine instinct for the concerns 
which were uppermost among the American people. He had just turned thia instinct to account ir 
winning a hard fought election in a stunning upset, by, as became clear upon examination, a 
handsome margin. He knew that it was theae larger questions of international relationships whicl 
most troubled voters' souls at the time. Accordingly, he devoted his entire Inaugural Address h 



foreign affairs: What U, S. News and World Report called "President Truman's Inaugural Statement 
of Faith", a "Program for Peace and Freedom.'" 

His speech culminated in "four majot courses of action," four major points. The first three he 
dealt with rather briefly. They were all familiar. The first two were already in effect, and the third 
had been vigorously discussed and presumably acceptcd in the recent elections. They were in brief: 

First, continued support to the United Nations Organization and related agencies. 

Second, continued support to the European Recovery Program (the Marahall Plan). 

Third, commitment to "strengthen freedom-loving nations against the dangers of aggression, 
through a North Atlantic Alliance" treaty shortly to be sent to the Senate. 

These provisions left almost untouched, however, the great and vexing problems of the poor, 
emerging peoples - except as modestly impacted by our continued support of the U.N. Without 
provision for this problem, U.S. foreign policy would of necessity be restricted to only a piece of the 
problem. And this piece was, in fact, ever shrinking in relative importance as the rest of the world, so 
recently broken loose from Coloni~l control and economic stagnation, was expanding rapidly under 
the immutable circumstances of the new nations' population dynamics. The question facing the 
President was what to do about this issue in his Inaugural Address. The President, his advisor Clark 
Clifford and others involved in writing thc inaugural speech "all put their heads to it."' Whet they 
came up with was the fourth point: embarkation upon a "bold new program for making the benefits of 
our scientific advances and industrial progress available for the imprvvement and growth of 
underdeveloped aibeas." The address went on to say that the "material resources we can afford to use 

. for the assistance of other peoples is limited. but our imponderable resources in technical knowledge 
are constantly growing and are inexhaustib1e." 

The rest of the address elaborated the opportunities afforded under "Point Four" to help 
countries produce more food, better housing and health and otherwise improve the lives of these 
victims of hunger, disease, and poverty. It stated succinctly that "the old imperialism - exploitation 
fcr foreign profit - haa no place in our plans." And, he stated also, that: 

"A11 countries, including our own, will greatly benefit.. . .Experience shows that our commerce 
with other countries expands aa they progmss industrially and economically." He might have added, 
hut did not, that this was particularly true of trade in American farm products. Thus were our 
national concerns over long term security, and our fanners' concerns over international markets, dealt 
with in one grand policy stroke. The young profeseor at Wkonsin was much impressed! He arranged 
to have copies of the Inaugural Address mimeographed and distributed as assigned readings to his 376 
students. 

Shortly after giving his address, President Truman submitted a statement to Congress 
elaborating actions to be taken in implementation of Point Four! Dr. John A. Hannah (later to 
become ALD. Administrator), at that time President of Michigan State University and that year, 
President of the Mation,ai Association of Land Grant Universities, pledged, in a meeting with 
President Truman, the strong support of that program by these associated universities (a support 
which they have maintained). President Truman promptly respnded on February 14, saying among 
other things, "1 appreciate fulIy that in these institutions is a reservoir of talent and I heartily 
appreciate your pledge of full cooperation," The bold new program was embarked upon. The voyage, 



over much rough water, is still under gay. The U.S. Land Grant Universities have been among thl 
oarsmen 811 the way.' It  has had, as we shall see, profound impa*,".pon many of the then pool 
countries, and upon our country as well. Though bitterly assailed, and often seriously drifting of 
course, it has been supported over tho forty long years, albeit with varying degrees of vigor, by everj 

U.S. President, of both political parties.' 



END NOTES 

The reader nay wish to form his own judwent as b whether this was done, as official 
pronouncernt?nts had stated, for the sole purpose of shortening the war and saving 
American military lives or, altematiirely, primarily for the purpose of demonstrating to 
the Soviet Union that we would. as a nation. be wxllinn ta use this "doornsdav" weawn 
when deemed necessary. See Charles H. ~ e e ,  Jr., ~ e e x i n ~  at Potsdam (New pork, New 
York: M. Evans and Company, Ine., 19751, eap. pp. 235-48. 

Stanley Karnow, Vietnam. a Histow (New York, New York, The Viking Press,1982), esp, 
the first t h e  chapters. 

The "Chica school of economic thought seemed to have the best of this contest. Dr. 
William H. f%hols and Dr. D. Gale Johnson, both of the Universit of Chicago, won first 
and second prize reapeetively. The writer studied under both short6 thereafker. 

I U. S. News and World R e ~ r t  (January 28,1950), pp. 36-37. 
' Cabell Phillips, The Truman Presidenev (New York, New York: The Macmillan Com- 

pany, 19661, p. 232. 
a 'Technical Assistance for the Underdeveloped Areas of the World," Messa~e from the 

theto the 8lst Congress, 1st Session, June 24, 1949). 
Document No. 240, from which the following: 

T o  inaugurate the program, I recommend a fmt year appropriation of not to exceed 
$45,000,000. This mcludes $10,000,000 already re uested in the 1950 budget for 
activities of this character. The sum recommended wi 1 1 cover both our participation in 
the ropams of the internatior~l agencies and the assistance to be provrded directly by 
the bn&d States." 

' For a ve well documented and excellent account of the program and its near relatives 
during t X e formative three years, 1949-1952, as seen through the erspective of 
Congressional Hearings, sea Joseph Kemedy and Vernon W. Ruttan, "A !I e-aiTirmation 
of Professional and P g I a r  Thou ht on Assiatailce for Economic Development. 1949- 
1952," ~h.Journalof@glolin.~~riIlillse6), pp. 297-326. 



INTRODUCTION: What the Book Is About 

This book attempts an analytical description of several dimensions of the four-decade 
cooperative relationship between the U.S. Agency for International Development IA.I.D.11 and U.S. 
universities. The core of this relationship has been the carrying out of programs of agricultural 
development assistance to whet have come to be called the "Iess developed countries" (LDCS).~ 

These experiences with agricultural development have relevance ta and interact with other 
nation-building efforts, particularly and profoundly with the general economic development of the 
non-agricultural sectors of the countries. Occasional references and extrapolations are also made to 
U.S. aasi~tanee efforts on behalf of other dimensions of human well-being such aa improvement of 
human health and general education. 

Obviously, information covered in this book is highly selective. The selectivity here is not for 
the p u p a e  of achievingany kind of statistical representativeness, but to illuminate certain aspects of 
this long-term A.I.D.N.S. university collaboration with developing countries which mrcy, in the 
writer's view, prove most important as our country shapes policies and programs in our relationships 
with the developing countriea as we approach and enter the twenty-first century. The book elects to 
use more of the wspotlight" than the "floodlight" approach to illuminating this vast landscape. 
Although it suggests aeveral wrong trails that have been taken in the great experimental; adventure of 
foreign nssiatance, the ease might yet be made that, on the whole, the b k  is biased toward the 
happier experiences, the more generous interpretations. The writer proffers no denial nor regrets 
should this be true. There is much, ofcourse, ta be learned from failures. But there is so much more to 
be learned from successes. Economic and social development is an upward journey. The paths are 
uncharted and have many slippery spots to negotiate and seemingly insuperable obstacles to. 
surmount or circumvent. Some illwtrationa of the long term effort are sketched in only lightly, others 
in some detail. Together, it is hoped, they may give b t h  a aetde of the effort's long-hrm goals and 

, directions toward them and of the d e a l s  of the opportunities, problems and solutions found along the 
way. 

Throughout the chapters to follow we shall witnese many of the special 'atudiee and advisors' 
reports examining this continuing A.I.D.N.S. university relationship, and the' several legislatively 
and administratively induced and attempted efforte to render it more effective. We shall witness also, 
through summary atatistica1 compilations, the breadth, magnitude and reach of this four-decade joint 
enterprise. And, by more intimate and detailed contact with a few casee selected to be representative 
of the array of A.1.DN.S. university projects, programs and special problems, we shall come to feel the 
purposes, the personal exertions, aome of the accomplishmente and some of the potentialities of the 
experience. We shall also sense some of the unfulfilled hopes and the frustrations arising from 
inadequate commwiicetion and understanding, inexperience and, especially, the inherent complexity 
and enormity of the problems addressed. I t  is hoped that the reader may feel some of the fire of 
excitement of the enterprise and ita compelling challenge to the human spirit. 

There are many levels at which the A.I.D.N.S. university relationship can be examined and 
appraised. We shall see expeed some of the tougher issues of A.I.D.'s and of universities',respective 
perceptions of their roles. We shall get a sense of the processes of program developmdnt and of 
program content, of the mechanics of funding, and other aspects of management and project 
implementation. Agreement is not always complete as between, or even within, A.I.D. and the 

. . universities as to the proper mixes of their duties and responsibilities or means of exercising them. At 
best, these differences of view produce a creative and productive tension; at worst, they may stultify 
efforts and confuse host country beneficiaries. Even in the absence of such differences, systems of 
American-host country collaboration require continuous reappraisal and adaptation. 

1 

Much of the formal A.I.D. dialogue with the O.S. university community, including that with the 
advisory board, staff and the commit tees created by Title XII, has been about the more mechanical 



espctu of funding and other working arrangements. It is attention to such details which determines 
the happiness of the partnership, and hence it5 effectiveness. 

This buok embraces a consilderable amount. of such dqmil. But, taken as a whole, it strives ta 
1 Iook at the substance as well as thr! detail of some of thie long-term experience of A.1.D.IIJ.S. university 

collaboration against a backdrop of larger issuee: at how and how well it has served the ends of U.S. 
foreign policy with respect to the Ilws developed muntriee. And, for the future: what may we expect its 

- role to be? What should we hope ib role will be? 

Wisdom regarding theae larger questions atarts with a recognition that the game has been a 
large one. The stakes are very large {ndeed: as large atr the ability of the United States to survive in a 
rapidly changing world order in which it comprises s continuously shrinking portion of the world's 
populations and economic power. 

President Truman, as we have seen in the Prologue, saw this clearly when in Point Four of his 
Inaugural Address in January 1949 he initiated the program of assistance to the "underdeveloped 
countries" (which, for a host of reaaaiu, had been largely by-passed, and failed to receive the fruits of 
the technological and wnomic development revolutions of the nineteenth and early twentieth 
centuries) - - j u t  as he had appreciabed the stakes involved when he initiated the Marshall Plan of 
assietance to the war-ravaged but relatively advanced countries of Western Europe. In both cases the 
ultimate goal w w  the same: to influence favorably to the U.S. interest in world peace and proeperity, 
the prmessea by which bth the economically by-paased and the war-ravaged countries developed new 
economic and political institutions to replace the old orders and alignments which were being 
destroyed or made dysfunctional by the war and its aftermath. 

The U.S. universities' four decades of participation in ?he U.S. foreign assistance program must 
therefore be adjudged in terms of its role in assisting a d  ohaping the technoIogica1 and institutional 
overheuIs necessary to development of the LDCs. This impact has been by far the greatest in the - agricultural sector, and, largeIy by the agricultural exainple, in reorientation o f  general LDC 
educational processes toward creation of the trained human resource capabilities needed for nation 
building. 

I 

However large or small this contribution to U.S.foreign policy may have be",  assessmebit of the 
contribution requires thet the relative success of that yardstick itaelf must first be agjudgd. 

In one of his more famous etatementa as a eontem,porary reporter of unfolding history, 
Mr. Edward R. Murrow compared the purported comments of two oficers of the Enola Gay, as, over 
Hiroshima, they saw for the f i t  time view-d by man, the awenome release of light in the explosion of 
the fflt  atomic bmb. To one it co@ured up images of ths end of the earth, of the final catsclysmic 
disappearance of life in a ball of fm. To the other, it suggastrd the day of creation, when God said, 
"Let there be light." "Which," asked l,furrow, "is it b bs?" Did this ma ' the ending o f  one war, only ' 
to lead to the beginning of another, from which mankind ~wuld mot survive the unleashing of forces of 
deatmrction which technoIogiEa1 advances had created? Or had we, he asked, turned a corner: had we 
"come out of the darknesa into the light without knowing it?" 

The answer to that question was at that time totnlly uncertain. Upward evolution through the 
eons has probably created an inherent optimism in mankind. What else can explain its persistently 
aetting goals higher than current realities? But even thia inherent optimism would not have caused 
mary at  that time to expect a favorable outcome. And yet, nearly a half century later,' the planet and 
ib pec:ple survive. Few would have doubted that the chances of world survival depended essentially on 
the e~t ions  taken by the great powers; or h a t  any one of the great powers could have unilatera1ly 
triggered irreversible movement toward cataclysm. The United States was obviously at the point of 
leadership on one side. Bad policy on its pert could unquestionably have led to world destruction. 
Mistakes in dctaif it undoubtedlyWmade. , But in the only test thet really counts, its foreign policy 
actions in kheir broadest dimensions can only be judged a great success. We survived! 



END NOTES 

' This has been the nnme of the U.S. foreign asaistanee agency since 1961. Throughout 
this document (exce t where another name is used for reaaone made clear in context1 the 
terms "Agency for f ntemational Development" (or A.I.D. or simply "the A encynl are 
used to ap ly to the agency administering the U:S. foreign aid program, w atever its tR !I 
name at s time (or nemes, since more than one agency hea on occasion shared 
responsibilities now held in A.I.D.). I t  is hoped that this arrangement will prove useful to 
the reader; it clearly has to the writer. 

Frequently referred to here, in the lower case, as *the developing countries." 



AN OVERVIEW OF THE ROLE OF A.I.D. AND THE 

U.S. UNIVERSITIES IN COUNTRY PROGRAM 

DEVELOPMENT ASSISTANCE TO AGRICULTURE1 

American universities have been mqjor participants in the U.S. foreign assistance progam from 
its inception, and there is not a development sector in which one or more universities have not made a 
contribution to A.I.D.'s program and to the goals and institutions of developing countries, However, 
there are distinguishing charactcristica about the A.I.D./university relationship in agriculture that 
are both dominant and unique. 

For one thing, both in the U.S. and especially in LDCe, agriculture comprises a distinct sector 
component of the economy with its own structure of teehnicar relationships, institutional supports and 
constraints. Each country tends to treat it as a relatively distinct eco~omic entity. When A.I.D. has 
tried to achieve its own goals in a way that ignored or by-passed the sectoral structure, it has been 
unable to communicate effectively, or even to find effective governmenh~l or institutional structures 
with which to work. For another thing, A.I.D. has dealt in a special wcollegial" way with the U.S. 
agricultural (especially the Land Grant) eollogea in mattars of policy, program definition and priority 
getting. This "partnerehipU borrowed heavily on the decadessld patterns of relationships between 
these colleges and the U.S. Department of Agriculiure in dealing with problems of domestic 
agriculture and rural development. One would be hard pressed to find an instance where this 
happened in any other development sector for as long as it has occured in agriculture. It is sig&cant 
that the word "partner~hip" is so oRen used to describe thie (although "partnership" in, in thi$ 
instance, more descriptive of a desirable goal and aet of attitudes than of the real working 
relationship). For those reasons, as well as the practical aspects of time and resource limitations, this 
report deals essentially with A.I. D./university relationships in agricultural development. Many of the 
lessons from thie experience are, of course, relevant or adaptable to A.I.D. relationships with 
universities in other sectors of LDC development. 

This chapter, on the other hand, tries to show the eize of the university involvement in A.I.D.'s 
bilateral, or country, agricultural programs and where and when it took place, Numbers and statistics 
are not featured in the narrative of the rest of the report but they do underlie much of the discussion 
and description; therefore, some explanation and sample8 of the hqckground data would probebly be 
helpful. 

Data on Country Programs and the Sources 

It is often d d  that, "A.I.D. has no institutional memory," and our own effort8 ta gather data 
bear out the statement. Information from A.I.D. and the State Depnrtment libraries on the programs 
of the foreign aid agencies which preceded A.1.D is scarce; the material that is availabla is not always 
consistent in the type of data given and is, therefore, diCFcuIt to compare or to make cumulative. The 
university project and contract information from the pre-A.1.D days is incomp1;ete and is incorporated 
in A.I.D. reporta only when the project was carried over into A.1.D activities in 1961. Most of the data 
we use come from A.1.fl.ltJ.S. Universitv Contracts Providing Technical As~iatance b Host Countrx 
-and A.LD1s W-442 Repork ("Blue Book").' That is, f- 
are only for proiects fu~ded  hv A.I.D. miaeions for develo~ment assistance in thoae countries. We do 



not here describe contracts for aervicea to A.I.D. headquarters (i.e., "worldwideu technical services 01 

reaearch, or partidpent training projects3), or  $entrally-funded Collaborative Research Suppor' 
Programs (CRSPsl, Strengthening Grants of various types to U.S. universities, and other centrally 
funded activitieq these are important activities and the latter two are discussed later in the report. 

We have mentioned the problem of obtaining information on university country projects prbr tc 
1960. There is sufficient informational material on those projects from A.I.D. predecessor agencies 
Congressional reports, and other sources (such as the universities themselves) to permit 1is king then 
in some of the tables in this chapter; unless the projects carried on into 1961 and were picked up ir 
A.I.D. reporting, however, the data were not ~ ~ c i e n t  enough, or  consistent enough, for them to bt 
included in the data base we prepared and from which the listing of universities in Appendix E 
derives. 

Gespite these cautionary notes, the story is still a little larger than can be statisticallj 
demonstrated. A.I.D,'s bureaucrats, for whatever alae may be said about them, are often innovativt 
and reaoureeful. The dollar amount of the university contracts, for example, was frequentlj 
supplemented with local currencies to cover the costs of housing for contract personnel, in-countq 
travel and local purchase of auypliea, ek.; still other local currencies were used to provide support tc 
research and institutional development programs.' So the effort was a little larger, and a little mort 
costly, than the figures indicate. Another type of country project also excluded is the AID-fmancec 
host-country contract. Thew eontrscts were highly favored by A.I.D. policy for a while because it wa! 
thought that: 1) host govemmenta uwould take more wrious1y their responeibilities" for supporting 
the project, and 2) such contracts reduced A.I.D. pereonnel requirements for supervision and suppar! 
as managment became the respomibility of the hoet country. The operational aspect8 of this will k 
discussed later in this chapter, but one of the coneequenmr was that financial monitaring was alsc 
decentralized and there are no details in Washington on homt-country contracting from its inceptior 
through about 1933. 

In other words, what we have t an order of magnitude of the A.I.D/university collaboratior 
rather than a precise tabulation. 

University Country Programs by Development Sector 

As we said earlier, the U.S. universities have ms~de a contribution to A.I.D.'s program and tc 
LDC goals and institutione in every development =tor. The following chart gives a broad picture ol 
the country technical assistance activities of the universikies in all of the development sect~rs.~ 



U.S. UNIVERSITY ASSISTANCE TO COUNTRY 
PROGRAMS BY DEVELOPMENT SECTOR 

Human Ra8ourcmr 32% 
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and Economlom 7 

Health 8s 

Populrtlon 2% 

Natural CIm~ouromm 2% 

Sclancm and 
Enginmarina .PI 
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I t  is clear that university participation in agriculture development was almost the equal of all 
the other sectors combiied. The fol1owing table shows the participation of the universities by 
development sector and region. 

A.I. D./UNIVERSITP PROGRAMS & PROJECTS 

By Develo ment Sector, Region & Amount 
$mulative, 1960-1988 

Region No-Proja. No.Univs Total Amt. 
Amicul turq 

Africa 
Asia 
L ~ & I  America 7i 24 89;81 5;845 
No.AfrN.East 25 58 243 986 
T 232 1% $402,i9a,OaZ 

Develo~ment Plannina & Economics 

Africa 
Asia 

' Latin Am. 

Africa 
Asia 
Latin Am. w 
Africa 
Asia 

Health & Po~dstion 

Human Resources 

All 10 8 

All 37 22 



inflation, of course, was a ~ i ~ c a n t  factor during the last two-thirds of the yeam covered in the 
Table and ten& to disbrt the level of effort given ta Africa in recent years as compared to Asia nnd 
Latin America in earIier times. We have used an inflation facbr devised by A.I.D.' to recalculate the 
agriculture portion of the foregoing Table. 

Agriculture 

Region ' Con tract Amount in Amount in 
Amount 1989 WIlara 1967 Dollam 

Africa $139,898,662 $273,146,729 $84,791,308 
Ada 11 4,236,549 282,407,701 92,761,307 
Latin America 89,816,845 236,717,676 73,728,325 
No-AfrN East 
TOTALS 35 661 536 

$28@@m 

It appears that whether one prefers to look at the level of dart from today's psrspt ive  or from 
that af the M'oodahk era, there ha8 been a surprising evenness of effort among the regions - - taking 
i n b  account, of course, differences in the size and numbr of nations in a region. 

The Universities Overseas: The Beginnings of Country Programs 

Some relationships between specsc universities and developing countries may have had their 
origins in the days prior to a uforeign aida program, such as during the World War I1 activities of the 
Institute for Inter-American M a i m  QIAA). (More likely, however, technical teama were recruited 
"from universities" rather than fielded "by the univemities".) Generafly, however, those activites 
were designed to assure euppliea of needed wartime commodities, euch as rubhr, rather than with 
broader agricultural development goale or institution building. The conscioue effort to involve 
universitieg in development programs began modeatly in 1911, generalIy as m result of initiatives in 
the developing country (whether government, local institution, U.S. univtmity or A,I.D. Mission) 
rather than through Washington suggestions or program directives. ln agriculture, these early 
country projects were: 

Early A-1-DJUnivemity Projects: 1951-1952 

U.S. University 

U. of Arizona 
U. ofArkansas 
Cornell 
U. of Illinois 
Michigan Stata 
Oklahoma State 
Purdua , , 

Utah State 

Counttv - - Institution 

Iraq - Abu Ghraib Ag. Col l e p  
Prnema - Nat'l. Inst. of Agr~c. 
Philippinea - h a  Bsnos 
India - Allahabad A Inat. 
Colombia - Nation8 k. Univsraity 
Ethio ia - CovP. Of Ethiopia 
~ r a z i r -  ~ n i v .  of Yinas brais  
Iran - Gov't, & Knr J College 



Each of the university projects was ns different from the other in design as the country in whicl 
it was located. The foreign aid planners and managers (and the U.S. Congress) had not yet begun tc 
insist on a standardized design format or on "quantitative performance indicators and objectives.' 
Other than the assumption that the agricultural universities would inspim or coax host-countrj 
institutions ta do what Land Grant colleges did in the U.S,, there was not a lot of ur,iformity in tht 
projects. 

Policies and Personalities: Their Effect on the Effort 

Governor Harold Stassen believed that American universities were a great resource for 
international development and when he h a m e  Direcbr of the Mutuet Security Agency (MSA) and 
Administrator of tho Foreign Operations Administration (FOA) in 1953, he personally requested U.S. 
universities to increase their participation in the foreign aid program and encouraged greater 
utilizati~n of them by the overseas missions. His encouragement did not go unheeded and the 
following agricultural projects were added to the previous bt: 

U.S. Universitv 

U. of California 
U. of Florida 
U. of Idaho 
U. of Minneso ta 
Montana State 
U. of Nebraska 
State U; of N.Y. 
No, Carolina St. 
Oregon State 
Permstate U. 
Texas A&M 
Washington State 
U.ofWy0mhg , 

U. of Illurois 
Ohio Stah 
Kensar Steta 
U. of Tennessee 
U. of Missouri 

Countrvflnatitution 

Chile#. of Conception 
Coab RicdAg. Servicio 
Ecuador/Univereitie~ 
Kor&alSeoul Univ. 
Jo rdanlGov't of Jotdan 
TurkeyIAhturk U. 
IsraeYGov't. of Ierael 
PerulGov't. - - Min,A 
TheilmdlKasetsart 8. 
MsxicdMin. Agric. 
Mexico/Eacuet a Su tior 
pakista- *ab &v. 
Af haniatanl 9 mbul Univ. 
ln$a/Min. of fmd & A ~ .  
IndialMin. of Food & Ag. 
IndidMin. of Food & Ag. 
IndialMin. of Food & Ag. 
IndialMin. of F m l  & Ag. 

Period - 
1954-1957 
19561960 
1954-1957 
1954-1962 
19641957 
1956 1966 
1954-1958 
19SdPtes. 
1964- 1960 
t 964 1958 
1954-1966 
1954-1969 
1966.1973 
1955-1969 
1955-1984 
19561972 
1956- 1964 
1957-1963 



The Halcyon Days of the New A.I.D. 

Although the first year of operations of the new A.I.D.did not auger well for university activities 
or for technical aasis+hnce in general, both A.I.D. and the universities made efforts h improve Lhe 
situation. The interest of the White Houm in increasing assistance to Latin America and the 
emer&g nations of Africa, created opportunities for university participation and they again 
reaponded as they had earlier for Resident Truman, aa the following Table illustrates: 

University Agricul tural Projects under A.I.D. 
1962-1971 

Year Region Total Ended or Ongoing 
A F M U N E  GQ!z&&~ Contracts 

The Tabb alao ah ow^ that, &r 1971, the number of university projects began to fall ofl 
quickly, There were a several factorr contributing to the drowff, moat of which were exogenous to the 
university effort itselt: 

- 

The foreign aid program in general was bsiq ssrioualy questioned at some universities, 
partly an a wspillovtr" of opposition to the Vietnam involvamen t and accusations that 
universities were acting an cover for C.I.A. activities, and partly due ta an imbalance of 

1 

publicity on the failure 0tA.I.D.; . 
The Congress was dieaatisfiad with the concentration of mac~econoanic development to 
the detriment of social, development. Eapcially, it fTht, the fun* were being niphond off 
to support wealthy and pwerful praans - in and outsids the gbvernment -- in LDCs. 
The foreign aid program was voted down totally in 1972 and left for dead for n perid of 
about a week. Subsequently, the "poorest of the paor" and "women in development" 
became the priorities under the banner of the "New Directione" in the foreign aid 
legislation; 



As the 19709 began, there was a decreasing amount of grant funds for biIatera1 sctivitie. 
and increasing pressure tb use 1onq funds for longer-term technical assistance. Payinl 
for technical assistance and institutional deveIopment projects in hard currency wa 
dWicult for LDCa to juawy to themselves and when they did it, there was much mon 
concern over project duration and project "deliverablesw (quantifiable indicators ant 
objectives). They a h  chafed at paying American technicians - now LDC governmen 
"employees", in a senae - more than they paid their own, even though they recognize( 
that the Americans also were paid more at home. 

Another factor which contributed to the dromfCof university projects was the decision ta tr! 
"host-country contracting." We mentioned earlier in the chapter thnt, in  the haste to push thl 
responsibility for administering technical aanistanca contracta onto the LDC governments, A.1.D 
neglected to devise monitoring and reporting etandard~ to cover its own into~rmational needs and tho94 
of interest to Conpess. Information on the particulars d host+ontry contracting is just not avaiIeb14 
in Washington (except possibly in retired fdea) and may no longer ba aveilablo from A.I.D. missions 
But, in addition to the administrative problems which frequently resulted and the information an! 
data gaps, the U.S. univemitiee did not like them from fha k t  and reeiabd working under them. A' 
one time, the National Asmiation of State Univemitiee and Land Grant ColIegw votsd to recomment 
that a11 U.S. univewities refuse to enbr into such contrmcb. Their reasons were twofold: 11 tha 
arrangements weret.cumbersome, difficult, and eorr,atimea capriciow, and 2) an a k t a  organization! 
they felt it improper, in principle, to work for a foreign govehrlment. A.I.D. insf  ted, however, anc 
some universities did enter inta contracta (some of which were fmd by ALD. loons which lent t 
stronger rationale to the LDCs k i n g  the contracting party). Soma hwt-muntry projwta worked well 
Most did not, however, and A.I.D. ie now much more flexible about the appropriatuness of their use. 

Current co&try Programs 

University country programs - et Itast those of the traditional typa - are now at their lowesl 
level8 since 1956. A.I.D. f- hort-country contracta might add 8 few numbam to the list, bul 
essentially the numbar of new contracts jut about equals the projects that am ending, so that ongoing 
projecta in any year number abut  two down. (Sea graph at end of chaptar.) The impression is the1 
many of the current projects have more rpecKe and more immediata goal8 then the broadel 
agricultural developmtnt and institution building goals of the recent past - mrtainly A.I.D.'s projecl 
design p-rs would tend to push them that WRY, md the tight budpt m~trlinta thnt affect all 
operating units of b1.D. make long-brm fmcia l  comdtmenb extremely di&ult. All is not lost f o ~  
institution building, however. Ths Collaborative Research Support Pragrmmr ICRSPs), though 
centrally funded, carry out much of the re8errch in collaborating LDCs (and mma advanced 
developing countries) and work with universiticm and othk research institutions. Some A.I.D. 
missiom, and some LDCs by themselves, are tying country agricuItura1 projects to CRSP activities, 
hoping to take advantage of a possible synergism. 



Institution Building 

Most of this report is devoted to the use of American universities in the building of agricul tural 
institutions -- particularly in line with the Land, Grant College concept - but it is not possible to 
discuss all of th'ern in the body of the report. It also happens, for reasons mactioned at the beginning of 
this Chapter, that the data in the appendices do not cover some of the early relntionships. I t  seemed 
therefore that i t  would be useful to provide a list of the longer-term university/host country 
relationahips. 

Institution-Building Activities 

Country/Institution U.S. University Period 
Africa 

Camermn/Univ. of Cameroon 
Cape Verddnst. of Ag. h a .  
EthiopialGovlt. of Eth~opia 
Kenya/Univ, of Nairobi 
K e n y a  rtonA .College 
~ewtho/Ev't. of kerntho 
MalawVDept. of A Research % NigeridAhmad.~ ello Univ. 
NigeriaWniv. of lfe 
SomalieJMin. of Agriculture 
SudanIGov't. of Sudan 
TanzanidGov't. of Tanz. 

I 

TanzanialMoro oro A Coll . 
UgandalAg. Co f leges( f ) 

Southern Univ. 
Univ. of Arizona 
Oklahoma State Univ. 
Colorado Stata Univ. 
West Virginia U. 
Washin nState 
Univ. o tF lorida 
Kansaa State 
Univ. of Wisconsin 
Univ. of Wyoming 
Cons.UInt1 Dev. 
Texas AQM 
West Virginia U. 
West Vir ginia U. 

+ Had another or several projects in the country. 

Countryflnstitution 
Asia 

BangIadeshlUniv. of Dacca 
BangIadeeh/E.Pakia. Ag. Univ. 
BurmslGov't. of Burma 
Indimin. of Agric. 
Indidin.  of Agric. 
IndidMaharastra Univ. 
IndidAllahabad Ag. 1 nat. 
IndidMin. of Agric. 
IndialMin. of Agric. 
IndonesialLTniv. at Bangor 
KoreaCSaoul Univ. 
Ne h t . o f A  'c. PX atanW. Pa &: 's. 
PhilippineellJniv. at Los Banos 
Phili pinedhv't. of Philippines 
Thai P andlKasetsart Univ. 
ThaiIandlGov't. of Thailand 
ThaiIandlMin. of A ic. 
Vietnadhu Due I= g. College 

W.S. University Period 

Texas A&M 

Kanass State 
Ohio State 
Penn Stab 
U. of IlIinoin 
U. of Miasouri 
U. of Tennessee 
U. of Kentucky 
U. of Minnesob 
MUCIA 

Cornell WpshinfP 
Auburn U. 
Ore onstate 
~ a l s t a t o .   POI^ 
U. of Kentucky 
U. of Florida. ... 



Latin America 

Argentinmat1 Inst. of Agric. 
BrazilNniv. of M h e  Cerais 
BraziWniv. of Ceara 
BraziWniv. of Rio Gr. do Sul 
BraziVU.of Sao Paulo(ESALQ) 
BraziVMin. of A 'c. 
Colombia/Natl. 8; niversity 
Caste RicalGov't. Ag. Sarvicia 
Dominican RepIGovY. of D. R. 
GuatemsIaRTniv. of Sbn Carlos 
WonduraslMin. of Nat. Ties. 
PanamdNatl. f net. of Ag. 
PanamdUniv. of San Carlos 

'"Y yICo1. ofAg. & Vet. Sci. 
Pe Gav't. of Peru 
PerdAgr. Reform Inst. 
UruguayCUniv. of E. Umguay 

Near EasVNo. Africa 

AfghmhWGov't. & Kebul Univ. 
I ~ G o v ' t .  & Karaj College 
Ira Abu Ghraib College 
Jo d a v ' t .  of Jordan 
MoroccdWasean A . Inst. 
M o r d C o v ' t .  of d orocco . 
TuniaidGovtt . of Tunisia 
Tunisia/Govlt. of Tunisia 
Turkey/Govlt. of Turkey 

Texas A&M 
Purdue 
U. of Arizona 
U. of Whlconsin 
Ohio State 
Mieeissilrpi State 
Michigrut Stab 
Univ. of l?lorida 
Texas AdkM 
U. of Kentucky 
Auburn IJ. 
U. of Arkansas 
Oklahoma State 
New Mexico Stab 
No. Carolina State 
Iowa State 
Iowa State 

u. of Wyoming 
Utah State 
U. of Arizona 
Waehingb~n State 
U. of Minnesota 
Mid-Amer. Ag. Cons. 
Texas A&M 
U. of Mimesots 
Oregon Shah 



END NOTES 

This Chapter, and the data search and tabulations on which it is based, is the work of the 
associate writer of this report, Mr. Frank Campbell. 

Reports are available only from June 1960 onwards (but a few reports from the mid-1970s 
could not be Iocated either in the A.LD. Reference Library or Office of Prmurement). 
A.I.D. has no corn uterized data bsse of the information and it is virtually impassible to f find overall curnu ative data. It w m  necessary ta go t h o u  h the Reports by hand and, as L we used only the End of Fiscal Year reporb, it ia posaibIe t t some short-term c~ntracts 
or short-term extensions were d e e d .  (See Appendix B for list of universities and their 
bilateral activities.) 

' Partici ant training performed under a university technical assistance contract with an 
A.I.D. kission is included. 

In most cases, these local currencies were owned by the host country but contrl31Ied to 
some degree by the U.S. Government because they were derived from the proceeds of 
resources transferred by the U.S., e. ., PL-480 "wheat sales," program lol:~ns, or 
commodity import programs. The use o f these funds in the university pro'&@ does npt 
add to the bilateral program totals since only the dollars loaned or grante d repres~ent, m 
most cascs, n real transfer of resources. Still, they allowed the dollar resource.3 to be 
stretched. 

' The Chert is derived from the data base we prepred from the A.I.D. W-442 Repori:~ and, 
therefore has the limitntiona we outlined earher. It nevertheless depicts the "order of 
magnitude* among the secton, fairly accuratdy. 

For use in dealing with Con as on budget matters, A.I.D. has devised a wdefIator" laehr 
which allow prior year b u r &  to be compared with the current ear. See *Request and 
Appro riation Trends," P&B/RPA Memo (October 13,1988). dr each year covered in 
the ~ag le ,  we have applied a correspondin "deflatorn or "i@atcrU factor and added them 
for the totals shown m the 1987 or 198 if columns. The infIaturIdefIator factor,$ are 
available only for the years 1967 *ugh 1989, so dollars for the ears prior to 1967 are 
regarded as constant value dollars - not quite true but not &ting the point la be 
demonstrsted. 





COUNTRIES WHERE U.S. UNIVERSIN AGRICULTURAL 
ACTIVITIES HAVE TAKEN P U C E  (1959 -88) 



SECTION I1 

EXAMPLES OF AGRICULTURE RESEARCH 
AND EDUCATION INSTITUTION-BUILDING 



INDIA: The Crown Jewel of Experience in Cooperation 

.... Dean Rusk remarked in a speech that, in his opinion,'the most 
succeasful piece of foreign poIicy ever implemented by the U.S. 
government in its over 200 years plus history was the establishment of 
the Land Grant University system in India.'l 

-Dr. John Nicholiades, 1987 

Background: The Need To Increase Food Production 

-American Agrieulturs has had an impact on Japan in the Meija Era (1868-1879) and 
on Mexico since 1930. From 1955 onwards, it has also influenced Indian AMuIture. 
Its concept of integration of teaching, research and extension was accepted in India, 
and has led to the development of agricultural universities.' 

If, as was the claim in colonial days, India wae the crown jewel of the British Empire, the 
India/U.S. univerity agricultural progrem of the late 1950s and the 1960s was certainly the crown 
jewel in the long history of the A.1.D.AJ.S. university experience. 

Recurring famine had been India's lot since history began. Sometimes these famines were quite 
1-1, caused by natural disasters of drought or flood. In spite of a rather well developed railway 
transport system, insufficient food or people were fnoved from area to area to mitigate the effects of 
these local diaaaters, and therefore the eflech on the lives of people in dflicted areas were of'ten brutal. 
At other timee, monsoon failures weria very wide spread, grossly reducing food supplies country-wide. 
And, always, there was the "silent famine," as Mohandes Gandhi called the constant hunger and 
mslnourishment that was the Consequence of low productivity and pitifully low incomes of the 
impoverished rural masses. 

When India came into her new found independence on August 15, 1947, memoriee of the 
devastating famines of the mid-1940s were fresh in her mind. Shortly after independence she was hit 
by another serioue f a b e  caused by the terrible drought of 1960-51. India's excellent foreign 
exchange balance of pounds sterling, earned by sewices to Britain in the recent world war and so 
important to her hopes for industrialization and economic development, were being drained for fowl 
imports. In 1951, India imported about 3,400,000 tons of food grains from the United Stetea under a 
special wheat loan. Clearly something had to be done if, as Prime Minister Nehru kept reminding 
Indiana and foreigners alike, "political independence was to be followed by economic independence" 
without which India's political freedom would be empty of its promiae of a bstt8r l i e  for its citizens. 

This set of circumstencee led the government of India to a fateful decision: one which would 
mark 8 turning point, though probably wecognized as such at the time,'toward a monumental, 
alowly unwinding improvement in the very foundations of her igriculture. She asked the U.S. 
Government for technical help, help of the kind that could get her agriculture based squarely on 
scientific foundations rather than upon the fotkways of ttaditional agriculture. She would try to 
harness the extraordinarily successful experience of U.S. agriculture, properly adapted, to her own 
needs for massive improvements in agricultural praductivity. 



Efforts thus far to improve mar life by various rural uplih efforts, particularly community 
development programs aqd village l e ~ e l  extension work in. agriculture and home science, were 
withering in effectiveneaa for want of an expanding rural eoonomic base to support them. And the 
agricultural extenaion work s h r e d  from shortages of profeseional personnel and, especially, from 
lack of technics1 knowledge to "extend," which would havo the power to dramatically increase 
agricultural prductivity to the degree needed to have an impact on national development. Much 
more than mere stimulation of the farmers was needed. Agriculture had to be put on a more 
productive basis. Quite literally, it had to be shifted from an ancient set of folkways to a scientific, 
sound technological basis. Though battles raged inside government on the eubject, the better informed 
and wiser counsel prevailed. The importance of chemical fertilizers was recognized as a key first step 
toward getting crop yields increased and the introduction of scientific agriculture started. 

The Importance of Fertilizers 

Fertilizers were both the symbol and the substance of the shift in viewpoint in those early 
1950s. Because of the religious veneration of the cow, very strong wial suasions operated to justify 
the immense numbers of cattle kept with no economic output except animal manure.* The 
justification for organic farming - based largely on cow manure and compoat pits - was carried in the 
argument that non-organic manurea (chemical fertilizers) would "burn out the soil." Bountiful 
evidence to the cvntrary exiated in the many years' research done in the research stations of the 
several Indian states and of the central government. But the mesaage was blurred in translation to 
policy.' 

The wiser men prevailed however. "India's proposals for technical and economic assistance 
included fertilizer projects and servicee of an eminent fertilizer expert. Dr. Frank W. Parker, a 
prominent U.S. fertilizer expert, accompanied by a amall group of U.S. technicians, arrived in India in 
December 1952 ta establish the U.S. technical miaaion and to develop the Indo-Aietican Program."' 

- From the very first, Parker gained the confidence of top oEciJs in the Indian government, in 
his dual role as head of the U.S. mission's agricuItura1 division and aa agricultural advisor to the 
Ministry of Agriculture. He was more often found in his oEce in the Ministry than in his ofice in the 
A.I.D. mission. 

The A.I.D. agricultural program covered a range of activities, but focused heavily on fertilizer 
production and uses. These lattar pursued four general objectives: (1) to carry out a large set of 
experiments with fertilizer use on farmers' fields to test response8 to fertilizer of several crops under 
various conditions, (2) to develop methads of soils testing and a set of soil testing centers around the 
country to provide lucal farmers with information on their fertilizer needs, (3) to introduce and test 
new fertilizers that might he auperior to the low analysis fertilizers in common use and, (41 to 
stimulate increased fertilizer praduction and use by organizing a fertilizer trade organization "to the 
service tif the public, the Government of India and the fertilizer industry." 

None of these endeavors evolved perfectly or accomplished their full potential. But a11 of them, 
singly and especially in combination, established a massive shift in thinking toward recognizing the 
need for greatly expanded use of chemical fertilizers. The soils testing labs, and the tests on 
cultivators' fields, particularly, showed elearly the error of earlier assumptions that Indian soils were, 



in generri1, adequately endowed with phosphorus. They strengthened also the understanding of the 
desperately low nitrogen conhnt of almost all Indian soit.  And they even demonstrated, in some 

. areas, critical shortages in potassium, especially for such high potassium requiring crops as banmas, 
citrus crops and potatoes. Sharp deficiencies were detected in some of the minor elements. The 
resulting farmer demand for phosphate and nitrogen fertilizers, particularly, was a powerful force 
driving the country toward developing a virile fertilizer production industry, "now (as of 1986) 
ranking fourth in the world in totai fertilizer production, with an instalIed operating capacity of 3.9 
million tons of Nz and 1.29 million tons of PzOa.M 

The energetic and persistent eEorts of soils expert Dr. Gilbert Muhr, frrst as a direct hire A.I.D. 
employee and later, under special arrangement, as a member of the University of Tennessee contract 
barn, resulted in establishment of 21 soils' testing laboratories, in as many locations, across the length 
and breadth of India, Their purpose was ta provide individual farmers fertility analyses of soil 
samples provided by the farmers, together with advice on types and amounts of fertilizer applications 
needed for the crop the farmer planned to grow on the land sampled. This service was extremely 
popular among the farmers; but the production rate of samples analyzed per month stubbornly 
remained very low. However modest the labs' service to individual farmers, they did succeed in 
demonstrating (contrary to prevailing view) the totally cosmopolitan shortage of available 
phosphorous in soils throughout India, and the critical nitrogen shortages In mils that had been 
assumed to have been adequately fertilized with organic manures. Perhapa even more importantly, 
the fmmera who followed the laboratories' fertilization recommendatioins obtained such greatly 
increased yields -- end increased incomes -- that they stood as beacons steering other farmers toward 
more use of fertilizer and better farming methods. 

The testa on thousands of cultivators' fields, primarily wheat and rice but including also onions 
and potatoes, showed that fertilization rates recommended by the several states were far too low -- 
even though much higher than practiced by an but afew farmers. These tests compared yield results 
from: zero application,' state recommended levels of application, and 150% of state recommended 
levels of application (in each case using the combination of nitrogen and phosphorus deemed best by 

. the State Ag~icultural Department). Returns per pound of fertilizer for the last increment averaged 
about 50% higher than for the first. This reeulted in that phenomenon so rarely seen: increasing 
marginal rates of return, what the economists would call a prduction function "concave from above." 
Very few farmers applied fertilizers at anything approaching state recommended levels. The correct, 
immediate conciusion was that fertilizers should be concentrated much more heavily, and on less land 
if necessary. The far more important, long run conclusion was that 
anticivated was required for India's future agricultural development. 

The complex, compound fertilizer experiments were designed to provide more accurate data on 
crop responses to fertilization and -- especially - to show interrelations between the two major 
elements, nitrogen and phosphorus. Because of faulty analitit design (importad from standard 
western literature) these experiments gave the wrong answers to the latter question. They indicated a 
negative rather than positive interaction between nitrogen and phonphorus fertilization. That is, they 
showed that either nitrogen or phos~horus produced greater yield increases when applied singly 
rather than together. This discouraged interest in mixed fertilizers by potentid fertilizer production 
investors. It also appeared erroneous to the writer. Upon detailed examination he found that, 
properly analyzed, the data actually showed a strong positive interaction. But getting this accepted as 
basis for fertilizer policy was a bit traumatic. Agronomists and soils experts quickly accepted the new 



correct interpretetiom; but the statisticians who had designed the teats would budge until they 
tried their own even more sophisticated new analytic techniquee, which supported the finding of a 
positive interrelationship. 

Those complex fertilization experiments also cast another false light on fertilizer requirements, 
as they were w r i e d  out largely on land that was already atypically high in natural fertility. Having 
benefited by earlier application of phosphorus, which builds up in soil, the land on which the 
experiments were conducted showed very much lower amounts of fertilizer requirements for 
maximum economic efficiency than waa characteristic of the country's farms as a whole. Therefore, as 
is frequently the case, the simpler tests under real-life farming conditions provided data much more 
useful for policy making than did the seemingly sophisticated tests limitd ta the artificial conditions 
of the controlled experiments.' 

Five U.S. Universities Undertake Major Assistance Efforts 

But all these results were in the future. Responsive to India's articulated felt needs, Dr. Parker 
and his small group helped India decisively to break through into scientific approaches to agricukdre, 
and to steer the country into intensscation of agriculture by use of fertilizers and other inputs to 

achieve radical increases in yields and hence total food production. 

Important to the future of Indian f d  production as were the breakthroughs in understmd'mg 
the potentialities of increased fertilizer usa, another insight of even deeper long range signXieance was 
developing among the agricultural leadership of India shortly before and early in her independence: 
an appreciation of need for augmentation and overhaul of her systems of agricultural research, 
agricultural higher education and agricultural education of the famnersm8 

"India won independence on August 15, 1947. The importance attached by the new nation to 
education is refledd in the Government of India Resolution of Novemkr 4, 1948, setting up the 
Indian University Education Commission."* 

The very distinguished cornmiasion appointed incident to this resolution, chaired by the then 
Professor of Eastern Religions and Ethics at Oxford University and later to become President of India, 
Dr. S. Radhakrishnan, publshed its three-volume report in August 1949. Obviously, it had acted 
quickly; but it did much to identify the serious need for reform of agieulturaI research and education 
at all levels. It called attention to the small numbers of scientists educated through the Ph.D. degree 
level by the Indian univecsitiee; tu the deterioration in quality of scientific research and teaching 
throughout the country; and to the lack of interest among Indian atudents and acientists in agriculture 
as an area for advanced training and serious research. It highlighted the very bed and apparently 
worsening condition of agriculture in the country and the alarming upward climb of agricultural 
imprts, which were rapidly draining the nation's financial reaoukea and foreign currency reserves. 

The commission recommended the establishment of rural universities each of which would be a 
ring of small, resident, undergraduate colIeges with specialized faculties and university facilities at 
the center. The university at the heart of each ring would, presumably, aher the pattern then extant, 
provide accreditation and other academic administrative services to the largely independent colleges. 
These recommendations were not very prescriptive of how to solve the fragmentation of research and 
educational services to agriculture whkh was so greatly impeding agricultural development. But the 



report and discuasiona of it did create an awareness of the need for change and of the contrasts between 
the Indian agricultural educational system and the U.S. Land Grarit College system which had played 
such a key role in the rapid advances of U .S. agriculture. 

While various committee8 and public bodiea were debating how or whether to implement the 
commissiont report, "the Ministry of Food and Agriculture was having its own ideas on the needs of 
the situation. The importance of breaking new ground on the lines indicated by the commission was 
recognized and expressed hope that these U.S. colleges could provide assistance to India to help her 
achieving similar institutional arrangements in support of Indian agri~ulture."'~ 

"Dr. Frank W. Pwker came on the scene as Technical Cooperation Administration (A.I.D.) 
Advisor to the Ministry at New Delhi and his advice and esorts culminated in the setting up of a Joint 
Indo-American team. The Ministry resolution of Nov. 24,1954 [which] made special reference to the 
experience of the institution in the 'USA, particularly the Land Grant Colleges"." 

This Joint Indo-American team with an Indian agricultural administrator as chairman, three 
American and three Indian agricultural scientists as sp ia l i s t s  and a senior member of the Indian 
Administrative Service as secretary, was set up. The Indians visited the U.S. universities and U.S. 
Department of Agriculture officials in the United States for about three month8 in 1955; shortly 
thereafter the American members visited f ndian agricultural educational and research institutions 
and met with central and state government oflicinls. 

Before this team began i ts  work, Dr. Parker visited all the U.S. university campuses which 
ultimately became involved in the program. Dr. Parker's current recollecti~n'~ of just how he came to ' 

select the U.S. u~Jversities to visit is that various special circumstances surrounded each case. Illinois 
,had for years had a special relationship with Allahabad University in Uttar Pradesh State. Indian 
leadership in the state, espticially those who had been on the Illinois campus, recalled this relationship 
fondly. The State of Uttur Pradesh was beginning to think of establishing a large agricultural 
university on a very large tract of i,md, in the Terai, the relativeIy flat woods and grassland just below 
the Himalayan foothills. So that was a ~ ~ t u r a l .  The University of Temesaee, which had a very strong 
College of Home Economics, was carrying out an Indian countrywide assistance program in home 
science, which was reputedly doing well. 

The president of the university, Dr. C. E. Brehm, had visited this project in India and Dr. Parker 
and the Indians had been impressed. For various reasons growing from his pre-lndizn experience, 
Parker felt that the other U.S. universities (Ohio State, Kanaas State and Missouri) would be wa!! 
suited. So he visited these five university campuses and laid out to faculty and administrators the 
challenges presented by the anticipated program in f ndia. At the University of Tennessee, several in 
the faculty including the writerL3 and especially the top administrators were interested. Some 
doubters couldn't see why the U.S. should be helping Indian farmers produce mare f d  when the U.S. 
was again being threatened with post-war food surpluses. Parker did his best to point out that the 
starving, poverty ridden peoples of the underdeveloped nations could not buy U.S. fwd, nor wouId 
their governments k able t o  import it for them for Iong unless they got some economic development 
going, development which, in most cases, could not be expected to succeed if based on an impoverished, 
unproductive agriculture. Therefore, he argued, U.S. farmers (and their state universities) should 
indeed have a poeitive interest in helping improve Indian agriculture. It was an exciting proposition, 
also, to the other four universities which he had visited earlier. 



Responses to Parker's presentations were enthusimtic. All five universities expressed interes 
to Parker and later became participants in the India program. 

The first step in implementation of this interest was to accept the government of India's requesl 
expressed through Dr. Parker, ta send a team to visit India ao that a frank determination could b 
made on each side as to whether such cooperation was deeired and what type of an assistance prograr 
each might undertake. It wan Parker's expressed deeire, supported by the Indians, that eat1 
university study teem be comprised of the person whom the university would recommend as grou: 
leader of its project in India and the other to be the person who would be in charge of on-campu 
management of the project. Only for the University of Tennessee did it work out exactly that way, bu 
three out of five of the fust group leaders were on their university's visiting team and the other tean 
member8, with only one exception, played important on-campus sxecutive or administrative back-u: 
roles for their Indian projects. That one exception provides a Iesson. We was to have been grou: 
leader. But the deal broke down over very minor considerations during negotiations in Washington 
In annoyance, he accepted a position as Dean of Agricrrlture in a neighboring U.S. state and the India] 
project suffered seriously in consequence. 

The Ohio State, Illinois and Misso~iri university teams visited India in late 1954; Kansas Stat 
and Tennessee in June-July 1956. Although the program proposals developed by these teams wer, 
presumably to be within the framework laid down by the joint Inddimerican team, all of them visitel 
India before the joint team had completed its work. In fact, the fmt three U.S. university hams hat 
long nince returned from India kfore the joint team's Indian viaits were begun. The last two, Kansa 
;.%ate and Tennessee, dascrossed with the joint team in their travels. For example, the Tennessel 
team met the joint team at a meeting with them in Bangalore juat prior to concluding their respectivl 
visits to South India. Both the Tennessee and the joht team had left long notes for each other at eacl 
of several crossing points in their itineraries and completed their visits with a two-day joint meeting i~ 
Bangelore with officials of South Indian government9 and institutions. The other four univereitie 
also had significant interaction with the joint ham. Especially, aa Dt. Parker and Mr. Nehemiah 
Secretary of the Joint team (or their deputies) traveled throughout the country with the U.S 
university teams, there was constant interplay of concepts among the visiting university teams, tht 
A.I.D. Mission, the joint Indo-American team, the Indian state government and college executivaa atad 
top level Indian government oficials. Not a neat organization, perhaps, but an excellent way o 
getting maximum professional and executive inbraetion in a way that fed directly into and wa; 
enriched and made realistic by the executive offieiels of both governments and the universities. 11 

fact, the continuoue and thorough inbractions among all of these entitiee provided the means b: 
which policy toward the program was developed by the two governments. I t  wag a process which laid r 
foundation of underetanding end mutuality of purpose which served both sides and all parties we1 
during the succeeding thirty-five, often dmcult, yaars of cooperation. 

I 

The joint team report, when it did emerge, was a masterful document. It was very strong in itr 
shtsment of general principles and directions for the program, but not overloaded with detail - 
rightfully assuming that the program would be a learning experience for all concerned, needing grew 
flexibility for professional recommendations and executive determination as the program unfolded, st 
that the program detail could be worked out as experience illuminated ita requirements. It had thi 
other s e a t  value of being seen by both the Indian and the U.S. governments, and by both the Indiar 
and American sets of institutions, as something which they had participated in. All parties aaw thei: 
own interests as being identical with those of all the other members: namely, the auceeesful executio~ 



of the project. How far different this is in principIe from the concept of leverage by one country over 
another, or from the concept of hard negotiation or herd bargaining as a basie for bi-lateral agreement! 
To Indians and Americans alike the objective6 of the program were seen as "curn objectives. Its 
successes were "our" successes and its failures "our" failures. To this fact the writer attributes, more 
than to perhaps any other, the amazing success of this remarkable program. 

The joint Indo-American team activities and the visits to India by the five U.S. university teams 
were the Fust steps in implementation of Operational Agreement #28, signed by the two governments 
in April 1954. For long term implementation of this program, the then twenty-six states of India were 
grouped into five regions, one American university to be assigned to ench region. Each of the five 
universities concentrated its visit to the region to which it had been preassigned and of course to 
central government headquarters in New Delhi. Shortly after the teem visits, the number of Indian 
skates was reduced from twenty-six to sixteen and state borders were redrawn to comply more closely 
with linguistic boundaries (this has not proved entirely permanent; there are now 18 states). History 
records no evidence of discord on any side over the geographic assignment given to each U.S. 
university - originally or at the time of boundary realignment. Each university accepted its area of 
assignment and h~ppily identified itself with the states and institutions with which it worked. 

As the realignments of state boundaries were conformed to the 16 states, the geographic regions 
for five U.S. agricultural universities' technical assistance program8 were established. 

Table 

Region I States of Uttar Pradesh w d  Madya Pradesh University of Illinois. 
- Region I1 States of Puqjab, Rajasthan and Hamachel Pradesh Ohio State University 

Region I11 States of Orissa, West Bengal, As~am and Bihar University of Missouri 

Region IV States of Andhra Pradesh, Maharashtra and Kansas State University 
Cqjarat (modified to include Pennsylvania \ 
State in 1967) 

Region V States of Karnataka, Tamil Nadu and Kerala University of Tennessee" 

For about the first five years, each of the American universities had several host institutions in 
each of the host states, a total of 81 for the five U.S. universities. These included the several relevant 
departmsiits of governmeat in each ah&, auch aa the Department of Agriculture, the Department of 
Animal Husbandry, the Department of Education, the Community Development Department. Also 
the U.S. universities worked with special research stations and institutions (both stah and central 
governments and, in a few instances, private'l.. More especially they worked with the state colleges of 
agriculture and the (totally separate) state colleges of veterinary sciences and, in some instances, 
private universities -- such as  AHahabad Agricultural Institute in Ut tar Pradesh, Annamalai 
University in Tamil Nadu and the Shri Avinashalingorn College of Home Sciences in Tamil Nadu. For 
example, in the years 1956-57, the University of Tennessee provided equipment to andlor sent 
participants for training in the United States from a total of sixteen different totally separate 
institutions in the three states with which it cooperated. The Tennessee team provided advice and 
cagual assistance to at least an additional dozen institutions. (From the University of Tennessee's 
point of view, it saw its primarv hosts as being the governments of the three states, especially the 



Department of Agriculture and the Department of Vetwinary Sciences; its secondary hosts as being 
the colleges of agriculture and the colleges of veterinary science in each of the states, aa these 
institutions were under direct administrative control of the parent Departments of Agriculture and 
Veterkary Science, respectively, and its tertiary hosts as Wig the several special research stations, 
smaller colleges and special institutes in the region.) 

As the first several years' experience unfolded, it became increasingly clear that the paramount 
problem facing India waa the need to integrate these many administrative udta into a single system 01 
research, education and *extcnsionn programs to farmers. Reeeareh on crops waa characteristically 
carried nut by a research cadre in one unit of the Department of Agritwlture. College teaching was 
done in a totally unrelated, separate administrative unit of this same Fepartment of Agriculture. 
Research on all aspects of management of farm animals was carried out under the Department of 
Animal Husbandry and Veterinary Science. College level haching in animal science8 was done in a 
totally separate college with no connection whatever with the College of Agriculture and only remote 
connection with animal research. Teaching of home science was the responsibility of still: different, 
unrelated private colfeges, or, often, in the Ministry of Education. In addition, there were special 
college Ievel sehoola for study of cooperatives, and for sons of the Indian freedom movement, etc. 

Agricultural externion programs were, in the main, under the juridiction of the Community 
Development P r o ~ a m  - even though, increasingly as the fowl shortage problem intensified, the 
priorities for the community development program shifted away from improving other social 
amenities toward increasing f d  production. This arrangement gave no provision, or incentive, for 
research to be anchored in or driven by farmers* needs for new knowledge, or for farmers' education by 
the community development workers to be based upon the best available, applicable research 
knowledge. 

Similarly, college level training was impacted only slightly by either the fmdings of Indian 
agricultural research, or by the experiences, problems and needs of Indian farmers. The 
administrative sepuation of the three functions of college teaching, research and extension made all 
three functionalfy ineffective. 

Perhaps worse still was the separation of the agronomic, or the crop production, aide from the 
animal production side of agriculture. An aspiring young dairy farmer, for example, could find no 
place to study, in one college, the two atrategie aapects of dairy farming - - (1) care a f  the animab and 
(2) eficient, low-cost production of good feed for the cattle. For each of these he would have to go to a 
different college - in the case of Tamil Nadu state, over 200 miles apart. Similarly, on, say, 
grazing or crop prduction for animal feed could be properly done only through formal cooperative 
arrangements between two separate departments of government, the Departments of Agriculture and 
of Veterinary Sciences,15 

Agricult?tral extension work with farmers posed special problems -- too complex to be 

elaborated here. Suflice it to say that agricultural extension work was primarily the responsibility of 
the mdtipurpose community development program, especially aa concerned provision of "village level 
workers to carry relevant information directly to the farmers." These village level workers were not 
graduates of agricultural colleges. They were given short course8 in farming methods in special "basic 
agricultural training centers," in which moat of the instructors were employees of the state 
Department of Agriculture, some of whom might, at the time, be on assignment as teachers in the 



College of Agriculture. Some of the inutruction, dealing with animals, might come also from the 
Department of Vet.:trinary Science or its College of Veterinary Science. 

1n addition to these basic agricultural short course schools, such workers attended a different 
short course school in what we would call extension methods. This instruction was normally carried 
out under the auspices of the Community Development Department. 

These vilIage Ievel workers were backed up professionaIly by specialists in various aspects of 
agriculture, animal husbandry, forestry, health, home science, who were provided under the 
administrative direction of the Community Development Department. It was a grand concept in 
principle -- but the channels from farmer to researcher (to communicate types of research needed) and 
from researcher to farmer (to advise on what kind of farming practices to adopt) were far too 
complicated and indirect to carry much useful information either way. 

In addition, in most states the Departments of Agriculture and of Animal Elusbandry each had 
small "extension" programs of their own. These often worked considerably better than the community 
development programs, but were lacking for resources, in Wicul t  relationships with the community 
development programs and with each other - and often not in very close interaction with research 
workers in their own departments. 

Given this set of circumstances, it was eIear to all elements of the American effort to provide 
technical assistance to Indian agriculture -- and to moat of the Indians - that little progress could be 
made without massive reorganization and realignment of the public services assiating agriculture. 
(This was, indeed, characteristic of moat of the less developed countries which the United States was 
attempting to assist.)" 

In India the solution foreseen to an important degree from the beginning was the need to sort 
out the public services, and to separate regulabry and commodity and supply services on the one hand 
from research, college education and farmer education (extension) on the other. State government 
regulatory services and privats sector (including cooperatives) supply and marketing should be 
enhanced to carry out those functions. And the research, higher education and farmer education 
(extension) aervices should be the responsibility of state universities built along the lines of the U.S. 
Land Grant University mode1 - colleges which integrated all sub-fields of agriculture and the three 
functions into single, public institutions. 

Gradually, the varias group leaders and teams of the U.S. universities began to particularize 
these convictions into recommendations ta their bosh - especially to state government officials. 
Through their frequent meetings with Dr. Parker, this thesis became articulated at the national level. 
Almost subconseiousIy severe1 of the earlier commission and team reports were interpreted to identify 
this thesis as their principal recommendations. It slowly emerged as Indian and U.S. assistance 
policy. Almost accidentally, by this informal but quite pervasive process, and by virtue of 
extraordinary agricultural leadership in the Indian central government and in several of the states, 
central and state governments came to embrace a common set of goals: that of establishing in each 
state an "agricultural university" along the above described lines. 

By this time Dean H.W. "Hank" Hannah, group leader of the University of Illinois team, had 
written a pamphlet entitled "Blueprint for a Rural ,Universityw, spelIing out in ideal-type form what 
such a university would be like, drawing directly from the U.S. model. This 55-page pamphlet was 



widely read and discussed in draft in central and state government cirdes throughout India -- as we 
as, of course, by all the Amerirma -. and had, perhaps, its greatest Muence before it wan publishec 
It unquestionably served to help galvanize action by the central government and by several states. I 
perhaps had relatively little influence on the details since them had to be worked out state by stat4 
but it importantly served to augment the process." 

These ideas were developing among the U.S. universities and the U.S. A.1.I). mission. State 
were struggling,each in its own way, with the problem. The logic supporting such reorganization wa 
unequivocal; the facts were clearly supportive, and the need was desperate. But, of courst 
bureaucratic resistance was enormous. Traumatic realignments of authorities, jurisdictions an 
careers were at stake. Stah departments of agriculture would be called upon to surrender hug 
portions of their authority, resources, staff positions and budget8 to the new university. Simila 
problems faced the departmenta of veterinary sciences. College principals realized their relativ 
positions might be reduced or they, as individuals, might be totaily replaced. Small branc 
experiment stations and special institutes would lose their near autonomy - - and be expected t 
participate in programs of statewide deaign, rather than merely cartying out small projects of thei 
own design. Education ministries and accrediting "universitiesw felt threatened, etc., etc. In fad 
radical change is itself a threatening force, especially in swieties where government employment c 

any type is felt to be a great privilege in light of the paucity of other opportunities. Even those w h  
might presumably benefit could not be entirely sure that it would work out that way and hence cou1 
be expected ta be gravely concerned.'@ 

Concentration of the Program 

Concerned with the questions of future directions for the program, Dr. Parker and the severa 
university group leaders (who served Parker as a kind of informal advisory council on a11 A.1.D 
agricultural matters) concluded that a second IndeAmerican team was needed to evaluate progress a 
the program to date and set directions for the future. The Government of India agreed and such a tear: 
was duly appointed. Not surprisingly, among many other recommendations for continuing what it fel 
tu be an outstanding program, it recommended that the program be much more concentrated - 
ultimately to focus on building one such Land Grant University in each of the states. In many case 
this would simply corrobrete program adjustment processes already well under way. 

Fortified by this recommendation, home campus executives, their within-India group leaders 
and U.S. A.I.D. representatives agreed in a threeday meeting in New Delhi in late Jmuary 1961 t 
intensify their recommendations, through proper channels, to concentrate assistance on those state 
prepared to establish bonafide, integrated agricultural univer~itieti. Through a ssries of discussion 
and actions these recommendatioha resulted in October 1963 in 8 renaming" of the program; and i~ 
March 1964 a new set of A.I.D. contracts was signed with the U.S. universities to reflect thi 
concentration on  a single objective, 

Ten years had, therefore, elapsed since the program was first agreed upon until this new focu: 
was achieved. Some might well argue that it was unfortunate that the program had not started ou 
with the Iater formulation in the first place. With this the writer totally disagrees, on four mqjo 
grounds: 



1. It would have been impossible to persuade the Indians ta take that approach, as it would 
have been far too restricted to accomp1ish the then perceived problem of getting all of 
India started toward greater food production, 

2. It would have limited U.S. interaction to institutions not yet in place and to personnel 
echelons far tm low in the state power stmeturea ta have been effective - - even if 
mandated by central government flat. 

3. It would have made it impoesibIe for Americane to appreciate +he important resources 
and roles of the entire complex of state governmental and special institutional resources 
ultimately restructured into the state agric~~ltural universitiea. 

4. Most important, it would have militated toward eeeing the building of universities as an 
end in itself rather than, as the procese unfolded, as an essential means for the 
development of the agricultural and rural economy of the country, underpinned by a self- 
adapting integrated system of research, higher education and agricultural extension. 

In short, in nation building as in Einsteirrian phyaica, t h m  shortest distance between two points 
is not, necessariIy, the straight line. - 

As is the w e  with most A.1.D.-funded U.S. university technical assistance projects, the India 
project consisted of four mqjor components: (1) provision of "advisors" to live and work in India; (2) 
training in the United States of selected Indians to fill specifically designated positions in India upon 
their return; 13) purchase of library mabrials and lnboratury equipment in the United Sbtes to meet 
teaching, research and other needs of the Indian institution; (4) coordination and technical 
bsckstopping on the U.S. home campue of all as- of the project. Finally, there is an "overhead" 
cost, the pro-ra'ta ahare of on-campus costs for physical plant, administration, etc. These componentg 
are commonly referred ta as (11 the techniciane or adviaom, (2) participant training, (3) commodity 
purchase and, (4) other costs, including campue wrdhation and overhead, respctively. 

For the sixteen-year program 8s  a whole the relative dollar expenditures for these functions 
were as follows: 

1, Technical Adviwra ...................... ... ................... 46.2% 

3. Books and Equipment (Commoditieel* .............................. 12.0% 

........................ ..... ........................ 4, Travel*' .. .. 5.5% 

5. Other Direct coat, including campus backstopping and coordination ... t .4% 

6. Overhead .................. ,....., ............................. 3.3% 

SXncIudes only materials supplied to Indian institutions; a small amount of equipment 
and vehicles was supplied for the advisors' prafessional use and included here as part of 
the technical advisors' cost. Ordinarily, ownership rights to these properties were 
transferred to the Indian institution at the termination of the project. 

**Doen not include international travel by participants, which was funded by the 
Government of India. 



The group leader was, much like a dean or department head in a US, university, charged with a 
combination of leadership and administrative functione, included here aa part of the technical 
advisors' cost. 

Roughly one-half of the dollar costs of the U.S./University Agricultural Program in India was to 
finance two teams of advisors - commonly but erroneously called "technicians" -- sent from the U.S. 
universities to India. Certainly the quality of tiiis group of people -- both in their technicaVscientific 
capacity and as communicators of that capacity -- was the key factor in the success of the program. 

Principles of Good On-Campus Project Management 

. In his choice of U.S. universities, Dr. Parker was guided primarily by his sense of the degree of 
interest, seriousness of purpose and depth of commitment by the relevant executives of the university 
and, as best he could judge, by the faculty which might become significantly involved, ewecially as 
members of the Indian field teams. He correctly understood that although the overall size, reputation 
and scientfic capacity of the U.S. university had bearing on its potential for fielding competent long- 
term teams for field service, what mattered, in the final analysis, was the quality of the people who 
actually took the field assignments. This was very much conditioned by the degree of interest of the 
top executives. In those days of relatively strong executive functions in U.S. universities, attitudes of 
their presidents, vice presidents, agricultural deans, and experiment-station, and extension service 
directors were powerful suasions -- positive or negative -- on faculty membsra making the decision to 
accept the higher chaIlenges and greater risks of taking the steeper trail rather than to hold on to their 
comfortable, protected, on-campus positions, work routine8 and ways of life. 

On-campus backstopping and support is extremely important; but its limits are set by the 
capability of the overseas team. Attempts at management (as distinct from backstopping and 
supprting) of an overseas program from a home campus are destined to failure. There can be no 
substitute for a high quality field team and, almost especially, field team leader.1° 

Wise on-campus management of a field pr~ject consists, essentially, of: 

1. SeIecting an outstarding person,, in whom the university has btal faith to serve as field 
team leader; 

2. Turning responaibilky of the program over as fully as possible ta the team leader; 

3. Backing the team leader to the fullest, especially in recruiting for him from the 
university strong team members to serve overseas; 

4. Supporting the team strongly in telationahip to stresses and strains from other elements 
of the university; 

5. Supporting the team strongly in relationship with A.I.D. -- in the field and in 
Washington; 

6. Removing the team leader promptly aher discussion with top miasion officials (especially 
the Mission Director) and the university field team, once the university has concluded 
that faith has been lost in the leader's competence, integrity or dedication to the project 



by any of the following: the university administration, the A.I.D.zl Mission, or reievant 
host country officialdom. 

The field team is a tiny knot of energy at the end of a very long chain of communications and 
administrative commsnd. Exceptionally, good leaders usually derive energy thst commends respect 
and produces results out of the very process of synthesizing- the crisscross of political and 
administrative forcee playing upon them. But if, at high levels, any of the major parties to the venture 
loses confidence, it  is best for the university to check its losses and withdraw the team leader if he is at 
fault, or cancel the project if either the A.I.D. mission or host government is at fault. Otherwise, give 
the field l~sdership the responsibi!ity, because at no other level can operational decisioxis be made 
competently. All U.S. university actions of consequence must be by mutual agreement of host 
government and/or host institution, the A.I.D. field mission and the U.S. university. Only within 
courttry can these elements converge in a decision nexus. 

Dr. Parker was correct in assessing the importance of the interest level of the top university 
executives. The University of Tennessee's experience was a a s e  in point. 

President C.E. Brehm had a very straightforward attitude toward the proposed project. He had 
just returned from India, over which he had traveled quite widely by railroad. He was sympathetic 
with the country's needs and aspirations, but dubious as to whether the University of Tennessee, 
small, though aspiring as it was, could make much of an impact. "One th ing  is certain," he said during 
a meeting with administrators and key faculty where the study team presented the results of its 
indian study tour to him. 'Thsre is no use our getting involved unless we can do some real good". The 
writer had mentioned that the project would call for our very best people. With that, President Brehm 
indicated, he most strongly agreed. "So," he said, "if we undertake the project weW have to send the 
best people we have. And, I don't want to hear any department head or dean saying they can't spare 
Dr. So and So. If that is to be our approach, say so now and w e l l  turn the idea down." He went on to 
discuss briefly thst this undertaking wouId be of concern to m u p s  throughout the states --commodity 
interest groups, the Farm Bureau, the State Legislature, the Governor. They had all backed the 
university in its effort h get morc money, and more staff, to deal with the state's burgeoning 
aqricultural problems of the poet-war period. But, he assured us that rural Tennesseans would feel 
good abut their university helping poor farm people oversem -- as it had helped Tennessee farmers 
deal with and work their way out of the terrible depression of the 1930~. "I11 deal with these people," 
he h l d  us, "that's the job of a universitj president. But you have ta aesure me that our really good 
people are willing to go to India and take on the job. And," - looking at the deans and directors -- "that 
you will support their going. The India program will need real expert8 -but with more experience 
than just teaching or research; people who can shape up programs and h k e  on real probIeme. Thia will 
require a combination of technical competence and administrative experience. The key people will be 
the department heade." He knew that this last would be the real test, as the College of Agriculture 
had expended much b o r t  snd expense over the last halfdozen years to recruit a cadre of what it 
thought to be outstanding persons as department hesds - - to serve as the professional nucleus and 
central building blocks of a college-wide faculty-huiIding program. 

When the first team was shaped up, it reflected the President's attitude. It consisted of the 
following: 



1. The Head of the Department of Agricultural Economics and Rural Sociology. Group 
Leader -- stationed at Bangalore. 

2. The Head of the Department of Agricultural Engineering -- stationed at Coimbatore. 

3. The Dean of Agriculture at the University of Tennessee st Murphreesboro (and 
outstanding dairy technology scientist) - stationed at Madras, 

5. Professor of Agricultural Economics - - stationed at Bangalore. 

6. Vice Dean of Resident Instruction, University of Kentucky -- stationed at Trivandrum, 
Kerala State. 

7. Associate Director of Vocational Agriculture, State of Wisconsin -- stationed at  
Coimbatore. 

The last two listed were recruited off-~arnpus.~ 

These team members were in India an average of about four yeam each. Successive team 
members included simiIarly qualified persons. The Head of the Department of Agronomy and Soils, 
for example, was on his way for a five-plus year tour while the gmup leader was en route home from 
his nearly five-year assignment. 

Another very important circumstance was that the Vice Dean for Resident Inshuction, Dr. N.D. 
Peacock, who with the writer had comprised the 1954 study team, was designated Campus 
Cwrdinator and given the full-time services of a senior faculty member to assist him. This was a 
remarkably good arrangement. Peacock worked at the India Program assiduously. As presider over 
the college "curriculum committee," comprised of all the department !leads, he met everv week with 
all of the colleae demrtment heads. India program business was at all times a major agendn item for 
this committee -- giving an excellent facility far recruitment of team members, working out study 
programs for individual participants including arranging for their study at another institution, 
designing special course offerings for participants, reviewing library book and laboratory equipment 
requests aubmitted by 111dian institution# for appropriateness and economy - - in ahort, continuously to 
backstop the India team !JY every way! 

Under a remarkably foresighhd arrangement, the India A.I.D. mission each year arranged and 
funded an executive visit to India for two persons from each U.S. university to visit New Delhi and the 
host institutious and state ,government8 of their respective regions. From Tennessee, most years, Dr. 
Peacmk was one of those visitors; the other8 were from the university administration, the Board of 
Trustees, or proniinent state agricultural leaders. Through this arrangement, Dr. Peacock was kept in 
close range contact with tho program's activities, meulties, needs and accomplishments. The 
visitation of the other dignittlries gave great impetus to university, and, indeed, stab support at the 
highest levels. The same general requirements were made by the other universities in the program. 

There can be tro doubt that certain of the U.S. university's domestic responsibiIities suffered in 
the short run, But the university was made much stronger in all its agricultural functions -- research, 
agricultural extension and resident instruction. As experiences of faculty were widened and deepened 
by overseas service on the project, the faculty understood much btter the kind of world setting within 



which the state's agriculture had to find its place nnd the university graduates wouId make their 
careers. Research gained resources of knowledge and material as it interlaced with worldwide 
networks, and Tennessee students had an opportunity to study under professional experts who had 
worked in far pIaces on real problems of great import. The College of Agriculture -- and to a degree the 
university as a whole - could make its educational program truly relevant to the students' needs, and 
avoid the common but unforgivable weakness of narrow prori\iciaIism. Agronomists and economists, 
chemists and sociologists land on through the professiond blew that, in the end, their little fragment 
of expertise had to integrate with the others if it would contribute significantly to betterment of life 
here in the United States - - and that the parameters for improvement of human life in the United 
States are set by the conditions of life elsewhere. 

The fact that the university undersbd this was well illustrated by a ceremony in Knoxville, 
Tennessee dedicated to the great Dean J.H. McLed, whose last four years' service to the university 
had been as ~xtension Advisor in Bangalore, India. (His young Indian counterpart, and Tennessee 
participant trainee, Mr. Dwarkinath, became the third Vice Chancellor of the Karnataka State 
University of Agricultural Sciences.) 

On the day of the ceremony, a new Dairy Science Building on the Knoxville Campus was 
dedicated and christened " M c M  Hall." The Governor, the Mayor of the City, the University 
President, the past President, and the President Designate, the Ieader of the state legisIature, the 
Governor of the State, the Chairman of the Board of Trustees and other dignitaries accompanied Dr. 
McLeod on the stage. Even the writer, by now resigned from the university and employed by A.I.D., 
and his wife were honored to be present on the stage. The significant point is that in this ceremony to . 
honor the thirty-some years of great leadership that Dean McLeod had given the university-- and, in a 
deep sense, of the service the university had given the state - more than one-third of the program 

' time was devoted to the university's India Agricultural kssistance Project. Every faculty member 
present was proud of this university venture. And every alumnua and every parent of every alumnus 
was proud that he or his children had attended such a university. At least so it felt to nll of us on stage 
as we discussed it Iater. Far from sacrificing its domestic responsibilities, by doing its very best with 
its slender resources for the India program, the university had tasted a bit of greatness. And it knew 
it.= 

The Intensive Agricultural District Program 

About the time the U.S, universities and the Indians with which they were in dosest contact 
were thinking about the need to concentrate their resources in a few tasks, another challenge was 
confronting them. The Government of India continued to be concerned over the slow rate of progress 
in agricultutal production. It had over a period of years repeatedly raised the proportion of the 
community development effort that was supposed to be directed at food production. Nevertheless, the 
crop yields and total production increases continued to lag behind the earlier planned goals. 
Accordingly, government officials discussed with Dr. Douglas Ensdnger, the Ford Foundation's 
representative to India, the possibility of getting some assistance on this problem. Dr. Ensminger 
discussed it with Dr. Parker and the leaders of the U.S. university teams. A decision was made to 
bring a study team of American agricultural experts, under Ford Foundation's sponsorship, to take an 
entirely new look at the food prduction problem. ft was not envisioned by Ford Foundation, the 
Indians or anyone else that this would result in a reduced effort by the U.S. universities in helping 



India build a stronger institutional base. The new effort was to focus on the immediah fd production 
problem, to attempt to speed that up in the short range. 

A teamof experts under the leadership of Dr. Sherman Johnson, Senior Agricultural Economist 
a t  the U.S. Department of Agriculture, visited India, met with Indian officials and held extensive 
visits with A.I.D. personn~! &zd with  the U.S, university contract teams. Their report, which was at 
some variance with the ideas of the U.S. university leaders, recommended setting up a new program, 
known as the Intensive Agricultural District Program.' 

The essential nature of that recommendation was to concentrate production efforts in some 16 
Districts (which turned out to be libout 16 percent of the total area of the country) so selected that they 
would have exceptionally favorable poasibilitiea for rapid increase in agricultural production. One 
district per stste would be selected with the participation of appropriate state governmental officials. 

Thew districts would be made the object of very great intensification of agricultural extension 
and related efforts. The number of extension personnel in each district would be sharply increased, as 
would the number of backstop oficers from state headquarters, ta help them with technical problems. 
A backup team of U.S. experts, located in New h l h i ,  would work country wide. The best available 
farming knowledge would be passed through that system to the farmers in these districts. It was 
recognized from the beginning that this would represent some kind of a robbing of the poor Peters to 
enrich the richer Pauls, in that technical advisory manpower resources, credit to farmers, and 
production inputs such as insecticides and fertiIizers would all lw much more concentrated in those 
'*Intensive Agricultural Districts" than in the reat of the country. 

The idea held strongly by the Ford Foundation team, particularly by its revered leader Dr. 
. Johnson, was that these better farming areas would be so much more responsive than the more 

average farming areas to the new technical knowledge, governmental attention and production inputs 
that they would experience a very rapid acceleration in fd production. This rapid acceleration would 
serve two purposes: first, it would provide a great deal mote f d  in and of itself, as 16 percent of the 
country ie a very substantial area; eemnd, these Intensive Agricultural Districts would serve as 
examples of the kind of intenaXc8tion of effort needed in the country's other districts and would 
thereby sene to stimulate the expansion of better organization and intensified effort throughout the 
country. Dr. Johnson's assumption and hopee were that India would move incrementally from these 
best areas on to the second beat, then the third bat ,  and on until the entire country was caught up in 
the program. By this staging process, as he put it, "development would stand a good chance of taking 
hold." 

The writer and some of the other U.S. university representatives in the country were somewhat 
disturbed by thia approach on two grounds: first, they did not quite like the idea of concentrating all of 
the amerrities of governmental supprt that heavily in the areas apecifxally selected aa already being 
the b a t  off (Thia hthered Dr. Johnson tm, as he was extremely concerned with income distribution 
and other equity problems.); the more serious objection by the U.S. university officials however, was 
that the new program would disrupt the important effort8 under way to improve the organization of 
thc agricultural services of the individual states. The U.S. universities hnd attempted to pull together 
the agricultural and the veterinary sciences research and educational resources into single state 
agricuitural universities, and had attempted to integrate as complehly as possible the research, 
extension and teaching functions as best wuld be done by their advice and coun~el to the states. Above 
all they were concerned that closer linkage be established between the research and extension 



functions at the state level. The selection of specific districts into which the extension resources wouId 
be heavily channeled would break up the various symmetries required to move the entire state level 
organizational programs forward. Nonetheless, on principle, the A.I.D. Mission in New Delhi 
supported strongly the Ford Foundation eflort and especially the additional finances it would bring, 
and the U.S. universities joined in the effort. Dr. Ensminger was totally in sympathy with the 
university building effort and lent all his weight to trying to see that the Ford Foundation inspired 
Intensive Agriculturrll District Program did not weaken but, indeed, strengthen the university 
building program under way. However, two very different approaches were involved and synthesis of 
the two into a we11 organized skate level institution-building strategy was difficuIt at best -- at least in 
the short or intermediate term. 

A kind of compromise was worked out due to the fact that the U.S. universities participated 
actively in advising the states to which they were accredited on the selection of the I ~ i ~ e n s i v e  Districts 
and, especially, in relating the intensive District projects at the state level as closely a: wssible to the 
local agricultural college activity in those states which had such colleges. However, there was only a 
partial fit and, hence, a limited solution to the inherent problem. 

In addition, ~ n d  more importantly, the five U.S. universities working in India at the time were 
asked to provide technical expertise to backstop these Intensive District projects at the state levels. So 
a second set of contracts was developed for the purpose of sending U.S. experts to India to help 
implement the Intensive Agricultural District Program. So now, each of the U.S. universities, in 
addition to its ongoing project of assisting development of the research and educational facilities of ita 
region (or later, ststel, had a contract to supply expertise for the Intensive District Program. 

As this program unfolded, an unfortunate decision was made by the new A.I.D. leadership in 
New Delhi ta try to separate these two programs ae much aa pasibre. Understandably, the U.S. 
universities tried to keep them as integrated as possible. But the mission, for its reasons, wanted to 
keep them separated, This unfortunate deciaion probably was the principal reason that the Intensive 
Agricultural District Program was finally judged, by the administrators of the program it~elf ,  to have 
been essen tialIy a 



The Karaataka State University of Agricultural Sciences in India: 

A Case Illustration 
-I had a feeling that one could claim with candor and frankness, that 
but for the U.S.A.1.D.-Tennessee assistance program, the progress of 
Indian agriculture including that of agriculture in Mysore State, 
would have been trivial, with our agriculture continuing to be 
stagnant and the progress halting and uncertain.= 

The narrowing down of the U.S. university agricultural effort from the broader, regional 
approach (of working with the various governmental departments, colleges, research center and 
epecial institutions) to that of helping a few state8 establish special agricultural universities, was a 
gradual, and non-uniform process. By tha time this had been acknowledged as the new policy by the 
Government of India and A.I.D., and formalized by new A.I.D.N.S. university contracte, marly, if not 
most, of the states had taken significant steps in the direction of reorganizing their research and 
educational facilities to incorporate principles inherent in the U.S. Land Grant University concept. 
State by state, these steps paved the way for establahing an agricultural university later, when the 
needed formal action was taken by state and central government. 

For example, one of the first states to take some ~ i g ~ c a n t  actions was Madras (now Tamil 
Nadu). It possessed the two colleges of longest standing repute in south India: The College of 
Veterinary Science and Animal Husbandry in Madras .City and the College of Agriculture in 
Coimbatore. Most of the faculty and ranking governn- :mix ktsi.mical experts iri agricultural or animal 
science for the four southern stake of India - - and many ior the central government - - were graduates 
of one or the other of these two institutions. But th~jr were over 200 miles apart. And neither offered a 

. totel agricultural teaching curriculum (or research eff0i.t) in both the plant & animal aides of 
agriculture. The state pondered thie dilemma while it was waiting ta decide upon a fuller solution 
(whether to eetablish a new, full blown agricultural univmrsity and if so, where, and how to uee 
exiating facilities at the two locations?). It set up a special study team to point out nearer-term steps. 
Principally, the resulting actions involved concentrating on veterinary medicine at the renowned 
Madras Veterinary College, and expanding the minimal b@nninge of animal husbandry work at the 
equally prestigious College of Agriculture at Coimbatore. 

Among other early steps were: 

Strengthening facilities of the relatively new, private Home Science College (Shri 
Avanashalingam College of Home Science) in Coimbatore and working out various 
,integrative measures between it and the Agricultural College nearby; 

Sharply reducing the number of branch agricultural experiment stations scattered 
throughout the state, and organizing them for research for state-wide application 
and use, under direction of the Coimbahre center; 

Establishing much closer ties between state agricultural extension programs and 
. agricultural research programs; 

Training state agricultural extension workers at the Agriculture College at 
Coimbatore; 



Refocusing research on farmers' problems, publishing in forms useful by extension 
workers; 

Restructuring curricula and teaching methods toward greater direct relevance and 
applicability ta the state's agriculture. 

Tamil Nadu (previously Madras) was well on its way toward having a highIy competent 
agricultural research and education system even in the absence of the establishment of a new 
agricultural university. In fact, the termination of assistance, after 1960, to the two great colleges of 
Tamil Nadu State in order to achieve concentration of the University of Tennessee assistance in 
Karnatska State undoubtedly had the unfortunate effect of reducing the rate of growth of what was by 
far the strongest base of agricultural sciences in south India, viz the College of Agriculture at 
Coimbatore. 

Dr. K.N. Naik, later to become the first Vice Chancellor of the Karnataka State University of 
Agricultural Sciences in Bangalore, was the Principal of the Coimbabre Agricultural College when 
the University of Tennessee firat worked there (and when the writer first mqt him).% The idea .of 
sending him to visit agricurtural universities in the United States under a University of Tennessee 
participantship was discussed -- but found unattractive as such a tour for high-level oficials was not in 
high favor with the Government of India, for rather obvious and god reasons. 

So the writer decided to appsal ta the Rockefeller Foundation for help. Dr. Ralph Cummings 
had just arrived in India. He and the writer drafted a cable to Gumming's superior, Dr. A.E. Moseman, 
Director of the Rockefeller Foundation International AgriculturaI Program. I t  was further agreed 
that Mr. P.P.I. Vaidyanathan, the Madras (Tamil Nadu) State Secretary to Government for 
Agriculture (a powerful administrative post) should go also, to assure needed state governmental 
support for the university-building work Dr. Naik would undertake upon his return. 

Three weeks later, Dr. Naik and Mr. Vaidyanathan were at Iowa State University, hosted by 
Dean Buchanan, member of the fxst Indo-American team. Their U.S. visitations were planned and 
managed by Dr. Peacock, campus cmrdinator of the Tennessee project. After close examination of the 
structure and integrated programs of research, teaching and extension in Tennessee, they vidted 
some other agricul'tlual colleges and the U.S. Department of Agriculture. (With private funds, they 
visited also mainland China and the Philippines on their way home.) 

This visitation, planned by the University of Tennessee and funded by the Rockefeller 
Foundation, undoubtedly ranke high among the most efficient usee of funds ever spent on behalf of the 

, world's struggle against hunger and our struggle for lasting pealee. These two men have been 
enormously productive of development of Agriculture, and the economy generally, of India -- that 

. "largest of all democracies." And they have been steadfast in supporting amicability and 
accommodation between our great nations, as each rose to higher psitions of national responsibility: 
the one in education and the other in governmental administration. This experience serves as an 
example excellence of cooperation between the U.S. government and private foundations in 
international diplomacy. 

While in Madras and Coimbatore, off~cials of Tamil Nadu State were w,arking in the studied and 
careful fashion characteristic of that state government; officials of the  state of Karnataka in 
Bangalore were moving in a much lmser, more unstructured, sometimes almost carefree way, toward 



developing an agricultural univeraitynn The Director of Agriculture, Mr. Mallorqj Ups, the self- 
appointed personal host of the writer and his family, was passionately determined to see the 
establishment of an agricultural university near Bangalore. He supported this not only in words but 
by transferring to university jurisdiction his best and most cherished departmental research 
programs --especially the soils research laboratories adjacent to his oflice. A11 the personnel and 
program budgets were transferred, Iong before an agriculturaf university was formally established, to 
the College of Agriculture. The soils laboratories were gutted and equipment moved to the college. 
AH this time, Mallorej Ura had kept the writer busy developing schemes ,to make the college 
autonomous from his own department, elevate ita staff, expand its budget -- and i n  some way 
collaborate with the new Veterinary and Animal Sciences College being built next door. (In the latter 
he was vigorously opposed by the then Director of Animal and Veterinary Sciences who wished to have 
no part of a comparable diminishment of his control over his department.) 

About two years before going to India, the writer had provided Mr. MallorG Urs with office 
space, in his suite at the University ofTennessee, for six weeks while Mr. Urs was in Knoxville on a 
'%ornuunity development*' participant training tour in the United States. On that tour, spending 
most of his time out in the counties, Ura had seen what colleges of agriculture were doing for United 
States agricultural development - - and had developed a vision, and a sense of mission, to see the same 
thing done in his home state in India. Certainly, st that time neither he nor the writer ever 
entertained even the remote po~lsibility that their roles aa host and guest would ever be reversed, nor 
that the accidents of chance would place in their hands the opportunity to accomplish this very 
objective. 

The University 

During 1959 conclusions were being reached in Karnataka (then Mysore) State as to whether i t  
would o? would not establish a new univeraity to support agricultural and related development. The 
Director of Agriculture (Mr. Mallorqj Urn) and the writer, then Group Leader of the University of 
Tennessee team, had innumerable discussions on the subject. The possibility of substantial support 
from the central government of India was a major factor - if, in the competition, the state should be 
selected. But, wisely, state officials did not wish to undertake such a venture unless it felt sure that 
the state would continue to finance the university even if i t  were not selected for central government 
support or if such support should be withdrawn.= The reasons were two-fold. 

1. The state had, historically, always had a large degree of political independence in 
colonial India, and after Indian independence had retained a strong "states' xights" 
orientation (to uae an American phrase). I t  wanted to retain primary responsibility for 
agricultural development matters, ae was provided - but not, it was felt, necessarily 
assured -- by the Indian constitution. 

2. The state had just recently more than doubled in size by adding to the old -- "erstwhile" -- 
Mysore Stab, the predominately Kanarese spaking areas to the North, annexed from 
portions of three other states. Therefore, although the new state boundaries 
encompassed an area relatively homogeneous in language, it was an area of immense 
historical, political and administrative diversity. Politically, it was roughly balanced 
between south (old) Mysore stah and north Mysore state. Whereae the southern portion 
had historically been much more independent and tightly integrated, most of the pieces 
of several states which constituted the northern portion had, historically, each been more 



closely incorporated into the British Raj - and subsequently, by derivation, into the 
Indian central government apparatys. Electione results seemed ta be on a courae of 
alternating power between the southern and northern parts of the state. Small wonder 
that the state government wished to be careful to keep the development of agriculture - - 
the state's largest industry -- well in hand. 

Further, the agricultural education resources were geographically divided. The old Mysore 
State College of Agriculture had its campus at Hebbal, a small suburb of Bangalore. I t  was an 
affiliated College of the University of Mysore, r&~ety miles to the southwest, in Mysore City, the 
historical capital city of the state. North Mysore was served by a n  agricultural college, of 
substantially greater resources of land and physical plant, in the city of Dhtzrwar. It was an afTiliate 
college of the nearby K~rnatak University. Daily administration of teaching, research and such 
extension services as they provided were, for both colleges, the responsibility of a "principal" who 
reported to the Director of Agriculture, whose headquarters were in BangaIore. Staffrng decisions 
were made by the Director ofAgriculture, not by the college principal. 

The college of Veterinary Medicine and Animal Science was new and located next door to the 
agricultural college near Bangalore. Neither of these colleges had any programs in home sciences; but 
there we8 a small Home Sciences college in Bangalore. Agricultural extension field work was 

administered from Bangelore. Much interest had been generated in fisheries and aquaculture - - 
which for obvious reasons could best be carried on at some sea coast location, presumably at 
Mangalore on the Malabar Coast, where there already was a small beginning. 

Clearly, the first question was: should the state start afresh with a new university? Or should it 
build upon existing capabilities and, through organizational means, weave them into a functionally 
competent structure? Or would some kind of combination of these two approaches best serve the state? 

Discussions with numerous oFrciaIs in the Department of Agriculture, and with the Ministries 
of Agriculture and the Secretary of Government for Agriculturem Ied the writer strongly to believe 
that the third approach was neceeeary. I t  was dear that reorganization alone would not sacem A 
single, authoritative line of responsibility had to be established by creating a new university. But this 
new university would itself be in grave danger of becoming nothing other than one more isolated, 
resource draining facility, out of touch with farmers and the sinews of deveIopmentary action unless it, 
from the beginning, incorporated sufficiently encompassing resources and responsibilities. With few 
exceptions, government officials agreed. So at their request, the writer prepared a recommended 
organizational plan for the new university. 

The first - and strange as it may seem, one of the most important - questions was that of the 
right name for the university. 

At that time, the popular phrase was "Rural University." Thio name, in the writer's view 
however, had much too strongly the connotation of the Danish "Folk College" or vocational college, 
and the phiIosophic undergirding of the clearly failing "Community Development" program, to suit 
the purpose. The obvious choice would be, simply, "Agricultural University." 

However, thia name too, had its drawbacks. Agriculture was looked upon as a lowly profession. 
Apicultural colleges (as had been broadly imprinted into the literature of the time) were something of 
a professiona1 school of last resort, a pIace for families to send students who, for reasons of scholarship, 



finances or social standing, could not get into the training schools for the prestigious professions such 
as medicine and lew. It seemed important to avoid handicapping the new university with this 
perception of its function. 

Most important, what was clearly needed was a new approach to agricultural development; one 
which was built squarely on science, on the virtually unlimited potentialities of science to solve 
problems and create development when properly harnessed to the task. 

So, to the writer, the $,roper name would be "University of Agricultural Sciences." 

To this, however, should be added something regarding the clientele it served and which would, 
necessarily, be required to support it. So, the writer's recommendation was, The Mvsore State 
University of Amicul tural Sciences. 

Et would, as with U.S. universities, be governed by a Board of Trustees. However, as the writer 
believed (correctly aa it turned out) that the bulk of funding would come from state government funds, 
he recommended that Ministers, Secretaries to Government for Agriculture, and the Directors of 
Agricdture, of Animal Husbandry, and of Public Education be ex oEcio members of the Board - - "The 
remaining five member8 shall be elected by the legislature from the public, one from each of the four 
divisions of the state and one from the public at large." These latter "shodd not be governmental 
employees nor persons with strong political affiliations and shall be appointed by the Governor (there 
a non-political appointee) and serve for five  year^".^ 

The Chief Executive OFicer, in keeping with Indian usage, would be a Vice Chancellor. (The 
Chancellor is normally the Governor of the State.) 

To assure proper integration of functions, the next administrative levels would be along 
functional lines: 

A Dean of Instruction 

A Dean of Research 

A Dean of Extension 

To aasure a proper scientific premise and orientation, the university would be organized into 
nine divisions, each of which would be under a head, who would be responsible in his subject field for 
resident teaching, research, and extension, and who would report to the Vice ChanceIIor, through the 
three functional deans. The existing wcollegesw with their traditional restricted roles, would then 
disappear. This structure wae designed to aasure that integration of the three functions wouM be 
achieved not only at the overall level by the Vice Chancellor but at the all-important subject matter 
level by the division heads." 



The nine divisions then recommended were:" 

Division of Basic Sciences 
Division of Plant Sciencea 
Division of Soil Sciences 
Division of Animal Sciences 
Division of Veterinary Sciences 
Division of Engineering Sciences 
Division of Social SciencesM 
Division of Home Sciences 
Division of Educational ScienceenM 

Instruction in the needed combinations of subject matter (previously taught in different 
colleges), was provided for by curricular design. All students would take the same courses the first 
year, and these would include some courses in both the crop and animal sidles of agriculture, Some 
course selectivity was permitted the second year, and the third and fourth years would permit 
increasing specialization to fit individual student's mGor interests. Students were not permitted to 
major in basic sciences, ta assure focus on application of science to agricultural and rural development, 
and to prevent the university from becoming just one more liberal art8 institution of higher learning. 

Similar provision was made for subject matter integration in research and extension. (Crop 
scientists, animal scientists, and agricultural economists, for example, were expected to develop and 
carry out combined projects, which would be necessary for developing the most efficient methods of 
dairy feeding, for example. Sadly, as in U.S. universities, such cross-discipline research is still 
infrequent.) 

Finally, provision was made for incorporation of the Dharwar Agricultural College as a branch 
university campus of the University dAgricultura1 Sciences. 

Action Gets Under Way 

The State Minister of Agriculture was about to take an invitational trip to the Soviet Union to 
examine that country's agriculture. Aware of U.S. sensitivities, he spoke to the writer about his 
sincere hope that his forthcoming.trip would not h misinterpreted by Americans as indicating any 
diminution of his appreciation of U.S. support to his atate. He mentioned that he might seek 
permission of his government to reviait the US. to allay any such fears - - but that such permission 
might not be e m y  to obtain. The writer seized the opportunity to remind him of the many 
discussions - - but as yet no explicit action - - regarding establishment of an agricultural university. 
No step the Minister could take would be a better acknowledgement of his appreciation of U.S, 
a s s i s h e .  Agreeing, the Minister arranged to have a special committee established for this purpose. 
Thence came the first instrument for such action: Recommendations for Establishment of a Rural 
Universitv of Mysore State Universitv, by the writer, dated 25 July, 1960. Its opening paragraph 
denotes the prw.ess, in its full bureaucratese: 

"Government of Mysore has constituted a committee, as per Order A.F.62 AGE 60, dated 12th of 
July, 1960, to recoma:end regarding the establishment of a Rural University of Mysore State. The 
Chairman of that committee, the Secretary of Government for AgricuIture and Forestry, has 



requested the Group Leader of the University of Tennessee, to prepare n written statement as a bas 
for committee discussion;" That "written s t a t eu~gn t ' ~~  recommended that the "state of Myaore ena 
B U C ~  legislation as is necessary for the establishment of a Rural University of such character as she 
be briefly outlined horeunder." The fact that this statement was prepared and submitted only 13 da: 
after the Government Order was issued reflects, of course, the degree of' consensus reached by tl 
extensive earlier discussions. 

Shortly after this statement wag submitted, the commitbe having duly approved it with01 
modification, the Secretary of Agriculture assigned an undersecretary to work with the writer to bui: 
a budget around the liated units, and to elaborate a schedule for implementing actions required. Th 
schedule would be a set of funding actions, a set of s M m g  actions, and most dmcult of all in mar 
ways, a set of administrative actions to incorporate into the univeraity aome of the programs, facilitie 
sWs  and budgets from the several departments, colleges and other institutions. This was then us# 
as a basis for requesting central government fmancial approval and support in accordance with t1 
guidelines which had been issued. 

The proposal was quickly approved by Cabinet and prepared for legislative actions. Howeve 
two events intervened. The atate government changed by election. The same party remained i 
power, but several relevant cabinet members changed. This had few important long ter 
implications, but it did break the momentum toward legislation. Also, somewhat abruptly ar  
unexpectedly, the writer, who was then the Tenneseee Group Leader, left his post to join A.I.D. Th 
minor event created several dimntinuitiee in the governmental action processes under way as the1 
had been baaed on his broad personal contacts throughout the etructure of state government. Als 
quite naturally, the state government did await with substantial interest the approval and tk 
funding actions by the central government. This was effected through a review of the stal 
government propod by a central government committee chaired, interestingly, by Dr. R a l ~  
Cummings of the RockefeIIer Foundation. This committee made some recommendations, some for ti 
better, some perhaps not so:@ and approved it largely in its original form. 

Through a Iong subsequent history of highly competent administration, experience and politid 
have worked their inwitable but not necessarily unified way into making many a4ustments and 
few major changes.'' One of the more desirable changes has been the ostablishment of a stror 
Fisheries and Aquacultural College on the west coast. Another, reflecting irresistible political force 
is the re-separation of the Dharwar facility by the recent establishment there of a separate Stal 
Agricultural University. This may have an advantage of keeping the research and teaching progran 
a little closer to the farm people of that important part of the state's agriculture. I t  will certainly brir 
forth a higher level of local support from that area. But it will, almost inevitably, fan the already ove 
hot flames of political separation, spread stah resources too thinly, and militate against the need€ 
well organized, state-wide attacks on major agricultural problems. 

Such considerations and problems, frustrations, and compromise are the tasks of an America 
university attempting ta sasist another country comprised. But, through its many modification 
deliberate and unintended, the University of Agricultural Sciences has remained true and constant I 

the earliest precepts of its long gestation -- a sharp, hard focus on the problems of farmers, a fir. 
reliance upon scientific research as basis for its teachings to both its enrolled students and its farme 
clients, and coordination of all the interrelated dimensions of agriculture, crop and animal productio: 



economic and social we11 being and development and, especially, close interaction among the functions 
- of research, college teaching and educational services to farmers, 

The university has had the great advantage of an important early role in carrying out an  
elrormously successful state-wide campaign of increasing production of "ragi", a small millet which 
was the principal food grain of the poorer segments of the southern Karnataka people. This program, 
which preceded the equally successful but much larger later campaign8 with wheat in north India, and 
rice in central and southern India, established the University of Agricultural Sciences as a central 
force for better in the eyes of the farm community it serves. That the university should have 
undergone change from its original design over the quarter century is not strange. It is the nature of 
the Land Grant type of university, represented by the Karnataka University of Agricultural Sciences, 
that it can retain relative stability only by constant adjustments of its programs and resources to meet 
the needs of the society or section of society It serves.= I t  does this by keeping one eye constantly on 
the enduring principles around which the university was built, and the other on the ever changing 
requirements of the society it serves - - and both on the continuously expanding powers of emerging 
new scientific knowledge to solve the problems ~f that auciety. Rigidity and unimaginativeness, 
fragmentation and disorganization are the constant enemies of effective institutional structure; no 
amount of money or good will can mitigate their deadly impact. 

The Indian Agricultural Universities' AccompUshments: In Brief 

The story of the Indian agricultural universities is, of course, still unfolding. Where they stand 
' 

today, in their service to the development of this most populous of all democracies, is just a marker in 
. the flow of time, the accumulated consequences of the natural spurts and haltings along the way. The 
issues of greatest importance are those which will determine their role over the decades ahead. But by 
any standard, Yioir growth, their contribution, and especially their potential are remarkable. 

The nearly forty years of collaboration of the U.S. foreign aid program, the U.S. universities and 
the central and state governments of India have marked what has been well described as the ''creation 
of one of the largest systems of agricultural universities in the world. Although many of the state 
agricultural universities were created out of much older agricultural colleges, the rapidity with which 
these largely academic institutions were transformed into full-fledged service-oriented universities is 
virtually without parallel anywhere else in the world. This, without question, is one of India's 

- greatest institutional achievements and a model for other developing nations to emulate."3Q At 
present there are some 26 state agricultural universities (some states have more than one). The 
development hisbriea of nearly all of these have been substantially influenced by the U.S. university 
program in the early years, while these universities were working, on a regional division of labor 
principle, with all the Indian states. Eight of the Indian universities have been the subject of intense 
university-building assistance from the U.S. universities during the period 1960-1972. More than 
1,000 Indians, tho m4ority of whom are now on the facuIty or serve as administrators of these 
universities, have received training to MSc. or Ph.D. levels under the U.S. university assistance 
program. Nearly 350 U.S. faculty members have undertaken tours of duty ranging from a few months 
to five or more years, working on the shaping of these universities. It has been said that these Indian 
universities, together with the central government research establishment, "have established the 
second largest agricultural scientific establishment in the world which produces a significant and 



growing share of the world agricultural scientific literature, particularly in areas related to tropical 
agriculture.'t40 

Research and teaching faculty, and even more the graduates, both undergraduate and post 
graduates, of these Iadien agricultural universities comprise a mighty force of human resources for 
the many private and public activities necessary for the continuation of agricu~tural productivity and 
income growth in the cvuntry. 

More important, even, than the huge expansion in numbers of these graduates is their new 
orientation and competence - as their lcarning ie acquired at the hands of men and women themselves 
well trained and actively involved in the many technical dimensions of technological overhaul of their 
state's apiculture. 

But, inevitably, problems do exist. The final story is never completed; its next chapters will be 
determined by how well these problems will be solved. A short list would include: 

1. Will the sovsral states be able to resist the inevitable political pressure to proliferate, to 
create more and more institutions, each less and lee8 well-funded and unintegrated with 
each other? 

2. Will they be able to bring the functions of research, extension and teaching into closer 
interaction -- or wilt the lines separating these functions harden and their dysfunctional 
separation be reinforced? 

3. Will interdisciplinary, problem-solving, teamwork research approaches expand, or will 
resea.rch be characterized by individualized research activities, driven by the "publish or 
perish" syndrcme which breaks the results of research into outputs too tiny and 
unrelated with each other ta be very useful to fmmers in problem-solving or to be useful 
in nation-building? (Any examination of recent trends in U.S. university research is 
unreassuring on this point .) 

4. Will eEeetive tw6-way channels of action and hence communication be maintained 
between the universities and the ~ocieties they serve - without which the research 
becomes unused (useless) and public support etrophiea? 

5. Will the universitiee be able to adjust their activitiee and rearrange s-ng structures in 
all three functions to embrace effectively new problems am they arise, problems different 
in kind as well as degree from thoae which gave rise to khs universities' creation? Their 
contribution to solution of the great problems of hunger and low agricultural productivity 
hae helped transform India into a new great nation with unlimited future potentials. 
These problems will continue to be in~c:.;ant. But new problems of equally grave import 
will moslt certainly arise. WiH Indian a&ultural universities competently identify 
them, heip find their solutions, train the people needed to solve them? 

6. Will the universities be given :he support, financial and otherwise, to weave their 
endeavors into worldwide efforts of scientific creativity which will create a better 
physical environment, and a better human, social and political environment, for 
international accord and progress? 



In short, will the universitiaa continue, on an ever more creative path, to pursue the broad 
principles, purpose, and philosophy, which have carried them so far already? If so, they aro indeed 
"worthy of emulation." 

There continues to be an important role for U.S. universities in this -- as much for what it will 
do to strengthen U.S. institutions as for its usefulness to India. Starting in 1986 an effort was made to 
re-examine possibilities of reopening contacts. A t  the invitation of the Government of India, officials 
of the U.S. universities which had engaged in the Indian program visited India. Indian university 
officials visited tfie United States. Various ideas were discussed and the nucleus of a program idea 
initiated, which would have called for a very modest U.S. investment. What was sought, and what is 
needed, is not a re-initiation of the old institution building contracts but, capitalizing upon the long 
experience and mutual affection developed by thia long experience, creation of a set of vehicles for 
continued interaction between U.S. and Indian professionals and scientists, to develop the basis for 
continued improvement of Indian American scientific collaboration and to assist, in a two-way 

process of bringing fresh perspective, each to the other, on how best to carry on their agricultural 
education, research, and extension functions. I t  is to be hoped that both countries will have the will 
and the wisdom to bring this into being. Enormous stakes for mankind, and for the survival of free 
institutions eveqwhere, are involved. 

This narrative has been heavily weighted toward the early, formative years. Much has been 
written, and it is to be hoped mare will be written, descriptive of the details of later experience. This 
narrative, totally without apology, has dealt essentially with the process: with the formulation of 
concepts, the trials and travaiI of adapting whiIe yet preserving, a core of basic principles lea.med 
through the long and hard experiences of two great nations. For it is probably from this that we  have 
most to learn for later application elsewhere! As we in the United States work our way intu the third 
century of our own formation as an independent nation, we have come to appreciate (and to examine) 
ever more the basic concepts, precepts, even prejudices and ignorance, of our "founding idhers": the 
documents they wrote, instruments they devised, the examples they set. These, in spite of their 
obvious transitov anchors in time, continue to shape and provide the basis for adaptation and growth 
of all our institutions. So, tm, in their more limited but yet very important dimensions, for the 
founding of the institutions to serve the agricultural sector of the economy and the rural sector of the 
society of our sister democracy, India. 

India has more than tripled food production, and more than doubled life expectancies, since the 
writer and his family went there to live in 1956. One depends upon the other. Greatly improved 
nutrition is, undoubtedly, one of the mGor factors contributing to increased life expectancy, And the 
great reduction of maIaria and other causes of mortality and morbidity undoubtedly has helped 
increase fd production. But the food production growth curve appears to be flattening out. And 
malaria spreading mosquitos are developing resistance to the insecticides with resulting resurgence of 
malaria. These are not causes for alarm, but a resbtement of the inexorable law of nature, that, if 
mankind doesn't keep working on improving things, they will, get worse. Indians, with small hut 
extremely important inputs from Americans forged many of the institutional instruments for 
continued agricultural progress. With proper leadership and support these instructions can continue 
to unlock the country's tremendous potentials for continuous growth. It is much in the American 
interest to help them do this, and we will learn much of value to us from them in the process. 



Status of Stab Agricultural Universities in India Today 

We have come near the end of a long narrative on the development of the agricultural 
universities system in India. This report will not attempt an assessment of where the situation stands 
today for four reasona: 

It is totally beyond the resources available to this report. 

It would mark only one point in time; tu-morrow's situation will be different from 
today's, just as today's is different from those during the long period of 
development outlined here. 

It is the procese of U.S. assistance to the Indian effort which this study addresses, 
a9 it is from this that we feel most can be learned which will be useful to future 
U.S. efforts ta assist countries. 

Finally, a thorough effort was made by A,I.D. to assess the current situation, 
completed in December 1988." 

This evaluation study produced an 8'7-page report (plus appendices and bibliography) which 
represents the work of "five interdisciplinary review teams ... recruited primarily from U.S. Land 
Grant universities and A.I.D., to visit 10 universities in India." Each team, consisting of five to six 
social and agricultural scientists, was able to vbit two uni,versities for about 10 days each. They give 
great credit, undoubtedly correctly, to strong participation by may Indian scientists, university . 
administrators and government offictls. The Indiana' m o ~ t  ayahmatic impact appears to have come 
largely through a two-day workshop led by three extremely distinguished Indian oficials all directly 

. involved in direction of agricultural research at the national level. No sthmpt will be made here at a 
summary of that report, except of a few items central to the diwuaeion. These may be Iisted briefly: 

1. Theoe State Agricultural Universities (SAUe) are still state institutions. Of the ten 
studied, all but one receive more than one-half its funds from the state government. Only 
two receive as much as 30% from the centre1 government.'" 

2. Thr! universities have enormously increased their capability to meet national trained 
agricultural manpower needs -- especially at the postgraduate (what we could call 
"graduate") levels. In 1948, India had 17 agricultural colleges. However, only 160 
graduate students could be accommodated; by 1986 this number had risen to 2,544 from 
the state agricultural univereity system. At the undergraduate levd, admission capacity 
exiats for aome 8,760 in the state agricultural colleges in various areaa of agricultural 
study, and an additional 3,980 in other agricultural colleges in the country." 

3. The saady outpouring of research from the state universities, coupled with that carried 
out directly by the central government and by the International Agricultural Research 
Centers has been a key and absolutely essential component of India's remarkable 
progre~ in foud production. The closer integration uf research with extension activities 
(though not yet perfect, much better than previoudy) has been another key component 
(as has the better availability of praduction inputs such as fertilizer]. 

4. Much remains to be done. Especially: 



Problems change with the flow of time; so must the research, instruction and 
extension reaponsee to these problems. 

Great gape atill exist between productivity capsbiIitiea proved under close . 

scientific supervision and those achieved under average farm conditions, 
indicating need and opbortunity for additional improvement through research and 
extension work. 

Closer collaboration is needed among Indian universities, between universities 
and other agricultural research and development efforts outside the country, 
among the functions of research, education and extension and, almost especially, 
among the various academic disciplines. 

Great effort is needed to stem the trend toward proliferation of agricultural 
universities. 

5. There continues to be s useful role for U.S. universities collaboration with Indian 
universities and wientists. 

The Report is an excellent document and merits careful review both for its significance to India 
and what it may contribute for use elsewhere. Aa it points out, India has by now established one of the 
premier agricultural research and educational systems in the world. It did it relatively quiekly, 
relatively inexpensively, and with potent consequences for its national agricultural development. The 
system needs to remain flexible, but fmused on its national developmentary role. And it merits study 
and emulation. 

- - 
Unfortunahly, the Report has some defects of pareeption, which mar its usefulness for the latter 

purpose. Too divorced from &e eu ly  hisbry of the U.S. effort, some of ita comments are a caricature 
rather than characterization of that process. Particularly unfortunate is the totally incorrect 
portrayal, on pages 24 and 25, of the false image that the United States, in emphasizing the need for a 
Land Grant type  yete em in India, was engaged in inflicting "an elitist theory with an explicit mcial 
engineering bias [in which] changes occur from the topdown, not from the bottom up, and .... guided by 
persons with a measure of official authority or sanction,"" 

Fm sure that all Americans working there at he time, and their Indian counterparts, would 
have laughed (if not made too furious to do so) at this caricature. In fact they spent most of their time 
trying to create institutional machinery to make governmental institutions more responsive to and 
useful to the needs of the rural peasantry and to reverse the historical lines of command which had 
been from government down to the people. "Bottom up" ia a alogan, not an insight. In this inatance, 
centuries of neglect from the top had created at "the bottom" a nearly 'bottoms up" economic and 
social situation, with productivity, incomes and opportunities locked in at intolerably low levela. And 
so it would undoubtedly have remained if left to its own devices. The c a b  of cusstom settles hard on 
poor, uneducated rural masses. Fortune tely, strong Indian agricultura- !aadership emerged at the 
time of national independence and quickly began looking for help and advice on how to break through 
this "cake of custom," and well they might! Exhortations and promic2a, especially through the 
community development propam, had aroused interest and titiHated expectations, but provided little 
of the means for economic improvement of the rural people. This required much more effective and 
powerful instruments of service to the rural people. 



Americans found, as has been pointed out throughout this book, an  almost totally disarrayed 
system of public services to a&.culture and utilized, through major adaptations, the land grant college 
precepts to create a workable organizational nexus. Featured in this was the need to get effective two- 

way liaisons between research and extension, so tha t  local farmers could have an influence on 
research, so that research would be for the purpose of solving their problems, rather than for 
publications in western scientific journals. 

Liaison between extension, research and instruction was necessary also so that college 
instruction would relate to lndian development needs, to Indian farming conditions, and be from 
Indian reoearch publications rather than from British or American textbooks. Agricultural and 
animal production are intertwined on Indian farms - and research, extension and instruction must 
deal with the interrelations between them -- then possible with the institutional separation ktween 
'*agriculturew and "animal husbandry." 

On a further point, Americans were greatly concerned about the extremely lower status of state 
employees (including college  employee^) than that of comparable central government employees when 
brought together in all manner of developmentary activities. So, fortunately, were the highest 
officials in the country's political structures. By working with the state governments and state 
universities, the U.S. university contractors gave weight and dignity ta state-level participants in 
national afllairs - which has contributed greatly to the slow but all-essential aolidification of that 
great r e p ~ b l i c . ~  The Land Grant university concepts are preciseIy the doctrine of the non-elitist: the 
instrument of those who would help build inatitutions in developing countries which provide specific 
vehicles for effective expression by the rural peasantry and for expanding their economic, social and 
political independence and capabilities. It ia to the @eat good fortune of India and of the world that its 
early leaders so well undersbd this, and chose ta adapt and harness this great set of institutional 
concepts to its own -- highly successful as it turns out -- agricultural development." 

Attempts at Application of India 

Model in Latin America and Africa 

Latin America 

In early 1962, then Secretary of State, Dean Ruek, waa very impressed by the apparent progress 
of the India Land Grant college building program and its potentialities for serving that great 
democracy. President Kennedy had made known his keen disappointment with agricultural progress 
within the Alliance for Progrese in Latin America. At a meeting called by Presidential Assistant 
Richard W w i n ,  with Alliance for Progrese Coordinator, T d o t o  Muacoseo, and attended by several 
other8 from A.I.D. and the Department of State, it was freely admitted that, with only a few 
noteworthy exceptions, solid loan proposals with high promi= of achieving agricultural sector 
were not coming in from the countries, hence few Ioans were being made for that purpose. At that 
meeting, the relative paucity of strong, scientifically rooted colleges of agriculture in the region was 
identified as a mry'or cause of the ehor+~ges of g d  loan prnpods .  Shortage of professional manpower 
b make the proposals and, especially, h carry them out, was one dimension of the problem. The lack of 
a sound and promising technological and institutional base, vibrant with exciting potentialities for 



developmentary expIoration, was another dimension, This message was passed promptly and directly 
to the President. 

Secrehry Rusk, in late February 1962, made known to the press in a large feature article his 
view that a major effort should be made to engage the U.S. Land Grant universities in helping all 
Latin American countries develop Land Grant type colleges of a~iculture, which would integrate 
college teaching, research and extension functions, He acknowledged that substantial beginnings on 
this were already under way; but he envisioncd a vastly stepped up and well organized program. 

Mr. Teodoro Muscosso, Coordinator of the Alliance for Progress and Assistant A.I. D. 
Administrator for Latin America, gave the writer a copy of Secretary Rusk's lengthy press statement 
and asked him to prepare a paper for executive level discussion, outlining a rationale, an approach and 
a strategy for the effort. AQ eighteen-page paper, dated March 1,1962 and entitled "Reorganization of 
Assistance to Agricultural Development under the AIliance for Progress," was the result. 

This paper was sent in telegram from the Rockefeller Foundation (of which Secretary Rusk had 
been President when tapped by President Kennedy to be Secretary of State) to each of some fifteen 
people who were to meet in a very few days with Secretary Rusk. 1t was agreed that the group should 
meet first with Secretary of Agriculture, Orville L. Freeman, who was known to have a keen interest 
in the idea. 

The preliminary meeting was held in Secrebry Freeman's office, attended by Secretary 
Freeman, Tedoro Muscosso, Deputy A.I.D. Administrator Frank Coffin, Dr. EImer Ellis, President 
Emeritus of the University of Nebraska arid President Elect of the National Association of State and 
Land Grant Colleges (NASULGC), Dr. Russell Thackery, Executive Director of NASULGC, Dr. Albert 
Moseman, Director of Agriculture of the Rockefeller Foundation (and previous Secretary of the joint 
Indo-American team), Dr. WiIliam Myers, Science Adviaor to the Coordinator of the AlIiance for 
Prokess (an on-leave agricultural scientist from the Rockefeller Foundatian), the writer, and several 
others from the Department of State and of Agriculture. 

Consensus was complete, ponitive and enthuaiastic. It was agreed that the paper outlined the 
desirable approach and strategy. It was further agreed that: a) early in implementation, discussion 
should be undertaken with the Organization of American States to develop a suitable role for that 
organization in the undertaking and b) the individual American countries would, of course, be the 
major actors: first, in deciding whether they wished to participate and, second, in shaping their 
country programe. However, it was firmly agreed that the U.S. effort shouId b> put forward as a total 
Latin American-wide, organized effort on a much larger scale than anything yet unJer wey or under 
discussion, to be grant financed and made available to any Latin American country desiring to 
participate. 

That afternoon the group, minus the writer whose cold had become too severe to permit it, met 
with Secretary Rusk to present the document and summation of the conclusions of the morning's 
meeting. The Secretary was very pleased with the progress toward implementing his idea and at the 
strong, finnative response by the university representatives, the Rockefeller Foundation and the 
U.S. Department of Agriculture and A.I.D. 

This paper, which Secretary Rusk had seen in telegram form, briefly outlined as justification of 
the major initiative the need for the sharply increased agricultural development in Latin American 



countries in order to support the needed growth in their non-farm sectors - - especially their industrial 
development. 

Rapid agricultural growth waa needed: 

r to provide food and fibre st real costs low enough to support industrial 
development, 

to expand farm incomes sufficiently to provide the mass markets for industrial 
production needed to permit economies of scale in non-farm industries, and 

to serve (especialIy in the more agricultural countries) as a major source of capital 
formation for non-form investment. 

The essential nature of the proposed effort is quite succinctly stated in the first paragraph of the 
Proposal, as quoted below. 

The Proposal 

It is proposed that under the Alliance for Progress arrangements be made with 
approximately twenty (20) Land Grant Universities and the United States 
Department of Agriculture, supplemented by arrangements with the Rockefeller 
Foundation, to provide massive technical support to sgricultural development in Latin 
America. The universities and USDA would, on a scale not heretofore approximated, 
provide technical assistance in all a~pec:ts of agricultural development within the 
countries, provide training both within USA and in Latin America, for large numbers 
of Latin American agricultural technicians and leaders, develop institutions of both 
formal and informal education within Latin American countries to expand rapidly and 
in depth the competent manpower needed to improve agricultural production, 
participate in fundamental and enpecially applied research to deepen the kechnological 
resource base for agriculture, and assist the countries to organize and improve 
governmental and non-governmental institutions and programs for promoting 
economic and social dovelopment in the rural sectors. The program envisions a very 
different role for the universities than have past university contracts which have 
limited them primarily to assistance in developing colleges and research institutions. 
Under the proposal, their function will be, also, to provide technica1 assistance to the 
entire agricuItura1 sector, in all phases needed for agricultural development and in 
which the American univeraities have technical competence. 

The paper acknowledged that a fair beginning had been made In a few countries. It recognized 
that very large countries -- notably Brazil - would require continued assistance from several U.S. 
universities, much in the manner of India (which was, in fact, carried out with some success, as we 
shall see later in the book]. For other, very amall countries, some kind of group effort, organized on s 
division of effort principle which nonetheless featured individual national participation, would be 
necessary. I t  recognized expanding potentialities for the Rockefeller Foundation, whose work at 
Chapingo, Mexico, on wheat and corn breeding was beginning to have international ~ i g n ~ c a n c e  -- and 
was to ovolve into the first International Research Cenkr (CYMMT.) Participation by the Ford 
Foundation was also envisioned. 

I 



Agreement seemed total, and at very high levela throughout the U.S. Government -- and had 
the strong support of the U.S. Land-Grant Universities which could be relied upon to rally broad 
public support to the eiTort, if such support was needed. 

The writer wes told that he wouId be transferred back to the Latin American Bureau to guide 
the effort. (He knew he would have no choice in the matter, as President Kennedy had announced in 
person to all Washington-based A.LD officials, the p o k y  that the Latin American Program would 
take precedence over all others in A.I. D. in the assignment of personnel.) 

However, in spite of all the top level policy agreement and enthusiasm, bureaucratic resistance 
worked its will and the planned program was, through obstructive inaction, smothered out of 
existence. A concerted and organized U.S. push at that time, when A.I.D. had abundant funds, and 
enthusiasm mid good will for the Alliance for Progress, wodd have vastly exceeded the relatively 
modest impact of the country-by-country efforts which took place in its absence. Secretary Rusk might 
well have had another great foreign policy success (in this case much more of his own making than in 
the case of India) of which to be proud. Who knows? One thing is certain. An approach which featured 
the building of indigenous technological, human resource, and institutional capabilities throughout 
Latin America -- with agriculture leading the way -- would have been as feasible there as it had been 
in India earlier, and would have worked out much better than has the massive financial transfers - - 
made or encouraged by the U.S, government - - and the resulting debt servicing burdens which now 
beggar those countries and sour their political relations with the United States. 

It is now probably tao late seriously to consider the Indian experience as a model for adaptation 
and application to Latin America, except in some specifc countries. But it certainly is not too late to 
apply its lessons with force and vigor to Africa. A start has been made toward this end, which we shall 
now examine briefly. 

Africa 

Two long-standing advisory bodies provide advice to the A.I.D. Administrator on matters 
related to agricultura1 research and education. The oIder of these is the Research Advisory Committee 
(RAC), which has reviewed A.1 .D. research projects and policies and programs affecting research since 
1962. This body has aIways been comprised of outstanding scientists in several fields from U.S. 
universities and the private sector. It gives its advice formally and often directly to the Administrator. 
Much of its concern has always been with the need for strengthening the research capabilities of the 
less developed countries -- especially in agriculture and health. 

Most Administrators have taken the RAC's advice very seriously -- none more so than Mr. Peter 
McPherson. Therefore, when Administrator McPherson requested the RAC to examine the 
applicability to A.I.D,'s African program of the agricultural university-building experience in India, 
RAG responded with alacrity. Additional experts with personal experience with the India program, 
and with the current African situation, were co-opted to participate in the RAC examination of this 
question. A vigorous discussion resulted in general consensus: 

that a major, continent-wide strategy for development of such a Land-Grant type 
institution should be developed. 



thst some building blocks were already in place but, inaamuch as maior U.9. 
assistance to Africa was csaentially of quite recent origins, moat of the task --,as in 
the future, 

thst the pattern could not be uniform, aa countries varied vastly in size, history 
and likely interest. 

that special arrangement, probably involving lead institutions in certain larger 
countries, would have to be worked out to provide for needs of the very small- 
economy countries (this was deemed to be perhaps the toughest problem of all to 
resolve). 

that the Africa Bureau would undertake a m4or e h t ,  backed up by assistance 
from the Bureau of Science and Technology, to develop a strategy for the effort. It 
was recognized that severaI other donor countries might be interested in 
contributing to the effort, and the strategy shouId embmce this possibility. 

In general it was concluded that although Africa presented very different problems and 
characteristics than had India, the basic obiectives of the American effort should be the same and the 
basic pri~~ciples underlying the Land Grant universities concept would be equally relevant and 
applicable. 

The other major advisory body relevant to t h i a  topic ia the Board for Internltional Food and 
Agricultural Development (BIFAD), created d e r  Title XI1 in 1975. 

By coincidence, and working primarily with the Africa Bureau leadership, this Board aIso 
undertook analysis of the Indian university experience to the current African A.I.D. assistance 
program. Theae two advisory processes were, coincidentally, carried out in rapid succession. The RAC 
meeting, in fact, served largely to confirm and to coneolidate conclusions arrived at shortly before in 
the meetings between the BIFAD staff and the A.I.D. Africa Bureau and in a BIFAD meeting. 
Therefore, the Africa.Buresu and the A.I.D. Administrator felt a fm confidence that it was on a 
correct track. Upon the extent to which the track is followed in the future will the future oi 
agriculturaI and general economic development of that continent heavily depend. 



END NOTES 

Testimony by Dr. John Nicholiades, Director of International Agriculture and Assistant 
Vice Chancellor for Research, University of Illinois, testifying on behalf of the National 
Association of State Universities and Land Grant Colleges, to the African Subcommittee 
of the U.S. Senate Foreign Relations Committee, March 12,1987. The reference was to a 
banquet addreas by former Secretary of Shte Rusk given in Athena, Georgia, May 1, 
1985, before the Association of U.S. University Duectors of International Agricultural 
Programs. The former Secretary of State spoke extemporaneously from nates, and 
apparently, no manuscript of the exact test of the speech exists. Dr. NichoIiadesl 
testimony derives from his notes of the meeting, then coincides with recollections, of 
other attendees with whom the writer has discussed the address. The context of the 
reference to Secretary Rusk's statement was provided in Dr. Nicholiades' testimony as 
follows: "In the '60s and '609, six U.S. land grant institutions sent to India outstanding 
and dedicated scientists and administrators with the oal of establishing a Land Grant 
Universit System in India; and they did it .... wor ing with their committed and 
dedicated 1 ndia colleagues." 

f 
In fact the did it so well that two yeara a o Dean Rusk remarked in a speech that in his 
o inion, &he most successful piece of I' oreign policy ever implemented by the U.S 
dvernment in over 200-plus yew history was the establishment of the Lsnd  rant 
System in India." 

Unfortunately, the writer did not attend that conference and therefore did not hear 
Secretary Rusk's statement. However, he did hear Rusk make a similar statement of his 
expectations of the Indian program in Febru 1962, whiIe Rusk was Secretary of State, a 

At that time the Secretary w m  very desirous "r o developin a similar U.S. effort on behalf 
of all of Latin America. (See discussion of efforts at eppficaication of the "lndia Model" to 
Latin America at the concIusion of this chapter.) 

M.S. Randhawa, A Historv of Agriculture in India, Vol. IV, p. 172. 

Which, much as it was venerated as a fertilizer, returned Iess fertility to the soil than the 
plant materials from which it was made. 

4 This point of view prevailed for decades and is probably not entire1 dead yet (similarly, 
in that respect, in the United States). "In the aaccnd plan period 6966-601 controversy 
raged in government circles that organic manures alone should be promoted, as chemical 
manures were harmful to the mi16 In the long run and were also costly n...To the specla1 
advisor to the Planning Commission on this aub'ect, "the very mention of chemical 

t k fertilizers was Iike a red ra to a bull." From andhawat p. 282. The writer was 
constantly amused to hear o herwise corn tent Indian a icuItura1ists (including one 
soils scientist) attempt to e lain away by t e moet torture reasonings the obvious 400% "P R" P 
yield increases achieved on ertiIized plots. Also, in 1962, m 8 meeting of U.S. Secretary 
of Agriculture, Orville L, Freeman, with the Indian Planning Commission, the writer 
was compelled to rebut the cornmiasion's same aoils adviaor's argument that, by 
encourapn India ta produce more fertilizer, the US. was, in fact, advisin them toward 
destroying 8h t eir natural soil resource base, The famous Classic trials in k thempstead, 
England, now some 126 yeara old, have not yet turned up any evidence to sdp rt the 

old set offertilization trials in Coimbatore, Tamil Nadu State, A . .  L. 

r long-run soil destruction thesis--nor have dozens of other suck ' :, including a 5-year- 

Randhawa, p. 274. Dr. Randhawa was an extraordinary man, having held during his 
long career almost all of the to agricultural paitions in Indian agriculture, including 
the directorship of the Indian 8 ouncil of Agricultural Research (under whose direction 
the U.S. University A icdtural Pro am was carried out) and the Vice Chancellorship 
of Punjab AgricuItura f= University. ( Irfi e Vice Chancellor is the top executive oficer of an 
Indian university.) He was aa well known for his passionate expertise on ancient Indian 
art, on which he published widely. 



Following USA, USSR and China. EtanJhawa, p. 307. 

Should any reader care to pursue the analytical bases for some of the writer's conclusions 
on fertilizntion research in lndia during this period, he is referred to the "Special Note on 
lndia Fertilizer Research," following End Note 46. 

The term "a icultural education of farmers" is meant to be essential1 synonymous with 
ttagricuItura T extension.' (See note on vtagriculturaI extensioniw in this 6 oak.) 

KC. Naik; A. Sankararn, A Historv of Agricultural Universities (New Delhi, India: 
Oxford and IBH Publishing Co., f9'72), p. 16. 

Naik and Sankaram, p. 20. 

Membership of team was a follows: Indiana, Mr. K,R. Damle, Mr. J.V.A, 
Dr. L. Sahai, Dr. H. Handi; Americans, Dr. A.H. Moaeman, Dr. 

Communicated to the writer by telephone December 14,1988. 

The oung college rofessor from the University of Wisconsin had by now become head of h l' the epartment o Agricultural Economics and Rural Sociolo at tho University of 
Tennessee, and recalls very vividly his excitement at hearing F arker's presentation to 
the faculty of Agriculture and key administrators there. To an a icultural economist, 
the Indian phenomenon seemed to turn everythin upside down. magine a peace time d B 
economy not concerned with over roduction! ow concepts of economic efficiency 
analysis so heavily stressed in the b niversit of Chica o part of his training could have 
full play -- eltee t that, on that day. he baht tho s lghtest notion of ever beeornlng 
directly involve d with India. 

F 
State names and boundaries were changed from time to time. For exam le, the names 

known as "Gore." "~adras," and 4 ravencore-Gochine," respectively. 
P listed for Re 'on IV ate currently ap licable. When the program began in 956 they were 

It has perha s not been made aacientl: clear that faculties of the agriedtural colle es P and of the eo leges of veterinary science Lhieh included animal husbandry) were regu 7 ar 
members of the Department of Agriculture or Veterinary Science, respectively, and 
assigned to the college on a rotational or pass-through basis. Good piformance in this 
college teaching assignment would most frequently contribute to promotion to some 
other administrative (or possibly scientific) assignment in their department - not to 
promotion in the college itself. 

This fact alwaye posed a d=cult issue for the U.S. government. We did not wish to 
impose our particular s stems of or anization of policies on the host country - in political 
rinciple and because t h ey usually % o not function well unlese enthusiastically embraced 

gy the host government and institutions. It is tempting therefore, to assume that 
organization matters are none of our businens, and simp\y support the programs of 
whatever institutional structure we fmd. At beat this i~ a wash of our reaourcea, if these 
structures are high1 ineffactive - as were those described. Often, such sup 
eounterprductive 2 ~ 1 s  host w*mtry*a true interests, as it tends to reinforce an rrt make is 
more permanent an ineffective structure. Therefore the technical ehortcomings of 
inetitutional or anization should be open1 perceived from the beginning.as an organic % 8 d part of the pro lem to be ex licitly ad reseed by the project. This buts a heavy 
responsibility upon the A.I. . donor, however, to work with hoat officials in a 
scientiiically investigative way in order to avoid the error of 'vins inappropriate o r  even T" bad advice. (See chapter on research as technique of  technic^. msastance.) 

However, in Tamil Nadu (then Madras) State the effect was the oppsite. The writer had, 
through a state level study oup appointed at his sug!j;estion, steered a cabinet level 
process specially tailored to t 'I: at state. Circumstances were very complex in that state, 
as India's premier veterinary college was located in Madras City, and one of India's oldest 
and best a cultural colleges was in Coimbatore some 200 milea away. A new Home P Science col ege was also located near the agricultural college in Coirnbahre. Some 35 



agricultural research stations (including one of the country's largest) were scattered 
around the atate. The s ta te  overnment was about ready to adopt a set of 
recommendations to or anize a11 t g is into one ayatem, when the central government sent 
a copy of Dean ~annaf ' s  "Blueprint" and requested a response. A fiscally dominated 
"Committee of High Power" recommended strongly a ainst adoptin the blueprint as too 
costly and redundant. Best efforts failed ta get the ear (i ier action bac& on track for several 
years -- to the great disadvantage of India as well as of Tamil Nadu State. So goes the 
process of technical assistance; beat intentions lead oft away. 

l8 As the great American economist of the early 20th century, John R. Commons, wrote 
somewhere, "people cherish security of expectation,even, in many cascs, the security of 
injustice and poverty." 

In From: the "Agricultural Research and Education Project" to the "A ricultural 
University Development Project" the new U.S. ambasaador to India, Dr. Jo t n Kenneth 
Galbraith, endorsed and supported this evolving concept of concentration of effort as his 
own. See J.K. Galbraith, Ambassador's Journa! (Boaton, Massachusetts: Houghton 
Mimin Company,l9691. Comments on subject sprinkled through book, e-g., p. 206. 

In India caIled "Group Leader." More commonly designated "chief of party,' "party 
leaderw or "project leader." Under any title, th i s  person ie b far the slngle most 
important (among the American group) to the implementation of t  1: e project. 

'' But, be careful on this one. Be sure i t  is the mission at tap level - and not just the project 
manager -- which has lost faith in the university team leader. 

The State of Kerala asked for assistance to build an agricultural colle e almost from 
"scratch1' -- and the recruitee was ideally experienced for the poeition. 1 lao, the writer 
(the then oup leader) felt very atrongly that a missing link in the Indian s stem was a 
vocationa r agrlcuItura1 secondary schmI system. Madras State (now Tamil 
and the recruitee - long known to the writer -- was one of the very beat 
States. In Wisconsin, the vocational agricultural pro am had worked for decades hand 
in hand with the agricultural extension service an f all dements of the agricultural 
college. Sadly, in Tennessee they maintained a fierce rivalry and hence their experienca 
militated against their proper handling of the job. 

Please indulge the writer for freely admitting that e riences such as this are high b among hie reward8 for service to the university India ontract Program. Another was 
the bittersweet rending of personal relationshi s we experienced in leaving our  P Bangalore home. For various reasons, chiefly the ogistics problems posed by tm many 
"farewell" parties, we decided not ta announce our pending departure until the last 
moment, and the only to those who needed to know. Even so, word leaked out. The state 
declared a half-day holiday (which I su pose can be variously inte reted as to nnotive). P 3 Government oficials and emplo ees, aculty and students, swiaI riends -- and every 
state cabmet minister in town $st day, or ao we were told by the Chief Minister who 
normal1 knew such things -- turned u at the airport, at what we thought would @ a. 
send-o d onIy by the team members reai $ ent in the city. Bangalore is the production site 
of India's famous "tube rose" and carnation garlands. With each "godbye" a garland,cr 
bouquet came for each of us. Proper etiquette requires their prompt removal to allow for 
the next Ir. line. The pile of flowers p e w  and grew, beyond head high. We corlld take on 
board ordy one bouquet each. M wlfe'a and my feelings as we boarcied tha little DC-3, 
and waved goodbye to our many r ndian friends on the tarmac, who had warmly taken us 
to their hearts, were a mixture of profound happiness and sadness. . 

The intensive agricultural district program from the first had built into it an evaluation 
component. Dr. Dorris Brown headed an evaluation effort in the U.S. team of advisors 
which the Ford Foundation h ~ d  sent to India for this roject itself. The end-of-project P evaluation found that the 16 districts moved up only a ittle more than the country as a 
whole in agriculture prductivity (the writer's expectations had been that they would 
move forward more than that but at the met of production in other areas), and did not as a 
whole compare a t  all favorably with the eubsequent rates of progress which took place in 
other areas of India which had featured the new varieties and techni ues developed by 
the international research centers for rice and wheat production and a 3 ripted at the state 



levols with articipation of the considerable Indian agricultural research and extenaim R networks, w ich had by that time developed. 

This judgment is probably too harsh on the intensive a icultural district program 
because it was an excellent learning ground for Indian o f l  lcials and agricultural expert1 
and for the U.S. universities which were working on helping build a maor inatitution i r  
one or more of the states with which it was work~ng. It undoubtedly helped as a learning 
ground for trying out a lot of ideas. 

From speech by Dr. K.N. Naik at dedication of University of Agricultural Sciences, b 
fndira Gandhl, prime minister of India, July 12, 1969. Quoted in Hadle Rea d 
"Tennessee's Imprint on Mysore Agricultural University," Pa~tner? with indis.&ildin 
Aaricultural Universities (Urbana-Champaign, Illinois: Dnlverslty of lll~nols ~ r e s :  
1974), p. 61. 

This amazingly productive man became exceedingly supportive of the Tennessee projec4 
immediately when e eed to it. It waa to recognue  hi^ extraordinary potentialities f o ~  "P" leadership. In an ear y conversation between turn and the writer, it was warmly a eer 

f= Y that he should, post-haste, visit the United States and some of its a icultural col eger 
and research institutions. This was, of course, with an eye on the ro e he might lay a1 
aimbatore or in the Madras (Tamil Nadu) State government - - with no t R oughj 
whatever that Mysore (Karnataka) state mi ht, eome day establish an agricultura: 
university and request E r n  b serve as its Chi e! Executive OScer (Vice Chancellor). 

" In Kerala State (see Travencore-Cochin) eonsiderable rogreas was being made towarc P strengthening its veterinary college at Triehur and Ve laymi Agri~ultural College nea~ 
Trivandrum. This state needed a ial attention because the apculture in this mosl P" densely populated and most high y librate state of India is so different in so mans 
respects from neighborin swtee. The 1961 .decision to concentrate U.S. aseistanct 
efforta to the 3ix states ( t! ougk no doubt necesse and therefore wise) must count thr 
retardation of development of the colleges (and X t eir closer intercooperation) of suck 
"abandoned" states as Kerala amon ih costs. The aeholar ma wish to see "Somr 
Comments for Consideration in thebvelopmsnt of Vollaysle 6 ollege, Traveneore. 
Cochin," Terminal Rewrt pp. 337-45. Concerned with apparent trends in thinkin$ 
toward abandoning the d. assistance effort there, the report (which authored a plan fol 
university development in the state) was addressed as much to the A.I.D, mission and tht 
central government of India policy makers as to the government of Travencore-Cachir 
(now Kerala) State. His key concern was a bit more than hinted at in these operun@ 
paragraphs: 

"The im ortance of developing a strong agricultural research and educational 
rogram in & ravencore-Cochin may even exceed that for most of the rest of India for tht 

Pollowing reasons: 

1. The fact that much of Travencore-Cochin'e agriculture is uni ue in India .... and nc 

the agricultural problems of the state. 
Ii adequate research basis exists from research done elsewhere in In a to cover many oj 

2. The hi h average educational level of the population means that the  cultivator^ 
have the abi ! it to absorb and utilire information that could be expected throughou! 
much of India. bhile this should mean that the population will be ab e to recognize and 
to appreciate rogreas, it meanr also, on the other hand, that they will be able tc 
recogdze and !e very impatient with the lack of progress. The high education level, in  
sort, intensifies both the opportunities for success and the unhhppy consequences oj 
failure to provide for rapid agricultural improvement. 

3. The tremendous and constantly growing preseure of population on the land maker 
it imperative that swee ing chan es be ra idly brought about the a iculture of the Statt B r P if it is not to lose groun absolute y as we1 as relatively to the reet o r India." 

Shortly after this was written, all A.I.D. a icultural advisors, direct hire and Uniyersit~ 
of Tennessee employed, were withdrawn != rom the State. The reader may make ha own 
assessment of the validity of the writer's then concerns. 



The Minister (an elected official and member of the le 'slature) and the Secretary to 
Government for Apiculture (an administrative olficiad ? had responsibility over both 
agriculture and anlrnal husbandry. The Director of Agriculture had responsibility only 
for agriculture. The Animal Husbandr Department, as explained earlier, had a Director 
of parallel status to the Director of 1 griculture. Forestry was at times under the 
Minister of Agriculture, and at times elsewhere in the government structure. The 
Mysore University was essentially autonomous. Its responsibility vis a vis the 
agricultural college was limited to essentialIy to roforma approval of certain narrow1 
pedago 'c considerations. To complicate matters st1 urt er, the Food Ministry -- whic f' $rrrr; L 
control ed food movement, government granaries and certain "fair price" machinery -- 
was totally se arate from the agricultural ministry. The same Secretary to Government 
often served goth a ieultural and food ministers and was normally a key point of 

overnmental inte d ace with the U.S. universit team leader. It was normally at this 
kvel and through the secretariat generally that orrnal proposals reached government for 
oficial policy action. 

r 
Quoted and other descriptions of the recommendations are from the unpublished 
Terminal Rewrt of the writer's service in India on this pro'ect S ecifically, Erven J. 
L o n g ' s m e n d s t i o n  for Establishment of Mysoce tate ural University," 
Terminal Report (University of Tennessee), pp. 226-42. 

B a i  
American universities vary widely in the extent to which these fw~ctions are integrated 
at the subject mattor level -- with profound implications for their effectiveness in servin 
agriculture. This and other consequences of Inadequate organization had been pointe !3 
out by the writer in a memo prepared for use by the Government of Mysore, entitled 
"Some Leasons Learned by American Experiments with Rural Univewitres," Terminal 
Rewrt. pp. 304-11. 

A Division of Fisheries Sciences was added very shortly thereafter. This was a hotly 
discussed jurisdictiona1 iaaue at that precise moment, and deferral of its mention was 
deemed prudent. Fisheries and Agrzculture hse become an exceedingly prominent 
dimension of the Univeraity'a program. 

Includes economics, specifically agricultural economics. 

Includes Extension Methods. 

Long, Terminal Rewrt, pp. 226-40. The reader may wonder at the terminology "Rural 
University" in light of the writer's neptive views re ardin thia name of the university. i f The first submission used the title University of gricu tural Sciences" throughout. 
The Central Committee felt this mi ht not meet the requirements of the letter of the 
Government Order. So the term %ural UniversityH was inaerted throughout the 
document. This was soon changed back to the name under which the university was 
finally chartered and remains to this day: The University of Agricultural Sciences. 

Two of this nature were: placing the teaching year on a "trimester" (quarter) other than 
"semester" basis. The writer had worked and been a studeht under both the greatly 
preferred the semester system, which is now beinq ado ted in India. The other was 
combining soils and plant sciences into a single divialon. Lgie supports thio. But st this 
university, these two departments were so large that combin~ng them threatened 
organization symmetry. 

F9r the first few years of the history, the scholar may wish to see The U n i v e r s i t ~ f  
Amicultural Sciences. The First Ten vears. 1965-1976 (Hebbal,  ang gal ore, India: U. . . 
Press, 1975), p, 450. 



Thie program was initiahd by the Directar of Agriculture, before the university was 
formally sstabli~hed, cn the recommendation of the writer by memo antitled "Increasing 
Food Production in Mysore State: Increasing b g i  Yields." A Tenneaaee team member, 
Dr. Vernon E. bas,  and two Tenneasee trainod participants (one of whom became Vice 
ChancelIor of the university) carried out this campaign, working with village level 
workers, which unin the materials from old end recent research on ragi production 
practices, almost trip y ed ragi production statewide in three ears. Farmers cnlled freely 
upon the university for help on othar craps after that axper ence. For memorandum see 
Terminalpoda pp. 41 6-20. 

Y 
Lawrence Bursch, "Universities for Development (Draft)," Terminal Report (February 
19881, p. 26. 

Bursch, Terminal Report, p. 26. 

Lawrence Bursch, "Universitiee for Development: Ele rt of the Joint India - U.S. Impact 
Evaluation of the Indian Agricultural ~ruvemities,~&.~.~. l m w t  Evaluation No. 68 
(U. S. Agency for International Development, December mB31. 

See Table 3, p. 21 of Report listed. 

See Table 1, p. 13 of Report listed. 

See Table 1, p. 24 of Report listed. 

The A.I.D, Mission Director at thn time of the  writer'^ fimt atu8y visit to India (in 19551 
was Mr. Clifford Wilson -- who later remadied that in the long history of India, the 
strengthening of state government relations po~itiona v i ~  these mlle e contract8 may 

r Z well prove their most important contribution; the writtar a eea. Per ape that was at 
least part of what Secretary Rusk had in mind. Proper ba ancing of central atate and 
local owrnmental and litied p w e r e  has been and will continue to 'm vital challen e f 
country and its society. 

r f to In 'an leadership. T us far, ~t has done well, given the enomou~ complexity o f t  e 

Dr. Leo WaIsh, Dean of the College of A iculture and Life 
Wisconsin, and BIFAD members of the eva P uation team which made the 
the Report cited here ie based, reported In a letter to the Office of 
Assessment of the United States Congreea that the concept that 
universities cannot work effectively on the problems of small LDC farma and or rural R" people "is ure bunkum." He report8 to the writer (by phone) that, t ou h he 
participadactively in the discuaaion of the eitad Report, he does not reenfj any 
discueaion of thie subject (included on pp. 24 and 24 of the Reprt) and ie relatively 
certain it did not reflect any significant coneenisus amon the grou . He would apply the 
term "pure bunkum" with qua1 zeal to the notion that e Land rant mdel  an applied 
in India was in any way "elihst." 

tt 8 



SPECIAL NOTE ON FERTILIZER RESEARCH IN INDIA 
An one special1 interested in the writer's interq~ellationa in this book of fertilizer research in K h India at t at time -- w ich so heavily influenced fertil~zntioil policy ..- is referred to his unpublished 

terminal report of his four-plus year assignment to India. I t  is htled 
15,1960, b Erven J. Lon , Group Leader, University of Tenneewe, India h 
See especially: 

fi avaiIable t rough the Co ege of Apiculture Library, University of 

Chapter 26, "Fertilizer Experiraent D~sigps in Relation to Soils Testing Work," pp. 420-39. 

Chapter 27,"Note on the Cornplcmenkatity of Nitrogon and Phosphorous Fertilizers on India 
Soi!s," pp. 439-51. 

Chapter 29," Some Econonbic Hypotheeia from Indian Fertilizer Demonstrations," pp. 470-87. 

- 

(say 40 lbs. per acre of N2) add P205. Then do the reverse by adding N to a given amount of P205 
application, and corn are w i t m e  control fertilized with N on1 . To their surprise, on Indian soils the 
added P2O5 increaee X yields lese when added ta the N smende d soils than when applied, in the control 
plots, without N. And the same held true for N, when applied alone. Thus the conclusion that P 0 
and N both increased yields more when applied alone than together. This conclusion was publisied 
6Fd discussed) widely by soils and agronomic experta in India -- especial1 ainee these worthies simply 
couldn't believe it. But the data said so and-the studies were numerous. dmilar notes kept popping up 
in minor pubIications around the world. 

The writer has always followed the proposition that when knowledgeable people of good sense 
don't believe results of some study (especially jf statistical interpretations are involved), it is best to 
take a second, third and fourth look at the data. He did eo in an extensive analysis of these 
fertilization expsrimenta data. 

This analysia was distributed b Dr. Frank Parker, who was then Aseishnt Director of the UN 

T d Food and A icultural Organization( AO) to all FA0 fertilization experts around the world -- many of 
whom were wing eimilar difiicul ties understanding their own findings of "negative" in teraetion? in 
tests similar ta the India experiment. Their grateful responses, in many languages, pleased the wrxter 
as much as it challenged his ability to find interpreters to read them for him. 

Fertilization information is referred to at such length her; because it is recisely the close 
interweaving of such technological advance with institution-building which ma e the India model 
successful. 

B 



BRAZIL The Infinite Country1 

Prior to the end of World War 11, U.S. universities had shown little interest in Brazil. 
Undoubtedly, individual university profeesora had intereat within their particular fields, but the 
institutions themselves hnd few contacts with Brazilian culture or science. The first discernible 
interest of an American university was the publication by the University of Florida of the book, Brazil, 
Peode. and Institutions, by Professor T. Lynn Smith, in 1946.' Also in 1946, Gilbarto Freyre 
published the English version of his cultural maahr work, The Masters and the Slaves, which was 
fairly widely read and promoted some understanding of that vaet country. 

The Early Days of Cooperation and Assistance 

The United Staha Government itself had begun hchical  cooperation programs with Brazil 
during World War 11. The programs were begun to guarantee or increase the supply of raw materials 
needed for the war effort. In addition ta the wartime interest in its mining and minerals, there was 
U.S. interest in agricultural comrnoditiea, such as rubber, and teehi,. -,I assistance projects were 
developed for such commodities. I t  came to be realized that other factors ali'ected prcduction as well, 
and fairly subetantial projects were nqounted in public health. (One of the reasons Walt Disney's 
cartoon characters are so fondly regard& in South American countries like Brazil, is that the Disney 
characters were used in fiIm cartoons to promote public health measures and sometimes the~e were 
the only form of movies the poor and rural people got to me.) It was then, through the Institute for 
Inter-American Affairs (IIAA), headed by Nelson Rockefkller, that the first programs and projects in 
agricultural cooperation came into being. However, following the pattern of IIAA activities, there was 
no overall development plan or program involved, merely discreb project activities to achieve some 
fairly immediate objectives. The Brazilian Government had no over~'!  national development plan for 
agricuIture and neither did those in the U.S. government directing the assietance programs. 

It was through one of the I I M  activities that Purdue University prafeesors firet became 
acquainted with the University of the State of Minas Gerais at Vicoea.' Essentially, those oEcials 
designed a project which they then took to the U.S. government for support. At that time, the U.S. 
government technicaI cooperation program in Brazil wae concentrated in the fields of health, 
education and mineral resources aurveys, with some attention ta specialized agricultural problems, 
such as rubber development and cacao improvement. The broader U.S. interest in general 
agricultural development and in agricultural education came 8 little later, perhaps spurred on by the 
Purdue-Vieosa Project. The A.I.D./Purdue contract was signed in June 1951, and its major objectives 
were tb aasist Vieam in the creation at: a) a Sehnol of Home Emnomica and b) the improvement 
extension education programs. This limited institution building effort became even more eharply 
focused on Home Economice ae the extenmion education activity was deemed a faiIure and abandoned ; 
after two years. (Later, however, this effort waa revived with happier results.) Otherwise, the project 
rolled along with no notable dSieulties, and the firat School of Home Economics in  Brazil was 
establishsd and institutionalized at Vicosa as a result of the university-buniversity project. 

By 1958 -- through the creation of the Technical Cooperation Administration ITCA) ai-d the 
International Cooperation Administration (ICA) -- a more programmatic approach to U.S. assistarice 
had been developed. In Brazil, the overall objectives of technical cooperation were to aasist: 1) in 
providing the institutional: framework necessary for the functioning of a modern eociety, and in 



training the technicians and administrators needed to man it; 2) in improving the educational bnse for 
developing the fundamsntal, technical and administrative skills. At this time, much of the U.S. 
assistance was still channelled through servicio programs' in such fieIds as  nutrition, farm 
management, extension, soil conservation and irrigation; thirteen Brazilian states had established 
extension servicio organizations. This was the background to a mqjor revision to the Purdue-A.1.D. 
contract, signed in February 1959, through which Purdue was to help develop Vicosa into a pilot 
institution to train extension workers m d  professors in sgricultural sciences and research. More 
broadly speaking, Purdue was to assist all Brazilian schooIs of agriculture in adopting and 
implementing the "Land Grantw philosophy, and the base for the effort was to be at Vicosa. This was 
quite a significant change in purpose for a Brazilian university which, at the outset of the project, 
consisted of a single school of agriculture offering a four-year degree in general agriculture with no 
opportunity for discipIinary specialization and no graduate programs. 

The attempt to bring Vicosa and Purdue into a nationaI effort at developing the extension 
service was not the first try by the government of Brazil or the A.I.D. (then ICA) mission to engage in 
national agricultural development. There had been previous attempts at national programs in 
nutrition, farm management, soil conservation, and irrigation -- most of them channeled through 
servicio programs. As it later came ta be learned, servicio programs were useful for obtaining 
immediate objectives and for campaign-like activities which would be accomplished in a relatively 
short time. The purpose of the servicios was to take the program away from the bureaucratic 
ministries and government agencies where low pay and enormous paper work reduced productivity 
and stifled accomplishment; the servicios, with single mindednese of purpose and better pay, were able 
to get a lot more things done quickly. Some very good :emfits were achieved through servicios in all 
of South America including malaria spraying campaigns, immunization and other public health 

- campaigns, and the propagation of some new agricultural techniques; they were also the principal 
instrument for training Latin American personnel in practical development technologies. The 
problem came to ba that when the foreign funding of aervicio activities ended, so essentially did the 
servicins. Many times neither the personnel nor the programs for which the servicios were founded 
were ever brought back under the auspices of ministries and agencies. Brazil'a extension service 
suffered leas in this respect than aome other South American countries, but it still had some problems 
establishing its institutional base and, of course, it8 funding. 

There had been a growing tendency to move away from the IIAA days of speeiiic activities for 
limited objectives (e.g., production of commdities for export to the U.S.) to the program approach of 
broader goals and objectives into which s jwif ic  project activities would fit in a well defined way. This 
trend became even more pronounced with the creation of the Agency for International Development 
(A.I.D.) end continues even ta this day. The fact that some project activities have to be shoe-horned 
into the program description and objectives does not diminish the general idea of trying to make an 
assistance package more effective through its coherence and concentration. However, it is m k h  
harder to design and implement a foreign assistance program if the recipient country lacks a national 
development plan as a basis for the assistance program, particularly if the foreign donor wants to 
concentrate on long-term social and economic development, including institution building. In Brazil, 
at this time, there was no national planning agency of any type. In fact, the first comprehensive 
planning agency of any type was the regional planning agency for Northeast Brazil, the 
Superintendency of Northeast Development (SUDENE), founded and headed by Celso Furtado in 
1959. 



The Alliance for Progress and Northeast Brazil 

The situation in Northeast Brazil dominathd much of the international concern and interest in 
Brazil during the late 1960s. Northeaat Brazil was the country's most important agriculturni region 
during the colonial and early day8 of the monarchy -- prior to the ascendancy of the State of Sao Paulo 
-- but wan subject from time to time to periodic and devastating droughts. Droughts in 1961-62 and 
1958 had caused widespread loas of crops, hunger, and disIocation of farmers and their familiea. The 
purpose of SUDENE waa not so much to alleviate the drought crisis -- although it did some of that -- 
but more to bring new technologies to the agriculture of the region and to broaden the region's 
economic baae. At the same time, the Peasant Leagues in the sugar cane areas of Northeast Brazil 
were gaining notoriety through their dc manda, cane field burnings, and the passion and prominence of 
the Leagues' Ieader, Fransico JuliBo. Botn the economic and the political situations were given great 
publicity in the United Stabs through s amies of articles in The New York Times in 1960, and through 
an NBC special documentary, "The Troubled Lana;' devoted ta Northeast Brazil. Indeed, it could be 
argued that, along with Caatro8s take-over in Cuba, the economic situation and political unrest in 
Northeast Brazil were among the more important concerns that led President Kennedy, in 1961, to 
create the Alliance for Progrees and to refashion and increase the U.S. foreign assistance program 
through the Agency for International Development. Brazilian politicians aometimea talked of "two 
Brazils:" the Northeast, economically depressed and neglected by the government; and "the rest of 
Brazil," economically vib~ant, broader based and more aucceseful in getting government programs and 
benefits, Whether true or not in the nationa1 sense, the "two Brazile" theory certainly spilled over into 
the operation of the US. foreign assistance program in Brazil and affected, at least indirectly, the U.S. 
univer sitiee working in Brazil. 

Because of concerns with Brazil's political leftward drift, the economic plight of Northeast 
Brazil, and the perception both in Brazil and in elements of U.S. society that, admehow, the U.S. 

\ government should boldly show its concern and its ability to respond, the U.S. and/Braril signed in 
April 1962 a special diplomatic agreement for Northeast development. 

The agreement provided for the expenditure of 3131 million over a period of two years in 
various fields of economic and social development activity. It also provided for the establishment of a 
special A.Z.D. office in Recife in the Brazilian Ncatheast. The location of a major A.I.D. office in Recife 
gave the U.S. development effort some fairly high vieibility and publicity in that development arena 
and, perhaps, helped to cuvlter aome of the adveree political atmosphere with regard to the U.S. in 
Brazil. It  also placed the seat of the A.I.D. operations in the Northeast only a few blocks away from 
SUDENE, the Brazilian Northeast development agency. Although it was not an independent A.I.D. 
operation, it had enough authority to be able to deal directly with SUDENE on day-by-day action 
decisions, and -- perhaps predictably -- the lines of responsibility and communication were not always 

' clear, leading to eome managerial and pfiloebphical dmcdtie~,s 

The# diplomatic initiatives in broad develqment programs had no direct effect on Purdue and 
its operations in Vicosa, although they would corns to have effect on the plans and operatioh of future 
activities. 

Brazil's own development plans and goals at this time were still dominated by President 
Kubitschek's commitment to establishing a new national capital in Brezilia, a frontier area 600 miles 
northwest of Rio de Janerio. Kubitscheks's last budget was heavily skewed to infrastructure: 45% was 
for power, Sl% for transportation, 16% for basic industry, 4% for education and 3% for fd supply. 



There was not much time during the short presidency of Janio Quadros, January to August 1960, nor 
during the early term of President Joao Goulart to make any substantial redirection of the 
development effort. Moreover, under Goulart the political atmo~phere in some federal ministries and 
state governments was antipathetic, if not hostile, ka any A.I.D. visibility such as technical assistance 
programs might bring. 

Expansion of Agricultural Education Efforts 

The A.I.D. mission was ready to move to broader development program goals, including the 
field of agricultural education, but there were few people in the national government to work with on 
it. The U.S. A.I.D. mission (or, "USAID" as A.I.D. missions are generally called overseas) nevertheless 
proposed, in 1962, to expand the contract with Purdue University and Viscosa to provide additiona! 
persome1 to work with four other agricultural athools in  the state of Minas Gerais and, most 
importantly, to contract with additional United States universities to provide similar service; in the 
states of Sao Paulo (at Piracicaba), Rio Grande do Sul and Rio de Janerio (at kilometer 471, and to 
undertake more basic efforks toward university agriculture education in Northeast Brazil a t  the 
universities of Cearh and Pernambuco. Without the involvement of planning and coordination at the 
national level, however, i t  was impossible to involve the U.S. universities -- or the Brazilian 
universities for that matter - in coordinated national research efforts or broad agricultural university 
expansion. Instead, the scope of each U,S. university contract was geared to the perceived needs of the 
Brazilian counterpart institution, and to some degree (particularly in the case of Purdue) to the needs 
of a region around the university. The U.S. Land Grant college philosophy is reflected in the A.I.D. 
program documents which described the proposed expansion, but the documents also recognized that 
the Brazilian counterpart universities' traditions and lack' of resources could inhibit the application of 
the Land Grant idea. Nevertheless, the objectives were right in that they reflected fundamental needs 
for change, with the result that the limited resources being made available would help bring about 
broad-based modifications in agriculture education, research and extension in Brazil. 

- Among the traditions which impeded the progress of all Brazilian universities, not just the 
agricultural universities, was the preferace of Brazilian students for the prestigious degrees in law, 
medicine and engineering, and the tradition of awarding tenured chairs (catedraticoa) which, in effect, 
became a paid lifetime position for the holder regardless of whether he taught or not. Add to this the 
low salaries for professors, pMlr curricula, a shortage of text books and library materials, and low 
quality or a camplete lack of laboratory facilitiee and equipment, and there you have a picture of most 
of the agricultural universities as A.I.D. prepared to expand its program in agricultural education. 
Because of its association with Purdue, Vicsosa was an exception to this picture and the State of Sao 
Paulo agricultural university at Piracicaba had well educated professors, although more oriented to 
the British and French style of university education. Below those two universities' were the 
universities of Rio Grande do Sul and CearB, and although Ceari was the weaker of the two, it was no 
less enthusiastic abut joining the A.I.D. effort. A.1.D.k plans for inclusion of the universities of 
Pernarnbuco, Rio de Janerio and Bshia did not result in direct contract arrangements with U.S. 

' 

universities, although the U.S.A.I.D. continued to include those universities -- as well as a network of 
secondary agricultural schools -- as participants and beneficiaries of some of its other agricultural 
development programs. The A.I.D. mission's expectations for agrieultural education is perhaps 
summed up in the following: 



agencies and were directed independently 
result of consultation and clom cooperation and planning, ofiieials, 
particularly at the stute !evel, axe beginning to sha e thelr pro ams 
toward the coordination needed. A~ieultural goa P s are n o w  gtter 
defined and the improvement of s3rvice ta rwsl people is emphasized. 
[State] Secretariats of Agriculture are undergoing reorganization for 
better use of resources. There is more concern for atherin 
information essential to planning. Teams of u . s . A . I % . / B ~ ~ ~ ~ !  
agricultural advisors have participated in planning sessions in several 
states.# 

The early planning for all this activity had begun in 1961 when preliminary discussions were 
held with the Ministry of Education and Culture (MEC). In 1962, a bilateral committee led by Earl 
Butz, then Dean of the Agricultural School at Purdue (and later U.S. Secretary of Agriculture), visited 
Brazilian institutions to select those which might become involved. The idea behind the expanded 
agricultural university activity was "to develop four rural universities into competent centers of 
teaching, research and extension with s combined enrollment to be increased from 1,800 to 5,000 in 
seven years; to train eight-hundred teachers within five years; for enrollment: in secondary-level 
agricultural schools to be increased from 10,000 to 30,000 within ten years."' While there was this 
comprehensive target and similarity of purpoee, each of the university projects stood alone and there 
was no provision for them to interact or  contribute on a national %ale. The "one-on-one" relationship 
is illustrated by the description of objectives for the new projects from A.I.D. program documents: 

The University of Rio Grande do Sul 

The integration of teaih>ng research and extension in the univereity will be furthered following 
the pattern of the U.S. Land Grant College System and will in turn provide the state of Rio Grande do 
Sul and the neighboring area with the benefits of strengthened research and extension. Graduate 
programs in agriculture and the turd social sciencea leading to the equiva!ent of a maeters degree 
were planned as s means of improving the qualifications of college professors, researchers and o t h e ~  
technical personnel; to conduct economic research for the guidance of state, federal agencies, and 
cooperatives, private enterpriaea in the area; to plan and establish a 3,500 acre agricultural 
experimental farm as an integral part of the university. 

University of Csar& 

To Strengthen and expand the university's curricuIum offerings and to arrange for 
administrative improvements in the organization; to improve the teaching and research services 
offered by the university to make it more responsive b both the commercial requirements of national 
agriculture developments and the needs of rural population. 



The University of Sao Paulo (Pirneicaba) 

Adapt teachiiig research and farmer education at the u~liversity to the pattern of the United 
States Land Grant Colleges; to develop teaching and research in food technology, agricultural 
engineering, agricultural economics, animal husbandry, and plant science; establish a graduate school 
in agricultural sciences. 

The selection of U.S. universities to work with the Brazilian imtitutions was done on a 
pragmatic case-by-case basis, but the selection criteria is lost to us now. Purdue, of course, had an 
ongoing relationship with Vicosa. The University of Wisconsin had engaged in a small cooperative 
effort with the University of Rio Grande do SuI, sponsored by A.I.D., and had been asked by A.I.D. to 
make suggestions for an expanded program. The University of Arizona and the University of CaarA 
had no prior acquaintance with each other and the fact that they were both in arid regions of their 
respective countries apparently determined the selection. Ohio State was in the middle of doing an 
outstanding job in India and was selected perhaps because the historical circumstances there were 
similar to those at Piraeicabs; the university agricultural school of Sao Paulo at Piracicaba was, along 
with Vicose, the most advanced agricultural institution in Brazil but had an orientation toward the 
European model of agricultural teaching and had already developed plans for research and post 
graduate programs. 

National University Reform 

The A,I.D. mission's involvement at the university level in Brazil was not confined to 
agricultural education nor to the use of the Land Grant colleges. A program with Michigan State 
University and the Getulio Vargas Foundation in business administration had started almost at the 
time of the PurduelVicosa project, and projects with the University of Houston in Chemical 
Engineering and the San Diego State University system in secondary education development with the 
Ministry of Education and Culture (MEC) began almost at the same time of the expansion of the 
agricultural education projects, The need for improvement in the higher education system in Brazil -- 
or, perhaps better said, the establishment of a system -- was clear and, perhaps for this reason, there 
was a growing pressure to create a more comprehonsive higher education program approach. A 
four-man team recruited by A.I.D. Washington in early 1964 commented, 



Among the suggestions made by the teem to the A.I.D. miasion was that it "might provide 
special support for overall educational pInnning." There wae roeson for thinking thnt Brazil was 
ready to move forward in this area; in 1961, the national government enacted the National Law of 
Guidelines and Principles for Education which greatly decentralized and removed the rigidity of the 
educationa1 curricu~um in Brazilian education. This was followed in September 1962 with the 
National Education Plan which set forth goals for change at all levels. 

Coincident with those attempts by t h ~  Brazilian government to undertake reform in education, 
the A.I.D. mission was already intenssly engaged in general educational development. A pilot 
elementary education project in Be10 Horizonte had developed a cadre of Brazilian and American 
educators who were subsequently transferred to the A.I.D. office in Northeast Brazil where they 
became the nucleus of a team engaged in elementary educations1 development with SUDENE in the 
Northeast states. At the same time, discussions between U.S,A.I.D. and the Ministry of Education and 
Culture (MEC) on university reform were taking place. These culminated in the MECICI.S.A.1.D. 
education agreement and in a contract with the Midwest University Consortium for International 
Agriculture (MUCIA), the purpose of which waa to assist MEC in formulating a university reform 
program. The "MECICT.S.A.1.D. agreement" became, undeservedly, one of a prominent list of 
objections by students who were opposed to the military government in any case, and particularly 
opposed to the federal government's austerity budgets, at least insofar as those budgets resulted in the 
withholding of education funds and an end to subsidies of  student cafeterias and restaurants. 
Although most of the students who denounced the MEC/LT.S.A.I.D. agreement admitted they had not 
read it, they nonetheless opposed it as "cultural imperialism." It was a period of general unrest and 
dissatisfaction with the lack of progress since the 1964 revolution -- a period of discontent with the 
economic austerity imposed by the miIitaty government. The government seemed indecisive about 

. the student unrest, and the leadership at MEC was particlilarly weak. MEC took no actions to explain 
nor to defend the MECIIJ.S.A.1.D. agreement and in June 1968 U.S. Ambassador John Tuthill 
unilaterally ordered the agreement ~ancelled.~ Despite the student unrest and the turmoil at the 
universities, the U.S. uni~ersities had very minor problems except at the University of Arizona in 
CearB, where there were atudent efforts to have the Arizona team removed. There was a brief but very 
real period of tension for tile Arizona team, but the faculty of the Agricultural College publicly 
supported the AriwnalCearh agreement and very effectively cleared the air. 

Despite this setback in university education reform, and of university agricultural education, 
the A.I.D. mission proposed, and got Washington approval for, an $11.9 million dollar loan for 
agricultural research with the Ofice of Research and Experiments (EPE) of the Ministry of 
Agriculture. The loan was to finance technical assistance, academic training and equipment in 
helping the Minietry of Agriculture substantially increase: 1) Ite capecity to plan a research program 
on a national basis; 2) The reaearch skill8 of its technical s t d  through academic training in the U.S. 
and the Western Hemisphere; and 3) Its  resources for research end priority ireas." The fact that it 
took several years to get this loan agreement signed by the Brazilian government added to U.S.A,I.D.'s 
frustration in trying to get anything accomplished on a national scale and at the national level. 

It was at this time that the A.I.D. mission to Brazil was at its peak; it had one of the largest 
A.I.D. staffs in the world, was negotiating annue.1 program loans on the order of $75 million dollars 
each, had negotiated back-to-back education lo~,ns of $32 million and $50 million dollars, and could 
still count on annual PL480 wheat sales agreements to help the Brazilian economy and to bolster the 
mission's negotiating position on various policy reforms. It was a peak, however, and on the down side 



thare waa pressure to swihh funding for technical assistance projects, such aa the agricultural 
university activities, from grant funding to loan funding, and to reduce costs and visibility by reducing 
the number of A.I.D. personnel stationed in Brazil. Clearly some changes, and perhapa some belh 
tightening, were needed, although a major cutback was not anticipated: there were still several 
innovative projects being planned, e.g., a capital markets loan, the science and technology loan, the 
integrated health delivery systems loan, beginnings of nutrition activities, etc.. It was in this context 
that discussions within A.I.D. began on the possible phase-out of the US, university ngricultural 
projecta ae they were then constructed. Another consultant team was recruited by A.I.D.IWashington 
in 1969 to evaluate the four U.S.IBrazi1 agricultural agreements and to consider the future for this 
A.I.D. activity." 

% quote from the summary of the report: 

While there have been noteworthy accomplishments the feeling 
persists that much more could have been achieved with a different 
managerial arrmlsement - both an the U.S. campuses and in Brazil. It 
is felt that there 1s need for a new arransement for managing U.S. 
university contracts. Such an arrangement would tend to iron out 
differences in effectiveness and results, such as those noted in 
comparing the performance of the four U.Q. universities. 

Despite defi~iencies~in past perfqrmance, the overall healthy impact of 
the contract o ratrons was quite apparent. Large numbers of key 
Brazilian sta fr inembers have been or are being trained in their 
potential influence in reorientin and modernizing their respective 
departments is undeniable. Gra 5 uate training programs have been 
established. Research programs are being p l m e d  more carefully b 
coincide with critical problems. Cooperation with related research and 
extension agencies is zmproving. The advent of the university reforms 
in Brazil, however, introduces a new factor which will, cause m4or 
changes in the structures in the institutions in question and therefore 
will require considerable reorientation in the nature of technical 
assistance to be offered in the future. 

Brazil stands on the threshold of great advancement, and the sector of 
higher agricultural education is a ke element to unlock much of the 
future development opportunity. &.s.A.I. ~ . / ~ r a z i l ' s  rogram is 
sufiiciently small (four universities) to be hikhly manageagle in terms 
of seeking a new innovative administrative pattern. The Brazil 
program should be established a5 a pilot demonstration of how to 
reorganize and improve A.I.D./university cmtract relations and 
performance. 

The phase-out schedules for the four contracts are not considered to be 
realistic in that they treat all programs within essentially the same 
time and development frame. The minor variations and phase-out 
date are hardly sigtificant in view of the substantial development gap 
that exists between two of the institutions (Vicona and Piraclcaba) and 

third (Rio Grande do Sull and the fourth (Ceari). On a scale of ten, 
their respective states of excellence and sophisticatioh might be 
represented as eight, seven, five, and three. Even the advanced 
institutions have gaps in program, reIationships. with your 
environment, and competence in management and admmistration. 

Nevertheless, it ie realistic to think in terms of reaching the end of 
phase I and embarking on a second hase that should be known as 

hase 11. A fundamental element of difference should be in the form of 
funding, a shift from grant to loan support. A second element of 
difference is the university reform, coming near the close ofphase I, 
which will when completed provide a new set of intra-relationships 



during phase Ii, with consequent mod=cations in types of programs to 
be supported. 

The idea of phasing out or changing substantially the character of the agricultural university 
projects was clearly in tho mill. The universities were briefed -- apparently individually -- on the 
circr~matances calling for change in bilateral U.S. technical assistance programs and on the need for 
partiea to the projects to re-evaluate their objectives, interests and priorities. Although A.I.D. 
continued to meet with the universities during the next eighteen months or so, the universities did not 
have the advantage of meeting collectively or with the central government ofllicials with whom A.I.D. 
was planning its future agriculture programs. By early 1972, it became clear that A.I.D. supprt to 
agriculture would be channeled through a focused, commodity approach to agriculture research and 
an inter-university program of teacher exchanges and faculty and curriculum assistance. The first of 
these would eventually become the agricultura research loan wi th  EMBRAPA, and the sezond, after a 
shore grant-financed project, the higher agricultural education loan with the Department of 
University ABairs of the Ministry of Education and Culture. , dheae will be discussed &er a look at 
each of the university-buniversity projects. 

The University-to-University Projects 

All the projects had a similar go J: to develop a coordinated program of teaching, research and 
extension in agriculture along the lines of the U.S. Land Grant College system. The task of each 
project was similar in another way -- the Brazilian counterpart universities were all traditional 
teaching universities with limited curricula, faculties, and resources. Beyond that, each U.S. and 
Brazilian university relationship was different, giving eech project a different style and distinctive 
variations in emphasis and management. 

This makes comparison among the projects dK~cuIt, but that is not our purpose in any event; 
better to let each project stand on its own sccomplishments, as it stood on ita own during 
implementation. 

Purdue - Vicosa" 

As recounted earlier in thia chapter, the Purdue-Vicosa relationship was initiated in 1551 as a 
project to create a School of Home Economies and to increase Vicosa'a capabilitiea in extension 
education. While the ernphaeis and the statement of objectivee changed in the mume of the foXowing 
22 years, the underlying concept wae that of increasing and irnprolring the capacity in teaching, 
research pod extension of agriculture. In such a long term, productive reletionship, it is eometimes 
dmcult to show direct Iinkages between the activity and some of the benefits produced, an even to 
recognize all of them. 

Over the life of the project, 55 members of the Purdue teaching, extenaion and research faculties 
served far one or more years in Brazil for a total faculty contribution of 155 person years. An 
additional 40 faculty members served as short-term consultants. One visiting A.I.D. evsluation team 
observed in 1969 that the Purdue s b f f  was for the most part composed of skilled ~ientista dedicating 



their efforts to specific technical fields; that they, individuaIly, established excellent one-on-one (or 
countorpart) relationships, but aa a group did not focus on the bigger dovelopment picture or on 
Vicosa's academic and administrative structure. Purdue, on the other hand, could state, with reason, 
that a strategy of total integration of Purdue faculty members into their disciplinary departments at 
Vicosa was stressed from the beginning. Purdue faculty were accepted by their Brazilian 
counterparts, and as they became integrated into the total operation of the university, identikd with 
that university. This acceptance and integration made j o h t  planning and execution of the program 
possible and contributed greatly to the ability to achieve new direction in the program and 
organization for the university, 

Although it is not possible to allocate responsibility and credit for the individual changes that 
occurred, the success of the Purdue project can probably be best seen through the changes that - occurred at the University of Vicosaover the life of thia joint activity. 

In 1951, the university consisted of the School of Agriculture which offered a four-year degree in 
general agriculture with no opprtunity for disciplinary specialization. There were 11 7 students 
enrolled in the Bachelor of Science level program at that time. In addition, there was a high school 
and a technical agriculturalist program. At the termination of the project, the Agricultural Sciences 
Programs had over 1,000 students enrolled in undergraduate programs; the curriculum consisted of a 
three-year common core taken by all atudents with five disciplinary areas of specialization to Ibe 
selected by the student for the fourth year. In addition, the first school of Home Economics and tlne 

I 
first Schwl of Forestry in Brazil were established as a result of project activities. Also of special 
significance was the addition of a new department with teaching and research programs in foad 
technology. Perhaps more striking in importance was the creation of graduate programs in the 
agricultural sciences. At the beginning of the project, there were no graduate trainingprograms as 
perceived in a U.S. university system, although there was the possibility of pursuing a doctorate 
through individuaI research and examination by a panel of peers. At the end cf the project in 1973, 
there were eight Master of Science programs functioning with two others in the offing; by the end of '. 
1972, 379 students had been awarded Master of Science degrees. There were also three Ph.D. 
programs with courses in place and student8 enrolled; the first Ph.D. degree was awarded in 1976. 
This pioneering effort in graduate level training in agriculture haa made Vicosa one of the 
outstanding centers of advanced agricultural training in Brazil and in a11 of Latin America. 

The development of high quality undergraduate programs and vaduate training at the Master 
of Science and Ph.l). levels was made possible by strengthening of the Vicosa faculty through 
participant training programs. A total of 92 individuals received graduate level training in the U.S. -- 
35 at the M.S. level and 67 at the Ph.D. level. While not all individuals receiving advanced traininn 
under project sponsorship returned to and remained at the University, the impact of graduate train in^ 
on faculty quality can be seen by comparing the faculty of 1982 with that of 1973: In 1962, the faculty 
total of 86 had 21 (24 percent) with advanced degrees, whereas in 1973,135 of 240 (56 percent) were so 
qualified. 

As mentioned before, research was not a significant activity at Vicosa as the project began, but 
it became truly institutionalized within the university structure and expanded rapidly during the 
project period. A directorate of research, similar to the agricultural experiment station organization 
found 6;  a US. Land Grant university, was established, and increased emphasis was placed on 
research program planning by individual faculty members, as well as at the departmental and SchooI 



levels. Physical facilities were significantly increased and improved with tho development of r 
research station in the Western part of Minas Gernia State and the addition of many lab facilities or 
the main campus. Some oxamplea of research activitiee at Vicosa that produced uaeful technica 
advances are: 

Development uf a local synthetic variety of high lysine corn +ith double the protein va1m 
per kilogram of normal corn for humans, swirie and poultry; 

Development of superior varieties of soybeans, tomatoes and edible heans; 

Development of improved storage technology for edible beans which significantly reduce: 
nutritional loss during storage; 

Animal science research and extenaion cfforts which stimulated development o. 

commercial broiler production in the regions surrounding Vicosa; 

An agricultural economic analysis which demonstrated the development potential of r 
region in the State and led to a regional development project funded by the World Bank. 

Extension activities have always been part of the Purdue-Vicosa project activities; they were 
however, abandoned for awhile after an aborted sbrt at the outset of the project. When A.1.D 
expanded its agricultural education activities in the early. 19609, extension was re-emphasized, anc 
Vicosa was the center of the revitalized interest and activity. In Brazil, the extension service ir 
usually aeparate from the universities and the universities do not normally provide extensior 
functions off campus; instead, they train exteneioniats and try to develop better research reaulta and 

, technology to extend. At Vicosa, however, extension has been institutionalized in the universit~; 
through the creation of an vrtenaion deportment and positions for extension specialists in the subjecl 
matter departments. The extension service is still a separate administrative entity but, contrary tc 
most other regions of Brazil, there is a close tie between the university and the extension service. 

Many of the people trained in extension at Vicosa have gone on to make significanl 
contributions to agricultural development through a number of educational, extenaion, research policy 
and implementation agencies in Brazil. The firat two presidents of EMBRAPA, the Brazilian 
Agricultural Research Enterprise which has transformed agricultural research in Brazil, Ireneu 
Cabral and Eliseu Alves, were originally extensionists out of Vicosa. 

Arizona - Cearh 

The University of Arizona was contracted by A.I.D. on October 25, 1963, and the first team 
members arrived at the university campus in Fontaleza, C a r &  on March 8, 1964. The purpoee given 
to the Arizona team was to strengthen and develop the extension, teaching and research capabilities oj 
the College of Agriculture in accordance with the philosophy and practices of the U.S. Land Grant 
college system, as adapted to t,he needs of Northern Brazil, so that the Univereity of CearA would 
develop and contribute to the technical service needs of federal and state research, planning, extension 
and agricultural promotion in the states of Cearh and Piaui, 



The Univoraity of Coar6 was -- it is generally agrsed -- the weakest of the four Brazilian 
universities solected to be a direct counterpart in the university agricultural education program. 1 t 
reflected nearly all the traditional characteristics of the older and passing Brazilian university, i.e., its 
role was strictiy a teaching one, limited to lectures, without Iaboratoriee and trial fielda, and few texts 
or referenca materials to speak of. Arizona, for its part, was selected primnrily because of its location 
in an arid area of the U.S. Some of the universities if1 the Northeast states were politicized during this 
time but Ceara was not one of them, and the College of Agriculture in CearA was anxious to have 
Arizona participate in the project. 

In looking over some of the comments on the Arizona-Ceari project throughout the course of the 
activity, there were frequent negative, but somewhat vague, comments on the project. Arizona may 
have been the victim of some of the bureaucratic tension that occurred from time to time between th,e 
A.I.D. N o r t h s t  Office in Recife and A.I.D. Mission headquarters in Rio. Responsibility for projt!cl 
management of the Arizona-CearB project was assigned to the Agriculture office in Recife, but 
sometimes the Agriculture ofTice in Rio {which had mnnagement responsibility for the other three 
agricultural education projects) would deal directly with the Arizona project team or try to make the 
Recife office fail into line on something that Rio had decided all the trgricultural education projects 
should do. 

This kind of problem was not confmed to the Arizona-CeerB project nor ta the agriculture 
divisions of the Rio and the bcife  offices. Sometimes the conflict would rise up to the levele of the 
Mission Director and the head of the Recife office before being resolved. Some tension and differences 
of opinion can make anorganization or effort better, but often these conflicts were petty turf battles on 
the part of U.S.A.I.D.IRio, or defensive over-sensitivities on the part of the Recifeofice. 

At any rate, Arizona sometimes got caught up in these conflicts. The frrst chief of party was not 
terribly rasponsive to either A.I.D. ofice for a while, evidently believing that since the contract was 
negotiated with A.I.D.NVashington, he did not have to put up with suggestions from the underlings in 
the field. 

These kinds of problems aside, project progress was substantial right from the start. 
U.S.A.I.D./Rio was also to state, in September 1966: 

1. The University of Cearh is roceeding to make integral P structural changes to con orm with the University's 
enlarged role in the a icultural activity of the states of 
Csnrd and Piaui. In 19 f 5, six eubject matter departments in 
soil and animal sciences were established, replacing the 
"chairw structure which previously existed. In addition to 
broadening the academic curriculum, the university 
appointed coordinators in the three principal areas of 
research, teaching and extensipn. Research and teaching 
1abor:ltories have been established and detailed plans for 
the universit research and experimental farm are well 
advanced. 8 onstruetion for additional classrooms and 
laboratory activities in plant physiology and botany is over 
half-completed and facilitiea for seed processing and 
analysis are being commenced. 

2. Undergraduate enrollment at the University has increased 
by 20 percent over that of 1965. 

3. Three professors from the University of Ceard are currently 
undertaking advanced studies in the U.S. Five others have 
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been sent to the sgricultural colleges at Piracicaba and 
Vicosa for Maeter'e level training, taking advanb e of the 

sduate programs established at theso colleges un er other 
6 .~ .k l .~ . -aaa i shd  P~BFarna. 

f 
4. A working relationship between the UniversCy and the 

State Extension Service has been dqveIoped to the point 
where both organization8 exchange ideas and coordinate 
planning, project implementation, and personnel 
utilization. Among their joint efforts ie a project to improve 
the teacher-training and institutional facilitiee for 
secoadary vocational agriculture schwls and short training 
cowaes for f8t~1era.''~~ 

At the beginning of the project, A h n a  elscted not to teach at Ceari but to work an cilrricutum, 
research and graduate program development. This was at leaat a tactical error because, whatever 
other interaction there might be, it kept the Arizona ham iaolated from the student body. When 
student politics became heatsd nationwide in 1968, there were demands from the student militants at 
the Univereity of Cearh for explanations of what the Arizona team was doing there, as well ss 
+emands for termination of the project agreement. Only the forthright action of the Agricultural 
College faculty-a pamphlet with a full and clear explanation of the A h n a  team's purpose at UFC -- 
defused the situation. 

The Arizona team must have felt imlabd in other respecta am well. Fortsleza, where the 
University is located; is a nice city, but a willingnes~ to learn and apsak Portupeta is neeeasary to 
enjoy it. There were somewhat regular contacts with the Project Manager in Recife and the Chief of  
Agriculture Division there, but virtually no contact with the other U.S. agriculture project 
universities. Thie lack of contact waa a problem for all the universities but a more intense one for 
Arizona because it was taolated dot only geographically (as waa Wisconsin) hut also bureaucratically 
since it came under the jurisdiction of Recife and seldom got word of the results of meetinga or reviews 
all the other projects. 

The Arizona-CearB project, like the othera, suffered from the delay8 of budget releaees by the 
central government, releases of local currency funds for research, lrlfraetructure and program support 
by SUDENE, by departures of Brazilian professors because #of low pay, and by the difliculty in getting 
qualiiied candidates for participant training. The Arizona team did have good support from the 
Agricultural College, however, and the Univemity of Ceark bogan to be transformed, The A.I.D. 
Mission's final evaluation report of the Arizona-Ceard project showed that all pkysical project targets 
had been met or exceeded. Alm, 82% of the agricultural faculty was an a full-time basia, and UFC was 
getting research funde from private and government agelacion on a conkact basis. It was the Mission's 
a~s~ssmsnt at the time (1973) that the eoncepta applied in the development of the UFC school of 
agriculture had served se a model for application in other wctars of the university. 

I 

Wisconsin - Rio Grade  do Sul 

The pairing of the Universitv u,f '.5!:~o13in :vith the University of Rio Grande do Sul(UFRGS1 
aesmed a natural one because of a sm,tI'l f.?::uhy s::change between the two universities which had pre- 
dated the A.I.D. effort to expand tho npu3ulttusl crlucation program. 



The objective of the project activity, briefly stated, was ta assist the UFROS to establieh a viable 
graduate program in the agricultural sciences, to integrate the program into the overall uni-rersity 
structure, and to stimulate state, federal and private institutions ta improve agricultural production 
in the surrounding a,+a along the tinen of the U.S. Land Grant College idea. A.I.D. contracted with 
the University of Wisconsin in December 1963, and the first two U.W. stuff arrived in March 1964. 
Thereafter, Wisconsin maintained a s M o f  four to ten professors in Brazil until the end of tho project. 

Operation Tatu 

The Wisconsin-UFRGS project had many occornplishments but it became internationally 
recognized for an effective transfer of technology known as "Operation Tatu."" Although often 
characterized as a soils improvement project, Operation Tatu utilized most of the disciplines involved 
in the Wisconsin-UFRGS project as well as the combined efforts of many apicultural agencies of the 
state of Rio Grande do Sul. The technological heart of the program, or "operation," was that of 
significantly reducing the acute aluminum toxicity of the soil through the heavy application of lime; 
once freed from aluminum toxicity and acidity, and properly fertlized, it wae 'believed that, the region's 

i 1  soils could be productive. 

The Wisconsin and UFRGS staffs established a pilot community development project to 
demonstrate the impact of modern technology on the development of agriculture in the Planalto 
region, some 200 miles northwest of Porta Alegre. This region is typical of traditional subsistence 
farming with diminished production and increasing economic problems, j e t  previous studies showed 
that the region had good potential for agricultural development. Using the result8 of a series of 
agricultura! credit studies, socio-economic surveys, and natural resource s w e y s ,  the Wisconsin- 
IJFRGS team identified problems limiting agricultcral production. Other basic steps were to: 

Explain the program to farmers through radio and the press, as well as at local meetings 
set up for that purpose, and to give instruction in soil sampling techniques; 

Collect soil samples at the centers and send them to the Faculties of Agronomy and 
Veterinary Science for analysis and recommendations; 

Obtain support of government agencies and local political leaders to get inputs, 
infrastructure and agriculture credit; 

Get the local populace involved in developing an agricultural modernization plan based 
on the studies information collected and the technologies available. 

I 

Forty farmers were involved in the first crop year (1967) ant1 there were significant immediate 
increases in yields. Based on this experience 'and the enthusiasm generated, the program was 
extended to 720 farmers in the Sanb Rosa region, and new programs were established in nine other 
regions of the State. Within the next few years, direct assistance reached an estimated 35,000 
farmers; soils tests were conducted and limited recommendations made to an additional 200,000 
farmers annually, Farmers using soil fertility corrections increased corn yields by 30046, aoybeans 



2004 and wheat 200%.18 The use of lime and fertilizer incrensed each year, and in 1971, they were aa 
high aa they were for the previous five ~ombined.'~ 

It is aignif~cant to note that these wero no "neww technologies involvei in Operation Tatu, that 
is, the technologies used were not diacoverod as a result of project activities. Nevertheless, it was a 

tremendous demonstration of the land grant concept and really brought the University of Rio Grande 
do Sul into the lives of farmers for the first time. 

Teaching Activities 

There never seemed to be a question of whether or not the University of Wisconsin team would 
teach (albeit on a temporary and interim basis until a Brazilian teacher was trained), the only 
queation was where best ta establish their teaching program - at the undergraduate or graduate 
level. There were good arguments and clear needs either way. The Brmilian university school year 
begins in March, and in March 1965, the decision was to begin graduate programs in crop prduction, 
animal production and soil science, and to strengthen and offer edditional graduate courses in 
agricultural economics and rural sociology. At the end of the project, the University of Wisconsin 
believed this to be the most productive derision during the contract period -- one that was directly or 
indirectly responsible for major program accomplishments. 

The initial curriculum was limited, but it introduced new depth in specific subject matter areas. 
In general, the curriculum was planned on a broad interdisciplinary base providing students with 
problem identification and probIem solving capabilities with specialization being introduced through 
the thesis project which the student seIeeted. As more trained staf f  members became available; course 
offerings increased and a greater degree of specialization became possible. 

The graduate eoursea became an inbpal part of the Faculty of Eeonrrmicsl (IEPE) and the 
Faculty of Agronomy. The veterinary faculty did not elset to establish p a d h e  programs at the 
initiation of the project, but have followed suit in establishing a graduate program in Veterinary 
Parasitology duriug the last two years of the project. 



The following table illustrates the growth of the g~sduate program, 

1971 
1972 
1973 
Total: 

Students Completing Graduate Couree Re uirements 
And A11 Degree Re uirernents And ~ e c e i v i n ~  W e  M.S. Degree 

%FRO% 1983 To 1973~' 

Economics Agronomy Veterinary Total 

Course M.S. Course M.S. Course M.S. Course M.S. 

There has been s sort of "push-pull" effect in establishing graduate course8 and programs. The 
Wisconsin staff actively participated in kaching and research from the outset but always on a 
temporary and interim basis. Their idea was always to develop a course, train a UFRGS teacher to 
take it over, and then go on to a new course or research project, The UFRGS met its commitments in 
this regard and, at the end of the project, there were 56 fill-time and 33 half-time staff in the 
agricultural sciences, the majority of them with M.S. degrees. This was noted as one of the 
accomplishments by the Brazilian G~vernment.'~ 

Research Activities 

Rewarch was aImost non-existent at UFRGS and neither the community nor the university 
itself considered reseamh a part of the university's rerrpnsibilities. Consequently, there were no 
budgetary funds nor facilities for weearch as the project began. The Project Agreement provided 
limited amounts of lwsl currency for support to research. 

Because of the Iimited opportunities for research, the UFRGS-Wisconsin team tried to join in 

7 with agencies which were doing research. Sometimes they were successful, sometimes not; however, 
the degree of sueces~ was increasing with the passage of time, 

I 

By the close of the project, remarch was tied clearly to the graduate programs and often to the 
development of theses by graduate students. As noted in the Project Completion Report,'' the UFRGS 
was being eought out to provide research services to others, services such as training of field 
technicians, publication of research resdta, consulting and lecturing, contract research, and setting 
up meetings and confer.ences. 



Participant Training 

In order tu build up ths UFRGS's capability to produce professors quelfied to teach at the 
graduate level and to carry out research, a substantial number would have to be trained outside 
Brazil, at least in the initial years of the project. Finding qualiiied candidates with English-language 
capability who were willing and able to spend two to five years in training has been diCficult in many 
non-English speaking countries. UFRGS-Wisconsin aent 48 participants to the U.S. for degree 
training, some of whom did their theses work on Brazilian agricultural problems. It is unfortunate 
(but not s factor controllable by either UFRGS or Wisconsin) that only 19 participants 113 Ph.D. and 6 
M.S.) had completed their academic training and roturned to Brazil before the project ended; most 
returned to UFRGS when they completed training, but it is at:vaya better to give the returned 
participants a period of time to continue to work with the American university professors to help with 
their re-integration, and this was not possible due to the project'o end and the departure of the 
Wisconsin professors. 

According to the A.I.D.IPPCICDIE draft study:' UFRGS haa continued to flourish in the post- 
Wisconsin and the post-A.I.D. period. Some of that story wiII be covered just a Iittle later. 

Ohio State - Sao Paulo (Piracicaba) 

Ohio State University was contracted by A.I.D. on March 16, 1964, to provide assistance to the 
College of Agriculture of the University of Sao f aulo2' to train more and better prepared scientists and ' 
technicians to meet the growing needs of the s t s h  and nation, and to accelerate and coordinate 

, development of state, ferieral, and private agricultural agencies in the area. 

This was the last of the four basic apicultural university projects contracted for. In many 
respects, Piracicaba was the most advanced of the agricultural universities when an A.1.D.-supported 
team came on the scene. The orientation of the College, however, was toward Europe and, thus, the 
focus at Piracicaba was on teaching and research with virtually no attention to extension work. It 
was, at the inception of the project, already a strong inatitution with competence in the plant sciences, 
soils, forestry, and aome ares8 of animal sciences. Planning for graduate programs had begun well 
before the arrival of the Ohio State team. The constraints of an antiquated university system 
(including the catedratico, or hnured chuir aystem, which still prevailed at Piracicaba), plus subject 
matter competence on the part of one of the better educated staffs at a Brazilian agricultural college, 
limited Ohio State's ability ta influence change, and its presence, alone, was not enough to guarantee 
that OSU's guidance would be sought. Some active participation was needed. 

There wero complaints by U.S.A.I.D./Rio and some Piracicaba s M  about the quality of some of 
the OSU staff, weak team leadership: and the quality of home campua support. At one time, the A.I.D. 
Mission was considering allowing the OSU contract to expire i n  1971." When word of this 
dissatisfaction was called to the attention of the top administrators of Ohio State, the university 
promptly aent the Dean of the College of Agriculture, Dr. Roy Kaufman, to Srszil. His findings there, 
duly discussed with the A.I.D. Mission Director, resulted in thorri;;,-hgoing remedies in staffing 
arrangements and, ultimately, beneficial results. Despite this need for correction, g d  progress was 
being made on almost all of the planned achievement indicators. Participant training, especially, was 



a key to the success :",Y1the project through its lifetime, and Ohio State did excellent work despite some 
backstopping fai?,ures by A.I.D. both in the fisld and in Washiitgton. 

Some other accotnplishmen ts: 

Undergraduate programs wero improved in Plant Pathology, Animal Nutrition, Rt~ral 
Engineering, Home Eeonomica, and Entomology. Enrollment doubled during the life of 
the project. 

# Permanent graduate programs were developed in some 15 academic departments and the 
Home Economics Department was s b r t e d .  

By the end of the project, the number of Piraeicaba professors with advanced degrees was 
three times as many aa had been planned at the beginning of the project. Some 75 of 
them were trainied in the U.S., mostly at Ohio State. 

a The catedratico system was eliminated and substituted with the departmental system by 
the end of the project. 

Ohio State also carried out some of its specialized Rural Credit project activities in Brazil and 
was selected to work with the Brazilian Association for Higher Education (ABEAS) on a project for 
expanding assistance between developed and relatively lese developed agricultural colleges 
throughout Brazil. This latter activity was carried out under an A.1.D.-financed, host country 
contract, and there will be more about that in the section that follows. 

Transition and Change 

The year 1973 was one of significant change for the four U.S. universities and their activities in 
Brazil: 

A.LD. resources, particularly grant funds, had been in short supply in recent years and 
there was pressure to terminate loh~g-mdng projects and to cut back both on A.1.D and 
contract personnel. Brazil was particularly vulnerable on these counts since it was 
experiencing a so-called "economic miracle" at the time. 

The four U.S. university projects had ken euccesaful and the cmperating Brazilian 
rmiversities\ hacl become the beat of their kind in the nation. A grant technical assistance 
project k d  just startd which was to establish a system of university-to-university 
assistance within Brazil, building on the four U.S. university projects. The U.S. technical 
assistance, howevef, was a small but crucial element of the project, and would be 
provided by Ohio State alone. 

The A.I.D. Mission in Brazil had been trying for years to expand agricultural university 
education, promote education and university reform, and develop a national agricultural 
research capability, and it now looked like the effort was about to pay off. An 
agricultural research loan had been signed which taok a commodity research approach 
and which contracted the services of the universities of Wisconsin, Florida and Purdue. 
The new grant project with Ohio State would aIuo serve aa transition to the Eigher 



Agricultural Edmrction Loan which had juet been approved by Washington and which 
would provide U.S. university technical assistance to develop Mastera and Ph.D. 
programs in the agricultural sciences. 

The State Department and A.I.D. were having trouble defending the assistance to Brazil 
in the face of Congressional concerns about human rights violations by the military 
government. 

During the 1972-1973 period of workicg out the detaila of the transition with the Brazilian 
ministries of Agriculture, Education, and Planning, A.I.D. had kept the U.5. university teams 
informed of what was happening. Relations between the A.I.D. Mission and the U.S. university teams 
were reasonably good, particularly with the U.S.A.I.D. Agriculture and Rural Development Office 
IU.S.A.I.D./ARDO), but it is dear the the universities were not partners in the planning decisions 
about the transition period and beyond, although their comments and suggestions were taken into 
consideration. 

The A.I.D. Mission in Brazil wae criticized at t i ~ w e  for not utilizing the universities in the 
planning of national agricultural development priorities, for not supporting the "council" of the 
universities (with or without their Brazilian counterpart institutions), and for not allowing or 
encouraging more short-term in-country collaboration, eruch as swapping of technical expertise among 
the Brazilian or U.S. universities. There is justifreation for some of the criticism. On the other hand, 
the universities were seen to be competitive with ench other and ta look st pIans for change from a 
viewpoint of whether it enhanced or diminished their own projects; the Mission had worked for years 
to develop conditions where the national government was ready to set agricultural priorities and 
invest in them, and it did not want the universities, acting in concert, to advance their own, possibly 
different, agenda. The Mission wan concerned aleo about working relations with Brazilian 
Government agencies; the Ministry of Planning had developed into a strong development institution 
and saw itself as the primary coordinator for international development assistance -- on the U.S. 
bilateral program, it only wanted to doal with A.1.D and not with the technical assistance teams 
themselves (or with pressure from the counterpart institutions). The situation in dealing with the 
government was quite Merent from that in India, but the U.S. universities were a resource that may 
have been better utilized in planning and development. 

Whatever ahortcominga there may have been in arriving at the period of transition, it appeared 
that conditions and resources were coming together for a period of accelerated growth in agriculture 
(and, coincidentally, in general university deveIopment with the help of the ground work done by the 
US. universities at the agricultural colleges). However, concern about the effect on the U.S. foreign 
aid appropriations of helping an advanced developing country like Brazil, with its bright economic 
prospects but miled reputation for political repression, caused the U.S. National Security Council to 
direct that the bilateral aesi&nce program be phseed down and out over a four-year period.= 

Phase Down 

The NSC directive a1Ied for a Country Team plan for phasing the bilateral program down and 
out, and the Embassy and A.I.D, submitted such a plan in October 1973, which waa accepted. Among 
ita important features were: 1) An emphasis on the establishment or firming-up of "post-A.I.D." 
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linkages between U.S. and Brazilian institutions (including government institutions such as the 
Department of AgriculturelMinistry of Agriculture); and 2) the aetting of fairly firm dates for the 
termination of projects. The A.I.D. Mission itseIf was scheduled to be closed in mid-1977, although 
this was later extended to September 30,1978, and then to September 30,1979. 

What the phase-down-and-out directive and plan did was to lock all project opurations into a 
time frame based on the estimates then available. The U.S. universities were i~ivolv~.sd in several 
projects which had only recently been approved, or had recently become operational; therefore, the 
termination dates in the phase-out plan were based on optimistic estimates that are alwriys given in 
A.I.D. initial project planning documents. This took away some operational flexibility, and 
occasionally caused frustration on the part of the universities and their counterpart oorgani~:ations.~' 

In a sense, "it was the best of times, it was the worst of times" for the A.1.D. Mission 
particularly, but to some degree far the universities and Brazil as well. An innovative development 
program had beencarefully put together2' but it would now have to be implemented within cnnstraints 
that had nothing to do with development considerations or the objectives of each project. Fittingly, 
U.S. universities were key implementing agents in several of the phase-down projects -- agricultural 

- ;zs;arcn arid higher agricultural education. 

Agricultural Resemch -- EMBRAPA 

The planning and design of this $11.9 million loan project probably began in 1967, but i t  was 
signed by the Brazilian Government only in 1971. Even then, there were three major changes of 
organization and responsibility of the implementing agency in the Ministry of Agriculture before 
EMBRAPA ( The Brazilian Enterprise f ~ i  Agricultural Research) was eatablished i n  1973. 
EMBRAPA took most of 1973 and 1974 to get organized but contracts had previously been signed with 
the University of Wisconsin (January 19721, Purdue (September 19721, and the University of Florida 
(November 1972) and team members had arrived in the country to begin work. 

The purpose of the loan project was to increase Brazilian capabilities to plan national 
agricultural research programs through concentration on five high ~ r i o r i t y  food and livestock 
research areas -- corn and sorghum, edible beans, rice, soybeans, and beef cattle. The loan financed: 1) 
technical assistance from U.S. universities far BratiIim research centers; 2) academic training 
programs in the U.S. and Western Hemisphere for Brazilian research center personnel; and 3) 
research center equipment. The contracts were of the host country type, i.e., the Brazilian government 
had the administrative support and financial management responsibilities for the U.S. university 
teams, including arranging their duty-free imports and tax-free status. 

The organizational problems at the start-up of project activities also affected the research 
program. Although the university teams were assigned to research centers (Purdue -- Corn and 
Sarghum, Beans; Wisconsin -- Soybeans, Rice; Florida -- Beef Cattle), no research projects had been 
developed and the U.S. researchers more or less had to find their own counterparts and develop their 
own projects to work on.= EMBRAPA worked a long time on its organizational start-up and in 
identifying the commodity research centers. Its communications with the U.S. university teams -- and 
with A.I.D. for that matter -- were poor. When EMBRAPA announced the location of the research 



centera and that tho U.S. university tearnu (and Brazilian researchers as well) would have to relocate, 
morale was at its loweat ebb, 

It was about this time that the University of Florida asked to be allowed to withdraw from the 
program. EMBRAPA was concerned about the effect of the request on the other university teams and 
on the loan project itself; it discussed -- informally -- the mattor with USAID and decided it was better 
to acquiesce than to stick to points of contract. Florida's request waa staightforward enough, and 
tactfully worded, but WAS motivated by the belief that EMBRAPA's plans called for university 
personnel to be "research workers" rather than "research advisors." 

Once the research centers were eotablished and the univeraitiy teams relocated, things began to 
improve. The petty but maddening administrative lapses were less frequent, reimbursements were 
made more promptly, and -- importantly -- there were research projects ta work on and researchers 
assigned to work on them. But, in fact, none of the university teams nor any of the individuel team 
members were "advisorsa in::he sense that they had been when working on the agricultural education 
projects. EMBRAPA had established multidisciplinary teams to work on research problems of the 
commodities under study, and the approach aeemed to work well. The university personnel, however, 
were just "other membersn of the multidisciplinary teams, no different than the Brazilian team 
members or other foreigners recruited individually or through international research organizations. 
Some of t f n j  university researchers were well known in their fields and they, of course, did have 
persona: influence in tho planning and conduct of research undertaken at some of the centers. The 
loan program had provided for a U.S. university "Senior Research Adviaor" to the overall 
implementing agency, and for Research Project Team Leaders at the centers, but these ceased ta have 
substanstativa or advisory roles and twceme channels of communication between team members, 
EMBRAPA, U.S.A.I.D., and the university home campuses. However, "most of the U.S. technicians 

' quickly adapted to their new roles and many even welcomed the relief from previous responsibirities 
for project planning, implementation, and evelauation cctivitiea. Others, particularly those who held 
leadership roles, found the aqustment more And although EMBRAPA was pleased with 
the quality of university personneI and their work, the team membere with strong identity ties to their 
universities were uncertain about, if not disappointed in, the diminished rolee that their universities, 
as institutions, were playing in the EMBRAPA project. 

Because of the delay in kginning implementation of loan project activities, EMBRAPA and 
A.I.D. faund themselves, in early 1976, with only two years remaining of the authorized five-year 
implementation period but only 25% of the loan resources used. EMBRAPA clearly wantcd to use the 
loan and asked for an extension of time to do so. Given the history of the loan up to that time, and 
because it was operating under a phase-out deadline, A.I.D. would agree to a one-year extension only if 
EMBRAPA would develop a two-year work plan detailing the use of the resources (including specific 
equipment to be imported), and to a reduction of the loan by any amount not epecified in the work plan. 
Such a plan was dr&d by EMBRAPA and approved by U.S.A.:.D.; the implementation period was 
exttnded to December 31,1977, and the loan amount reduced by over a million dollars. The work plan 
proved to be very well done, as performance over the two-year period held amazingly close to the 
targets, except that EMBRAPA was not able to get licences to import some of the equipment it wanted 
and the loan amount had to be further reduced. The loan resources were used ae  follow^:^ 



Long-Term Technical  service^ ....................... 1,427 person months 
ShortrTerm Consultants (52) ....................... 68 p/m 
Participants Trained: M.S. ......................... 84 .................... " Ph.D .... 17 
Participants in Trainin at b a n  Terminationm 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  L.s 22 
Ph.D. ........................ 44 

Short-Term Training Abroad ........................ 99 
Equipment ............................. $1.4 million 

Vlre mentioned that the contracts with the U.S. universities were of the host country type, i.e., 
the Brazilian Government had responsibility of managing the contract and providing the logistic 
support. Due to some lapse - or perhaps the force of habit -- A.I.D. continued to arrange the import 
and export of household effects and the tax-free purchase of Brazilian automabileo for the university 
personnel. In connection with shining A.I.D. administrative services to the Embassy because of the 
A.I.D. phase-out, this practice was discovered and ordered ended by the Ambassador. The Brazilian 
Government then discovered that although it had signed an international agreement to provide 
certain services and priveleges, its customs and tax laws did not allow it to be done for government 
agencies' own "contract employees." The Brazilian Government quickly initiated steps to correct the 
probl~rn, but it took a while to get the procedures instituted, and there were delays, worries, and 
irritations until the procesa got smoothed out. The Brazilian agencies involved, and the American 
personnel affected, could never understand why the Embassy (and, of course, A.I.D.) raised the issue at 
such a late date in the project, and some individuals chose to believe that there was malice involved. 

That sour note aside, the laat cwo years of the project accomplished a g o d  deal. In its final 
report on the loan project," EMBRAPA recognized the contribution of the university technicians in 
helping to develc;: the new national agricultural research system in Brazil under difficult 
circumstances. 

University to University Agricultural Education -- NorWNortheast 

This project was to establish a system of university to university assistance, using as a base the 
experience and expertise developed under A.I.D.'s agricultural education activities with 
Purdue/Vicosa, Wisconain/Rio Grande do Sul, ArizondCearl, and Ohio StatelPiracicaba. 

The rationals for the project was that the agricultural coileges in the Brazilian North and 
Northeast, with one exception (the Agricultural College of the University of Cearh), were of relatively 
low quality; at the same time, there were several excellent ag~icultural colleges in the rest of Brazil. 
The purpose of the project was to establish a permanent, functioning administrative mechanism under 
the leadership d the Brazilian Asmiation of Higher Agricultural Education (ABEAS), for planning 
and implementing technical assisbee in education and administration among agricultural colleges 
in Brazil. ABEAS was a non-governmental organization endorsed by the Ministry of Education and 
scheduled to begin recieving partial support from the Government. 

Ohio State was selected, with the Brazilian Ministry of Education, to provide the U.S. technical 
assistance under a host country contract which ran from September 1973 to June 30,1975. Two U.S. 
technical experts were planned under the contract, one in college curriculum and research, the other 
in policy planning and administration, Only one technician was able to be recruited, however, and the 



second psition was elirninabd with twelve months remaining in the project. There were some 
problome in administering the host country contract, but thcy were relatively incidental (in part 
bwause A.I.D., a8 we metitionud in the case of' the EMBRAPA project, forgot to change its procedurea 
as the hont country contraeta were initially bm$emented, and it continued to provide some key 
logistical nupport services until after this prqiect terminated). The need for short-term technical 
assistance from Ohio State wan foreseen but nabt detailed in planning documents, but two short-term 
consultant8 did make significant contributions. 

At the time this project was approved, it was viewed as a Iogical cdminntion of the of the four 
U.S. university projects in agricultural educetirm. The four Brazilian countwpart universities in 
those project8 had acquired sufficient experience and expertise to be able to offi!r assistance to other 
Brazilian universities in the strengtheneing of undergraduate programs. T h i ~  was essentially a pilot 
project for university to university assiabnce and rocueed on the u p ~ a d i n g  of two universities in the 
NortWortheast which, along with the University of Ceari, would form the llucleus of a strong 
agricultural education network or complex in the region. It would also provide an established, 
operational point for the Higher Agricultural Education Loan, which was planned to follow this 
project, but which in fact become operational a b u t  half way through. 

The project, in fact, did provide a transition that was "politically" acceptable to the U.S. 
universities and their counterparts, and developrncntally acceptable in that it called for greater 
participation and respnsibility by Brazilian instituti~ns. The quantitative objectives for the project 
were appropriately modest for a project of some nineteen months duration, and they were 
substantially achieved. The project helped to establish university to university assistance and 
interchange as a Ministry of Education program, and helped improve communications between the 
universities and the Ministry. 

Higher AgriculturaI Education Loan 

This Ioan (512-L-090) was planned at $11 million but, because of the phase-out, A.I.D. 
Washington authorized only $7.6 million. Ths purpoes of the loan aaa to develop and implement a 
system for improving the planning, management and coordination of programs in graduate education 
in general and expanding and improving graduate adcultural education programs in particular. 
This waa to be accomplished through technical aclsistance and training for expansion and 
improvement of aelechi graduate agricultural education prokams, and by the establishment of a 
central mechaniem for the planning and coordination of graduate agricul turd education. 

The loan agreement was aigned on January 30,1974. Shortly thereafter, however, there was a 
change in Brazilian Government administrations and in the Ministry of Education and Culture (3iEC) 
which cause'd delays in beginning project implementation. Michigan State University was selected to 
provide or coordinate the U.S. technical assistance, and a host country contract between MSU and 
MEC was signed November 24, 1974. By the timo the Brazilian office in  charge of loan 
implementation was established in MEC, and U.S. long-term contract personnel had arrived, there 
were less than three yeers left to achieve the loan objectives. For MEC, MSU and U.S.A.I.D./Brazil, 
implementation hecame largely 8 matter of managing loan-financed inputs. As the following table 
shows, most of the quantitative project inputs were reached. 



I tern 

om arison Of Pro' ct Inpu_ts31 
(Loan Agreement %-r-+ roject eact iptlon nrmx va. Those Achieved) 

tong & Short Term Tech. Asslt 
Tra~ning in US.: Ph.D. 
Training in U.S. : M.S. 
Training in U.S.: Short term 
Library & Teaching Materials 

Training in Brazil: Ph.D. 
Training in Brazil: M.S. 

Iloan 
Agreement 

New Staff Added to Universities M .S. -74 

Achieved 

Much of the loan-financed technical assistance was compacted into the last half of the loan 
implementation period, forcing some of it into secondary priority areas and reducing the intended 
long-term technical assistance to become intermt:diate technical aeaisbnce. Little of the long-term 
training in the U.S. was compltrted when the loian implementation p e r i d  ended but the Brazilian 
Government, through another organ of the Minirrtry of Education, committed itself to financing the 
completion of the training of participants who sturted with A.I.D. loan funds. 

Michigan State did a good job under dmcult time consti-aints, b ~ t  wr.~s nod as influential a force 
as the U.S. universities hed been only a few years, earlier. This may have been precissly because of the 
influence of the U.S. universities' earlier activities in preparing people and organizations to use - 

tzrhnical assistance and training wisely. CertEeinly the prompt response to, and gearing up for, the 
opportunities presented for training abroad showed that the persorlnel of the MEC Department of 
Univer~lity Mairs had experience with foreign technical asdstance and training. 

Summing It Up 

The phase-out of U.S. bilateral assistance to Brazil was completed in July 1979, when the last 
"A.I.D. mission" representative left. Some A.I.D. activities continued, however, a8 not all participants 
had yet ieturned from training. Some centrally-funded population programs had elements in Brazil, 
and the idea of having the Title XI1 CRSP projects in Small Ruminants and F d  Legumes (Beans and 
Cowpeas) estsblish research activities in Brazil was being explored (and eventually came to pass). 
The CRSPs facilitated a continued U.S. university presence in Brazil until 1988, In addition, Purdue, 
Ohio State University and the University of Wisconsin continue to maintain informal contact with 
Vicosa, Piracicaba and Rio Crande do SuI, respectively. 

Brazilian agriculture has, of course, become 8 major factor in the world foad supply in the last 
frheen years. Its production and export of soybeans has overshadowed the growth in cereals, meat and 
poultry, and domestic staples such as beane and ride. Expanded acreage accounts for a lot of the 
growth, but improved yields are part cf cite equatior; and one that will likely continue to grow because 
of the successfu1 efforts at agricultural institution building, particularly agricultural universities. 



A recent study contracted by A.1,D's Center for Development Information and E v a l ~ n t i o n ~ ~  stil 
in draft as of thia writing, found that nearly all the poatpaduate progrnme begun with A.I.D. suppor 
arls still in existence. Many more postgraduate program8 havc begun in the four schoole originall! 
supported and in the agricultural colleges supported through the A.I.D. higher agricultural educatiol 
projects with Ohio State and Michigan State. There ars now 26 institutions orering 120 Masters ant 
23 Ph.D. programs in agriculture. T h e  impetus for nearly all t,hese programs can be found i 1  

U.S.A.I.D. supyrt". 

The auccess in sstabfishing a national sgicultural development planning capability in Brazil 
along with a national a~icultural  reeoarch organizati,on, has been a mixed blessing for Elraziliar 
universities. Their growth, prestige, and contributions to Brazilian deve!opment have been and art 
significant. On the other hand, they have little money to carry out research themselves and most o 
the research information they dhseminate is developmi through graduate student theses. Also 
university salaries for the pas?, several years have not kept pace with aalaries offered by EMBRAPA 
and they are losing staff to EMBRAPA and the private sector. Largely this is because of the periodic 
crippling idation which haa affected Brazil since 1962; a period of economic stability may correct thc 
salary gap, or other measures may have to be Mien. 

A.I.D. and the U.S. universities dearly had an instrumental role in assisting Brazil reach it! 
present stage of agricultural development. The toad taken was different than tho one ueed in lndit 
where a national government decision to develop agricuture led to the necessity of university reform 
in Brazil, the development of wme universities increased the capability of the national government t! 
plan and implement national agricultural priorities. Other than that, the elements that made U.S 
university asaiatance succeseful were similar - quality university sM and good team leadership 
home campus interest and supgort, and, an integrated academic participant training prcdkrsm. 



END NOTES 

William L, Shurz, Brazil: The Infinite Countrv (New York, 1961). 

Interestingly enou h, although the book ie largely cultural and anthropologicsl in its 
content, Profeeeor 8 mith had served in the nmerican Embassy in Rio aa an agricultural 
analyst during 1945. 

OfIicially named the Rural University of the state of Minas Gerais (UREMG), it later 
became the Federal University of Vicoea (UFV) in 1969. A.I.1). and Brazil are kindred 

insofar as the exceeaive use of acronyms ia concerned. In order to avoid confusion 
h the use of acronyms for this university and the others discussed in this cha ter, 

Z P enerally refer to them b geographic names. "UREMG" will thus general y be 
called "6icosa." (Incidentally, t e name of the state "Minas Gerais" means "General 
Minee," emphasi!ing the importance of thia area of Brazil as a world source of gem- 
quality sem-preclous stones. 

Servicios were special organizations -- uaually operated jointly by host g o v ~ n m e n t  and 
d o n o r u r ? ~  teeh~:cians -- to implement special programe, e.g., malaria control 
campaigns. &"era ;;y, they were not part of the host governrnsnt bureaucracy and the 
pay was often better than that of governmerit employees'. The creation of the gervicios 
outside of ths main government ministries was deliberate and was the short-term 
solution for avoiding some of the public administration impediments to working on some 
immediate (or short-term) objectivas. 

The establishment of the Recife A.I.D. office also created problems for the State 
apartment and the U.S. Embassy in Brazil.To maintain the position of tha State 
De artment and Recife, cs the senior agency with the senior ofieral, the consular ofice 
in !e cife was elevated to a etatus of Consulate General and the Consul General given the 
perwnal rank of Minister -- a very high title,indeed. The U.S. presence in Brazil was 
therefore graced with an Ambaseador and four persone with tbhe personal rank of 
Minister (the Deputy Chief of Mieeion in Rio the A.I.D. Mission Dlrector in Rio,the 
Consul General in Sao Paulo, and the Caneul &nerd in Recife). At that time, the Stat2 
Department did not care for the proliferation of high-ranking diplomatic titles as 
practiced by some countries, so this wae a very rare cireuinatance. 

Countrv Aseiatance Promam noeument. FY 1976 (November 21, 1963), p. 111-210, 
paragraph 3. 

Countrv Assistance Promam Document. FY 1964 (December 14,1962). 

A.I.D. Programs in Higher Education in Brazil, p. 111-20. (The re rt of a stud team in 
team consisted o P" Rosson L. %rdwell, 

faymond D. Larson, W.Nelson Peach and Charles Wagley. The team, only one of whom 
spoke Portuguese and had previously been in Brazil, spent a little more than three weeks 
in the country as its visit wne interrupted by the Revolution of 1964. 

On April 1, 1968 in Rio, a university student, Edson Souto,was shot and killed iil a 
student demonstration against overnmenu; education policies, particularly the policy 
ending the student restaurant su eidy. The MECKT.5.A.I.D. agreement was not an issue 
in ibis dcmonstra tion. 

g, 
This was Loan 512-GO77 authorized on June 23 1968, and finally signed on March 9, 
1971. There will be more about this loan later in this chapter. 

The team memhers were Lyall E. Peterson, retired A.I.D.oflicia1; Wendel G. Sch?effer, 
President, Gavgrnment Affairs Inetitute; Harold R. Capner, Head of the Rural &lolo 

S" P De tment, Cornell University. They traveled in Brazil from June 15 to July 25.19 9 
an vlsited tho four agricultural university project sights, as well as the A.I.D. officeo in 



Rio and Recife. A prelmin report, A New Approsch to Higher Agricultural Education "r in Brazil (July 25, ti)69), isa 1 that is available in the A.I.D. reference Iibrary. 

For much of the information in this section, we are indebted to T. Kelley White, 
interuational Pr~gramd in Agriculture, Purdue Univerdty, The Purdue-Federal 
Univt:rsitv of Vicosa Experience in Institutional Develo ment a Dr e ort, 
Kiii;cultursl Hiirhar ~ducaticn in Brazil (A.I.D. PPC/CI&XE&k~h 198% the 
Report, QP.C.3, A New Avproach to Hiaher Agricultural Education in Brazil. 

Promam Bud& Submission. FY 1963 (September 1966), p. 126. 

"Tatu" is a Portupese word for armadillo, an animal which burrows in the soil and is 
believed to aerate xt and thereby make it fertile. 

Yield and fertilizers are from statistics of the Brazilian ASOAE (extension service) 
included in material furnished by the University of Wisconsin. 

Promam Budaet Submission, FY 1968 (September 1966), p. 126. 

Final Rewrt: Wisconsin Proiec t in Brazil (University of Wisconsh, Undated). 

Pro'ect Corn letion Report: Federal Universitv of Rio Grande Do Sul (December 31, - 
Proiect Com~letion Remrt: Federal Universitv of Xio Grande Ilo Sul (December 31, 
1973). 

(December 3 1, 

The offlcial name of the Coll e is "Eaeola Superior de Agricultural Luis de Queiroz - 
ESALQ" (the Luis de Queiroz g uperior School of  agriculture^. In order to avoid bog 'ng 
the reader down in acronyms, we have used the geographic "Piracicaba" instead o the 
"ESALQ" frequently used by Americans familiar with the University. 

B 
Proiect Ap~raisal Rewrt (PAR) June 1969 to Februaw 1971 (Undated). 

NSCnG/ARA Memorandum No. 8 (April 17,1973). 

A.I.D. was not the only one mntrol1ing the termination dates; when Con ess startea 
requiring human rights "report carcis" on aid vaipient nations, the Bran ian Forei 

trigger a human rights report on t % em. 
Ministry did not want any chan es in their status as a phase-out 

In addition to the Agrieultural Research and the Higher A 'cultural Education Loans, 
U,S.A.I.D.ISrazil had the fvst A.I.D. loans for Integrate F health Delivery Systems, 
Science and TechnoIov, and Capital Markets. Other activities of social consequence 
which were stiH beinp Im lemented were the N.E. SmaI1 & Medium Industry Loan, NE 
A icultural Marketmg echnical Assistance baa, and the Fundamental & Secondary 
~ g c a t i o n  Laan. 

?p 

An additional research area was added in 1972 at the r uest of Minister of A icuIture "t k; Cirne Lima, who wan concerned about the plight of sma I e~iculturalists in ortheast 
Brazil. The A.I.D. Mission eupported the request and the Umversity of Wisconsin, which 
had overall project leaderahip responsibilities, undertook to set up a "problem" (vis-a-vis, 
a commodity) research center in the Northeast. Unfortunstely, this activity had even 
less definition and support than the other research activities and it was abandoned after 
EMBRAPA defined its program activities and identified its research centers in 1975. 

Terminal Report. A.I.D. Loan 512-L-077 (University of Wisconsin-Madison, February 
15,1978). p. 5. 

The Table is based on information contained in Final Remrt. U.S. A.I.D./EMBRAPA 
AmicuJtural Research Proiect; A.I.D. Loan 512-L-077 (Brasilia, 1978). The document 



has a good historical description of the project, is well or anized and has quantitative 
data on the major elements of the loan. It is available $rough the A.I.D. library in 
Washington. 

2p Participants conti~iued in training through funding arranged by EMBRAPA with other 
Brazilian agenelz-s. 

U.S.A.I.D./EMBRAPA Amicultural Research Proiect; A.I.D. Loan 512-L-077 (Brasilia, 
1978). 

'' U.S.A.I.D./Brazil: Loan Completion Review And Report [February 20,1979). 

Daniel Grona, A 'cultural Hiaher Education In Brazil. A.I.D. Proiect Impact Evaluation 
Remrt No. ( d r a ~ a r c h  19891, p. 7. 



North Carolina State University in Peru 
It is much to the discredit of U.S. foreip aid policy that there is not 
et, in all of the maor countries of Latrn America, a truly firat rate 

Land  rent university such as (say) North Carolina State University.' 

Dr. Theodore W. Sehultz had been a member of the A.I.D. Economic Advisory Committee. 
Through that experience and by extensive travel ta Latin A m e r i m  countries, personal study of their 
progress and failures, and participation in numerous international conferences, he had come to a deep 
underatanding of their need for stronger agricultural research arid educational institutions. He had 
come to know well, also, the strong leadership role that North Ca~oIina State University had given not 
only to the agriculture of ita own stab,  but to other southern U.S. Land Grant universiti~s. AL a 
specid lecture and discussion meeting which A.I.D. had asked him to lead in Washington, D.C., he had 
shared the quoted observation with A.LD. executives and st&' 

In point of fact, North Cmolina State University was, itself, engaged energetically and very 
competently to help bring that desired end about in Peru? 

From 1954 until the present time, North Carolina State University (NCSU) has maintained a 
major, primnrily A.I.D.Yunded program of agricultural technica1 assistance to Peru. Although this 
program has assisted Peru with a host of agricultural development undertakings, NCSU's focus 
throughout this 35-year period has been on helping Peru develop a strong, integrated national 
research, education and extension instttutiona1 capability at what came soon to be named the 
National Agricultural University (Universidad Naciowl Agraria or "UNA"), located at La Molina. 

It has been a large effort. The first contract wan signed between North Carolina State 
University and A.LD.'s predecessor agcncy (US. Foreign Operations Agency) in Nave-her 1954. By 
early 1955, NCSU had seven professionals at La Molina or the subkation at Tingo Maria. By 1963, 
and until 1965, there were 36 NCSU professionals in Peru. Eight of these were under the A.I.D. 
university-building contract. The ramainder were from Ford and Rockefeller Foundations, the 
InterAmerican Development Bank, other donora and other A.I.D. funded projects in Peru. 

The period 1964 to 1965 was a period of rapid and relatively steady growth in the development 
of Peru's National Agricultural University. Buildings were constructed, curricula were designed, 
young staff members were given science-based training in the various technical subject fields, faculty 
was expanded, and research wan undertaken in a major way. 

The North Carolina State University Peru program featured (in the manner of the India 
program discussed earlier) institutional development of the agricultural university within the context 
of harnessing;it directly to the task of upgrading the country's agricultural productivity. This 
required integrated and research and extension functions, organized largely around specific crops and 
livestock enterprises. 

With major funding from the Peruvian Congress, a set of national research programs (corn, rice, 
potatoes, pastures, forages, beans, smaIl grains, and livestock) was jointly planned and implemented 
by NCSU staff members working with Peruvian professionals at seven national Iocations. These 



- na.!,ionaI programs included joint research by scientists at these seven I ~ a t i o n s  (five of which were 
newly established) and their colleagues at La Molina.' 

"During this developmental period, at UNA, the (A.E.D.) contract annually provided for over 
thirty degree scholar~hips.~ For the "1950s and 1960s we can track A.I.D./NCSU support for 200 
(Peruvian) degree candidates," 

But during this period of rapid growth of the agricultural research and educational institutional 
capabilities other problems of a political nature were brewing. The all too familiar response to 
political pressures was to decentralize agricultural institutional facilities and development programs 
to meet political criteria rather than to serve deveIopmental requirements. Research programs 
became politicized, authorities decentralized, experiment stations turned over to local colleges, and 
arrangements for participant training wavered. 

Nevertheless, much progress was made, particularly in the potato and rice research and 
development programs. One of the more important developments by the end of 1967 was that : "For 
the first time in Peru, selected regional universities were involved with the national (development) 

= progre ms.' Rebuilding of an institu tionaIized structure for a strong, science-based a*~icul ture was 
well under way. Then: 

Beginning in October, 1968, a second major set back was dealt to the 
emerging science-based agrieul tural growth strategy when the 
military took command of the Peruvlan government. Throughout 
1969, the new government began to dismantle research, extension and 
educational pro ams. Very early on, the critical resources required 
for research an f education began to leave SfPA and UNA. The next 
ten years WAS an extremely &smd period for agricultural science in 
Peru.' 

The report goes on ta say that during this period, 'land re-distribution, Iand expansion and 
worker managed cooperativesw began to displace the science-based technology strategy of agricultura! 

1 development of the preceding governments on which NCSU had worked so diligently. 

By 19'70, the actione of the military government had severely reduced 
the size and nignXcanee of national research and externion programs. 
Their actions on edycation had rrlso begun to turn around man 
structural and admlmstrative changes initiated in the 1960s at UN K 
(The National Ag~icul  turd University). Many Peruvian dentists and 
rural entrepreneurs had fled the country. 

NevertheIess, in spite of the hostiIe political cIimate, NCSU continued to work in Peru. This 
included assistance to the indepth commodity programs, training of Peruvian participants in the 
U.S., and, for a time, continuation of an academic advisor and an economics advisor to the university 
and a research advisor to the Ministry of Agriculture. 

NCSUts special research and scientific advisory efforts generated other, long-term scientXc 
activities in Peru of profound significance, not only to Peru but worldwide. The research on potato 
production sprouted a new international agricultural research center, "The International Potato 
Center (CIP)." From 1968 to 1970 the NCSU had, under its contract, been providing support for 
designing and arranging external finance for an international potato research center to be located in 
Peru. 



In January 1971, the ~ v e ~ m m e n t  of Peru signed an agreement with NCSU to assist in the 
development of this internatiotiai center ko which A,I.D. was, by that time, contributing. 

Potatoes had originated in that part of the world, had migrated to North America and were 
carried to Europe by early Spanish explorers. They became a mainstay in the diets there, especially in 
Ireland from which fact the designation "Irish potaton was derived. The NCSU's role in getting this 
International Center e~hblished was undoubtedly definitive; it certainly was in dra ging in both 
Peruvian and A.I.D. supyart in the earliest years. 

During this period, also, NCSU's research played a somewhat similar seminal role in 
international soils research. 

The writer's heavy involvement with economic interpretations of soils research in India 
impressed him thorough:y with the unexploited lode of generalizable information coming out of the 
soiIs testing laboratories there. He h e w  that soils testing laboratories (for providing prescriptive 
information directly to farmers on the fertilization requirements for growing specified crop, based on 
testing soils samples taken from their lands) had been set up by A.I.D. in several countries. He knew 
that the generalizable conclwiona from data provided by these laboratories required the development 
of an analytically integrated emnodcs and soils test measurement system. He knew also that North 
Carolina State University had exceptionally strong departments of soils and of agricultural 
economics, and much experience working in LDCs in both these subject areas. Out of these 
circumstances (the writer was in charge of A.I.D.'s centralized research program at the time) arose a 
soils research contract with NCSU.' 

This NCSU Soils Elesearch project with A.I.D. was followed by another and then a third, each 
with a quite different foeus and each based on the significant findings of its preceding projects. 
Concurrently with this, A.I.D. had awarded a 211(d) grant on tropical soils to five U.S. universities, of 
which NCSU waa one? North Carolina State concentrated its soiL research project work in Peru. 
And the 2 1 1(d) grant enabled it to add additional staff compe tence to that effort, 

These four A.I.D. centrally funded NCSU projects on soils expanded substantially the NCSU 
presence in Peru. They served also b help establish NCSU as one of the very mast outstanding centers 
of tropical soils research competence in the United States.'' Therefore, when a Collaborative Research 
Support Program (CRSP) in tropical soils management was established by A.I.D. in 1981, NCSU was, 

by quick conseneus, selected by a11 participating U.S. universities and by A.I.D. as the proper 
administrative leader of the program. This CRSP bids well to elevate to a totally new plateau of 
scientific understanding the requirements of effective and efficient soils management of many 
characteristic LDC and U.S. soils. 

. Specfically, the A.I.D./NCSU soils research projects facilitated NCSU's collaboration with the 
~ e r w i a n  tropical soils management center in Yurirnagues, Peru. The collaboration continues under 
the present CRSP. This has become a truly outstanding center for tropics1 soils research, which, 
through its collaboration with the CRSP, and through other more informal arrangements, contributes 
to worldwide improvements in soils management, most particularly in Latin America. 

The new government which replaced the militsry government recognized early the shambles 
that had been created in the agricultural research and educational underpinnings necessary for the 
country's continued development. In 1979, it requested A.I.D. mission assistance in assessing the 



2 status and opportunities for redeveloping research, extension and educational capabilities," The 
mission responded favorably with A.I.D./Washington's strong support. A rather massive "baseline 
study" was undertaken, involving some 120 Peruvian professionals, three A.I.D. mission resource 
persons and sixteen NCSU special consuItants. This study depicted clearly the serious 
"decapitalizationa of earlier investments, which had hken place in human and institutional scientific 
resources for agricultural development. It outlined a general strategy for redevelopment, identified 

i 
activities needing support, and identified types and possible sources of external assistance needed. 
The country development program which emerged from these internal assessments re-established 
priorities on research and sciencebased agricultural development. NCSU was called upon again to 
assist with the effort. From 1982 to 1988, to fill a continuing total of five advisory positions, NCSU 
provided ten different long-term professionals : two chiefs of party, two research advisors, three 
extension advisors, two educational advisors and one agro-economic advisor. Six of these were NCSU 
faculty members. Additionally, international a~icilltural research centers provided a total of eight 
long-term advisors to this program. Fifty-two NCSU grofessionaIs (and 26 from other universities) 
have served the program as external consultants. 

The re-establishment of this science-based approach, integrating research and extension 
activities, has paid off in expanding agricultural growth rates, averaging 4.2% for crops and 4.5% for 
livestock annually from 1982 to 1987. I t  has produced some seventy new crop varieties, with 
accompanying production technologies, designcd for tho various ecosystems of the country. 

These production and prductivit changes spanned two presidential r elections, five changes in [agricu tural ministry) leadership, a major 
restruct~uin of relevant government agencies and increasing levels of 9 social and po itical unrest. A major source of program continuity has 
been the core NCSU professionah." 

Again, Peruvian plans are moving forward tuward a renewed effort. The government of Peru 
has plans for seven new states, but our latest A.I.D./Peru contract, starting April 1,1988, continues h 
support a science-based deveropment strategy. The pr0gro.m focuses on creating'a private foundation 
(FUNDEAGRO) to be catalytic (in program development and linku~g public and private institutions) - 
and a co'investor in agricultural science based projects. The Iatest contract is joint with NCSUlTowa 
State University and runs to March 31, 1993.'s This I d e s  well for Peru: (providing, of course, that the 
country can stabilize its directions and make secure and responsible to its people its processes for 
selecting its government. 

In the meantime, for as long as it remains in the U.S. interest to provide assistance to Peru's 
agriculture, North Carolina State University stands as a tower of professional and scientific 
competence upon which to draw. Since 1955, over eighty NCSU faculty members have worked with 
Peruvians, 47 of them on long-term assignments. They know the country, cherish their experiences 
there, and can serve it well. Few other places in the United States have developed such a concentrated 
level of professional expertise abut  a single developing country. 



Iowa State University in Perui4 

The Eisenhower Administration, in its last years, had taken a leadership initiative in relations 
with Latin America. It had decided that the United States should lend its weight to those economic, 
social and political forces a t  work throughout Latin America which were directed at the economic 
enfranchisement of the multitudes of rural families which had for centuries been locked into 
inescapable poverty as landless laborers, squatters and share renters. I t  had announced these 
intentions at an economic conference of the Organization of American States held in Bogota, 
Colombia, in September 1960. I t  had also given weight to its stated intentions by supporting the 
establishment of a "Social Progress Trust Fundn to be administered by the  Inter-American 
Development Bank, recently established in April 1959. And it committed itself in the Act of Bogota to 
support this goal through a stepped-up bilateral assistance effort under the International Cooperation 
Agency (now A.I.D.). 

President Kennedy appropriated this effort with zeal -- and gave it special recognizability and 
Clan under the designation "Alliance for Progress." At the heart of this shin in U.S. policy and effort 
was, of course, the recognition that President Franklin Fbosevelt's concept of "god neighborliness" 
could have significance only in the context of mutually surrpcrting relations among the entire peopIes 
of the several countries: not just a strengthening of governmental alliances among their poIitica1 and 
economic Iesdera (or masters). This, it was aeen, wouId revlire massive intcrnal reforms to be 
undertaken by each country in its own way, aeeisted by the wealthier of the countries in the 
Organization of American States -- i.e., by the United States. Reform - land reform, tax reform, 
governmental reform - were not only catch phrases or political nostrums of U.S. policy toward Latin 
American States; they were to be the objects of prscticaI ptsnning and execution in carrying out U.S. 
assistance policy within the framework of the Alliance for Progress. 

Peru was a case in point. The government of Peru, as a part of its effort to undertake some of the 
needed reforms, had established an Agrarian Reform Commission and an Institute of Agrarian 
Reform. f ts  efforts, however, were caught in a maelstrom of the crosscurrents of viewa and conflicts of 
interest between peasants aspiring to all such change and cherishing the status uuo. The government 
of Peru needed help and requested i t  of the U.S. Ambassador to Peru. Thus, in early 1961, the U.S. 
Ambassador to Peru, James Loeb, asked the State Deparkment in Washington to provide him, through 
some means, with expertise which he could assign to help these two Peruvian entities -- and, more 
widely, the Government of Peru and the American Embassy. Responsibility for responding to 
Ambassador hb's  request was transmitted to the writer.'' 

He knew that very little expertise and virtuaIIy no experience existed in that field in the United 
 state^,'^ 

Virtually the only U.S. university to have laid claim to any mqjor concentration on probIema of 
land tenure and land reform in lea8 developed countries was the University of Wisconsin. It had its 
hands more than fuII in undertaking, on behalf of A.I.D., a wide variety of training, research and 
advisory activities throughout Latin America and, to a lesser extent, Africa and the Near East. One 
notable exception was Dr. John F. Timmons, Professor at Iowa State, graduate of the University of 
Wisconsin, who had begun a significant program of research and graduate training in land tenure at 
Iowa State University. The writer called Dr. Timmons to ascertain his interest and, in the 



conversation, conveyed to him Ambassador h b ' s  intereet in obhining assistance on the legal, as well 
as on the economic, dimensions of land tenure reform undertakings. 

This insight by the Ambassador was to have far reaching mnsequences. 

Ilr. Timmons indicated his own personal interest and belief that Iowa State University would be 
interested in helping on the economics dimension of the problem. He stated that as the ZYniv~ Irsity had 

1 no College of Law it probably could not be of much help on the Iegal dimensions. As it happened, 
however, its sister institution, the University of Iowa, had a strong law school and one professor 
especially, Professor John O'Byme, who had done considerable research on Latin American land law. 

1 
The two universities had collaborated substantially on research, and on teaching and extension work, 
on Iowa land tenure problems, especially in improving land rental and land purchase contracts. This 
included work with the state legislature to improve land rental nnd land purchase contract statutes. 

Shortly thereafter, at a meeting in a motel near the University of lows Campus, the writer met 
with Dr. Timmons, Dr. O'Byrne and a little later with Dr. Mason Ladd, Dean of the Law School at the 
University of Iowa, President James Hilton of Iowa State University, and several interested faculty of 
both institutions. The upshot was agreement that Ambassador Loeb should be advised that Drs. 
Timmons and O'Byrne would visit Peru to discuss with Ambassador Loeb and any others in the 
Embassy, A.I.D. mission, and Peruvian government or institutions that the Ambassador would 
indicate, the development of a longer term, suitable technicat advisory arrangerne~~t.'~ At the time, it 
was anticipated that the activity might last from six to eighteen months, probably nearer the latter. 
Such a short-term arrangement would undgubted!~ assist, the government in its immediate choice of 
options to pursue, but not, of course, to appreciably improve its performance in implementing those 
choices. 

The American study team arrived in Peru in September 1961. The discussions in Peru early 
identified the need for an internal capacity of trained manpower and a sound base of knowledge and 
analysis, either of which would undoubtedly require a much longer term of ossistance than originally 
anticipated. Reflecting this reality, the invitational travel urraxlgements which provided for these 
discussions were followed by a series of four contracts between the Iowa universities and the 
A.I.D./Peru mission for work over the sixteen years from 1962 through 1978. The program was so 

designed and carried out that it contributed a steady flow of outputs which would be useful to Peru -- 
whatever the date of termination uf the project. Assistance was of three types: 

(1) Training of Peruvians, in the United States and in Peru; 

(2) Research and studies in Peru; 

(3) Advisory setvices to Peruvian officials. 

By the time the project reached its sixteenth year, in 1978,44 Peruvians had received training 
to the M.Sc. or PbD. level and an additional nineteen had received shorter-term training in the 
United States or elsewhere outside Peru in subjects reIahd to agrarian reform. Also, "hundreds of 
Peruvians received on-the-job training while working on their jobs in Peru."" 

By the same date, the two Iowa universities had sent 27 faculty members for long-term and 35 
faculty members for short-term assignments in Peru.Ig It was a distinguished group. For example, of 
the group Ieaders one was later recruited by A.I.D. for an executive position in its Bureau for Program 



Polivj and Coordination, and later served on A.I.D.'s Research Advisory C~rnrnittee.~' Another group 
leader was awarded, by the avernment of Peru, the Order of Merit, one of the most coveted of Peru's 
honors, L!e "first time in 20 years that this prestigious honor had been bestowed upon a U.S. 
Citi~en."~' 

During this period, also ..." Hundreds of publications, working papers and memoranda were 
prepared with participation of Iowa st& members," to remain in Peru as descriptive and analytic 
foundations for the formation and carrying out  of the sound and well informed agricultural 
development policy. Some of these papers contain extremely deep and unusual insights into 
fundamental issues of relevance as much to the United States as to Peru. Their originality and 
freshness of insight from the standpoint of U.S. application stems in large part from theii- examining 
old familiar issues from the frish perspectives of a country whose history treated them very differently 
than did our ownon 

But the focus of research was generally concentrated around policy, planning or  
implementation options immediately facing the Peruvian government as it struggled with the 
problems of expanding economic participation opportunities of rural peasants in the severaI culturally 
distinct areas of Peru. Also prominent were the problems central to all agrarian societies -- how to 
stimulate capital formation in the farm sector and tease it into non-agricuItura1 capital investments to 
stimulate general economic development? And there were problems of farin price "management" -- to 
provide inducement for increased food production without stressing consumer food prices for "on-farm 
workers and hence dampening non-farm growth.2s Very practical problems of 3 legal character were 
also the subject of research: Questions of land tenure Iaws, leasing arrangements, equity sharing, 
reparation determinants -- and many other such issues - - were investigated by joint lowan-Peruvian 
teams and the results were used by a succession of Peruvian governments. 

Training took many forms. Among theee was the t r a i n k g  of Peruvians in formulating 
problems in such a way that they could be objectively researched and the results usefully applied -- 
and training in the application of rigorous research methods to these problems. Only the close and 
continuous interaction of the trainees and the Iowa sb& -- on the Iowa university campuses and in 
Peru - could effectively accomplish this kind of immedi ately relevant educational process. 

Perhaps most significant of all was the maintaining throughout thie rather long period of a 
mutually accommdating set of personal and professional relationships between Iowa professionals 
and Peruvian oficials. Political instability, bordering on turmoil, characterized the period. The Iowa 
universities were doing their work on the very most poIitically disputatious issues in the country. And 
yet, their good refations with officialdom survived the tumult. This demonstrated their great finesse 
in identifying themselves with the solution of the country's most serious problems, and doing so 
through scientific research programs in which Peruvians participated suEeiently to perceive their 
essential scientific character and hence objectivity. Devoid of €rounding directly in either expressed 
U.S. or Peruvian poli2ical policy, but in the pervasive need for wtional improvements and economic 
growth, with which most offieiab could identify, the IowdPeru program persisted in providing useful 
information and counsel, and enhancing the analytical skills of the Pe~uvians. In so doing, the Iowa 
university program increased the chance of Peru reaching its goals of "achieving progress toward 
economic growth, social growth and political stabilityMu which, in turn, serves the long-term U.S. 
foreign policy interest. I 



Many informal contacts and shared educational experiences continue between the Peruvians 
and the Iowa universities. It is to be expected, and certainly hoped, that these will continue. Great as 
the stakes might be, we have learned h a t  the U.S. cannot induce decp-going structural reforms of 
other countries by application of financial "leverage" -- either as an inducement or threat of 
withholding it. Nor, as we and the Soviet Union should have learned, can it be induced by military 
process. But competent, objective, freely offered technical assistance to help countries identify and 
learn the advantages to themselves of such reforms, and ta enable them to develop the manpower and 
institutional resources to carry them out effectively, can often accomplish this result. I t  would be in 
the U.S. foreign policy interest to foster this continuing effort -- and to learn this lesson from it! 

Postscript on Peru 

Any description of the last thirty-five years' agricultural development in Peru would no doubt 
highlight the instcbility and discontinuities of Peruvian governmental policy and approach. Clearly 
thig is true of the accounts by North Carolina State University and by the Iowa universities. This 
instability reflects in large measure the periodic ascendancies and descendencies of political 
representation of the varied social and economic interest groups, as is to be found true in all societies 
in which people's voices are heard in the political prwess. There has been something almost bizarre, 
however, in the extentto which, in Peru, the two necessary ingredients of any significant agricultural 
development have been treated almost as if they were incompatible when, in true fact, they are not 
only compatible but the contribution of each is highly dependent upon thc contribuEon of the other. 

One necessary ingredient of successful agricultural development is the incorporation of 
scientific and technological advances as a principal causative element -- which in turn requires'a 
strong underpinning of science-based, integrated research, educational and extension institutions. 
The other necessary ingredient of successful agricultural development is a form of economic 
organization and political power alignments which promotes the play of financial incentives to 
activate the productive energies of as large a fraction as possible of all persons engaged in agriculture. 

The North Carolina State and the Iowa universities' accounts show dramatically that in those 
times when Peruvian governmental policy attention shifted sharply toward improving the 
distribution of economic opportunities, it did so at the exaense of established or planned programs for 
strengthening the country's science-based agricultural research and educational institutions. As we 
have seen throughout this book, nothing could have more certainly defeated the government's plans 
and programs for the economic betterment of the economically disadvantaged in agriculture -- the 
renters, "squatters" and smsll-scale owner-operators. lt i s  precisely by means of adopting and 
adapting new scientific technologies that the economic-incentivesdriven small farmers have led the 
agricultural production explosion of so many Asian countries, for example. 

On the other hand, reports on those periods of Peru's heaviest emphasis on building strong 
agricultural scientific institutions and on technological advance show little evidence of focus on the 
need, importantly, to redirect the substance of these advances toward the special characteristics and 
needs of the economicalIy disadvantaged, low resource farm operators. This deficiency has built into it 
the raw materials of agricultural economic and productivity disappointment -- and even more 
certainly, the augmentation of social unrest, political upheavals and development policy 
discontinuities. 11; briefest statement, national policy and resource allocations for agriculture zigged 



and zagged betweon structural reforms and support of scientific institutional underpinnings, elthoug 
u both were needed, in reasonable balance, for agricultural cconomic niid sacial development to suecee 

and persevere. 

North Carolina State University worked with great effectiveness on building the nsede 
researdl and educational institutional foundations; the Iowa universities worked long and effectivel: 
also, on the needed structural reforms. Peru appears to have chosen and integrated these par 
dichotomous emphases. As Dr. Coutu's cited letter indicates, Peru's new program "to support a 
science-based development etrategy" involves a joint contract with North Carolina State and the low 
State universities, which runs until March 31,1993. This would seem to provide optimum opportunit 
for the country to develop and s b r t  to implement a single strategy which continues building th 
neeespary science and technology base with needed economic and social adjustments, adaptations an 
structural reforms. With its new greatly upgraded capabilities of trained mnnyower, and the promis 
of an equally strong base of institutional competence and sound development policy, outlook fc 
success is bright indeed. It will have very strong U.S. university professorial resources upon which 1 

draw. And the Urited States will have them to offer. The Iessons, and resources, developed iri t h  
thirty five years of experimental effort which have marked Peru's recent history are the buildin 
blocks of a promising future. The United States would do very well to be extremeIy alert fc 
opportunities to assist Peru in the specific function of achieving this integration of agrieultur~ 
development policy and program, and to ba extremely wary of supporting anything which advanet 
one at the expense of (or while ignoring) the other. 



END NOTES 

Dr. Theodore W. Schultz, Nobl Laureate, University of Chicago, circa 1964. 

And so they appear in the writer's notes. In keeping with the timelessness of the wisdom 
exchanged at those meetings, the meeting date does not show in the notes. 

Much of the material in this section is from a report prepared by Dr. Arthur J. Coutu, 
Agricultural Economist at North Carolinn State University, long-time active participant as 
leader and member of the Peru Team and as campus coordinatar. Dr. Coutu served for a time as 
Chief Agricultural Economist in A.I.D. 's Technical Asoistance Bureau. A.J. Coutu, Report, 
Chronolom of NCSgin Peru (August 26,1989). Prepared in response to the writer's request of 
br. Lawrence Apple, t'ooidinator of International Programs, North Carolina State University, 
for information on this topic. 

Coutu, p. 4. 

Coutu, p. 4. 

Coutu, p. 4. 

Coutu, p.6. 

Dr. Frank Parker had, by that time, left India, md after three ears as Assistant Director 
General of the U.N. Food and Agricultural Organization (FAO) hadYeome ko A.1.D.I Washington 
as the writer's as~istant in agricultural, research. His premier standing and experience as an 
international soils expert gave the writer the necessary confidence and resources to proceed 
with ths project. 

Its n w s e  waa to ~rovide a better basis for determination bv LDCa of their fertilizer needs. by - .  .--- -- - 
. . .  . - -  - -  - 

type, for forward pfanning p ses &d to improve the econdkic realism of recommendation$ tb 
farmers on fertilization rates "P" rom the soils testing laboratories' analyses of their soils samples. 
Fertilizer comprieed an enormous roportion 5f the foreign exchange requiremen t i  for 
increased fcod production in many L 8C s; and, because of the extreme variability of soils from 
spot to spot, optimum fertilization requirements were very w r l y  known. This, in turn, led to 
p r  allocative decisions regarding fertilizer use still an important roblem in many places. For P various reasons this roject did Iittle to achieve the improved ana ytical system the writer had 
hoped for. But it di8aiFlfiuntly expand the loill bating capabilities in Latin Amy/ca and 
intensiry NCSU's very important mils research in Peru at s time of withering opportunltles. 

The others: Cornell, Hawaii, Puerto Rico, and Texaa A&M at Prairie View. See section on 
Historically Black Collegee and Universitiee, in this book, for more complete discussion. 

Others include Carnell University and the University of Hawaii. 

Congressman Findley, author of Title XII, had had rather extensive conversations on this 
subject with the new government. 

Coutu, p. 12. 



IS From letter to the writer by Dr. Coutu, September 11,1987 !Sse "Iowa in Peru," in this book. 
In his letter, Dr. Coutu points out another very important f e a t w  of the NCSU pro ' am: it 
emphasis on donor eoordmation. This as et  was not acceptable to.A.1.D. in 1980-81 &t mos 
acceptable to the Government of Peru, G r l d  Bank, InterAmerican Development Bank, an1 
many smalI donors. In a final report on the REE Project, 1982-88, the re-development effort 
were financed as follows: 

COP direct 
GOP counterpart 
InterAmerican Development Bank 
BID 
US AID 
Others 

US $ 
Millions Percent 

Total 230.4 100 

l4 See John F. Timmons, "Agrarian Reform, Agricultural Plannin and Eeonomil 
Development in Peru," International DevAopment Studies in Peru, onograph No. 1: 
(Ames, Iowa: Iowa StateDniversity, September 1981). 

d 
lS Who had been originall recruited into A.J.D.'s predecessor Agency (ICA) the precedinl 

November as a -alledr*teehnieal expert in land reform" -- for whlch he was "qual*ed1 
by virtue of h&ng written one major article on the subject, as it related to  Indial 
conditions. "Experts" by any defdtlon, in that field, ao impotbnt to U.S. policy, wen 
indeed a rarity at that time. 

'' Our country's last and only mqjor action s XcalI focused on attaining a sound Isnt 
tenure system was the Homestead Act of 1 $ 62. (A1 & ough some would indicate that thl 
Civil War was by far the most significant im destroying the legal basis for invoIuntar7 
servitude; others would include varioue actions to enfranchise family farmers througl 
making credit mare readily available, or actiqns to weaken the grip, of !and owners ovel 
sharecroppers through many m e w ,  particularly as part of the c!vd n h e  movement. 
However this may be, there were very few American scholars lndee d wlth any ever 

rofeesed interest or capability to help the Peruvians in the way desired by am bass ado^ 
. Lb. 

It waa arranged that the two Iowans be accompanied by 8 Peruvian kaduate studen' 
then studying at Iowa State University. 

" Timmons, p. 1. 
Is By a d d ~ t r a t i v e  defdtion nlong-term" refera to more than one year under the contracm 

terms; but the msy'oritjr are for two years or more. 
'* Dr. Erie Thorbeeke, by that time Profesmr of Econ~mics, CorneIl University. 
2L Dr. Fred Mam, then Professor of Ag~icultural Economics, Iowa Stab University; late1 

Dimtor of Enternationvl Programs, university of Mieaouri. Interestin ly, Dr. Mann waf d in 1982 University recruited at the request of the A.Z.D. Mieaion in em to serve on t 
three-year assignment to Peru as a member of A.I.D,'s Joint Career Corps Program. 

A case in p i n t  is the signSeance or the '!balance of wers" concept built into the U.S 
constitution -- a concept ohen cha1Ienged by persons w 7 o would like to strengthen greatlj 
the powera of the le shture or others who would like to strengthen the powers of tht T executive (or judicia ) branch -- always at the expense of the other two. Iowa atudier 
indicate that much of Peru's internal ~nstabilit derives from constitutionally unlimitec 
and unchecked pourers of its legislative brand. With no built-in constraints upon it! 
powers, it finds ltself so over-representing the segments of mwiety which control it thai 
unrepresented eocia1 factions expresa their frustrations through extra-legal rwesaet 
such as revolutions and military take-overs of ovarnrnant. In brief, in the u.8 syatsrn 
the legislative branch agglomerate8 and acliuficieates and represents the multitudmoui 



and often conflicting Iocalized, and/or otherwise specialized intereets of constituents. The 

Interestin ly, it can be well argued that ir~ the U.S,, and elsewhere, ertificial price If supports ( e f ~ e d  as above short-term market ricesl have kept alive a steady flow of 
economizing inputs into agriculture which have \ ept fwd production at "artificially h w "  
levels to consumers. Certain it is that the ublie subsidization of agricultural research P has redounded very heavil to the benefit o consumers -- in the form of lower food rices 

publicly financed research investments. 
P than would have obtained: for the same quality of fwdstufls, in the absence o such 

Timmons, p. 6. 



Oklahoma State University 

The Light That Did Not Fail 

However worn and bright its low 
The Candle dies when the big a winds blow 
But may it not yet liaht the way for men 
When with the calm ~ t ' s  lit agaxn? 

-anon. 

In the death of Hen Garland Bennett,ndministrator of the Point 
Four program. 1 have 7 ost o friend and the American $ople have lost a 
great teacher of the sim le ideas of cooperation and rotherhad. He 
was s good man and he gelieved in the gmdneas of human nature; he 
was an educated man in the best sense and he believed in the right of 
all to an education. Finally he understood how peo le can work 
miracles by sharing knowledge to help themselves an # each other. 
That is the essence of the Point Four program for which Dr. Bennett 
lived and died. 

-Harry S. Truman, 1951' 

The war had been won five yearn before. The Fwiste and the Nazis were out of ancient 
Abyssinia. Now Ethiopia, it was back in the hands of ite pre-war leader, the self-proclaimed 
"Conquering Lion of Judah, Emperor of Ethiopia, His Imperial ~ajes t~ , 'Hei le  Salassie." In his own 
way he had years before won the hearta of many Americans by his sturdy stand for the principles of the 
League of Nations, against Muesolini's attempt to subjugate his country. The little man, in his forlorn 
isolation, had warned what later became the "allied" nation8 that this conquest of Ethiopia in the mid 
1930s was but a sword-testing precursor of the Axis countries' ambitions against all of Europe, Africa 
and Asia. 

Already by 1960, the Marshall Plan, and comparable U.S. effort8 on behalf of Japan. had largely 
restored the economies not only of the former allies, but also, of their ers3while enemies: the Germana, 
the Italians and the Japanese. But poverty, ill-health, hunger, and illiteracy still hung heavily over 
Ethiopia, where economic prosperity and development were the remotest of hopes. What tm do? 

The Imperial Ethiopian Government "o~dallyW invited Dr. Henry G. Bennett, President of 
Oklahoma State University, a atrongly agriculturelIy oriented instihution, to visit Ethiopia ir, April 
1950. The purpose of his visit was "to evaluate (the country's) exiating educational programs in terms 
of effectiveness in meeting the needs of the nation and to suggest needed atljustments and changes 
which would provide Ethiopia with a comprehensive, dynamic program."' 

President Truman had made his "Point Four" proposal in hie Inaugural Address in January 
1949. But the idea was not signed into law until June 1950 -- twc months after Dr. Bennett's visit to 
~thid~is.  

Things continued to move, though slowly. The Point Four General Agreement between the U.S. 
and Ethiopia was signed a year later, in June 1961, and an impl~mentin~ agreement. "For a 
Cooperative AgricuItural Education Program between the Imperial Ethiopian Government and the 
Government of the United States of America," was signed in Addis Ababa, Ethiopia, May f 6,1952: 



The underlying purposes of the agreement were broad, opening with the objective: "1. To 
promote and strengthen friendship and understanding between the people of Ethiopia and the United 
States of America and to further their general welfare." 

Thus began a program which lasted sixteen years. 

It was P. heavy and very broad responsibility that Oklahoma State University (0.S.U.) 
undertook when it signed a contract with the Technical Cooperation Administration (now A.I.D.) on 
May 15, 1952. The contract provided that O.S.U, would "Give assistance to the Government of 
Ethiopia in the establishment and operr.tion of. ,... 

A college of agriculture; 

A countrywide system of agricultural extension s~rvices to the people of rural areas; 

Agricultural experiment stations; 

Other such specific projects and operations ... in related fields pertaining to the economic 
development of Ethiopia as the T.C.A. may request and the University may accept.* 

Broad as was the mandate, it proved not broad enough. 

Within a month it became clear that no college could function without students, and there were 
very, very few students with the type of background, interest and secondary education to enrol1 in the 
college. 

The Jimma Secondary School 

Consequently ?he signetures to the contract had acarcely dried when an operational agreement 
between TCA and the IEG (Imperial Ethiopian Government) was signed"s through which O.S.U. 
would help in the development and operation of an g@iculture secondary school. This turned out to be 
an abmdoned, Italian vwtionsI school at Jimma. 

When, shortly thereafter, the fuat O.S.U. team members arrived to set up shop temporarily in 
the capital city, Addis Ababa, they quickly discovered that them was not in the country a single 

1 Ethiopian with a bacheIor's degree in agriculture, with whom the O.S.U. star, members could work. 
Nor had the location site been selected for the about to be developed College of Agriculture. Nor was 
the Jimma Agricultural Technical School equipped with either stafl or facilities ta receive the high 
school students who were to be prepared there for later admission to the College of Agriculture. 

' j  Under supervision of the O.S.U. staff, which arrived at Jimma in June, 1952, grounds were 
cleared, buildings and dormitories repaired, and some 80 students selected by interview (school 
records being virtually non-existent) from some 500 applicants. Arrangements for student housing 
(all on 'he carmpus) and clasa rooms for teaching were rieceasarily makeshift. But classes began on 
time. 

A subsequent survey was made of the future fortunes of these first eighty students. Fifty went 
on to complete thc requirements for a B.S. degree at the College of Agriculture at Alemaya (the site for 
which had not yet been selected when these students began secondary school studies at Jimma). Of 



theee 50 B.S. graduates, 26 had (at the time of the study) received M.S. degrees from U.S. institutions, 
and 16 had completed or were in the process of completing Ph.D. degrees.' The writer concurs in the 
0.S.U.-expressed hope that the present "sophisticated' studerit selection methods will serve as well as 
the rough and ready, intuitive processes necessarily used for this first class. 

The Jimma school also took on the task of providing two years' college level training while the 
College of Agriculture at AIemaya was being built, The earliest of these students were moved in their 
junior years to college facilities in Addis Ababa, where they were taught agriculture by O.S.U. s t a f f  
members. After 1958, when the Agricultural College at Alemaya was ready to accept students, Jimms 
reverted to its original and appropriate function of a secondary level, "technical" school. 

Twelve classes, tatding 550 students graduated from Jimma while Oklahoma State was 
working in Ethiopia. The basic purpose of the school wae, of come, not only to prepare some stuclente 
for admission to college but, also to pro?.ide its other graduates with technical training applicable 
directly in their vocations. 

An evaluational study made in Ethiopia of all aspects of the effectiveness of the Jimma 
Agricultural Technical High School showed that fifty percent of the Jimma graduates continued their 
education at the College of Agriculture and ninety-four percent were either employed in or were 
continuing educational preparation for employment in agFict11ture.~ Graduates of the school were 
notably dominant in the country's agricultural extension service, but were found throughout the 
country's various government ministries, educational institution8 and private industry. 

An inter ssting and very significant feature of the education of these high school studenks was 
the requirement that they all participab in agricultural research projects focused on aolving real-Iife 
problems confronted in Ethiopian agriculture. This, at the vary least, made its graduates more 
knowledgeably rerrponeive to &entifie research finding8 and reaearch approaches toward carryi,ng out 
their own vmtione upon graduation. It undoubtably hslped influence some of them toward pursuing 
scientif~c research careers. 

The Ethiopian College of Agriculture and Mechanical Arts, at Alemaya 

Development of the College of Agriculture moved more slowly, fortuitouely, perhaps, to permit 
Jimma time t6 prepare some students for it. 

Emperor Haile Selassie was very much personally involved in selection of a site for the college. 
The O.S.U. and the T.C.A. advisors were anxious, first and foremost, ta have it at a central location 
where its functions as the central dynemic for research, exteneion education and agricultural 

.I development generally would be moet assured. The O.S.U. staff group constituted iteelf a committee, 
developed a set of criteria, traveled widely (over 3,000 miles) to examine a large number of possible 
sites, It recommended, in a formal report to and meeting with the Emperor, s location some 45 miles 
from-Addie Ababa, the capital city of the country, (A maximum of eighty mites had been set aa the 
extreme limit from which the agricultural university could effectively carry out its several, nationally 
oriented functions.) 

The Emperor had other ideas and a favored site of his own choosing. He did not warm up to the 
location recommended by Oklahoma State. But at the second meeting, a "compromise" site of some 



1,150 acres was agreed upon, about 300 miles from Addis Ababa and near a lnke and small village 
called Alemaya, by which location name the university became generally known. 

It was a beautiful location where the buildings would overlook grassy lawns, fields and the lake. 
But, it was totally undeveloped. The land had to be cleared; the hillside upon which the buildings were 
to be built, subdued. h a 1  limestone provided the building material and resident Italian artisans the 
stoneworking skills. Oklahoma State University supplied the teachers, rr;szrch leaders and 
administrators, while Ethiopians were trained in the United States to take c-ier these functions. 

The college was originally designed as an independent institution, with its own president and 
council. It remained thus until, in 1961, it was made an  affiliated college, along with several other 
colleges of the Haile SeIassie University headquartered in Addis Ababa. This organizational pattern 
followed more cIosely the pattern followed throughout former British Colonies in Africa and Asia - - 
that of separate, residential colleges, located at several dmerent aites, each administered from the 
technical side by the relevant governmental department, and from the pedagogic side by the 
university with which it is affiliated. Although this unfortunate reorganization no doubt deprived the 
Ethiopian college of some of its independence and sharpness of focus on agriculture, it would not 
necessarily have, in  itself, irrevocably impaired its potential usefulness. 

As the college evolved, its course offerin@ expanded more fully to embrace the diverse needs of 
the agriculture of the country. 

By the 195859 school year, the college offered some 26 lower division and 27 upper division 
courses; by the 1967-68 school year it offeted some 33 and 53 courses for lower and upper division 
students, respectively. It had followed an intelligent principle of providing a relatively standard study 
program for the first two years' study, with opportunity for considerable election and specialization in 
the second two years. Courses covered the normal array of basic sciences, general agicuitural plant 
and animal sciences, animal husbandry, agricultural engineering, agricultural economics, teaching 
and extension methods and other courses to meet the broad spectrum of anticipated Ethiopian 
agricultural development needs. All students participated in seminars and in work on research 
projects carried out on the ample 1,000 acres of land available at the site for crop and animal 
experimentation. Except for those graduated from and tested by the Jimma technicaI secondary 
school, students were selected by a set of examinations developed b.y the college and administered 
throughout the country. From the beginning, instructiona1 staff carried out research on problems 
identified as being of general importance to the country's agriculture. This research was integrated 

1 

with instruction, a8 wag sxtsneion training and field work, thus assuring the continuing relevance of 
all three functions to the agricultural needs of the country. 

By 1967 -- one year before the O.S.U. contract expired -- the agricuik~ral college had graduated 
a total of 384 students. Of theee, 136 pursued graduate study at some 25 U.S. universities. The 
employment of these graduates, including the expected employment of those still studying in the 
United States, was determined in 1968 to be as follows: government, 65%; college or university, 17%; 
private industry, 1846.' 



Research 

At the time that Alemaya was selected as the site for the agricultural college, it was agreed tka 
the Central Agricultural Experiment Station should be Iacated at Debra Zeit, some 45 miles fron 
Addis Ababa. Three hundred acres were set aside for the research station. This was located on thd 
"upper plain" of rich vo1canic soils which surround the capita1 city. This broad area of rich soils anr 
abundant rainfa11 constitutes the best farming region of the country and preaents great opportunities 
for increasing farm production. The research program of thi~ center, it was agreed, would be under t h ~  
direction of the College. of Agriculture although, because of distance, it would necessarily have E 

certain de facto independence. 

The College of Agriculture was at the name approximate high altitude (6,000-plus feet) but wa! 

on a site representative of a different, relatively Merior, sandy type soil. These two areas togethe1 
constitute a very significant part of the mqjor crop growing area of the country. Since many of tht 
problems would k quite different on these extremely different soils types, it made sense to plan, from 
the beginning, a correlated but separate research program at the two centers. 

Oklahoma State University s t d  personnel were highly oriented toward research. "Researck 
started with the arrivaI of the staff in Ethiopia and has been a basic component of the pr~grarn."~ 

An enlarging stream of research publications, on a wide range of agricultural problems, war 
issuing from the three centers of O.S.U. activity. We are to remember that research was a significanl 
part of the work done at the Jimma Secondary Technical School also. By 1966, after five years o: 
O.S.U. work, the Jimma School had undertaken 70 research projects. Findings of this research wert 
written up in various forms; researeh results were demonstrated, and publicationa distributed, a1 
Annual Field Days, starting in 1953 and later, under government auspices, becoming a regula~ 
feature of a farmer education program. 

Research at the two university centers (Debra Zeit and Alemaya) resulted, by 1968, in mort 
than 100 publications, which took the form of publicationo in txientific journale, research bulletins 
Iaboratory textbooks miscellaneoua publicationa and s p k l  reports requeeed by the government o: 

- Ethiopia or A.I.D. This information, on subjects ranging from plant and animal pest and diseast 
control, plant breeding, food starage, farm management and marketing, land tenure, and o the~  
economics issues, and a host of other practical problems became woven into the warp and woof o: 
Ethiopian agriculture. It wao slowly but steadily shifting the base of farming practice from folklore tc 
science when disaster shuck. 

The disaster was not one single bolt; it started as a series of budget cutting and over. 
management actions by A.I.D.. It culminated in a aeriea of disafTectione btwoen the Ethiopian anc 
United States governments. Thie ktter was probably, in part, inevitable. To make any kind oj 
impact, it was of course necessary that the 11.5. government, specifically the local A.I.D. miesion 
eatablish and maintain relatively close working relations with thk Ethiopia government - - anc 
specifically with the Emperor. This was true, as we have seen, also of the O.S.U. staff. When, aftel 
decades of being inherently under responsive to needs of itrr people, the government was overthrown 
inevitably the new government looked somewhat askance .at the U.S. representatives for looking toc 
closely aligned -- in its eyes -- with the old, deposed government. Furthermore, in broader terms, thr 
government foreign policy interests slid -- or appeared to slide -- away from those favored by tht 



United States. As sensitivities increased, some of the programs and approaches identifred with the 
former Emperor came in for bad timc-r;. 

Yet, even the new leaders could not truly wish to go back to the primitive conditions extant 
when O.S.U. first began its operations there. A great distance had been covered in the interim. The 
foundations of institutions, of trained personnel, and of relevant scientific knowledge were well under 
way, Inevitably savagely hurt by the horrible droughts beginning in 1972, agricultural progress was 
grossly retarded. But the building blocks were there. 

Nor did the Ethiopians, in spite of extreme political tensions with the United States, forget the 
excellent assistance the country had received from O.S.U. 

In 1985, Dr. William Abbot, Assistant Director of International Programs and a long-time 
major figure in the Oklahoma State Ethiopia project, was invited by the President of the (renamed) 
Addis Ababa University to visit the scenes of O.S.U.'s old working grounds in Ethiopia. Accompanied 
by the Chairman of the O.S.U. Board of Regents, he visited the Addis Ababa, AIemaya, Debra Zeit and 
Jimma campuses. At social as well as professional functions, the words, W e  are from Oklahoma," 
wiped away the quizzical expressions, and initiated amilea in their place and other emotions of warm 
remembrance and welcome. 

They found at Alemaya the original equipment well cared for and operative. The reguIar 
student body now numbered 800, with an additional contingent of 500 involved in continuing 
education und special programs. The faculty totaled 110 - only 17 of whom were expatriots, the rest 
Ethiopians, almost all trained under the O.S.U. program. Key administrators had been trained under 
the O.S.U. program. A shortcoming: There is need for advanced training for more of its somewhat 
undertrained, younger staff members -- obviously, an excenent target for continued U.S. assistance, 
should opportunity aEord. 

Debra Zeit and Jimma were, alao, each carrying forward the functions for which they were 
established. No doubt the rupture of the umbilical cord which for so long connected O.S.U. with the 
Ethiopian institutions had created problems. But the ties continue and the effects of the long term 
associations persevere.1° 

The point was very well made by Dr. Abbott to hi8 Oklahoma State colleagues upon his return 
from the trip. 

Each of you -- I mean each rson in your family - has given a art of F himself to Ethiopia, end t e dividends to Ethlopia and the 8nited 
States are tremendous! Alemaya Colle has now s b d  the tests of 
revolution, war, poIitics, and is an estab r' ished institution. You can be 
proud of the part that you played in the building of this institution. 

Those who have felt, or may feel, that because of the political stresses on official Ethiopian-U.S. 
relations, the Oklahoma State University project, for all its good work against almost insurmountable 
odds, has failed its purpose, have, in the mind of the writer, committed the grievous error of counting 
as dead chicks those ,eggs that have not yet had time to hatch. As a recent A.I.D. mission director to 
Ethiopia, the lake Mr. Edward Hogan, once told the writer: T h e  Oklahoma State project was a great 
success; its impact is immenee. It left about the only real track I could find in Ethiopia of the long U.S. 



A.I.D. presence there. And when we tnke up mqjor bi-lateral cooperation again, its benefits will bc 
immeasurable ta both countriee." 

Ed Hogan was a critical but wise observer! 



END NOTES 

Statement by President Truman following the tra$ie death of Dr. Bennett, previously 
President of Oklahoma State University, and his wlfe and two aides in a plane crash in 
Iran, December 22, 1951. See also, in this book, "The University of Wisconsin Land 
Tenure Center" for discussion of Dr. Bennett's unique contributions. 

Oklahoma State Universitv in Ethiopia, Terminal Report. 1952 - 1968 (Stillwater, 
klahome: Oklahoma State University Press, 19691, p. 1. See, also, Jerr Lion Gill's 

The Great Adventure, Oklahoma State Universitv and Internationa Education 
EtilIwater, OkIahoma: Oklahoma Skate University Press, 19'78). 

r 
Oklahorna State Universitv in Ethiopia. B that time Dr. Bennett, President of 

oma State University had been seiecte 'r by President Truman to head the new %$ aid program, and had been killed in a plane accident in lran. 

From a r presented by Dr. Luther Brannon, first and last O.S.U. project team leader, 
at BI 8B" A Seminar, March 20,1985. 

Brannon. 

Oklahoma State Universitv in Ethiorria, p. 10. 

Oklahoma State Universitv in Ethiopia, p. 10. 

Oklahoma State University in Ethio~ia, p. 10, 

Oklahoma State Universitv in Ethiola. One of the staff members confided years ago to 
the writer, 'We had to do research. Otherwise, we wouldn't have known whet to teach." 

When the writer and his wife visited the Debra Zeit campua in the late 19609, the 
Ethiopian in char qf Debra Zeit waa very concerned about the imminent departure of 
the laat O.S.U. a & duector of the reaearch center. Obviousl well on to of the research 

"P R rogram itself, he e resaed concern largely over the lack oridusnee t e center mi ht 
Rave in governments decisions affectin it once the O.S.U. connection was severed. be 
underetood the point; but we could not he 7 p feeling that anyone who could press his points 
so auccea~fully with viaiting foreignera would be effective also in pressing hie views with 
his own government. Thie apparently proved true. 



A DIFFERENT APPROACH: SPECIALIZED CENTERS OF EXPERTISE 

ON PROBLEMS OF WORLDWIDE IMPORTANCE 

INTERNATIONAL LAND TENURE CENTER: 

The University of Wisconsin, Madison 

The rising concern for the improvement of land tenure conditions in 
world akieulture is based upon the inaights and the belief that present 
tenure arrangements are stifling the economic development of 
agricultura in many coun.i;ries. 

-Dr. Kenneth H. Parsons, 195 1 .' 

The first predecessor of A.I.D., the Technical Cooperation Administration (TCA), began with 
high-level concern with land tenure and lend ownership problems in the less developed countries. 

Ita firat Director, Dr. Henry G. Bennett, former president of Oklahoma State University, an1 
agriculturist of breadth and vision, came by thia concern directly - - his knowledge broadened snl 
insights nurtured in the traditions of the last frontier atate on the U.S. mainland. The "Sooner State 
of Oklahoma had received its nickname for the last great U.S. land rush by farmers who raced thei 
horse and oxendrawn wagons to "stake their homestead claimsH to recently reIeased, free governmen 
land "smnern than their compe titom. 

While President of the Univeraity, at the official invitation of the then Imperial Government o 
Ethiopia, Dr. Bennett had visited Ethiopia in April 1960. He traveled widely while there, and saw e 
first hand the implacable obstruction b individual initietive imposed by the lack of a land tenur, 
system which would assure the people who worked the land that r e w d s  for their extra efforts woul~ 
go to them, and not to rsomeone elm. Without such incentive, farm pa~ple  could not be expected ts 
depart from the security of traditional waya of farming, or to take the risks (or seeming riska) involve1 
in improving their farms or in adopting new farming practices or technologies. Agricuitura 
productivity could be expected to languish. 

These insighta were fresh in Dr. Bennett'# mind when, a few months later, he was asked ba 
President Truman to b m t  D k t a r  of the Technical Cooperation Administration mCA) to carry ou 
the President's new "Point Fourw program of assistance to the less developed countries. 

;Dr. Bennett passed his convictions regatding the importance of land tenure issues down to hi 
subordinate@. He did more. Almost immediately after he became TCA Director in December 1950, hl 
requested the University of Wisconsin to undertake a m ~ o r  land tenure conference for policy maker 
and implementars from the less developed countries. He selected the University of Wisconsin ir 
response to its representations that it was interested in sponsoring such a conference. The contrac 
was duly signed to finance the conference, to begin in the fall of 1951.' 

The conference brought together over one-hundred men and women from six continents an 
nearly forty countries. The conference design called for each participating country to be representel 



by one "senior aademiciaq," one "senior government administrator responsible for land programs," 
and one "junior person with promise in his or her country and ability to continue for a year of special 
training and graduate study." Although, as to be expected, there were some departures from this 
participant selection regimen, it was followed in the main. The plan was that by this means, after the 
conference, communication between intelIectua1 analysis and governmental action within countries 
would be maximired; and a well-trained junior professional would be brought on line a year or so later 
to help carry out whatever tenure reforms the country elected to undertake. It was an ingenious plan, 
and undoubtedly has much to commend it for other applications. 

The conference proceeded well and eventually, in 1956, resulted in the proceedings publication 
just cited, which is an excellent reference resource for interested scholars and practitioners. It  is not a 
set of pre-prepared papers and discus,sions thereof as might be expected, but a docunientation of 
country by country studies prepared at the conference itself. 

The conference concluded by a visit by about sixty of the group {primarily the senior delegates) 
to the southeastern United States, concluding in a threeday visit in east Tennessee where the writer 
had completed hia first year at the University of Tennessee, &er having left the University of 
Wisconsin. There they were exposed to a *century of agricultural and industrial development in cross- 
section" by visiting an array of rural economic development levels, ranging from extremely isolated 
p k e t s  of by-passed agriculture to the excellent farms caught up in the then rapid industrial 
development of the Tennessee Valley. They visited the cottbn share-crop economy of western South 
Carolina on their way toward culminating their Zj.S. conference and tour by visiting briefly with 
President Truman. 

They could identify with the extreme poverty they found in some parts of  these southeastern 
states. And yet they were encouraged by the evident prosrjerity they found in close proximity. Their 
optimism was buoyed by the impact of recent economic growth in the IoeaIities they visited. They 
confided that they were stirnulaw by this experience fa a greater sense of optimism for their own 
countries. 

Spirits and expectations were high. The foreign representatives at the conference and other 
attendees, not from the University of Wlaoonsin, had formally recommended, at the conclusion of the 
conference, that the University of Wi~onain establish an "International Land Tenure Center" to 
provide training, to carry out research, to establish and maintain a specialized land tenure library and 
data service, and to provide consultative eervices to developing countries. The University of 
Wisconsin agreed with this recommendation and was proceeding to establish an International Land 
Tenure Center. 

Dr. Bennett had seemed to have chosen wisely in selecting the University of Wisconsin as the 
lead instrument of hia purpose in efiecting improved LDC land tenure syshrna and arrangements. 
The University had, for over thirty years, accorded speciaI concern in its teaching, research and 
extension programs to the subject of land tenure. It had pioneered in rural land zoning, in public 
purchase of farms so isolated that it cost the public far more to provide them with necessary support, 
with roads, and access to schooling, than they could possibly return in tax revenue. The University 
had pioneered also in financial support to rural students in high schools, and in improved land rental 
and land purchase contracts. It had several professors with overseas experience in working on land 
tenure and other agricultural development problems. Now, through the conference, it had established 
a broad str~nd of communications and c ~ ~ d e n c e  with relevant high level LDC personages -- and with 



the Director of the Foreign Aid Agency, and even, in modest meaaure, with the President of the Unit 
States. 

The stage was set. Everything appeared promising for mdor A.I.D. (then TCRl follow-up. 

But it was not to be. Dr. Bennett's death on an Iranian mountainside snuffed the Foreign A 
Agency's immediate interest in Iand tenure problems. As detailed in another section of this boo1 
moat of the Agency's profeseional agriculturists -- including those supplied under universi 
contracts-- were heavily smitten by the (erroneous1 view that only large farms could be afIicie~ 
They, therefore, tended not only to accept but to favor the semi-feudalistic systems of large-sca 
largely absentee, land ownerahip which characterized much of Asian and Latin American agricultul 
organization. Efforts by governments to break up these large land holdings into smaller, family-si 
operational units were (again, erroneoualyl seen to be movements away from the logic of agricultur 
progress. "Ignore where possible, and discourage where necessary, any governmental concern wi 
land reform problemsm was the unspoken but pervasive doctrine of the day. 

Not until late in President Eisenhower's Administration was there rekindled in A.I.D. ai 
interest in land tenure; and then out of consideration of mid-political, and not economic, prob1e1 
created by outdated land tenure systems. For the better part of a. decade aher the corierence, t' 
Wisconsin International Land Tenure Center went totally un~222nded by A.I.D. It was considered 
be a bit of academic irrelevancy, off the sdge of U.S. foreign p l icy  plrmse, or of economic developme 
assistance philosophy or concern. 

The Eisenhower Administration's refocus on Latin America, however, abruptly reawakened 
nascent interest. The Administration pledged itself at the Organization of American Sta t  

. Conference, in Bogots, Colombia, in 1960, to support strongly whatever interests Latin Americr 
countries might assert in effscting %nd reforms" in their countries. It set up a special "Soci 
Progress Trust Fund" in the newly established Inter-American Development Bank, in part for t h  
purpose; it advised A.I.D. field missions to get ready for mqjor land reform aseistance activities; 
planlned a workshop in Santiago, Chile for A.I.D. Latin American Mission Directors and Chiefs 
Agricultural programs, far February, 1961, to diecuss this upooming land reform initiative. Am01 
the least of ita decieione - it decided it needed a resident uexpartn in land reform -- recruited the writ 
for that position, and immediately (in November 1960) assigned him to the task of organizing tl 
Santiago land reform workshop.' 

Preaidenbelect Kennedy, it was found during the transition period, was keen on following up I 

the land and other wform initiatives for Latin America inherited from President Eisenhower. 1 
would look to Under Secretary of State-designate, Chester Bowles, to follow up. We recruited Tedo 
Museossa, formerly U.S. Ambassador to Venezuela, to head-up the "Alliance for Progress," tl 

; insttumentality through which these reforms would be incorporated into U.S, bi-lateral assistance 
Latin American countries. The Santiago Workshop on Land Reform, it was determined early, wou 
go forward on achedule with all vigor. 

To help him in designing and conducting tbe Santiago Workshop, the writer enlisted tl 
services of Dr. Harry Steele, a Wisconsin-trained land economics specialist, made available by the U. 
Department of Agriculture for the purpose. Dr. Steele assisted the writer full-time on all aspects of tl 
workshop preparation, which included keeping Under Secretary Bowles, who was following every str 
of the preparations, cloeely informed. The writer enlisted also the assistance of Dr. Raymond J. Pen 



J Land Eronomist at the University of Wisconsin. While Ambassador to VenezueIa, Mr. Muscosso had 
become we11 acquainted with, and had formed a high opinion of Dr. Penn. No American* he had ever 
!inown, hs told the writer, had so quickly found favor with all the levels of Venezuelan farmer groups. 

The three-day Santiago Workshop resulted in strong consensus among A.I.D. representatives 
that land reforms ware badly needed in most Latin American countries, but that the nature of the 
problem varied greatly from country to country. All agreed that the initiative for reform should come 
from the countries themselves. Most of the attendees expected that this would soon come about, and 
that A.I.D. should ereourage, and offer to help support, such initiatives. I t  was recognized that U.S. 
financial support, however, should come only when it was quite clear that the planned reforms were 
economically sourid, well thought out, and buttressed by governmental capability to carry them out. 

This latter was seen as the limiting factor. The countries needed more skilled -- or at least well- 
trained -- people in  the many aspects of land reform. One obvious need was for better land 
("cadastral1? surveys and better identification of the currently accepted right!; held by identified 
individuals in specific land parcels. Clearly, the countries would need direct consultative assistance. 
The Workshop resulted in a clear indication of need for some kind of support to the Wisconsin Center, 
so that missions could turn to the University for help with some confidence that the University could 
deIiver it. 

The new U.S. foreign assistance agency, the Agency for International Development (A.I.D.), 
was created around a very different set of philosophies than obtained under the earlier foreign aid 
agencies. One feature was an clmost total focus on individual countries -- no A.I.D. "agriculture" 
program, or  "health" program, or "population" program --just a set of individual country programs 
with whatever emphasis, if any, and what~ver type activities, in agriculture, health, population, 
education, or other sectors the particular mission director and his ambassador happened to prefer. The 
Agency's money was assigned on a country-by-country basis. Therefore, although individual missions 
as in this case - might have a general foresight of need for substantial backstopping help, there was no 
mqjor central funding resources, or organizational framework, or internal sympathy, for funding auch 
backstopping resources as the Wisconsin Land Tenure Center. Each mission would get the money 
from the Washingtan headquarters tagether with a broad, c~ntrally developed policy framework to 
guide it. But each mission had to "wing itn using resources available through remote control 
contracts, to get professional assistance, training or analytical work done. Where special efforts were 
required to build a central U.S. capability in a given field to assist several missions with similar 
problems, no effective mechanisms had been worked out to "pass the hat" among the missions for 
contributions. 

Therefore, there were no A.I.D. resources available to help support on-campus work by the Land 
Tenure Center directly for the purposes identified at the Santiago Workshop. Mission requests, it 
could be predicted, would be spasmodic, short-term, and tightly country-service focused. Therefore, if 
the U.S. was to attempt to help eupport, and thereby have any psitive influence on shaping LDC land 
tenure reforms -- asserted to be so central to U.S. policy at the time -- A.I.D. had to find some 
legitimate way of supporting the Land Tenure Center through engaging it in activities funded 
centrally, to supplement the intermittent service tasks funded by missions under mainstream, 
country-bycounty, bilateral assistance programs. The ultimate objective even for central support to 
the Wisconsin Land Tenure Center was, however, to enable it to deliver competent training and 



(;onsulbtive advice, and to develop a body of sound research findings for use by individual cauntrier 
and A.I.D. misaiona. 

The only central resource available for this purpose was the newly established Centra: 
Research Program, an activity authorized for the first time in the Foreign Asoistance Act of 1961 
which established the new Agcncy for International Development, An A.I.D. resenrch contract wit) 
the University of Wisconsin was signed in May 1961 conforming to the purposes and needs expressed 
at the Santiago Workshop. (The writer, Dr. Penn and Dr. Steele had had opportunity to discuss thesf 
thoroughly with attendees and with eash other while at the workshop.) This contract, through ten 
amendments adding additional, funds, continued through 1971. Although its primary purpose was tc  
provide a solid research base for !and tenure policies and reforms, it provided training for Latin 
Americans engagijd with the University in research and, of course, provided opportunities f o ~  
professional liaisons between the Land Tenure Center and both U.S. A.I.D. mission and host country 
personnel, from which contact flowed many other professional services to the countries -- somE 
financed by tho A.![.D. missions, most by the countries themselves. 

Long befort3 this period ended, A.1.D. official interest in land reforms, and other reforms, 
sharply waned, Much of this was associated with the change of key personnel, and phiIosophy, 
following Resident Kennedy's death. Much of it waa, unquestionably, also due to lingering beliefs 
that such reforms would reduce agricultural economic efficiency. Much was no doubt due to the 
general {and perlieps wise) disinclination of U.S. embassies and missions to got involved closely in  
matters of such high local political sensitivity. In any event, mqjor host country requests of our 
missions for help in carrying out land reforms did not materialize on a broad scale. Hence, by 
derivation, major requests to Wisconsin by A.I.D. missions also failed to materialize in expected 
magnitude.' 

Wisconsin's research was largely of a micro-nature, focusing on specific issues or specific parts 
of specific countries. Most of it wss in the nature of one-person remarch studies, rather than the kind 
of structured, inter-disciplinary team efforts (comparable to the Collaborative Research Programs) 
necessary h provide broad policy guidelines or, especially, broad advisory assishnce, on the large 
array of interrelated technical, economic, political and social issues that ariee when a major land 
reform or land colonization effort ia undertaken. In ahort, the major call for U.S. assistance in helping 
countries undertake land reform, so confidently expected in 1961, did not materialize; nor did the 
University, in apite of many excellent accomplishments, achieve the types of integrated resource 
availabilities which would have been needed h d  such demands developed. 

But aornething else had happened. The myriad of person-to-person collakrations in reseatch 
and training relationahipa twtween Wisconsin and Latin American professionals ripened inh Iong- 
term professional interdependencies. Countries sent people to Wisconsin for training. They invited 
Wisconsin people to viait them, help study problems and adviae them. A.I.D. missions, while not often 
seriously involving themselves directly in major Iand reform undertakings, often directed host country 
attention to the Wisconsin Center. Publications, formal and informal documents, and letters flowed 
back and forth in great streams between Wisconsin professors and their Latin American associates. 

As they approved (or could, if they chose, deny) all A.1.D.-funded travel to and from Wisconsin, 
A.I. D. misaions were able to monitor all of the interactions between the Land Tenure Center and the 
host government or institution -- to assure they were consistent with U.S. policy and purpose. They 
welcomed these interrelationships as useful vehicles of U.S. purpose with respect to land tenure 



problems, which obviated the need for more (and as they saw it, inherently dangerous) direct U.S. 
government involvement. 

In  short, the Wisconsin Centcr had, to an important degree, become a desirable means of 
indirect U.S. government involvement in developing country land reforms. Given the U.S. domestic, 
and the international, political climate of the times, this may have been abut  a11 that was possible. 
Most missions expressed appreciation to Wisconsin and to A.I.D. - Washington for keeping the 
Wisconsin resources alive and available. 

In the meantime, technological improvements useful to small farmers, largely as a result of the 
research by the International Agricultural Research Centers and, to a lesser degree, by several U.S. 
universities working in the region, were working their way into improved farmer practices. These 
new technologies made possible substantial improvements in the productivity, and hence levels of 
living, on many of the smaller farms. 

As the importance of the Vlisconsin Land Tenure Center began to be somewhat better 
understood and appreciated within A.I.D., it was recognized that some continuing mode of support for 
certain functions -- above those that could be acquired under direct aervicc contracts by missions -- 
would be needed. Consequently, as funds and logic for continued support under the central research 
authority waned, A.I.D. used its new "211(d)" university grant authority to support the Center. This 
authority more dosely fit the Wisconsin situation; its basic purpose was to help universities develop 
and maintain on-campus capabilities to assist A.1.D. in subject matter areas where domestic needs 
were not such as to justify universities maintaining such capabilities entirely with their own 
resources. Therefore, in 1969, a five-year 211(d) grant was made by A.I.D. to the University of 
Wisconsin for this purpose. Through a series of amendments and suppIements, this program was kept 
operational until 1979. Though still fmused on Latin America, this arrangement permitted the 
University the needed flexibility also to develop and maintain capabilities to assist African countries 
on land reform and land tenure problems. 

The following year, in February 1970, the wisdom of this decision was affirmed. A major policy 
oriented S~rinu Review (the vehicle then in vogue by which A.I.D. examined and formulated policies 
on one selected, important, complex policy issue each year) firmly confirmed, from examination of land 
reform exwrienees in some thirty countries, that land reforms consistently supported, rather than 
discouraged, increases in agricultural productivity. It reawakened A.I.D. interest in land reform and 
underscored the obvious need for continued A.I.D. support to this one major center of expertise in the 
subject. It dlso identiiied the extreme political commitment required of any country proposing to 
undertake such reforms, and highlighted afresh the delicacy of direct U.S. involvement as contrasted 
with use patterns established under the arrangements with the Wisconsin Lend Tenure Center.6 

Finally, when the 21 1Id) program had run its course, A.I.D. used still another instrument, a 
"Cooperative Agreement" to support th~e Land Tenure Center arrangements with the University of 
Wisconsin. The "Cooperative Agreemc!nt" was signed in 1979 and through many amendments, 
remains in effect to this date. This arrangement differs ~ e a t l y  from the other two in that it is 
essentially a rationalizing into a cohe~live system of the many requests coming from, and largely 
funded by, the individual missions. This gives the University a much better planning basis than does 
a comparable set of ad h q  mission requeirts. It is in many ways the ideal instrument as it ties funding 
to uses in the LDCs. The arrangement with Wisconsin suffers now, however, from a severe shortage of 
funds for maintaining those necessary central university activities and services -- such as adequate 



maintenance of the outatanding land tenure library and the constant flow of informational services on 
requeats it has provided so efficiently over the years. 

The Wisconsin Land Tenure Center has undertaken a vast number of individual studies of local 
circumstances pertaining to individual countries. Most of this hne been done as a combined resoarch 
and teaching undertaking, usually as a part of a degree training exercise by a U.S. or foreign graduate 
student working under supervision of a Wisconsin faculty member. This approach has several 
advantages. The data have been local and, at least potentially directly relevant to the countryti efforts 
on behalf of land reforms. Possibly, even, the study might prove part of the career-launching of the 
trainee's later responsibilities on behalf of auch reforms. Thus, to tho extent the studies were adequate 
and properly understood in relation to other variables, they were relevant t.r local applications. Thus, 
this approach led to a tremendous expansion of knowledge relevant to land tenure and reforms in less 
developed countries and a very eignificant increase in the number of professionals trained to carry out 
such programs, or to advise in the process. 

The writer's counting of publications from such research efforts, and from direct research by the 
Wisconsin Land Tenure Center faculty and staff, suggests that a total of some 215 + such research 
publications have been prepared and are now availabte upon request from the Land Tenure Center. 
(Most of these have, of course, already been used in some measure by the person who wrote them,) In 
addition, the Land Tenure Center faculty have prepared, or caused to have prepared, several 
bibliographies of land tenure studies - - worldwide, regional, and special focus. An example of the Iast 
is a bibliography of studies of the special relationships between land tenure and forestry. 

The graduate student training program has greatly increased the numbers of professional 
experts on LDC land tenure and reform. 

Materials prepared, at the writer's request, in August 1989, reveal the fo!lowing results of the 
University's special training program in Land Tenure to the Ph.D. level, for tho period 1973-1988. 

Ph.D.'s granted: - Foreign born - 45 - U.S. born- 19 

Ph.D.'a completed, except dissertations in process: 
- Foreign born - 19 - U.S. born -- 3 

Ph.D. candidates now enrolled: - Foreign born -- 13 - U.S. born -- 9 

This amounts to a total of 77 foreign students and 31 U.S. students who have completed, or are 
currently working toward, PCD. degreea in this subject. This is an enormously expanded base of 
specialized personnel experience and competence availabilities from that which confronted the writer 
in 1960 when he became the Agency'a resident "expert" in land reform, as described earlier in this 
chapter. ' 

And yet, one has the feeling of need from more eclecticism, a bringing together of the hundreds 
of nuggets of knowledge and wisdom into a reliable source of perceptive, generalized and tested 
knowledge directly applicable in tenure reform efforts. The Center has produced several such: 



notably, a wideIy used book by Dr. Peter Dorner. However, in the nature of things, it is a constant 
need. 

Further, although Dr. William Thiesenhusen and others have written penetratingly on this 
subject, the fundamental interdependency of agricultur31 technological advance and land tenure 
systems remains still inadequately explored, in view of its absolutely central relastionship to 
successful CIlC agricultural, economic, social and political development. Tne huge collection of the 
Wisconsin special atudies themselves need special study to extract the juices of truth relevant to both 
U,S. ant: LDC policies and programs for Iand tenure re f~rrn .~  

A pasallel and extraordinary accomplishment of the Wisconsin Land Tenure Center was the 
development of the world's best library on land tenure. From the library has flowed a constant stream 
of documents ta scholars and practitioners. And it statlds, in Madison, as a monumental and superb 
resource to anyone who might wish to use it. The wrikr could not possibly do better than quote from 
the document prepared by Mr. James KnowIes in response to his request of Dr. Marion Brown, former 
Land Tenure Center Director and now Head of the Agricultural Journalism Department of the 
University of Wisconsin. 

The Land Tenure Center Library has been part of the Center from its 
inception in 1962. The first books were ordered for the library in 
October 1962, and by the following June the collection iqluded 3400 
titles. From the beginning the library relied on gifts, exchanges of 
publications and materials collected bt LTC research staff to build a 
collection of hard-to-find materials, 

By 1970 the library's collection had grown to 16,000 volumes. That 
year was an important one for the librai-y in two ways. First, i t a  
coIIection focus expanded to include Africa, Asia and the Middle East 
in addition to Latin America. This reflected a change in LTC's 
research focus. Second, the Land Tenure Center Library moved into 
the new Steenbock Memorial Library building in that year. This 
marked the beginning ofa close working relationship between the two 
libraries, which are still housed in the same building. 

The 1970s were a period of rapid growth for the libmry. By 1980 the 
collection had grown to 56,000 volumes. Over half of these were 
research reports and unpublished materials. The Iitrrary prepared a 
number of bibliographies during these years as well. Country 
bibliographies were published in LTC's Training & Methods series, 
while annotated bibliographies were commercially p1;bIished dealing 
with Latin America (1974), Africa (19761, and East and Southeast Asia 
(1980). 

The library now owns some 68,000 titles. Expansion of the library has 
slowed, but this is due in part to the s ta f fs  effort to keep the collection 
up to date by withdrawing outdated materials. 

Integration into the University's larger library system began in 
earnest in 1980. In that year Steenbock Library, the agriculture 
library for the campus, took responsibility for circulation of LTC 
Library materials and for maintenance of course reserve reading 
materials. In 1984 the general library system began to provide the 
LTC Library's acquisition budget, and Steenbock began providing 



inhrlibrary loan service to the collection a8 well as paying the salary 
of student workers to shelve library materials. 

In 1986 the LTC Library began participating in OCLC, a national 
computerized bibIiography database. This participation has greatly 
increaaed the accessibility of the collection to researchers not on the 
Madison campus, since it is widely used for interlibrary loan. In 
addition, the computer tapes generated by this process are the basis for 
the UW-Madison's on-line computer library catalog. Inclusion of the 
LTC Library in this computerized catalog has led to a rapid increase in 
circulation, since for the first time students and faculty anywhere on 
mmpus can become aware of the LTC Library's holdings. 

When the library was founded, the LTC Annual Report (1963) stated, 
"It is our hope that this library will become the foremost collection of 
materials on this subject in the United States." The Library has 

. fulfilled that hope. 

From the standpoii~t of the long-mge U.S. interest, the Center represents a resource o 
inestimable potential value if we can effectively utilize it. The University is currently (1987 data 
supporting the Center at the rate of about $165,000 per year, pius overhead costs whieh would rais! 
the total of well over $200,000 per yes*. It is greatly in the U.S. interest -- if any of the lessons of thir 
book are heeded -- to take the necessary support actiona to make thc resource operationally useful ir 
the years just ahead. As the hard lessons of the limitations of military process as a diplomatic tool art 
learned, snd the happy lesaons of the enormous powers of science and technology to improvt 
agricultural productivity on family operated farms become understood, it becomes increasinglj 
important that developing countries evolve systems of agricultural organization whieh harnes: 

. economic incentivea to the stimuIation of agricultural productivity and development. It makes less 
and leas sense that the lightly populated tropical regions continue to suffer for want of food while tht 
densely populated tropical regions demonstrate what modern technology properly utilized by E 

compatible tenure system can produce. The United States needs continuously to join this set 0: 

issues - intellactually and in its policies. As an extremely distinguished group of outside evaluatora 
made clear in December 1982: "the Wia~onsin Land Tenure Center -- though substantially supprtec 
by the University and widely engaged in servicing many developing countries and internationa' 
agencies -- cannot maintain, much less expand its capabilities without assistance from A.I. Dmw Tht 
stakes are large and it is hoped that mme mems for aseured central U.S. governmental funding of this 
unique institution can be realized. The amounts of funding required are minute compared with an5 
alternative means of as~iating countries to stabilize social-political structures gone awry througk 
inattention to needs and demands of the yeoman farmers. Perhaps, s h u l d  this materialize, tht 
decades-old struggles of precept between A.I.D. and the university can be put to rent in a solution thal 
makes the university a more directly useful vehicle of U.S. policy. 

Much has been accomplished in the LDCa through the services of the Wisconsin Land Tenurt 
Center, and such special efforts as we have seen in the experiences of the Iowa Universities in Peru 
But the kinds of incentives-driven land tenure reforms which triggered the intensive-farming 
agricultural productivity explosions undergirding the rapid general economic development of much o! 
Asb, are still in the future for much of Africa and Latin America. 



We may hope that they may yet occur, and that s continuing investment ill the Wisconsin 
Center may help steer them in sound directions. They are in tune with the rapid expansion of the 
private entrepreneurship mode of economic organization which is so evidently displacing throughout 
the world the fading lure of collectivism or other large-scale systems of farm organization. The outlook 
for compatibilities of goals, and even for cooperation in pursuit of those goala, between "East" and 
"West," and between more and Iess developed economies, is  much greater than when the U.S. 
economic development assistance effort began in 1951. And many of these capatabilities are forged at 
the agricultural frontiers on the anvils of free, incentives-driven tenure systems structured to be 
responsive to opportunities created by on-marching science and technology. One land tenure system is 
better than another only if it works better. To our great g d  fortunes, and with adaptations to be 
sure, "our" incentives-driven system turns out, in less developed as we11 as in more developed 
countries, to work much better. 

RURAL FINANCE AND AGRICULTURAL CREDIT: Ohio State University's 
Program of International Research and Servics 

Background 

Since time immemorial money lending has been an instrument both of assistance to and 
exploitation of farm people. Control over the availabilitir-. of loan funds has commonly brought with it 
varying degrees of control over the borrowers -- in much the same way that control over land 
constituted control over the people who wished to farm it.lo In fact, as land rights are often the chief 
security equities of the borrowers, and the land owners and money lenders are normally the relatively 
f l uen t  sources of borrowed capital, their intertwined control over land and over toan capital has 
hisbrically served to lock out successful entrepreneurship by che typical LDC peasant. Furthermore, 
in traditional economically underdeveloped societies, indebtedness is a burden normally passed down 
from generation to generation, as are the assets from that indebtedness inherited by creditors, so that 
the slow upward percolation of mortgaged rights bind societies into structured layers of debtors and 
creditors, of Knmilies without and others with economic power and social standing. In such a setting, 
money lending rates and terms bear no necessary nor close relationship to the productive value of the 
borrowed capital. In fact, in most such societies, most monies so borrowed by farm peoples are used to 
finance consumption rather than to increase productivity. The sanctions against usuary -- or even in 
some cases money lending on any terms -- to be found in many if not most major ancient religions, no 
doubt arose as efforts to eliminate or ameliorate this mode of exploitation. 

Dr. Arthur Lewis well describes the rationale which has led many less developed countries to 
establish credit cooperatives to serve small LDC farmers. 

It is understandable that countries roposing to undertake economic 
develo ment and desiring that t eir fruits be broadly shared b E 
throug out society, would be concerned with breaking this chain of 
self-peytuating indebtedness among the rural peasantry. They 
respon ed favorably to the urge to create ublic financial institutions 
[which] springs from the desire to make f inance available to groups 
who have spcial d=culty in raising money from private lenders." 



Dr. Lewis goes on to point out that these credit societiee borrow their loan funds from a variefl 
of sources: commercial banks, private money lenders, or savings deposits from the general public 
However, he finds, it is usunl1y necessary for the government to lend the societies additional sums. 

Small farmers are unable to borrow cheaply from private lenders 
because of the risks ~f this kind of lending and because of the cost of 
administering it. Both the risk and the coet are greatly reduced when 
the lending is done through co-operative village credit societies, small 
enough for the members to know thoroughly the aflairs and the credit- 
worthiness of each other.12 

Beyond their humanistic desires to free farmers from the motivation-strangling grip of tht 
money Ienders, governments desired to get some control over the flow of loan funds to farmers tc 
assure that the loan funds contributed to development. This required that a much Iarger fraction ol 
monies borrowed by farmers be put to production-increasing changes in agricultural practices, rather 
than directly into consumption uses'' or into merely "carrying the farmer through until the harved 
season" without improving in any important way their prductivity." It required also that money. 
costs (interest rates) to farmers be low enough to bear some reasonable relationship to productivity, sc 
that they would induce investment in new developmen t-yielding farming practices and adoption 01 
new prductivity increasing technologies. This was essential to capital formation in agriculturs 
which, in predominantly rural societies, has to be the predominant, 1ong:run source of internal capita! 
formation far the entire economy, especiaily during its early years of economic growth." 

In a relatively few years, several of the countries where A.I,D. had assistance programs begac 
to establish various kinds of public assisted farm credit programs. Most numerous were credii 
cooperatives, focusing pi-imarily on relatively short-term credit ("production credit"). 0 the1 
provisions were made in some countries for long-term credit to enable farmers to obtain ownership of 
or  rights in, farm lands. In still others provisions were made for "intermediate credit" -- the typ 
needed by farmers to finanm major traneformations of their traditional into more modern farming 
systems, as, for example, investments in irrigation and drainage structures and equipment, deir); 
herds, dairy equipment and buildings, seed stock production facilities and the like. 

As the countries started embarking on these new, important and hazardaus undertakings, the3 
turned to the U.S. A.I.D. missions for technical help -- and often, especially in later years, for financial 
support for the new institutions. 

These requests for technical assistants were met by A.I,D. largely by borrowing personnel from 
the U.S. Farm Credit Administration (for ehort-term credit institutions), the Farm Security 
Administration's Supervised Credit program (for intermediate and long-term credit institutions) and 
other public and private financial institutions. What was sought was personnel with operational 
experience with credit programs, rather than theorists or students of the capital formation and 
disburscinent process as related to economic development. Although most major U.S. Land Granl 
universities had some involvement with credit programs in their respective states, very few if any had 
made a majorla effort to involve themselves deeply with the operational details of credit progran 
administration. 

The exception was the Ohio State University. 



I 
Dating back to 1915, the Department of Agricultural Economics and Rural b i o l o g y  a t  the 

Ohio Stab University had placed heavy extension emphasis on the practical "business" side of 
amiculture in the state. Because the university fully integrated at the department level the teaching, 
research 2nd extension dimensions of its subject matter, the teaching and research functions of its 
college clf agriculture were related closeIy to  the problems felt most pressingly by its farmers and other 
elements of the agricultural industry. The leaders of the Department of Agricultural Economics for 

- many years had developed a wide, well structured program of ,research, toeaching and extension ' 

activities dealing (along with other issues) in a first-hand way with the  "financial management 
conctcns of farmers, and with the credit institutions developed to deal with these problems. To a 
considarable degree, Ohio State became "specialized" as a center of expertise and experience with 
agricultural credit. As such, the institution provided a disproportionate share of the agricultural 
economists dealing with agricultural credit problems in the United States throughout the 1920s, 30s 
and 40s. 

As A.I.D. recruited most of its credit expertise from these federal government agencies, i t  too, by 
derivation, drew heavily upon Ohio Stste's historic specialization. More directly, also, it turned <to 
Ohio State to recruit (or provide) personnel for specifically identified field a~signments.'~ 

Early in 1947, A.I.D. assisted in financing A Studv of Amicultural Credit in Latin America by 
the Center for Monetary Studies in Latin America (CEMLA) an association of Central Banks of Lztin 
America, headquartered in Mexico City. A.I.D. and CEMLA engaged as eonsuifant to the project, Dr. 
Mervin C. Smith, Chairman of the Department of Agricultival Economics and Rural SocioIogy at Ohio 

- State. This was a valuable study. It described situations and identified imminent problems in 12 . 
Latin American countries; it developed a list of 17 needed additional rosearch topics in those 
countries -- many of which were eventually undertaken; it made many recommendations of a practical 

' nature and identified the need for special training in agricultural credit. In short, it institutionalized 
the beginnings of Ohio State University as a center of specialized competence in agricultural finance 
problems of the less developed countries. 

Shortly after the writer joined the Agency he was given technical rf!sponsibility for developing 
the agricultural component of the newly established A.I.D. research progra,m. This was to be centrally 
financed research of world-wide applicability; individual country research was the responsibility of 
individual country missions. 

As an agricultural economist, he had become extremely concerned over the dearth of under- 
standing of the possibilities and means of capital formation in LDC agriculture, and the means by 
which such capital would be channeled inta non-farm growth. {See earlier footnote.) This was a 
problem of world-wide nature and fit weli into the charter of the Agency's new central research 
program authority. Knowing of i ts historic interest and involvement with agricultural finance issues, 
he arranged through proper procurement channela for Ohio State to undertake a major research study 
on this subject. It was a topic requiring a good deal of highly sophisticated theoretical and analytical 
talent -- and Ohio State had such talents. A major research project was begun by Ohio State in 1947. 

Events have a way of conforming human long-range plans to immediate needs. 

By the time Ohio State got its research program well under way, many LDCs were experiencing 
serious managerial problems with their agricultural credit programs, many of them established with 
U.S. advisory and financial assistance. Quite naturally, Ohio State set abut  (with strong A.I.D. 



mission concurrence) trying to sexah out the proximate causes, and to recommand solutions to thesc 
omnipresent problema. Chief among them: fmmers were not repaying their Ioans; hence credil 
societies were unable t~ pay their money suppliers. Causes were many. Managerial competencies 
were much lower in many credit cooperative8 than such a complex activity required. Supervision oj 

credit use was too limited in amount and/or competmce to direct borrowed monies into productive 
uses. Charges ta borrowera (interest and service charges1 were tuo low to cover the administrativ~ 
costs of bringing money sources and users together. Inflation in many countries reduced the value ol 

, . ,  , , 

money over tho term of the loans by more than the interest rates. 

But undoubtedly, the largest source of problems Was that agricultural technology advances 
were not rapid enough, ncr moving rapidly enough into farm practice to create sound investment 
opportunities at anything approaching the real costs of money available to any credit system. The 
heart of the problem, in other words, was that the credit infusion came too soon in the process oi 
technologica1 growth to meet a real economic need. This lack of opportunity for well-paying 
production investments enhanced the leakage of such loan capital into consumption and other 
unproductive uses -- which in turn led to borrower reneging on loan repayments. And, of course, the 
chaaper were the intereat rates, the greater were the Ievels of borrowing and hence, the more serious 
became all of the above problems. 

.. A.I.D. has maintained with Ohio State University a series of "basic" projects on agricultural 
finance. Although some of these focused attention to specificcountri~s, they had as their fundamental 
purpose enabling Ohio State to maintain and develop its own capabilities and to advance the state of 
tho art in the complex subject of agricultural finance in less developed countries. Frequently, 
activities under these "basic" projects were carried out in such a way as to assist the countries and the 
A.I.D. mission in the countries in which part of Ohio States' work was carried out. These "basic" 
projects - centrally financed by A.1.D.h Bureau for Science and Technology and its predecessors -- 
inc l~de: '~  

Study of Agricultural Credit in Latin America (discussed above) - - 1957. 

First Basic Research Project (work done primarily in Brazil, Colombia, Ecuador and 
Peru) - - 1964-67. 

Capital Formation and Utilization I work done primarily in f 968,1969-1975). 

Information Network in Rural Finance - - 197476. 

A.I.D. Cooperative Agreement and Master Plan - - 1977-82; 1982-90, 

Under these "basicw arrangements, a number of individual country projects or sub-projects were 
carried out. In the main, these were funded by individual A.I.D. missions. Usually, they involved 
study of some specitit set of problems in the country, resulting in prescriptions for solutions -- and 
often in arrangements for training of LDC personne1. 

Countries involved were: Dominican Republic, Ecuador, Honduras, India, Jamaica, South 
Korea, Nepal, Niger, Nigeria, Peru, the Philippines, Portugal, Sudan, Taiwan, and Thailand. 



1 

Training 

Several other LDCs were served in less mqjor waye, or indirectly through their participation in 
cor8erences or studies of a rsgional or worldwide nature. Still others benefitted from training in farm 
finmce a t  Ohio State through the , . regular, A.I.D. participant training programs or through training of 
pait:ticipants under Ohio State's many technical assistance projicts." 

Publications 

From the beginning, directly and indirectly, a flow of publications has come from the Ohio State 
University (O.S.U.) programs of research and other activities in international rural finance, In the 
last five years alone, 1984 through 1988, Ohio State University "faculty members and their associates 
in international rural financen have written 234 publications consisting of the following:20 

Monographs, Books, Book Chapters 
Journal Ar tic1 es 
OSU Department of Agricultural Economics and Rur~,l Sociology Publications 
Bibliographies 
Papers 
Book Reviews 
Research Reports 
Theses or Dissertations 
Other 

"A number of these have been translated into foreign languages such as Arabic, Chinese, 
French, Japanese, Portuguese and Spanish so they can be given wider di~tribution."~' 

Appreciation 

The large reIiance placed by A.I.D. upon loans to LDCs for the purpose of establishing rura1 
credit institutions created an enormous need for technical assistance. Some of these U.S. loans were 
made to help fmance well organized, on-going local credit institutions where lack of capital funding 

1 was the primary limiting factor. Others were to finance well researched and well designed new credit 
institutions to serve a well defined need, and provide a system for assuring that these new credit funds 
would indeed flow into production increasing uses. But, as has been pointed out elsewhere in this 
book, the desire to provide loans in rather large aggregates, requiring few if any U.S. technical 
advisors, and directed to the agricultural sector made agricultural credit projects attractive to foreign 
aid donors and recipients alike. The American doIlars or other "hard" currencies from the donors were 
used by the less developed countries to provide foreign exchange for purposes of industrial expansion. 
The local currencies generated by the internal conversion of these currencies provided the local funds 
to undergird the farmer credit programs. Local credit institutions were ohen thrown together with 
vastly inadequate local study, trained managers or provisions for supervision of, or at least advice to, 
farmers on the changes in farming practices needed to increase productivity. Therefore, country 
followed country in witnessing disappointment in performance of the newly created farm credit 



inatitutiona. Fortunately, the practical business focus, and the close-to-the-ground research approat 
of the Ohio Sbte program Ient itself to correcting Iocal practices and improving local situation 
rapidly in many cases. The writer would agree with the nssessment of his recent superior officer i 
A.I,D., Dr. Nyle C. Brady, Senior Assistant Administrator for science and technology: 

Because of the analytical findings of the 0. S.U. rural finance team, 
the Agency for International Development has played a leadership role 

many developln countries in presentifig strong ' , . . . 
g s p m s  ... 0 .~~8 .  has been enga ed successfully 

change and improve rur3 credit policies 
countries.- 

Characteristic of his faehion, this is a quiet understatement of the value of the O.S.U. progra: 
which the A.I.D. Bureau which he headed continued to support during his eight-year tenure, 

Yet, as in any major element of development, a full assessment, of successful endeavor requird 
some notice of short cominga or at least ofdisappointmenB or unfulfilled hopes. 

To the writer, the first of these is the modest contribution to the basic issue of understanding t l  
processes and uses for genera1 development of capital formation in the agricultural sector I 

predominately rural economies. Particularly is he disappointed at the modest attention ~ v e n  to th 
in the policy dialogue8 and recommendations from the group. As implied earlier, most of this capib 
development and capital flow almost certainIy lies outside the farmer-credit institutions. The issr 
will become increasingly urgent as the lesson spreads as to the extreme limitations on the extent I 

which developing countries can borrow their way into development. 

The writer's second reservatiot is with Q,S.U.'s over-emphrisia on increased interest ratt 
charged farmers as the solution to virtually all the ills which befall LDC credit programs. This h~ 
two unfortunate consequences. It shifts attention away from mmy needed reforma (often identified E 
O.S.U. itseIf) which continue regardless of interest ratee. Alatr, it precludes use of farm credit as a 
instrument of structural reforms which often -- more then lack of credit itself -- are essential 1 
economic development. The great M y  of research done under O.S.U. direction can, itself, contribul 
vastly to economic development in the near future if not sterilized by over-simplification of ii 
messages and over-interpretation and emphasis on one of its major, signzcant messages. 

When all ia said, however, there are very few examples of so great a contribution to such a 
important issue, in so many countries by such a modest expenditure of A.I.D. funds, as the Ohio Stat 
1 nternational Rural Finance Program. Its greatest value is yet to be realized -- and may welt depen 
in large measure on the extent to which its publications challenge and stimulate researchers at otht 
institutions here and abroad as they struggle intellectually with the processes by whic 
predominantly agricultural, economically less developed countries produce, assemble and dissembl 
capital for their general economic development. 



END NOTES 

Parsons et al., editors, Land Tenure: Proceedings of the International Conference on 
Land Tenure and Related Problems in World Amiculture (held at Madison, Wisconsin, 
1951). Book edited by Kenneth H. Parspns, Raymond 5. Penri and Phili M. Raup. 
(Madison Wisconsin: University of Wlseonsin Press, 1956). p. 139. Buote from 
"Introduction" by Kenneth H. Parsons, p.3. 

Many of the writer' s insi hts into Dr. Bennett's attitudes on this matter were ained Bh from conversations with is aasoeiate and successor, Mr. Stanley Andrewe. %hese 
conversations took place as we wore flying as part of Secretary of A iculture Orvllle f Freeman's 1961 fact-fmdinp party, over the mountain !mation in ran where, after 
just six months an TCA Director, Dr. Bennett had lost b s  llfe in a plane crash in June 
1951. Mr. Andrews had succeeded Dr. Bennett, and the natural drama of the occasion 
made his comments enduring. 

See "Must Farms Be Large To Be Eficient and Productive?" in this b k .  

The writer began work for A.I.D. on the morning of the day President Kennedy was 
elected and spent all that da and ni h t  wondsrin who his new '%big boss"wou1d be. T f, E Having just returned from ndia, w ere he wor ed indirectly for A.I.D. under a 
university contract, he (probably in common with most other U.S. citizens) knew little of 
what to expect of either candidate. 

Lack of an agricultural technolcgy sdked to the kind of agriculture which would result 
from appropriate ownership reforms was probably the largest single limiting factor in 
most areas In Latin American and Asia. Given such technolo -as now exists for much of 9 Asia--tenure arrangements, which capitalize on the free an effective play of economic 
incentives, come to dominate. This is being demonstrated now throughout Asia and 
Eastern Europe, as it w ~ s  in the United States and similar western countries a century 
ago. Wisconsin's land tenwe research program paid too little attention, in the writer's 
judgment, to these i?'terreln.tions between tenure and technology in Brazil, Nigeria and 
several other countries. 

S~rinu Review of Land Reform June 2-4. 1970. Findinm and Implications for A.I.D, 
Available for examination, A.I.D. Reference Center. 

In addition, a huge number (unavailable to the writer) of forei students received 
special training and /or research experience at below the Ph. D. leveRt is from this lower 
level of training that the greatest number of LDC reform practitioners is drawn. 

Like the co per mine aleg piles of the lower Katanga which were reported to the writer, 
in 1954, to k amon the richer stores of uranium ore, this is, by the way, commonly true 
of mqjor reaearch e # orb. Dr. Peter Darner's outstanding thema on capital flight from the 
U.S. south drew most of ite data from the files of completed regional home economics 
research projects of human nutrition in the region. 

Comprisrd of Dr. John D, Montgomery, Harvard University; Dr. John P. Powelson, 
University of Colorado; Dr. G. Edward Schuh, University of Minnesota -- with  *, 

collaboration of Dr. Albert Berry, University of Toronto; Dr. Thomas P.Carrol1, 
InterAmerican DeveIopment Bank; Dr. Alain de Janvry,Universit of California- 
Berkele Dr. Grace Coodel, Hsrvard Institute for International Deve opment and Dr. & 
~ u n g - ~ c a o  ~ a i ,  University of Detroit. 

I 
Control over credit has ohen been used, where opportunities for gainful em Ioyment are 
~ ~ c i e n t l y  limited, to pe tuate forms of peonage approaching that o slavery, or rpc P 
feudalism -- and have, In act, often replaced these institutions of tyranny when the{ 
have been exterminated. The coal miner's lament,"I owe my soul to the corn any-store, 1 had its eounhrpart among the southern sharecroppers of this country until t e middle of 
this century and among the very poor rural people in many of the less developed 



countries yet today. Heavy indebtedness, inherited, exploitative, continuous, forms a 
enclosing crust of containment over aspiration8 of these rural poor, which chaflengt 
ovemmenta seeking to to ex and the reach of political freedom to the economically mo: 

Idepressed of their citizens. Qdortunately, it is sometimes exploited by governments r 
one more lever for exerting downward pressure on these same, disadvantaged groups, 
that happens to be the government's pleasure. 

W, Arthur Lewis The Theorv of Economic Growth (London, U.K.: George Allen an 
Univin, LTD., 19d55), p: 269. ' .  

Lewis, p. 269, 

Marriage ceremonies and dowries, for example, have historically been a mqjor absorb€ 
of borrowed funds throughout most of rural Asia. 

Credit expended for this use essentially succeeds only, in net effect, in convertin 
economically inefficient (unproductivel farmers into indebted econornical~y ineficier 
(unpruductive) farmers. 

The moat relevant definition of the rate of a country's agricultural capital formation i 
this context is: "the rate of increase in the value of output to the cost of input in t h  
agricultural industry." As such capital formation proceeds, there arises the nen 
question, as to how a major r t  of it can be transferred into the non-farm sector, to brin 
about tats1 economic g r o w c  without which agricultural development operates withi 
sharp constraints. There are many routes for this transfer. The "ancient" Ricardia 

When dealing with universities, one learns to use qualifying woda generously, as f e ~  
things dealt with heavily in a mqjor subject b any university are totally overlooked b, 
most other universities. This grows from the f act that each is a service institution to it 
own state and cannot totally overlook even a minor component of its clientele. This is th  
down side of the Land Grant College system and does exact 8 price in failure to specializ 
and concentrate resources. 

In the writer's earliest da a with A.I.D. he shard an ofice with Mr. Ralph Battles 
A.LD!a Ohio State-traine d credit specialist, borrowed from U.S.D.A. Requests fron 
miesione for credit experts were fre uent, and Mr. Battles orchestrated a rectangl 
connecting the A.I.D, misoions, ~ . ~ . ~ h a s h i n ~ t o n ,  U.S.D.A. and Ohio State Universig 
(A humorou~ note: At that time, A.I.D. was emer@ng from ICA as the new foreign ail 
agency. Authorities and rocedures for both were m effect simultaneously: ICA for old 
retiring activities, A.I.D. P or the new! Mr. Battles was the writer's immediate superviso 
for the "old" ICA activities; the writer was Mr. Battle's supervisor for the "new: A.1.D 
Each wae simultaneously the other's boss. History records no exploitation by either o 
the alluring possibilities suggested by this unusual arrangement.) 

In writing this statement on Ohio State University's activities with A.I.L):, the write 
drew heavily upon a report which, in response to the writer's request for ~nformation 
Vice President Frederick Hutchinson had the University prepare: The Ohio Stat 



Universitv International Amkulture. Home Economics. Natural Raso~ rces Nistor 
Acsomdishment. Inpact. 1919.89, assembled and prepared by Marvi,n i m ~ :  

is "From 1977 to 1988 a total of 54 Ohio State.Univeraity graduate students (29 M.S. and.29 
Ph.D.1 have sither completed or are still w o f k ~ n g  on theses or dissertations (~n) 
international rural finance, of which 46 were foreign and eight were U.S. students." 

"The rural finance program has a large component of graduah student traini~~g as part of 
its research activities ... Many graduate students have conducted research done in their 
own cnuntriea so they become s kesperson? in the dialogues leading to plicy reform. P" They do become resenrehers for uture analysis of rural finance issues In their countries." 

tate University International Agriculture. Home Economics. Natural #!%! iistorv Aceornolishment. IrnDact. 1949 - 89, p. 46 

20 The Ohio State Universitv International AaricuIture. Home Economies. Natural 
Resources History Accomplishment. Impact. 1949 - 83, p. 46. 

21 The Ohio State Universitv International Aprieulture. Home Economics. Natural 
Resources History Accom~!ishment. Im~act,  1949 - 89, p.47. 

22 The Ohio State University International Amiculture. Home Economics. Natural 
Resources Historv Accomplishment. Impact, 1949 - 89, p.49. 



THE JOINT CAREER CORPS: A Program of Merit 

--Government's work is God'a work.' 

The Need: The Professional Personnel Dilemma 

' U:S. Governmental foreign assistance is a complex, work-intensive undertaking. 

It involves two broad kinds of work activities: that which can be "contracted outtt and that wht 
cannot -- work done for but not necessarily by government, and work which must be done 
government. This distinction is of critical importance. 

Work in implementing government programs can be done either by "direct hire" governme 
emphyees or, working under policies and procedure8 established by government and agreed-up 
plans and specifications, by contractors. For example, government employees could bc hired to do t: 
work involved in building a government office buildifig. In practice, this rarely happens; it is normal 
more eflicacious to engage contractors or to contract with individual: workers -- to do this kind of worl 

But the decisions as to whether to build the building, where, to what specifications and st wh 
cost, selection of contractor to build it, monitoring of the contractor's performance and auditing o f t  
expenditures for compliance with contract or legal requirements are, at bottom, government 
responsibilities. Even here contractors may be of aaaistance: they can conduct special audits, ma1 
studies of alternative building lmations, designs and construction types to be considered. These 6 
assist the governmental deeision maker; they cannot, however, perform his function. In the end it 
government which muat make the decisions; it alone is responsible and accountable to the pub1 
through established administrative and political processes 

In brief a large part of the work done Qg government can be shopped out; but a certain amou 
must be done b~ government -- is., by government employees. 

The Joint Career Corps (JCC) was created epecifically to provide an operating effective link, 
technical subject matter areas, between the irreducible minimum of work which must be done 
government - i-e., by A.I.D. personnel and implementation work which being done by contractors. I 
merits are greatly weakened if thought of, in general or in apecifc appliation, as simply an extensir 
or component of university contract work. It ia an extension of the capabilities of A.I.D.'s personnel 
do its job. The fact that there are indeed "gray areaeu between the two types of work responsibiiiti, 
intenszes the need to keep the problems posed by the sharp distinction clearly in mind. The fact th 
there may be large long-run pay offs to the participating U.S. university in increasing the quality of i 
educational functions is very important to the feasibility of the program. But, to repeat, the Joi 
Career Corps' purpose is that of creating within A.I.D. an increased scientsc professional capability 
enable A.I.D. employees to carry out effectiveIy A.I.D.'s immutable responsibilities. 

Virtually every study, conference, or structured advisory process, within the Agency, that dea 
in any way with the 'mhnical assistance program or  the uee of universities has highlighted 01 

central problem: the shortage of professional st& in A.I,D., particularly in the field missions, whid 
has existed since the present agency was created in the reorganization of 1961. 



The reorganization of 1961, as has been pointed out, was explicitly for the purpose of 
diminishing the role of A.I.D. "professionals," the technicaI experts, in correspondence with the new 
doctrine which, in its purist expression, held that the primary reason for underdevelopment of a 
country did not importantly involve technical issues but only problems of macro-economic policy and 
shortage of foreign exchange. Therefore, it was held, A.I.D. technical experts were needed and should 
be used only as relativdy minor figures, to help missions assess, and sometimes to help develop 
Iocally,,tbe technic.al framework for transference of capital, through ioan or grant; from the U.S. to the 
developing countries. 

Congruent with the change in development assistance doctrine and the accompanying change 
in organization was a restructuring of the staffing pattern for A.I.D. A.I.D.'s tasks would be largely 
limited to those of "management" - - developing country-by- country assistance strategies, plans and 
programs, evaluating plans put forward by host governments and managing the transfer of financial 
resources to them to support those plans. TO the extent that U.S. technical expertise was required, it 
could tw obtained by contracts with private businesses including consulting firms, with U.S. colleges 
and universities, or (through contract-like  arrangement^)^ with other U.S. Federal Government 
agencies. In short, planning and management functions would be performed A.I.D. personnel; 
implementation of all technical assistance programs would be done for A.I.D. by contractors. This 
decision led quickly, of course, to reduction of A.I.D. fieid staff - - those technical?y competent 

1 professionals who had previously been involved in implementation as well as management functions. 
This idea of relying primarily on university or other contractors to implement A.I.D. field programs 
has much to commend it. It is about the only way A.I.D. programs can be up-to-date scientifically, and 
flexible enough to bring needed specialized technical competence to bear. Technical experts have 
great dmculty retaining their scientific expertise when engaged in programs far removed from the 
centers of scientific advance, as is typical of A.I.D. career employees who move from country to country 
with intermittent tours of duty in Washington, D.C. On the other hand, such experience develops 
exceptionally keen and valuable capabilities in the many operational processes involved in adslpting 
and transferring such advanced scientific knowledge to LDC use -- including the capability of 
identifying U.S. sources of needed capabilities. Bringing this experience-based professional expertise 
into a proper guidance relationship with the state-of-the-art scientific expertise, which is (or, at leest 
should be) provided by the university team, provides powerful potenthlities for harnessing the best 
which m d e r n  science h~ to offer to the LDC development process -- not so much in "trsnsPerringW new 
scientific knowledge as in adapting, testing for relevance and insinuating it into the process of 
institutional and human resource development within the developing country. 

In actuality, however, the reduction in A.I.D. professional s t d  was not offset by recruitment of 
more technical people through universities and other sources, because the Agency had shifted 
emphasis away from tmhnical advisory functions toward capital transfers and did not see the need for 
"in-house" technical capabilities. 

As the new Agency s e w  into its job, however, i t  became increasingly clear to all unbiased, 
competent observers that LDC development turns much more heavily upon technical and science- 
based factors than the "new" dmtrine had assumed. "Correction" of macro-economic policy and 
unguided capital transfer proved, by themselves, limp levers of economic development assistance. 
Secondly, i t  became apparent that considerable A.I.D. technical expertise was necessary to distinguish 
"goodn from "bad" proposals, whether they came from U.3, suppliers of technical expertise or from the 
developing countries. It normally takes a medical doctor, or medical scientist, to diagnose and cure a 



disease. It hkes an  agricultura1 soils expert to recognize a soils problem and prescribe intelligibly for 
it, an expert in plant breeding to recognize a promising plant breeding proposal. Proposals are 
presented by advocates; they must be appraised by ex~erts .  And, ultimately, the decision as to 
whether or not to fund them (whether they come from U.S. suppliers or from host governments) must 
be made, with advice from many quarters to be sure, by persons responsible to the U.S. public which 
provide8 the funds, 

The problem of shortage of professional-speciaht in the field sometimes appears to be almost 
insuperable. There are so many powerful forces working against it. Congress persistentIy places ever- 
tightening constraints upon "operational" (as distinct from "program") funds on some kind of 
assumption that funds used for "program" purposes are all that accomplish anything; staE and other 
such trivia funded by "operations" funds are seen as a kind of unproductive overhead. If carried to its 
extreme, of course, the maximum ratio of "programw to "opr:rating' expenditures would obtain if the 
Agency were limited to only one person whose job it would ba to write checks to developing countries. 
This would accomplish little if anything toward achieving their development. And concern with 
accountability would quickly lead to need for several prso,?nel-requiring fiscal monitoring procedures 
which, no matter how thoroughly carried out, would in thi?mselves provide the country with little, if 
any new, capabilities for self-development. Unfortunately, a certain prior imperative associated with 
these programming and monitoring functions (auditing, drafting contracts, preparing budgets and 
programs for presentation to Congress, and preparing necessary reports) absorbs moat of the personnel 
requirement, so that the professional, scientific expertise, which should constitute the heart of the 
Agency's noeded staff capabilities, dwindles to minute proportions? 

Another factor often worked strongly against the maintenance of sutficient A.I.11, personnel in 
field missions. Every few years a new initiative would be undertaken -- often at the suggestion of some 
ambassador -- to reduce "the American presence" at overseas posts, not as a result of a local, specific 
circumstances, nor as an economy move, but in ~cinciple. Such a move is no doubt seen by the 
initiating official as an  automatic generator of favorable publicity. It identifies him, almost 
automatically, with what superficially appears to be conservative common sense. 

T'ne proposition that the fewer government-funded Americans are in another country -- and, 
especially, the fewer U.S. Government employees - the better, is a goad principle, if requirements for 
the job of advancing the U.S. interest are not t h n  into consideration. These constraints on total 
"American presence" levels impact more grievously even than constraints on operations funds as they 
apply also to program-implementing contract personnel as well as to direct hire personnel. 

A certain imperative is inherent in many A.I.D. functions, particularly those closest to fiscal 
processes: auditing, drafting contracts, preparing programs and budgets for the Congressional 
Presentation, preparing necessary "findings" regarding such things as snvironmental impact, role of 
women, and monitoring fiscal aspects of contractor and host government performance. These 
operational questions do not yet touch, except by the finger tips, the substance of development or 
development assistance. But they receive priority from such limited staffas are available. 

Confronted with this ::ituation, missions must choose between several unfavorable options. 

In the earlier days of the new Agency, policy preferred heavy reliance upon the "Program Loan" 
approach. In it, the U.S. requested the host government to forward a long-range country economic 
development plan. When, after negotiating non-technical details related to general economic 



development poIicy, the mission and A.I.D. Washington approved the country's general development 
plan and A.I.D. loans were made leaving details of implementation up to the country. This may work 
well in countries whose institutions and personnel are so well advanced as to raise questions as to the 
need for special U.S. assistance. Normally, the lack of such institutional and trained manpower 

I capabilities, as we have discovered, is the precise cause of the economic underdevelopment we are 
trying to correct, and is the proper justification for special assistance. 

The "Sector Laan" was a modification of the program loan in that it identified the "sector" - - 
agriculture, health, education, population control, for which the loan was being made - - and thereby 
made it poss;'lle to identify expenditures with Congressional Appropriations categories. And, also, the 
country's plan could be expected to be in more detail, thereby permitting larger U.S. involvement in 
performance monitoring. But, the more detail, the greater the U.S. s w w o r k  burden, 

A third option was to share with the U.S. contractor a large fraction of the  planning and 
evaIuation functions. At its best, this approach works well, but only if competent prior planning has 
been undertaken so that the U.S. university whose resources best match the country's needs is 
selected. Once that selection is made there is a built-in tendency to shape the program to the 
tmiversity's available expertise resources r ~ t h e r  than, necessarily, to the country's needs. In any 
event, as the U.S. universities have themselves consistently pointed out, substantial technical staff 
capability is required in the A.I.D. mission for the system to work, as the arrangement's greatest value 
is that it shifts A.I.D.luniversit,y interaction from the mechanics of contract compliance to the 
substance of development needs, processes and performance -- technical subjects, all. 

A fmal device open to missions is to use contract personnel other than those implementing the 
missions programs. Personnel from contractors would then assist the mission in its management 
functions on a technical advisory basis. The difficulty is t,hat such persons are insufficiently close to 
mission functions to be optimally effective. Such personnel can, indeed, provide useful advice and 
information to the decision maker. But, the decision maker on behalf of government still has no one to 
fill the technical gap. 

The important point is that all these options minimize the quality of scientific technical input 
that U.S. government puts into the design and management of activities which inherentlv are 
primarily technical in nature. Yet it is precisely on technical considerations that success or failure of 
such enterprise depends. 

Thus the combination of historic factors and the technical com;3lexity of development assistance 
combine to create in missions a chronic shortage of the very types of A.I.D. professional personnel 
resources upon whose shoulders the success of the enterprise most depends. Furthermore, technical 
scientific expertise becomes quickly obsolescent when occupied in managerial tasks remote from 
centers of scientific advance. So the need was translated into the concept of a Joint Career Corp: a 
cadre of scientific professionals who would have a "joint" A.I.D,/university career carrying out 
governmental functions while working for A.I.D., and university functions while working for the 
university. 



The Program 

Somewhere in the mists of history the suggestion was made that some type of joint career 
arrangement between A.I.C. and the U.S. universities was needed. The idea was swirIing around the 
Agency when the writer joined it in 1960, was swirling in fnct when he first began to work for the 
Agency under contract arrangements in 1954 and 1965. By a decade later, several advisors to A.I.D., 
including Dr. Gardner, had recommended such a joint career empIoyment arrangement. Still another 
decade later, in 1975, the Title XI1 Amendment was passed and its Board for International Food and 
Agricultural Development IBIFAI)), in its legislated advisory capacity, put the issue squarely on the 
A.I.D. agenda. Could there not be worked out some arrangement under which carefully selected 
individuale would undertake a truly "joint" career, rotating in an organized manner between A.I. D. 
and university assignments: working for, und~r supervision of, and paid by A.I.D. whiIe on A.I.D. 
assignment, and working for, under the supervision of, and paid by the universities while back on 
campus? Their on-campus work (especially research and graduate teaching) would keep them at the 
cutting edge of their scientzc disciphes; their overseas assignments would keep them at the frontiers 
of experience with economic development by development assistance to less developed countries, as 
related to their subject area of special competence. So went the concept. 

Many ideas were advanced as to how to bring into being such a joint career arrangement. One 
such idea, presented by the BIFAD staff, would call for BIFAD itseIf to maintain a field staff (fmanced 
by A.I.D.) to look after Title XI1 matters at mission level. Thia was infeasible on a variety of counts, 
and it would not, in any event, have solved A.I.D.'s need for additional technical staff to provide 
guidance and information to missions to help them carry out their  governmental functions. BIFAD is 
an  Advisory Board. Such a s W F  would doubtless have expanded upon the value of its advice; but it 
would not have met the problems in hand. A.I.D.'s then Deputy Administrator called upon the writer 
to develop a proposal. 

The writer procured the services of Mr. Fred Simmons, a recently retired.A.1.D. foreign Service 
employee. He had served brilliantly Administrator Bell's Executive Secretary, as Mission Director 
in Thailand, and as A.I.D.'s Direchr of Personnel .- and from those perspectives had seen the crisscross 
of Agency activities with exceptional clarity and intensity. After substantial discussion around the 
Agency and the university community he presented an imaginative proposal which looked forward to 
A.LD.'s developing a cadre of at "least one-hundredw joint career professional employees (in al l  
technical fields, as needed) who would spend about one-third of their time working overseas for A.I.D. 
and two-thirds on campus, financed bj A.I.D. and the university, respectively, while on these  
assignments. He spelled the arrangements out in considerable detail which, with modest adjustments, 
was agreed upon by A.I.D. One such adjustment, was to lower the number target, to "take it one at a 
time and see how it worked out."' Out of this effort developed the agency's Joint Career Corps (JCC) 
program. 

It was quickly expanded tu include a second dimension: a similarly "Joint" Career for selected 
A.I.D. professional employees who would rotate their employment with A.I.D. with assignments to 
universities. This, for clarity sake, was labeled the "Reverse Joint Career Corps." 

The "Reverse" JCC was established as an arrangement under which A.I. D. professional 
empIoyees, selected by A.I,D. upon recommendation of the mission of hidher current assignment, 
would be placed on staffs of selected U.S. universities to do research, teaching or other professional 
work. While stationed at the university, these individuals would be paid by the university a t  salary 



rates commensurate with those of regular university employees of similar profeseional levels, doing 
similar work. A.I.D. would contribute, from its personnel development budget, to cover costs from 
such an nrrangernent, so that the individual would, on balance receive amenities comparable to those 
received by other A.I.D. employees when sent by A.I.D. on personnel development special training 
arrangements. This "Reverse" JCC arrangement is a n  excellent device for recharging the intellectual 
batteries, and renewing the scientific capabilities of A.I.D. technical experts. 

These "Reverse" JCC members also bring to their universities of assignment an  intimate 
awareness of the special requirements of governmental (particularly A.I.D.) employmentm, thereby 
subtly but importantly elevating the capabilities of their university colleagues to work effectively for 
A.I.D. under contract arrangements. 

The JCC program in both of its elements has grown slowly -- as could be anticipated during a 
period of general A.I.D. program and personnel retrenchment. But, it has gown,  steadily, and must 
be adjudged a success. 

Inherently, the Joint Career Corps program is managerially difficult; and cumbersome. The 
JCC appointee is simultaneousIy a university and a U.S. government employee. Not only must the 
terms and conditions of the individual's empIoyment in both university and A,I.D, personnel systems 
be recorded, the overall policies and provisions of the two employment systems must be in accord. If 
the appointment is to  be a "career" arrangement, the employee's several changes of assignment from 
university to government and government to university must slide smoothly together. Furthermore, 
arrangements must provide that quality-of-service merits in both cype assignments accumulate to the 
employee's credit and be reflected in promotions in university rank and tenure, comparably with 
performance credits earned in full-time university service. Similarly, in "Reverse" JCC, an 
employes*~ accomplishments while on assignment to a university must be made an organic part of 
hidher personnel achievement record. 

In accordance with advice from BIFAD and other university advisory sources, A.I.D. was 
determined that university employees return from an A.I.D. detail to academic positions "at least 
equal tun - and preferably better than - - those held before the detail to A.I.D. This was necessary for 
two reasons: 1) to prevent any career disincentive to employees; and 2) to discourage universities from 
using this program to "dumpw unsatisfactory employees, (It should be recorded that no case of such 
efforts haa been thus far encountered.) Universities thoroughly accepted this principle. And they 
agreed it should be specifically stipulated in the A.1.D.-university agreement. This was not always 
easy of accomplishment. The personnel management e harters vary from university to university. 
Any formal agreement regarding any one employee (in this case a JCC empIoyee) must be consistent 
with those governing all other employees of that university. Similarly, provisions governing A.I.D. 
"Reverse" JCC must be consistent with all U.S. government personnel poIieies and procedures. Yet, 
A.I. D. was determined that the JCC arrangements not be ad hoc. It hoped to establish a pattern that 
could be adapted through time, grow, and become a central part of A.I.D. employee program and 
policy. 

A large step in this direction had already been taken by Congress in passing the Inter Agency 
Personnel Act (IPA). A.I.D. had been using this authority substantially for several years, primarily 
for details of senior-level employees to Washington jobs - - but not to Foreign Service appointments in 
the field and, more importantly, not on the rotating "career" basis desired for the Joint Career Corps. 



Using this I.P.A. nuthority as a base point, and calling very widely upon university 
administrators for advice, A.I.D. drafted a "Basic Agreement" which, when signed by A.I.D. and a 
given university, would cover individual JCC appointments and "Reverse" JCC assignments with 
that university. The Basic Agreement was for ten years, self-renewable unless either side chose to 
withdraw. They were all identical except, in some inatnnces, for minor working differences 
necessitated by variations in governing state laws or university charter provisions. In such cases, 
these modifications were closely examined by A.I.D. to assure their full conformance with the intent 
and purpose in the standard doctrine. 

Negotiation of this instrument between A.I.D. md the specific university required much time 
and effort on both sides, but especially in the universities where, in some cases special action had to fie 
taken all the way up through the university executive echelons and governing bodies. 

Though laborious, this effort paid dividends in the form of understanding and support by the 
university administrators. I t  focused attention on one major, general problem with which many 
thoughtful university executives were deeply concerned - the widening gap between scientific and 
educational processes on campus, and their proper origins in and applications to the "real life'' of 
private and public experience. Although foreign assistance programs are a small dimension of 
bniversity involvement, this JCC program was thought of as an exemplar of the "Joint Career" 
approach to maintaining a solid anchor for university research and education in the realities, needs, 
problems and of the total human enterprise. 

The "Basic Agreement" covers all apticipatable aspects of aaaignment of university employees 
to A.I.D. positions (in field missions and in Washington) and of A.I.D. employees to university 
employment. It indicates that "candidates proposed by universitiee should be tenured faculty, at least 
at the Associate Professor level, with established scientific repuhtions, leadership qualities and the 
ability b provide both technical and broad-gauge advice to mission and high-level host country 
officials." 

It includes provision for such operational factors as: 

A.I.D. fiscal obligations; 

Evaluation of JCC members' performance when working for A.I.D. (to be supplied 
to the university); 

Salary allowances and benefits; 

Travel and transportation expenses; 

U.S. A.I.D. Mission logistic support; 

Security and medical requirements; 

AccruaI of employee annual and sick Ieave while on assignment with A.I.D. 

It also includes statements of university obligations, specifically including: employment, 
tenure, and promotion policy to be applied to university JCC members. 



Throughout, the premise is that, while on assianment with A.I.D., university JCC members 
enjoy the same privileges and perquisites, and carry the same authorities and responsibilities as direct 
.\,I. D. employees; "Reverse" JCC A.I.D. employees, while on assimment to universities, carry the 
same privileges and responsibilities as do comparable level university employees. Once the Basic 
Agreement i s  signed between A.I.D. and a university, the individual agreed upon to f i l l  an A.I.D. 
position established in a field mission (or Washington) is appointed under a standard IPA appointment 
arrangement. Term:\ ~ n d  conditions of the individual's appointment are spelled out in detail. The 
employee retenins his f~-q>aI employment [and tenure) with the university. He continues to draw 
university salary checks,, und eqjoy standard university perquisites, for which A.I.D. reimburses the 
university. A.I.D. err1ployee:s on P "Reverse" JCC assignment continue to draw U.S. government 
salary checks, for which ?.he un;vsr:%y reimburses the government for his services. 

Accomplishments: The Present Status 

At the time of this writing, the JCC is a significant, but not yet major, part of the A.I.D. 
personnel system. It is, of course, a relatively much smaller part of the total U.S. university 
community's personnel system. As of January 1988: 

Sixteen university JCC members had served in an A.I.D. assignment and returned to 
campug. Of these, eight had served on a total of thirteen subsequent, short-term overseas 
assignments. Several more such assignments were in the process of being arranged. 

Eight A.I.D. employees had taken "Reverse" JCC assignments at eight different 
universities. 

The Corps is slowly building, and in that measure the bridges between theory and 
practice, and between university and government personnel policy and procedure, are 
being solidly strengthened. 

Most important, the persons selected, both university and A,I.D., for JCC appointments have 
generally proved of exceptional quality. Evaluations by misaions -- and, perhaps especially, honors 
and awards by the LDC governments with which they have worked -- have strongly borne this oute7 
Most of them have been highly praised in mission personnel evaluation reports. 

The JCC program has had its vicissitudes. Principal among its shortcomings are those which 
impede its expansion or delay assignments of individuals, These fall into three classes: 

1. Shrinking demand caused by atrophying of technical assistance and research projects at 
country mission Ievel; 

2. Overly restrictive salary and other A.1 .D. imposed constraints (including time consuming 
security clearance processes); 

3. Disappointing amounts of university response to JCC appointment opportunities. 

Each of these shortcomings derives, in part, from the others. 
1 



Missions find it dmcult and excessively time consuming to obtain badly needed 
help via JCC. This has, in turn, led to reductions in their requests for JCC 
personnel and rkliance upon other less worthy but mare facile expertise 
recruitment channels. 

Universities have failed to respond to this small market, opting instead to use 
their energies toward broader scale means of participation, through contracts, in 
implementation of foreign assistance projects. 

Potential university JCC members, though more interested in and suited for JCC 
appointments, when confrontr?d by overly restrictive A.1.D provisions, have elected 
to pass up JCC opportunities in favor of participating through university grant 
and contract projects. 

Professional standards for JCC members are, and should continue to be, very high. University 
administrators of international programs understandably, but shortsightedly, are ofken reluctant to 
encourage JCC assignments for individuals who, by virtue of their outstanding qualifications and 
availability for foreign aesigtlments, would be excellent choices as leaders or  key members of an 
overseas team on a project for which the university is competing. 

All these considerations accumulate to the program'a greatest liability: the large and 
demanding burden on both sides of recruitment of personnel. This is largely a front-loaded burden. As 
increasing numbers of "Basic Agreements" are signed, : ix.3;. k; m 5 consuming work element disappears, 
As a cadre of field-experienceddCC members evolves, re-Lpp~ng members of this cadre for subsequent 
tours, long-term or short-term, is relatively easy to achieve. As more "Reverse" JCC A.I.D. employees 
return to field assignments, they underatand more fully the advantages of utilizing JCC recruitment 
mechanisms and personnel, and are cognizant of the operational processes for doing so. 

Perhaps the most important single thing that A.I.D. and the universities could do to improve 
the totality of factors which would expand and make more effective the entire range of university- 
implemented A.I.D. activities, would be to take those eteps necessary to expand and make more 
aggressive use of the JCC program including specifically the "Reverse JCC" dimension. A.I.D. has 
taken one important step forward by spelling out clearly conditions and circumstances of employment 
under which JCC employees may be funded from q'program" - and those which must be funded from 
"operating" -- funds. Its wisdom has led it also continuously toward more "project" oriented programs 
as experience has shown the weakness of earlier capital transfer approaches. This requires, of course, 
more reliance on ugbdate professional capabilities - i.e., more JCC personnel. 

On a successful JCC program depends heavily the capacity of A.I.D. to recognize, to understand 
and to carty out well, the kinds of technical, educational, science based assistance programs which 
breathe life into local economic development. And on it depends also the creation of opportunities for 
the universities to participate more broadly and more effectively in expanding countries' efforts at 
economic and social development. The time is ripe for a high-level, joint look by A.I.D. and the 
universities a t  how to step up the level without compromising the character and quality of the two 
dimensions of this program. Congress should, through appropriate mechanisms, be involved in order 
to see the flowering and potential fruits of its own creative IPA legislation, as adapted by A.I.D., to the 
task of advancing the prospects for international order and peace through its bilateral collaboration in 
economic and social development. Such involvement might lead to discovery of the serious damage 



I wrought to the foreign aid program generally by the imposition of arbitrary constraints on "operating 
funds" - especially as they apply to field missions.' 



END NOTES 

Inscription over the entrance of the Indian national parliament building, New Delhi. 

By "Professional" is meant here the scientists and technical experts in fields such a 
agriculture, health, education, etc. -- as distinguished from the "managers" of A.I. D., th 
"generalists" who may also, of course, be considered professionals in their own areas c 
responaibili ty. 

Normally, the Participating Agency Service Agreement (PASA). 

Someone with wry wisdom has likened A.I.D. staff makeup to a fictional hospital whict 
to meet mandated mana erial budgets within restricted total s W i n  ceiling, expande 
its cadres of lawyers, boo keepers and the like and discharged all its octors, nurses an 
medical technicians. 

e 8 
Mr. Robert Nooter, an extraordinarily competent, senior, ex rienced A.I.D. employe 
who, for all ractieal purposes ran the A.I.D. side of the Title & program (and in fact th P Agency itse f) and deserves most of the credit for whatever positive use A.I.D. made of th 
legislative amendment during the first three years of President Carter's administration. 

Mr. SimmonsfeIt that this was a serious mistake. He had a keen sense of the dynamics (1 

personnel policies and practice and felt that only a m 'or, stron ly pushed jnitiativ 

death by inertia. 
% would bring the program into being; a slow, cautious e ort wou1 8 condemn rt to slol 

Universities receive no "overhead (or indirect costs) compensation for JCC appointment 
(as contrasted with grants and contracts in which this represents an average o 
approximatel one-third of the total cost to A.I.D.). Strangely, but as a testimonial ts 
university a a ministrators' recognition of the broader value to the university o 
participation in the pro am, this has rarely, if ever, been a point of contention in tb 
negotintion of "Basic JC I! Agreements." 

The writer is pleased to note (from an examination of an early draft) that the Office o 
Technolo Assessment of the U.S. Congress concludert similarly with the major point 
made in t P is chapter on technical staffshortages in A.I.D. and, specifically, with the need 
to expand and invigorate the A.I.D. Joint Career Corps. 



SECTION III 

AFTERMATH OF THE 1961 REORGANIZATION 
OF U.S. DEVELOPMENT ASSISTANCE; 

EFFORTS IN FINDING OUR WAY 



The International Rural Development Conference 

Shortly after President Kennedy had appointed Mr. Fowler Hamilton to serve as Administrator 
of the newly created Agency for International Development (A.I.D), the National Association of State 
Universities and Land Grant Colleges (NASULGC) expressed to the writer an interest in getting 
acquainted with the new Administrator and in learning what it could about the new Agency, The 
universities had always had quick and open channels into the predecessor agencies through the 
technical offices which dominated decision making in the Agency. However the universities here at a 
loss with respect to the new Agency. With very few exceptions, all the A.i.D. people who appeared to 
be consequential were not only new to the Agency but personally unknown to the universities and 
unfamiliar with the content of the technical programs in which the universities were engaged. The 
Association assembled a group of about twenty-five executives from as many universities -- most of 
whom had had considerable personal experiences with foreign aid projects abroad -- to  meet with the 
appropriate A.I.D. people for a several hours' meeting. After several A.I.D. offlcers had explained the 
new organization from the perspectives of their respective offices and bureaus, Administrator 
Hamilton addressed the group. It was a warm and friendly meeting. 

Administrator Hamilton was very pleasantly surprised to find the group so obviously well- 
informed and, especially, so supportive of U.S. foreign assistance. The university representatives were 
also pleased with his expression of appreciation for their interest and support. But they were virtually 
unanimous in their private expressions of concern with the new Agency as it had been described to 
them -- and with the obvious lack of familiarity of the Administrator and his senior executives with 
the substance of foreign aid generally, and technical assistance particularly. 

The university group's discussions after the departure of Administrator Hamilton turned 
largely around the need to establish very greatIy expanded channels of communication if all tne 
dearly-won gains and lessons of the past decade of mutual cooperation with A.I.D,'s predecessor were 
not to be lost. In this discussion, Chancellor Clifford M. Wardin' of the University of Nebraska 
suggested that the NASULGC should set up some special ofice of its own to be in continuous liaison 
with A.I.D. The group, in strongly endorsing this idea, saw it as imperative to fill the break in 
communication channels created by the reorganizationodered demise of the predecessor agency's 
technical ofices -- especially the old Office of Food and Agriculture. f t  was recognized that, 
eventually, the new university association ofice should be financially supported by the universities. 
But the immediate question was need for startup funding while the longer-range funding processes 
were worked out. 

To the suggestion that A.I.D. fund the startup process, the writer countered that the office 
should be free from any such dependence upon federal funding. The alternative was to seek startup 
funding from the private foundations -- a decision made practicable by the fact that representatives 
from the Ford, the Rockefeller, and the KeIiogg Foundationa were all present. This was then accepted 
as the proper approach and the International Office of the NASULGC was established -- and is still 
rendering valuable services, among other things, to the improvement of U.S. universitylA.1. D. 
working relationships. 

Obviously, a key to the success of the new office would be the choice of a director. The 
NASULGC persuaded Dr. Ira L. Baldwin, Vice President ef the University of Wisconsin, to accept this 



role. He was an extraordinarily good choice. Aa the University could spare him only half-time, thl 
Association provided him a nearly full-time assistant director in the person of Dr. Raleigh Fosbrink o 
Purdue University.' Dr. Baldwin is an exceptionally competent administrator as well as a renownel 
scientist, and immediately developed a program for his ofice. As with the university group whos~ 
action had led to the establishment of his office, he quickly realized that restoration of effectivl 
intercommunication between the universities and the Agency for International Development was thl 
highest priority, the required first step. 

This was not easy toaccomplish. There were many agricuItura1 universities, one per state, plu: 
seventeen "predominantly black" institutions created by the "second Morrill Act" of 1890, al 
members of the NASULGC. Many of these universities were either engaged, or at least interested, ir 
A.I.D. projects. They were capable of coqjoining their representations, to a degree, through thd 
NASULGC and its new International AgricuItural Affairs Ofice which Dr. Baldwin would serve a! 
director. But A.I.D.'s central offices were very weak indeed and played no important role in thl 
management of overseas technical assistance projects. The Administrabr's position was essentialIy r 
figurehead insofar as matters of interest to universities was concerned. And now the regional bureau! 
were each different from the other in approaches to hchnical assistance. 

Worse, the Agency had reduced its professiona1 staff so heavily -- and especially had lowerer 
their role in Agency decision making and program management -- that universities found i 
shockingly difficult to get competent responses to problems of project content or implementation. 

Dr. BaIdwin was, therefore, interested in undertaking a rather massive intercommunicatior 
process between the universities and A.I.D. -- something which would narrow the huge gap i r  
understanding which threatened the entire future of what they felt to be the extremely impressivt 
progress thus far of U.S. university institution-building and other technical projects overseas, 2 

process initiated by President Truman and given great impetus during the years of foreign aic 
administration under President Eisenhower, particularly by Governor Harold Stassen. 

At that time, the writer and Dr. Baldwin - often together with a representative of the U.S 
Department of Agriculture - were meeting at least weekly. Out of these meetings grew the idea of 1: 

major conference on international rural development to be jointly sponsored by the Agency f o ~  
International Development (A.I.D.), the U.S. Department of Agriculture (U.S.D.A.) and the Nationa' 
Association of State Universities and Land Grant Colleges (NASULGC). 

These three knew that they could count on enthusiastic support of the NASULGC, including 
specificaIly, its President Elect, Preeident Elmer Ellis of the University of Missouri, who wa5 
thoroughly familiar with his university's program in India. They knew, too, that Secretary o: 
Agriculture, Orville L. Freeman, was intensely interested in foreign assistance programs and hac 
pledged full support of his department to the effort. Fotttmately, the Agency had a new administrator 
David E. Bell, who had greatly impressed everyone who had met him. Therefore, the little group ol 
three aimed high. 

The three recommended that President Kennedy be asked to call a conference, jointly sponsorec 
as indicated above, inviting the presidents of all the member institutions of NASULGC and several 
other special guests, to hammer out proper frames of reference and general procedures for carrying oul 
cooperative eflor ts among the three entities to achieve the President's goals for foreign assistance h 
agriculture. Mr. Bell felt the proposed conference was a bit minute to draw the "enormous prestige ol 



the President's OfIice."' However, he did support the holding of such a conference, with highest 
possible A.I.D. support and visibility and, to include, if possible, a meeting by President Kennedy with 
the conference attendees. Administrator Bell said he would undertake to persuade the President to do 
so. 

Secretary Freeman enthusiasticalf y embraced the idea. Planning began in earnest under the 
general direction of a Committee chaired by Mr. William S, Gaud, Deputy Administrator of A.I.D., and 
under the daily staff suporvision of the writer, with very large inputs of effort by Dr. Baldwin and 
several U.S.D.A. persons including Secretary Freeman's special assistant, Ms. Dorothy Jaeobs~n .~  

Preparatory work on the conference was just begun by the tragic day of November 22, 1963, 
when President Kennedy was assassinated. Work on preparation proceeded as contacts with the new 

White House staff provided assurance that President Johnson would welcome the opportunity to meet 
with the assembled attendees at the concIusion of the conference, on July 28,1964, 

The conference was organized around four topics, each developed by a joint committee of 
university, U.S.D.A. and A.I.D. representatives, which met several times each. Major papers 
developed by these committees were distributed to prospective attendees. At the conference itself, 
attendees were divided among four study groups to examine these papers and develop formal 
recommendations to the conference -- recommendations directed in moet instances at A.I.D. but in 
others at universities and U.S.D.A. The four major conference topics, all selected after much 
discussion among conference planners were: 

Group I Country Program Planning and Execution 

Group If Project Planning and Execution 

Group 111 Development of Personnel and Institutions 

Group IV Contractual Arrangements 

In each case the preconference committee was chaired by a senior, experienced A.I.D. official. 
Later, each conference work grasp was chaired by o president of a university prominent for its 
historical experience in overseas technical assistance work for A.I.D. These working groups developed 
reports with formal recommendations for presenution to the conference by this chairman. 

The other major components of the conference were the major addresses of Administrator Bell, 
NASULGC President Elmer E. Ellis and Secretary Freeman. Probably Secretary Freeman best 
described the attitude of the attendees at the conference, at his address at the banquet the first 
evening: 

We support technicaI assistance pro&ams for rural development in the 
less developed countries of the free world for at least three reasons: 

1. I t  is economically advantageous to do so. 

2. I t  strengthens political independence and freedom, and 
thus contributes to security and peace. 

3. It is morally right.' 



His addreb:, then elaborated these three pointa and left the crowd with 
an immense sense of enthusiasm #for the work in which they were 
engaged for A,I.D.. 

The attendance a t  the conference may be best sumn~arized ns follows from the report itself.' 

' W e  have had 335 people registered; f 18 of them representing 69 colleges and universities 
about 175 representing the U.S.D.A. and A.I.D., 12 representing 12 different national an1 

international organizations, 14 representing ten other federal agencies, and some representin1 
foundations and UN agencies." 

All of the entities were represented at the top most level, and other staff which attended wen 
also senior executives. The concurrence among all groups was very close and agreement uniform tha 
some major interest pointa had been identiied which required action on the parts of the three entities 
Since A.I.D. was the funding agency, most of these actions feIl upon A.I.D. to implement. 

Administrator David E. Bell summarized his conclusions about the c~nference.~ "We take awa: 
two kinds of results from this gathering: 

"First, a aense of agreement, of consensus, on the nature of the problem and how to meet it, and 
a sense of commitment that we can and should move along the lines we have identified to improv~ 
upon past performance. 

"Second, we in A.I.D. carry away a list of priority issues and proposals on which it is ou: 
responsibility to take the lead in following up." 

Mr. Bell was an extraordinarily able, intellectually powerful, informed, strong and meticulour 
administrator. To keep his word to the conference he aaked Mr. William Hall: at that time thl 
Assistant Administrabr for Administration and normally spoken of as third ranking person in t h ~  
Agency, to personally keep his eye on the procesa by which the follow-up was consummated. Mr. Hal 
properly delegsted the responsibility to the Technical Assistance and Research Council, a committed 
which represented all segments of the Agency at the Ievels that were most cognizant of technica 
assistance activities. Each regional bureau had an office director with overall responsibility fol 
technical assistance in the several technical fields. This psraon, for each Bureau, was a member of thl 
Technical Assistance and Research Council. Included aha among i t 6  members were the Agencj 
Director of Personnel, repre~ntatives of the General Counsel, and the Bureau for Program and Poliej 
Coordination. The committee was chaired by the Deputy Director of the Bureau for Technica 
Cooperation and Research. 

This committee mads out an extensive workbook which did the following things: 

1. It  identified all the significhnt actions recommended by the conference eithe~ 
formally or implicitly in thecontent and nature of its discussions; 

2. It wrote those recommendations out in actionable form; 

3. It assigned an individual (usually a member of the committee) to take the follow 
up actioil, and; 



4. It committed itself to preaent all of these actions in writing to the administrator in 
a form suitable for action. 

Forty-five formal recommendations were specified and processed in the above described way. 
Some of these were acted upon rather quickly and, upon final approval throughout the Agency, were 
formally,implemented. 

Perhaps the most immediately significant, as an example, was the recommendation to 
consoIidate in the Agency a single Office of Contract Policy for the development and maintenance of 
standard formats for contracting, and specifically for university contracting. Difficult as it may be to 
believe, until this time each bureau, including the central bureaus, had its own contracting format, its 
own "boilerplate" terms, its own techniques for contractor selection, and operated essentially as a 
separate agency of government only loosely federated under the administrator. This caused 
universities unbelievable dSaculties as they often had three or four contracts with as many dXerent 
segments of the Agency, each with its own internal character and each requiring different reporting 
systems, terms and conditions. The Rural Development Conference had simply made it sc clear that 
this was unworkable that the Central Office of Contract Policy w ~ s  established and has remained in 
existence under one name or another until this day. Its powers are rot absolute, as individual bureaus 
still have some discretion. But the bulk of the university contracts are now enveloped within the same 
general policies and provisions, and changes in them are the result of Agency-wide deliberations 
rather than made through varying procedures within individual bureaus. 

Although a specific follow-up action was developed end a responsible person and office was , 

specified for each of the thirty-five recommendations, the actions taken often were not immediately 
apparent in changed Agency procedure. By their very nature, many of the actions would take time 
and trial and error to evolve. For example, one recommendation provided that a research component 
should be included in as many projects as were suited to this kind of provision. It was agreed by all 
that a research component within a technical assistance project would improve its relevance and 
greatly enhance its impact. An evaluation component within each project was similarly recommended 
and was recognized u s  clearly desirable in order, through time, to winnow out those projects which 
were not being successful and to identify the causes of success or lack of success. These kinds of 
recommendations lent themselves onIy to a statement of policy end attitude as the details had to be 
worked out in each individuaI case. Several of the actions were to the effect that a study grour should 
be set up to examine the problem further. Another group of actions determined that a staff paper 
would be prepared that could then be examined by a11 Agency executives, who would be expected to 
include the substance of the recommendation into their respective areas of responsibility. Some of the 
actions were in the form of policy papers which wouId be distributed to each of the missions and 
throughout the Agency depicting a clear line of policy within which the decentralized authorities could 
shape their own decisions with a great deal of discretion as to when and in what form the policy 
applied. A few actions, such ss the one est;blishing the Cantra~i Olfiee, were immediately put into 
place by the Agency. 

The nature of this exercise illustrates very well the limitations of the organizational structure 
of the Agency to respond to obvious needs and requirements for change in policy and procedure. Even 
though the Technical Assistance and Research Council represented all action elements of the Agency, 
at the executive level the end result was that unless a discussion convinced the representatives to such 
a degree that they in turn could convince their superiors, or unless it was something of such overriding 



importance that the administrator put unusual personal preseure on it, the recommended changes 
might have some slight influence hut not resuIt in clear cut action. 

The same general circumstance applied to those recommendations directed at USDA and even 
more so to those that were directed at the universities. For example, .~,e universities were and clearly 
are in agreement that they should provide their best people to the technical assistance teams assigned 
overseas. What constitutes the "best people" is in each case, however, subject to debate. Furthermore 
those ''best" people might not especially wish b~ serve overseas and there is no way -- or intent -- to 
compel the=. Never has there been developed, even to this day, a reliable measuring criterion to 
identify those "best" people. So it amounted ta a moral commitment by universities to use their best 
efforts, and b be willing to make their best people available, and possibly to induce them through 
policy and promotion incentives. Let us clearly indicate need for continuing advice on how to 
implement this agreed upon policy -- advice in which the universities would like to share deeply. This 
is not to imply that the universities are not providing good people -- it is only to highlight the fact that 
work overseas on technical assistance projects, at the end of an extremely long line of communication, 
dealing across cultures, where diplomacy is a daily requirement and where resources are always 
extremely Iimited in relation to the magnitude of opportunities, requires outstanding people. And 
people of this caliber are always scarce. The extent to which the commitment directed by the 
universities to this objective has had an impact would be difficult to measure; but it has clearly been 
considerable. 

An illustration of the tenuous and torturous path by which a recommendation gradually 
became a part of the Agency's operations woul~l be informative. 

Dr. Meredith Wilson, President of the University of Minnesota, and chairman of the work group 
' reporting on "Development of Personnel in Institutions" reported the group's recommendation that 
each university technical assisknee contract with A.LI). carry an additional 10% of flexible money to 
be used to strengthen the U.S. university's capability to carry on that project." .The university should 
have substantial flexibility as to how these funds were used providing only that they were used in a 
way which directly increased the effectivencaa of the undertaking on behalf of A,I.D. 

During the discussions of that group's report, Administrator Bell raised questions of 
clarification. In his aurnmation, he indicated" that he underetood the recommendation was for "a 
lump sum, so to speak, not against a prior plan, and the university would use them" and report on how 
it had used them. 

After a brief discussion in which President Wilson indicated that that wae the general thought 
but that the committee recognized that in order to justify the use of federal funde for t h i ~  purpose some 
kind of a project plan for this specific use of those flexible funds might be necessary to "identify things 
which would be done." Mr. Be11 returned, however, to the original idea of a lump sum to be justified 
after the fact in order to allow the maximum flexibility, and then concluded with these words: "It is 
extremely helpful to have that clarified and I must say that while I haven't gone through this with the 
lawyers and so on, basically I agree with this and will try to foItow it." 

Following the conference, the Agency diligently pursued this idea but for a variety of reasons 
could not find a suitable means for implementing it. However, shortly after Mr. Bell left the Agency, a 
program was initiated to strengthen the capabilities of universities under Section 2111d) of the 
Foreign Assistance Act. Those grants were made around a relatively detailed plan; but they were 



lump sum grants, and tho detailn of the expenditures were justified after the fact by the university 
against the general framework of the previously agreed upon plan. They were flexibly administered by 
the university to strengthen its capability to carry out its technical assistance work for A.I.D,. The 

1 main point had been won so far as the nature of the management of these grants was concerned. That 
A ia, the university, rather than A.I.D., would hnve the responsibility for deciding what was done with 

the funds with the burden of responsibility resting on the university to prove to A.I.D, that the funds 
were used in a way that enhanced its performance for A.I.D.. 

The ten-percent idea, however, did not seem to be possible to incoyrate  i n b  each contract as 
the agreement would have to be reached with each country to concur in that use of project funds, 
However, years later with the passage of Title MI, and the stipulation by Congress that funds should 
be used from Title XI1 to "strengthen" the universities, a modification of the 21 l(d) program was set 
up, under the title "University Strengthening Grants" in which the maximum amount of grant monies 
that any university could receive would be 10% of their volume of overseas business with A.I. D., using 
a three-year moving average to reduce the annual fluctuations which result from annual contracting. 
This meant in essence that: a) the university would have responsibility to decide what was done with 
the funds within the framework of a prior agreed-upon plan, and, b) that the amount of funds which 
could he so used would be esbblished by the volume of technical assistance work done overseas for 
A.I.D. (Technical assistance in this context would include research work.) These grants are matched 
dollar for dollar by the universities, plus a university contribution of all overhead costs. The criterion 
applied ta work done overseas because it is precisely for overseas work that the university has to equip 
itself in a special way. This idea has prevailed to the present time under the support grants which are 
a part of the memorandum of agreement programs, first undertaken in the mid-1980s. One could say 
that this idea, born at the 1964 conference, came fully into being approximately 20 years later. 
Nevertheless, it strongly influenced the design of contracts and the way in which funds could be used 
when it was clearly in tha Agency's interest to have the university use some of A.I.D. funds for such 
things as language training, orientation, and preassignment travel to equip them for more effective 
work overseas. 

Furthermore, the conference identified to a11 in attendance the enormity of the problems that 
had been created by the reorganization of 1961, responsive to the International Development Act of 
that year. It showed the great need for strengthening the technical staffs of missions, which was an 
explicit recommendation of the conference. It showed the great need to strengthen the technical 
competence a t  the center of the Agency where policies are established and evaluations are made. It 
showed that the administrator's role in the Agency had to be strengthened. It demonstrated the 
obvious weakness of the concept of the administrator as being a referee among his assistant 
administrators, and made it dear that the Agency was so throughly designed to be responsive to 
individual country differences among the LDCs that it was almost impotent in dealing with probIems 
where a U.S. national atrategy was required and where access to U.S. resources, whether in the , 

universities or other agencies of government, had to be both facile and competent. 

By lending weight to the strengthening of the central staff ofices, and perhaps especially by 
concentrating responsibility for contracting policy in the Central Contract Office, subtle but powerful 
forces were set in motion to give a greater cohesion to the Agency as a whole. However, progress 
toward that end has been halting and minimal in contrast to the degree of change which is necessary if 
the Agency is to work effectively in the technical areas. 



A prophetic note was indicated in the statement of EImer Ellis, at that time the President of the 
University of Missouri and also that year's Resident of the National Association of State Universities 
and Land Grant Cr?lleges: "Congress needs to provide us a charter, another Morrill Act, which spells 
out the needs, outlines a more workable partnership of federal agencies with state universities, and 
sets up a system of more adequate funding." He then went on to say that "the necessity of total 
university commitment has been emphauized many times without much visible results because the 
administrative and financial environment has simply not permitted it." Eleven years after this 
conference, President Ford signed Title XI1 of the Foreign Assistance Act which was seen by its 
authors as a sort of Morrill Act which gave to the Land Grant university some of the incentives and 
some of the responsibilities for international work thnt the Morrill Act had given for their teaching of 
the youth of 1862 and beyond, those things necessary to be successful farmers. Evaluation of the Title 
XI1 will be given in another section of this report but the power o[ideas to make their point and prevail 
is thus again illustrated. 

Perhaps the key phrase in the quote from President Ellis is "Partnership of federal agencies 
with state universities". 

The Conference on International Rural Ilevelopment, whatever its success as an instrument for 
effecting changes in A.I.D., the universities and the U.S. Department of Agriculture, relating to their 
roles, responsibilities and mechanisms for cooperating in programs of assistance to less developed 
countries, was enormously successful in  its impact on attitudes of all these entities. It was exceedingly 
well received by all participants. ImportantIy, it was a truly joint workshop in which major issues were 
addressed and consensus arrived at. Most especially, it engaged detailed attention of persons at a level 
capable of putting conclusions into practice. 

The then A.I.D. Administrator, David E. Bell, atbnded throughout and personally contributed 
greatly to the discussion. His deputy, Mr. WiIliam S. Gaud, chaired the Conference Planning 
Committee. He was to become the A.I.D. Administrator after Mr. Bell's resignation to become Vice 
President of the Ford Foundation. Most of the Assistant Administrators of A.I. D. attended and two 
carried heavy work assignments in furthering the conference. Mr. Gaud's successor as A.I.D. 
Administrator, Dr. John Hannah, could nct attend, but was ably represented by Dr. Glenn Taggart, 
who carried a major assignment in the conference and kept Dr. Hannah closely advised. 

The Honorable Orville L. Freeman, Secretary of Agriculture throughout the KennedylJohnson 
administration participated directly in the conference planning, as a principal speaker, and assigned 
key U.S. D.A. executives to significant roles in preparation of a mejor committee report. Especially 
important, he kept in dose personal touch with the writer throughout the conference planning period; 
he kept an active communication process, parallel with and supportive of A,I.D,'s, with President 
Johnson and his staff. 

The next two Secretaries of Agriculture under the Nixon administration, aIso had very active 
roies in the conference. Dr. Clifford N. Hardin, then chancellor of thp Vniversity of Nebraska and to 
be President Nixon's first Secretary of Agriculture, was chairman of S h d y  Group I, "Country Program 
Planning and Execution." Dr. Earl 0. Butz, then Dean of Agriculture, Purdue University, and to be 
President Nixon's and President Ford's Secretary of Agriculture after the resignation of Dr. Hardin, 
served as an  active member of Study Group 11, "Project Planning and Execution." Thus, the three 



agricultural secretaries who served under four presidents -- all highly supportive of A.I.D, -- 
participated actively in this one conference. 

From the National Association of State Universities and Land Grant Colleges side, several: of 
the future presidents of tht association, and chairmen of the standinn committees relevant to 
international agricultural programs, were in attendance. Four of the five directors, to date, of the 
International Agricultural Development Office of the Association and a Inrge fraction of the key policy 
shapers of the universities were present, most of them highly engaged in the conference deliberations. 

Perhaps as important as any attendee of the conference, in its eflcct on future U.S. universities' 
contributions to U.S. foreign aid, was Dr. NyIe C. Brady, then Director, Sciences and Education, 
U.S.D.A., later to become Agricultural Experiment Station Director, Cornell University, Chairman of 
the A.I.D. Research Advisory Committee, Director of the International Rice Research Institute (IRRI) 
in the Philippines and, until recently, Senior Assistant Administrator for Science and Technoloky, 
A.I.D. It may be perhaps reasonably assumed that attendance a t  this conference contributed 
significantly to development of the extraordinary capability he has brought to his several subsequent 
positions, and especially, to his most recent position. Without doubt, he has contributed more, in total 
impact, to the development of LDC agriculture than any other single person ever to grace a senior 
A.LD. executive post. And there have been many who have contributed a great deal! 

After the concIusion of the conference, the writer shared a seat on the bus with his old friend 
and office mate a t  the University of Wisconsin, Dr. Clifford Hardin. Hardin's response to expressions 
of caution about A.I.D.'s actually putting into practice what we now knew needed to be done -- 
primarily because of its extreme decentralization of decisioil-making and the even greater diversity 
among the universities as a whole -- was: "I think the best thing about the conference is that we had it. 
Even if there is no follow-up, we now all know what needs to be done, and that knowledge will 
survive." Many persons in all three entities had actively participated. They had sealed their 
understanding in the warmth of Presidential blessing in the Rose Garden. The top executives of 
U.S.D. A. and A.I.D., for the entire period from the Kennedy through the Ford Presidencies,I2 had been 
directly involved and their views and attitudes affected. A look back over the years would suggest that 
Chancellor Hardin was undoubtedly right!" 

The Administrator's Economic Advisory Committee 

Arishtle: Introduced brains into Greece 
-David McKay, 1924" 

Probably no A.I.D. Administrator worked aa hard to bring the intellectual resources of the 
country into the development of A.I.D. as did David E. Bell. He did this in part through appointment 
of advisory committees of outside experts, the members of which he did not hesitate to use as 
individuals to help A.I.D. find its way on specific policy and program issues. Important among these 
was "The Administrator's Economic Advisory C~rnrnittee."'~ Other advisory committees included the 
Research Advisory Committees and, later, the University Relations Advisory Committee. All of these 
committees continued to function through several A.I.D. -- and U.S. Executive Branch -- 
administrations. 



It was well that Administrator Bell drew upon externnl advice as heavily as he did in the early 
days of the new agency--and that he, himself, had the intellectual capacity and personal energy to use 
it, as the Agency was in an extreme stnte of doctrinal and structural disorganization as a result of the 
reorganization of 1961. In the new A.I.D., policy decisions were made in such a decentralized manner 
by country missions and regional bureaus that no pattern which could be called "U.S. policy" floated to 
the top. The first new A.I.D. AdministratorL7 had seen himself, to use his phrase, "as a referee" of the 
competitive claims among the regional assistant administrators. In the early 1960s, this "referee" 
function carried little weight as appropriated funds were so abundant that little real "competition" 
developed -- and regional bureau administrat~rs did not feel the necessity to compromise their ideas to 
accommodate Agency policy in return for more funding. (This situation would change radically in 
later years!) 

Furthermore, the early days of the new A.I.D. administration had been days of transformation 
of concept about how LDC development was to be achieved and how it could be best assisted. The 
technical assistance component of U.S. foreign aid, which was the mainstay of President Truman's 
"Point Four" concept, and of predecessor foreign aid agencies, had been reduced by the reorganization 
to little more than a memory. The new doctrine held that underdevelopment was caused almost 
entirely by interactions among poor LDC economic planning, poor macro-economic policy, and 
shortage of hard currency foreign exchange to pay for capital imports. It logically followed, according 
to the newA.1.D. doctrine, that all that was needed to achieve development of the LDCs was for them, 
through god economic planning, to adopt g d  macro-economic policies and to acquire massive 
importations of capital from all available sources. A.I.D. was seen to be an important instrument both 
for improving the LDC's economic policy and for providing the needed capital. In fact, A.I.D. would see 
that they were tied together. A.I.D. could assure good macro-economic policy by the borrowing 
country by the application of what gras then called "leverage," the promise of giving or the threat of 
withholding foreign aid to be tied to the individual country's having prepared a national development 
plan to the satisfaction of A.I.U. economists. The idea of technical assistance was in disrepute: 
whether it was to help LDCs develop agricdtura1 universities or other public institutions ~ u c h  as 
agricultural or health ministries, or to carry out agricultural development or human diseasa control 
programs. At best, such technical assistance activities were to be treated as peripheral to capital 
transfers designed to force 'kbet" economic plans and policies as well as, of course, to relieve capital 
shortages. "Project" assistance, wh:.ch tied technical and capital assistance together in a project to 
accomplish a specxc purpose (such as developing a university or carrying out a disease control 
program), was in disfavor, as it was held that it diluted the "leverage" over national planning and 
macro-poky needed to effect total development. Technical people in A.I.li, were similarly in disfavor 
as they kept raising embarrassing questions of technical feasibility and technical constraints, 

In compliance with the new A.I.D. doctrine, the 1961 reorganization had removed A.I.D.'s 
technical people in Washington from any significant controi over decision-making by the Agency, 
greatly reduced their numbers and scattered their remains, in srnali Group, among the several 
regional bureaus.18 Similar reductions in numbers and influence of technica! experts were effected at 
country mission 1evel.s. In substance, the reorganization of 1961 changed the Agency from a technical 
advisory and aaeistance agency to a "lending agency of laat resort," a place where LDCs could get 
financial assistance when other sources would not supply it -- providing only that the country present 
a "sound" economic development plan. 



When Mr. Bell took over he did not in any way ~ i g ~ c a n t l y  change the A.I.D. organization, or 
greatly improve tho basic development doctrine of the Agency! This would have been almost 
impossible. The reorganization was too recent aid the new undergirding doctrine was much too 
fervently held. However, he did concern himsclf geatly with the debils of the problems of the 
individual sectors, such as agriculture, health, and education. He came quickly to recognize that 
"sound" LDC macro-policy and capital infusion would not in themselves solve all of the problems of 
these sectors. Also, he concerned himself greatly with the utilization of science and technology, 
research and education, a3 instruments of development. Essentially alone at the executive level, by 
dint of great personal effort and involvement, he held together the beginning research effort which 
was then very unpopular throughout the Agency. 

In any event, Bell utilized strongly the Administrator's Economic Advisory Committee chaired 
by Dr. Edward Mason, from Harvard, under whom he had studied at Harvard and had worked in a 
Harvard-operated project in Pakistan. 

The Committee met with the Agency for two days every three months. Administrator Bell was 

always present and the Committee's eflorts were Iargly addressed to his questions. Other top 
executives of the agency attended the meetings and important issues were indeed s~rfaced. '~  This 
extraordinarily competent committee examined primarily economic planning and economic policy 
issues. But it did so with an amazing degree of remoteness from the hard technical facts of the 
deveIopment process.. Discussion of agriculture, for example, was thin on detail and limited almost 
entirely to questions of whether the agricultural sector was moving forward as well in one country as 
another and what the implications of a lagging agricultural sector might be for the future general 
deveIopment of the country. Discussions as to why agriculture and food production might be lagging 
were usually answered by an assumption that it must somehow be rooted in bad general economic 
policies. Dr. Shultz continuousIy pressed for recognition of the role of free price markets to guide 
resource use and development .20 

Although the writer considered himself to be an agricultural economist, and attended all the 
Committee meetings, he found i t  dmcult to participate in these dimussions because of their being so 
totally out of contact with the simple but all important technical problems of agriculture. He once 
pointed out that food is produced by plants and animals, neither of which can respond to policy options; 
that raising the price of potataes, for example, did not have much to do with production if diseases were 
destroying the roots or insects were destroying the leaves. The Agency's chief economist responded 
that this was a trivial issue beneath the dignity of the Committee. But eventually there was sparked 
during these discussions some interest in two mdor questions: 1) Why wasn't LDC agriculture 
moving forward more rapidly? 2) What might be done to make the U.S. un;versities, the largest 
instruments of A.I.D.'s technical assistance, more effective in carrying out their programs? 

Dr. Max ~ i i l i k a n ,  on the Committee, addressed himself to the first of these questions; Dr. John 
Gardner, also on the committee, addressed himself to the second. Both later tendered Torma1 reports to 
the Agency, each representing much investigative effort under their respective  direction^.^^ 



No Easy Harvest: The Millikan Report 

Dr. Max Millikan, extremely respecbd for his economics competence, but refreshingly nor 
doctrinare about its application, explained in a committee meeting with the Administrator that h 
didn't at all undershnd agriculture, especially LDC agriculture, nor why i t  didn't respond better t 
the general macro-policy prescriptions coming increasingly into place. He said he would like t 
organize a workshop, at M.I.T., of the best and most informed minds he could assemble to get at th 
question, 

He indicated that the group should include some experts in technical agriculture, in economics 
including agricultural economics, in nutrition and in public administration -- about 50 people for t w  
weeks, he felt, should be sufficient to do the job. 

Administrabr Bell responded that the Agency would support the effort. 

By that act, A.I.D. senior executives rediscovered agriculture. 

Dr. Millikan assembled the group. It was a competent group indeed, many of whom ha1 
extensive experience working in LDCe on agricultural development problems: people such o 
Dr. Frank Parker of U.S. A.I.D./India fame; Dr. David Hopper of Cannda, and Ford Foundation 
Dr. W a d s  Thomas of Purdue University and Brazil; Dr. Clifton R. Wharton (later h become chairmai 
of the Title XI1 Board for Food and Agricultural Development); A.H. Kahn of Pakistan; R. Krishnan a 
India; and Dr. Walter W. Wilcox, Agricultural Economist of the Library of Congress. 

The group worked hard, and turned out a very useful book on a wide array of issues. But i t  
principal value was in the fact that Dr. Millikan was an "insider" to the new A.I.D. doctrine. His ora 

. reports back to the Administrator and other A.LD. ex&utives were taken seriously, because be wa 
articulate and because he was "one of them." It introduced many of them, for the first time, to tb 
realities and complexities of LDC agriculture. One of his statements, which caught the ear of tb 
writer, illustrates his central point. 'The problem is that in many LDCs there are multiple millions o 
small farmers. For agricultural productivity to improve importantly, most of those small farmer 
have to farm better! It'e a coloesal task to get them to do it. There is no way to force it; there are to' 
many of them. And we don't, really, h o w  how to induce it! One thiig certain is that it's not a simp11 
matter of policy -- but of a thousand, specific changes in fanners' activities. It has to be a rnatoivl 
educational prmees, but what kind of process we probably have yet to learmn 

The report emerged formally much later. But the informal discussion gave a new shot of life ti 
the agriculturists in the Agency. It re-legitimized the role of technical specialists, and technica 
assistance as a m d u s  owrandi of development assistance. Mr. Bell asked the writer to draft a majo 
memorandum, assembling what facts he could, on the progress being made by LDC agri~ulture.~'  Thi 
paper was di&ssed thoroughly at executive staff levels and, by Administrator Bell and the writer 
with Dr, Walter W. Rostow, foreign economics policy advisor to the President. The learning activit: 
led to a number of country and regional examinations of agricultural problems and progress. These i~ 
turn resulted in some changes in mission priorities and programs. After the Miltikan study, it coull 
well be said that the agricultural sector was never again so totally neglected by A.I.DaB Indeed, eve] 
the entire idea of technical assistance was to a degree rescued from its moribund state. 



The "McGovern Bill" 

The Millikan Study had another consequence. One of the participants was Dr. Walter W. 
Wilcox, Senior Agricu1,turalist of the Library of Congressn2' Dr. Wilcox was highly stimulated by the 
M.I.T. experience, and returned from it with an intense feeling that some means had to be devised to 
get strong Congressionc.l support for the kind of long-term effort which would be required. He himself 
had had personal experience with the U.N. Food and Agricultural Organization IFAO) in Latin 
America.2J He felt that only the U.S. Land Grant Universities could marshal the professional and 
scientific resources of the quality and breadth required for the kind of undertaking identified as - necessary by the workshop group. 

He also knew that the instruments through which A.I.D. worked with the universities would 
never unleash the kind of cooperative energy required by the task ahead. He had worked with Senator 
George McGovern, and the Senator's assistant, Ben Stong, in developing a special kind of program to 
enlist university support for research and development work on water problems in the United States. 
So he drafted a memo (after discusrrions with the writer) and presented it to his long-time friend, 
Senator McGovern. I t  was a proposal to provide the necessary inducements and funding formats to the 
Land Grant Universities h~ harness their dynamics to development of LDC agriculture. (As an 
agricultural price policy expert, and price support advocate, he understood very well the advantages 
which strong LDC economic growth would bestow on U.S. farmers through the expansion of LDC 
imports of U.S. food products.) 

Senator McGovern liked the idea and asked Ben Shng to work with Dr. Wilcox to draft a bill. 
The result was the introduction to the U.S. Senate on February 19,1965 of a bill by Senator McGovern 
entitled "A New Basis for Providing Technical Assistance through Colleges and Universitie~."~~ The 

.bill was co-sponsored by Senators Mansfield, Ribicoff, Randolf, Nelson, Montoya, Moss, Bayh, 
McCarthy, McGee, Inouye, Long, Yarborough, and Muskee. The National Association of State 
Universities and Land Grant Colleges, and their separate member universities strongly endorsed it. 
Administrator Bell, testifying in support of it stated in part that: 

We (in A.I.D.) are convinced of the very great importance of improving 
the effectiveness of United States assistance to rural development of 
the less developed co~mtries ... It is our firm conviction that we must 
seek to engage the resources of the De artment of Agriculture and the 
universities more broadly than they ave been engaged thus far in 
international development work. 

R 
The bill had great political appeal. It passed the Senate as S. 1212. The House of 

Representatives was astir with activity, largely around the question of a proper sponsor for an 
identical or similar bill. 

The;bill was simple. It had three "titles." The first stated i ts  name and purpose. The second 
provided for a set of grants (to be determined by some formula) to be made by A.I.D. to selected 
universitiecr especially qualified by experience and or  interest, to help them establish and maintain 
"colleges and universities foreign affairs centere, institutions and departments," to strengthen and 
maintain their capabilities to carry out for A.I.D. technical assistance or research work on agricultural 

A 
or rural development problems in the less developed countries. The third, Title III, provided that 
A.I.D. (in essence utilizing existing authorities but presumably through unspecified, improved 
instruments) would draw upon these special university resources much more freely than previously in 
impIementing its agricuItura1 and rural development assistance programs in the LDCs, For this 



purpoee "there is authorized to the Secretary of State, to be administered by the Agency for 
International Development or successor agency, the sum of $80 million in fiscal year 1966, $100 
million in fiscal year 1967, and $125 million in fis'cal year 1968 and such sums as are appropriate in 
the years thereafter." 

The time was r ipe for a new, reinvigorated approach to A.I.D.luniversity relationships. As 
Administrator Bell also pointed out in testimony, the McGovern Bill was totally within the spirit of 
the findinge of a study by Dr. John Gardner on changes needed in the brond structure of A.I.D.'s 
relationehipa with universities. The universities were extremely enthusiastic. T ~ G  importance of 
doing some thin^ more enective about the agricultural sector of the countries it was assisting was 
becoming increasingly clear throughout A.I.D. -- and indeed throughout the entire development 
c o m m ~ n i t y . ~  

The International Education Act 

But the McGovern Bill, despite its popularity and timeliness was not to become law. An 
accident of history and politics was about to cross its path. 

President Johnson wished to do something "special" in his speech at the Smithsonian Institute 
Conference. He had received a memo from the Department of State - in n dierent connection -- 
recommending establishment of an International Education Program. The memo was persuasive. 
President Johnson included this idea in his speech and gave responsibility for the program to Dr. John 
Gardner, newly named as his Secretary of Health, Education and Welfare. Dr. Gardner, of course, 
knew A.I.D. well, and was held in high esteem by everyone in A.I.D. who knew him. The proposed 
International Education Act was designed to give U.S. universities highly expanded educational 
responsibilities throughout the entire range of U.S. international relationships, in edvanced as we11 as 
in under developed countries. Its breadth, therefore, far exmeded that of A.I.D. 's special concerns. 
But, inevitably, there would be some overlap. This did not concern Administrator Bell. As he told the 
writer: 'With John Gardner there as Secretary we need not worry that he will do the wrong things. 
We just need to hope the Congress will appropriate enough money for him." 

He was characteristically right in this judgment. The Bill r~ommended by Secretary Gardner 
to implement President Johnson's proposal passed through both houses of Congress and authorized 
$70 million for the program. 

Dr. Gardner appointed Dr. Paul Miller, President of the University of West Virginia, as 
Assistant Secretary for International Education. Dr. Miller was well known to A.I.D., and, personally, 
to the writer as an extremely able man with much experience in international matters and foreign 
assist&ce programs. A.I.D. decided, as a matter of strategy, to drop its advocacy of the McGovern Bill 
in light of the Presidential sponsorship of the International Education A .  I.D. could, after all, do 
all the things listed in the &Govern Bill within existing authorities -- u;. request those authorities 
and be mightily assisted toward its goab through close coordination with H.E.W. 

However, the Congress does not always pay for everything it authorizes. Appropriations 
processes, even during periods of minimal budgetary constraints, have a dynamic of their own. The 
same Congress which moved so rapidly to authorize the President's request would not appropriate any 
money whatever to implement it. DWerent committees were involved, and the House Appropriations 



Committee waa ademant in its opposition. In spite of heroic efforts by Dr. Miller, and able support by 
Dr. Gardner, the Appropriations Committee would not agree sven to appropriate a requested $30,000 
to finance planning nnd analytic work to develop more fully to the Committee's satisfaction the 
rationale and justification for the program. 

Anticipating a possible unfavorable Congressional Appropriations response to the Inter- 
national Education Act, A.I.D. had developed an alternative presentation to accomplish the objectives 
of the now-failed McGovern Bill initiative. Its existing authority permitted everything in that Bill, 
except the provisions in Title I1 for grants to help develop and mainhin the special capacities of 
universities ta carry out overseas programs for A.I.D. This had been identified as a key to successful 
A.I.D./university relations during the International Rural Development Conferen~e.~~ It had been 
strongly supported by universities as a component of the McGovern Bill. Similar provisions in the 
International Education Act had drawn enoi-mous university accolades. 

So A.I.D. requested, with support from the Office of Management and Budget (OMB) specific 
authority from Congress. It  was granted, as Section 211(di of the Foreign Assistance Act, with an  
annual ceiling of $10,000,000 -- and remains in the Act today, renumbered Section 122(d). As it 
derives its funds from total A.I.D. appropriations, and has been carefully and productively used, it 
requires no separate appropriation and has received no particular negative action in the appro- 
priations process. (As related to agricultural assistance, it has been overtaken by a similar provision 
in the  TitIe XI1 Amendment.) 

The Gardner Report 

One member of the Adminstrator's Economic Advisory Committee was Dr. John Gardner, then 
President of the Carnegie Corporation of PJew York, which was a private 2uh!ic service foundation 
that kad some interest in international affairs. One Committee meeting was given over to a 
discussion of univereitylA.1.D. relationships. Some light was generated around issues such a5 A.I.D. 
contracting policy, selection of universities, comparative advantages of universities versus other 
sources of technical talent and similar matters. Dr. Gardner participated impressively in these 
discussions. In the meantime the technical staff of the Agency, small as it was, had attracted the 
Administrator's atkntion to these kinds of issues. So Administrator Bell, on July 13, 1963, asked Dr. 
Gardner to underhke a study of A.I.D./university relations: specifically what kinds of changes in 
A.I.D. practice and in university practice could improve their performance under A.I.D. financed 
assistance programs to the less developed countries. 

Dr. Gardnep' undertook this assignment with extraordinary vigor. A large task force of A.I.D. 
= employees and university representatives was set up to serve as an advisory and resource panel. 

~ " n d s  were provided to him through the Bureau of Technical Cooperation and Research, then hcaded 
by Dr. Leona Bauragardner, and the study was ptaced under the writer's overall supervi.,' elon as 
Associate Assistant Administrator of that bureau. Dr. Harold Enarsen, later to becoma president of 
the University ofCincinnati and of Ohio State University, was the A.I.D. project manager. 

A very large number of letters was collected by Dr. Gardner's staff and assembled in a huge 
filing room in his New York ofice. These dealt with all manner of questions bearing on the effective- 



nesa of unive~:sities under A.I.D. contracta. Dr. Gardner had several staff people go through thd 
materials, digest them, daseify the contents, write brief easeya about them and form conclusione. 

The an8alyais seemed to be lagging behind the data collection process until Dr. Baumgardnei 
and the writer visited with Dr. Gardner in his New York suite. It was clear that he had absorbed 2 

tremendous /mount of knowledge and deep insights from having personally read the collectec 
materials and staff presentatione. The conclusion of that meeting was that the way to bring this a1 
together was for him to declare the staff work done and, himself, sit down in the midst of all of thl 
Informationrrnd write a report. This he did and it was submitted to the Agency on April 13,1964, ninl 
months afhr the project began. 

This booklet enunciated many principles and elucidated many problems. It was widelj 
distributed, aa Mr. Bell had indicated would be done in his foreword, and it profoundly dected  thr 
atmosphere surrounding universityiA.1.D. relations. Strangely, the pages of the bulletin were no 
numbered. Ihmeone has ventured the hypothssis that this was based on the idea that it should not b~ 
read in pieccls, that indeed it was so well written that anyone interested would read the entire 40-pagl 
document without setting it down. However that may be, it was a widely used, widely read, ant 
widely discussed document. It arrived at several co~clusions which might be summarized as follows: 

1. Dr. Gardner clearly saw that the U.S. universities were located at the spearhead point o 
the development and testing of new scientific and professional knowledge needed fo: 
economic development, and that it would be unthinkable for the U.S. to undertake majoi 
development assistance projects overseas without heavy reliance on these fountainhead/ 
of such knowledge and eeholarship. 

2. He found that A.I.D.'s prwurement policies, university selection policies, personne 
salary policies and contract management procedures al! tended to trivialize t hi 
A.I.D.luniversity relationship, and militate against the e.Tective utilization of t h ~  
universities, and weaken A.I.D.'s ability to weed out indifferent pe&ormers. 

The very weakness of the technical and mientZc staff competence of A.I.D., in terms botl 
of numbers of staff and especially in their relatively low power relationships within thl 
Agency, was a crucial limiting constraint. (The reorganization of 1961, which had beer 
#designed deliberately to weaken the power of the technical offices, had e~eent~iall: 
destroyed the capability of the Agency to utilize effectively what technical compehnce i 
had.) I);, this issue, Dr. Gardner made many recommendations and suggestions, bhe gis 
a l  which was an argument for more in-house technical competence, &re centralization o 
policy-making pertaining to technical and scientific aspects of davelopment, and morl 
weight to the use of technical people throughout the Agency in making decisions of i 

technical nature. To accomplish this he recommended, therefore, strengthening of tb  
central stdoffice and many changes in procedures. 

He identified the personnel approval procem of university contract employees as being quit 
obstructionist and a serious impediment to acquiring higheat quality university personnel for A.1.D 
field projects. lt wasn't so much the problem nf security clearance (although this still impede4 
enthusiasm d university faculties as the indignities of the Joseph McCarthy period lingered in th 
minds of many). The big problem was that clearance procedures greatly slowed down personne 
actions. As opportunities arise at the country level, university professionals to meet personnel need 



would be identified, but by the time the clearance was formally completed, the university, or the 
individual, had often taken on some other assignment, nndlor the host country might have lost 
interest in that particular form of aasiatance. This was illuetrative of the type of problem created by 
the entire project developmont and management process. 

In some instances projects were developed with the technical components relatively well staffed 
out at the mission and LDC national level. But then they went through a program review process, 
which was handled by people without technical competence or responsibilities, at the mission Ievel 
and in the Washington regional bureaus. By the time the project was remade and accepted by them it 
had lost its content and unique applicability and, importantly, the persons who had been 
professionally identified with it had lost interest and moved on to other responsibilities. In the 
meantime the implementing universities presumably selected because they had the strongest 
capabilities for the job, were not involved in the reformulation processes. Often finding many 
technical shortcomings with the new version of the project, they were, of course, reluctant to throw 
their full weight into implementation of it as they did not feel i t  was well designed. 

Dr. Gardner summarized the importnnt problems of contract management in these words, 
'Within the Agency there are two vitally imparb.nt requirements for achieving improvement of the 
contract process; 1) There must be close and continuous teamwork between the contract officer and 
A.I.D. professional persons concerned with the contract. The importance of such teamwork can hardly 
be overestimated. 2) A.I.D. contract specialists handling university contracts should be individuals 
who have had experience in such dealings with the universities." 

Dr. Gardner recognized that at the heart of making effective use of American universities was 
the selection of universities, matching the right university to t,he right job. This, above all, required a 
highly competent A.I.D. technical staff. He acknowledged that use of outsiders as advisors would be 
helpful, but stated that there were real limitations on the extent to which such crucial issues could be 
"shopped out" by reliance on such advisory mechanisms. "Other agencies have found that the advisory 
panel is an excellent device for helping to select individual research projects, but A.I.D. must make 
judgments on institution@ and that is much harder for an advisory panel of university people to do 
wisely and fairly."g0 He stated that the use of advisory panels for selection of research projects is much 
more useful than for selecting tlniversities to undertake technical assistance abroad, where the level of 
knowledge of the advisory group about the country and its problems may be a major limiting factor. In 
any event, the constant theme of the report was the need for developing more technical expertise in the 
Agency; consolidating it to make it effective; relating it to programs in a way tha t  brings that 
,expertise directly to bear on the content of the field projects. Failing that, universities would not be 
used at anything approaching their full potential because the wrong ones would be selected and their 
a~ssignments improperly designed. 

Recognizing A.I.D.'s weak organizational structure created by decentra!ization to the regional 
bureaus, he considered what might be done within the framework of that unfortunate structure to  
create better working mechanisms for dealing with universities. He recommended that among other 
things which the Agency should do informally to collate its diversified relationships with universities, 
should be to bring into the Agency a university person of high standing to work throughout the 
Agency to identify and stdfout broad policy matters that would, when necessary, be referred directly 
to the Administrator for resoluticn. This was done through recruitment of a very adept, suave and 
experienced individual in the person of Dr. Norman Auburn, President of the University of Akron, 



who was brought into the Bureau forn Technical Cooperation and Research, the grnndfather of th 
present Bureau of Science and Technology. The results of the experiment with Dr. Auburn's three 
year assignment were that ha did as rnuch toward improving the university reletional~ips a9 anyoa 
probably could have from that position, but he had far too little direct relationship to what the Agenc: 
nctually did at the field project level to have much lasting effect.$' 

A second instrumentality was created in the form of a university relations advisory comm.itte~ 
A committee of 12 or 15 people selected from different type universities and university association 
was created to meet with the Administrator and his top executive command every four months t, 
discuss various problems and issues tl~at,seerned to be im:mling smooth working relations with tb 
universities. The agendas for theae meetings were put together by Dr. Auburn and others\ of the saml 
central oflice, diacuased with the Administrahr in advance, and usually circulated thrcughout t b  
Agency at the executive level for reaction. Dr. John Hannah, later to become Administrator of thl 
Agency, served as a university representative on that committee for several years, I t  was hi 
assesament when he took over as A.I.D. Administrator, that the committee had not been useful. I 
took up rnuch t ime of vsry impartant people on both sides and solved only a very few problems. Thl 
level of dialogue was high, but the Agency's follow-through capabilities extremely low. After hl 
discussed the matter with the writer, whose observations were similar, Dr. Hannah quietl! 
discontinued the university advisory committee shortly after taking office. 

Dr. Gardner concluded with the recommendation that a "new unit within A.I.D." should bc 
created. He went on to say that "one is tempted to describe this new unit as a greatly strengthenel 
Bureau of Technical Cooperation and Reseerch~' but that as it now exists, that Bureau "offe.rs only r 
hintn of what the new unit would be like. That challenge still lies before A.I.D.. Although during Mr 
Bell's administration, the Bureau for Technical Cooperation and Research (TCR) was strengkhenet 
somewhat, it did not rise to the level of responsibility implied by Dr. Gardner's statement. P 
subsequent reorganization took place shortly after Mr. Bell left the Agency. Mr. William Gaud, the! 
Administrator, responding to substantia1 political pressure, reorganized the central staff office: 
witllout changing the basic organization dilemma created by the regionalization of the Agency. Hi 
established a "Bureau for the War on Hunger" into which he placed moat of the agricultural office ant 
the population and health ofices of the central staff bureau, while shifting responeibilities fo~ 
education, science and technology, and university relatione into the Bureau for Program and Polic! 
Coordination. This greatly weakened the Agency's capability for dealing with the very kind o 
problcms Dr. Gardner wanted to solve, The weakness of the Bureau of Technical Cooperation ant 
Research had been that it did not have enough leverage within A.I.D. as a whole, nor quite enougl 
manpower. The problein with the subsequent reorganization was that it further subdivided tht 
technical manpower and lost most of what leverage the old Bureau of Technical Cooperation ant 
Research had achieved. 

This situation, however, was improved upon when Dr. Hannah became Administrator. Again 
he did not change the basic regional bureau structure of the Agency. He said he simply believed tha 
organization was not reaIly important, that what counts is the quality of people in the Agency. Ht 
believed strongly that the Agency had succeeded in assembling extraordinarily able professions 
people. In this he was correct. But in his judgment about the relative unimportance of organization 
he was wrong--as he freely admitted by the time he left the Agency. 



Dr. Hannah restored, as a central staff office, essentially the old Bureau for Technical 
Cooperation and Research under a new title, simply the "Technical Aseiatance Bureau." 
Organizationally, it was in no significant way diiTerent from the old Technical Cooperation and 
Research Bureau, but it waa Iarger and thereby had somewhat stronger influence on the Agency, 
especially a9 Dr. Hannah gave it more support than his predecessor had given the preceding bureau. 

'1 However, with the coming of the Carter Administration, this central staff ofice was violently 
wrenched again in the direction of surrendering most of its significant functions, It was retitled the 
Developnient Support Bureau and its mission defined as being that of supporting the missions and the 
regional bureaus in whatever they undertook to do. This resulted in the Agency largely surrendering 
its capacity far developing strategiea to deal with the  large, technical problems sweeping the LDCs; 
problems of food production, agricultural growth and institutional development, human disease 

- control, general education, housing, and so forth. (The populatilin issue had been moved for a time into 
a separate central bureau.) The upshot of all this was that, in minor matters, t he  Agency moved in the 
direction of the Gardner Report's recommendation, but in those major considerations that would 
determine how effectively it used t he  universities, the Agency moved in the direction opposite that 
recammended by the Gardner Report, back towards organizational intelligence: The McPherson- 
Brady Era. 

The consequence of this was very serious and increasingly so, until fmally the Agency was 
again raorganized modestly at the beginning of President Reagan's Administration. Under the 
administratorship of Mr. M. Peter McPherson, another reorganization was created, which again did 
not change the Agency's basic structure at all, but redefined the central staff ofice to give it stronger 
roles, stronger personnel and more support at the Administrator's level. This resulted in the creation 
of the Bureau for Science and Technol~gy.~ This bureau organizationally did not differ greatly from 
the old Bureau for Technical Cooperation and Research and was like it in that the Administrator 
recruited a top 1eveI agricultural scientist to head the bureau. It was much stronger than the Bureau 
for Techr~ical Cooperation and Research, however, in thnt the head of the bureau; Dr. Nyle Brady, was 
much more personally effective in using informal mechanisms to impact on technical aspects of the 
Agency's program on a worldwide basis than were his predecessors. Furthermore, Administrator 
McPherson probably exceeded any other in the history of A.I.D., at least since Governor Harold 
Stussen, in comprehending the technical dimenaions of development and the need to harness scientific 
and other professional resources of the universities to the task. 

The mechanisms created by Dr. Brady were a set of technical "councils," one for each technical 
field, chaired by the top technical people in the cr!ntrai staff ofice and comprised of the top technical 
people in each of the regional bureaus, together with other interested offices, to work at the individual 
sector level on matters of agriculture, health, science and hchnology, and human resources. This was 
buttressed by an lover-all council, chaired by Dr. Brsdy, of the heads of the regional technical 
assistance offices to which the several individual technical offices reported. Dr.Brady thereby 
established a direct linkage between a11 technical issues in the Agency and the Administrator. This 
informal arrangement -- which copied exactly an earlier one established by the ancestor Bureau for 
Technical Cooperation and Research -- was much more effective, primarily, because of the personal 
qualities of Dr. Brady and Administrator McPherson. These various councils developed a certain 
inl.xnal es~rit  de corns and, knowing that they had the strong support of the Administrator, achieved 

- considerable internal influence individually and collectively within their regional bureaus. Through 
that indirect process, they impacted importantly on country programs. However, it was a very far cry 



from the kind of Agency-wide central technical policy making, professional g t d F  management and 
program review structure thnt had been in force under the oarlier organization of the 19608, and later 
so strongly recommended by the Gardner Report. 

Therefore, the final appraisal of the Gardner Report and A.I.D. follow-up would have to be that 
this man of such talent and geniqa had embraced the essential core of what was needed to make 
universities work more effeckl V E ~ Y  on behalf of A.I.D. and had recommended in the correct directions 
but that those tecommendutjons #ere accepted in minor ways and were largely ignored in formal 
executive actions in subsequer:: pkrioda. 

Such reports, however, have an educative quality. The educative content of the Gardner Report 
no doubt, directly or indirectly, gave cause for pause to many of the line operators as they considered 
various technical and professional matters, and has thus had an influence far beyond its immediately 
created, explicit actions by the Agency. 



The Hannah Report 

Internntionol Developmental Assistance nnd International EducatiorP 

---Political virtue does not follow geogra hical divisions. It follows the 
eternal division inside of each country g etween the more animal and 
thz more intellectunl kind of men, between the animal instinct that 
would run thin s by main force and brute ssession and the critical 
conscience that elleves in educational met ods and the rational rules 
of right. 

EL R" 
-William James, 1903~" 

The U.S. effort to provide substantial assishnco tu the less developed countries was nearing its 
20th year. 

President Truman, a Democrat, had initiated the program, presented i t  to the American people, 
pushed it through Congress and established a temporary Agency to csrry i t  out. 

President Eisenhower, a strong1 y internationalist-minded Republican, had greatly increased 
the levels of foreign assistance, had over-hauled and given an  aura of expected longevity to the Agency 
that administered it, had sharply increased the size of its staffand, through Governor Harold Stassen's 
early l eahr  ship, had heavily involved U.S. universities in carrying out its programs. (Under a 
succession of subsequent leadership by lesser men, however, the Stassen emphasis on U.S. institution- 
building programs deteriorated and atrophied steadily.)37 

President Kennedy had established the foreign aid agency as 8 "permanent" Agency for 
International Development (A.Z.D.), and had greatly increased its resources. We had radically 
reorganized the Agency and changed its development doctrine -- both badly, as it turned out. But, 
also, he had reinvigorated it with freehnerrs of spirit. Be had twice met persona-iy with the Agency's 
Washington-based staff, in a press coderenee-like setting, where questions and comments were freely 
exchanged, impressing upon each staff member, at all levels, that he or she was contributing 
importantly to matters of great national Consequence. By sheer strength of person he had lifted the 
staffs eyes ta the farther horizons where, he had convinced them all, the hopes and ideals of 
international progress and peace could be transformed by the application of saicient effort and 
intelligence into the happy realities of achievement. The U.S. universities had, during this period, 
great difficulties in finding their way through the organizational maze to the points, if any, of 
definitive decision and action. They had equal dmculties in getting any clear sense of Agency policy 
or procedure which seemed almost to depend upon with whom they had last talked. 

But, they shared and were ins~ir i ted by President Kennedy's lofty goals, high expectations and 
buoyant enthusiasm. And those in close enough contact with the Agency to know its new 
Administrator, David E. Bell, were very favorably impressed by him. 

President Johnson had changed things subtly but powerfully. Happily, from the universities' 
point of view, he had kept Administrator Be11 (until, upon Bell's resignation, Bell was succeeded by his 
Deputy, William S. Gaud)." The Johnson Administration's escalation of and preoccupation with the 
war in Vietnam had created on many campuses, among faculty end atudents alike, entirely dmerent 
attitudes toward their university's involvement in implementing any part of the U. S. Government's 
foreign policy. Wheth~: %is was a strong majority view, sutficient to smother continuing positive 



university participntion in A.I.D. programs, was mcutt to discern above the din, and especially 
above the aberrant media dramatizations of campus demonstrstions and protests, 

Particularly irksome to the consciences of the universities was the fact that U.S. economic 
assisbnce to South Vietnam (to offset the economic hardships cnused by the war, including the severe 
fiscal-monetnry dislocations creabd by the U.S, military presence in the country) was assigned to the 
Agency for International Development to administer. In fact, t h i ~  was highlighted by creation of a 
separate "Bureau for Vietnamw in A.I.D. -- comparable in organizational level to the Bureaus for Latin 
America (Alliance for Progres~), Africa, Near East, and Asia -- but vastly more heavily funded. 
Although miner "deveIopmenta1" activities were being pursued there, the U.S. activity in Vietnam, 
whatever ite merit, was one of war and should have been so accounted end administered. I t  had 
nothing in common with, was in fact the antithesis of, the Truman Point Four idea to which the 
universities had so strongly and formally p!edged their support. 

Now, President Johnsan had announced irrevocably that he would not run for reelection. The 
political processes of the major parties were under way toward establishing the voters' choice for this 
replacement as either the Democrat's current Vice President Hubert H. Humphrey or the Republican's 
most recent Vice President, Richard M. Nixon.'' The universities confidently believed from his 
senatorial record that Mr. Humphrey would support continuation of foreign aid programs and a strong 
university role in implementing them.'' They were not quite so a w e  of former Vice President Nixon's 
position, but assumed he would have a positive attitude towe:d both foreign aid and university 
involvement, formulated during h is  years as Vice president to President Eisenhower. They were even 
less sure about the relative weight that either candidate would give in the international arena to 
"educational methods znd rational rules of right" a3 compared to the continuation of efforts to "run 
things by main force." Neither candidate had found it comfortable, in light of his association with the 
President under whom he had previously served, and of current national turmoil regarding Vietnam, 
to announce his position clearly on the subject. The universities were not sure of Mr. Nixon's position 
on either issue -- but they were quite optimistic Iargely on the basis of the rapid forward movement of 
university participation in U.S. foreign aid programs in the early years of the  Eisenhower 
administration. 

Furthermore, university leaders knew well that both candidates had grounds for concern over 
what the universities' attitudes might be -- both during and after the election, 

Therefore, it made sense for the universities -- at least for the state universities -- to declare 
themselves; and while they were at it to get in a few words of advice to the new President, whoever he 
turned out to be. So the National Association of State Universities and Land Grant Colleges 
(NASULGC) set up a nine-person task force to study the issues and draft a report for the attention of 
the new President. The twenty-year cycle was complete. The chairman selected for this task force was 
the same person who had spoken for the Association in pledging to President Truman in 1949, 
pledging US, university aupport to hia new program of technical assistance to the underdeveloped 
countries: Dr. John A. Hannah, President of Michigan State University. 



The memhrship of the task force wns carefully sebcted: an exceedingly compet~nt group of 
university executives, all of high standing and most with considetable experience with A.1, D, 
university contract programs. Their recommendations would not only speak for but effectively speak 
to U.S. universities of varying sizes and characteristics. The membership was as folloOws: 

V.P. Emeritus Ira L. Baldwin, University of Wisconsin 
Chancellor John T. Caldwelt, North Carolina State University 
President James C. Fletcher, University of Utah 
Chancellor Clifford M. Hardin, University of Nebraska 
President Philip G. Hoffman, University of Houston 
President John W. McConnell, University of New Hampshire 
Dean Charles E. Palm, College of Agriculture, Cornell University 
Dr. E. T. York, Jr., Provost for Agriculture, University of Florida 
Dr. George H. Axinn, Michigan State University, Study Director 

The charge to the task force by the Senate of the National Association of State Universities and 
Land Grant Colleges, was both broad and specific. 

1. to restate the philosophy, purposes and objectives which justify and obligate our Nation's 
commitment to the assistance of developing peoples; 

2. to state its viewson how this effort should be organized and administered; 

3, to express its judgment on the approximate level5 and conditions under which funds 
should be appropriated with optimum prospect of achieving the purposes; 

4. to identify the functions our universities are peculiarly fitted to perform and must be 
expected to perform if the programs of developmental assistance are to be effective; 

5. to indicate in both general and specific terms the conditions under which university 
competence can be most effectively employed; and 

6. consistent with the findings, to propose remedial IegisIative and executive measures. 

The task force grasped the nettle. It restated, in its report of January 1969, its continuing faith 
in the foreign assishime precept by quoting, in part, from the Association's letter written by Dr. John 
Hannah to President Truman in support of his "Point Four" initiative, on February 4,1949. 

... being full aware that sacrifices are involved in a world program 
such as you K ave outlined, I am personally convinced and our member 
institutions colIectively are convinced that the stability, welfare, and 
democratic freedom of the world demand the cooperation of all 
Americans in such a program, We feel that this responsibility is 
particuIarly incumbent on us as colleges and universities supported by 
state and federal funds and carrying on in a long democratic tradition. 

The report listed twenty things that the twenty yeers' foreign assistance "experience has 
demonst rated." 

Any abbreviation would do this list iqjustice. But it might be summarized as follows: 

Development of LDCs requires the building of a "multiplicity of institutions," political, 
economic, social governmental, educational and private. 



"Human resourea development is the moat critical need ... the building d indigenoul 
educational institutions the most effective and enduring possible US. contribution ..." 

"Technological development, l ike human resource development, is crucial tc 
international development assistance, This tachnology can best be developed througI 
evolution of a worldwide network of interco1:nectrjd mutually supportive research ant 
training institutions." 

AgriculturaI development is essential to developing countries. US. food aid is valuablt 
in meeting short term disaster and food crises; it is probably counter-productive in tht 
long term ae it diverts developing country attention frorn long run agricultura: 
development. 

\ 

"The myth that Americans had the 'know how' to solve all the world's problems mislec 
us." Much research and analysis is and will continue to be needed. 

Capital; development and aseistance are, indeed, often required. But they should bt 
administered by banking officials experienced in international finance, funded "to t h ~  
extent feasiblew through international agencies and private capital ventures. 

The Agency for International Development should be reorganized, or a new, subatitut~ 
one created, to concentrate U.S, efforts on the real central dynamics of human resources 
institutional and educational development, and the development of research anc 
technologies essential to the political, social and economic development of the less 
developed countries. 

The report outlined some of the activities appropriate to euch a reorganized and redeployed 
foreign aid effort, and concluded in a statement of intellectual and moral commitment. 

It shouId be increasingly clear to all of the peo les of  the world that 
mankind's on1 hope for endurin peace muat kse ased on recognition 1 g 
that the signdcant problems of a I peoples - of all races, all colors, all 
religions, all cultural back ounde - may have implications for all 
others. The people of the E nited States, in their own self-interest, 
must ba willing to do their fair shere to respond to requests for 
aaaishnce from 1e~s advantaged peoples to help them create and 
sustain programs and inetitutions deaigned to develop their own 
resources -- human and material -- to improve the lives of their own 
people and their opportunities for human develapment. 

That is what international developmental asaiatance is all about, 

Well stated and profoundly true. This is, indeed, what it is all about. 

The report was written, approved by the NASULGC Senate and transmitted to President-elect 
Nixon. The question to be answered is: did it have any effect? 

We can only conclude that it did, in the most direct form possible. 

The President-elect selected one of the task force members, Chancellor Clifford Hardin as hia 
Secretary of Agricul ture. 



In that position, Dr. Wardin supported within the new administration the continuation of a 
strong U.S. foreign assistance effort and, as was fuIly expected from his earlier experiences, major 
roles for U.S. universities in carrying it out. This is highly important as many form producer-groups 
often voice their (mistaken) belief that U.S. assistance to LDC agriculture diminishes markets for U.S. 
produced agrieul turd products. However, in the writer's estimation, he did not while Secretary of 
Agriculture engage himself in theae issues as energetically as did eilhsr his predecessor Orville 
Freeman or his successor Dr. Earl Butz. 

More importantly still, the President-elect asked Dr. John A. Hannah, Chairman of the task 
force, to serve as his new A.I.D. Administrator. Surely this would assure maximum possible 
conformance of A.I.D. policy thenceforth to the principles and recommendations of the task force. 

In many respects it did. Dr. Hannah served as A.I.D. administrator for four and one-half years, 
longer than any previous administrator of the U.S. foreign aid program. He became beloved by the 
A.I.D. rank and file staff. He waa very popular in Congress (at a time when A.1.D. definitely was not, 
primarily because of continuing U.S. involvement in Vietnam). He re-oriented its programs le.rgely 
.award developing human and institutional; reeources -- toward people and the institutions which 
serve them and away from direct support to government leaders (in caaes where these distinctions 
were important). "It's only people who count," was his credo. 

Dr. Hannah also gave strong support to building LDC agricultural research capabilities and 
advancing LDC agricultural technology, primarliy by his action of pledging U.S. support to the 
International AgricuItural Research Centers of "one quarter of 'their' core cost." This commitment 
has been maintained ever since, It marked a watershed in the stabilization of the International ' 
Agricultural Research Center System, stabilizing, in effect, not only U.S. support but that of other 

: donor governments as well. This may well have been his greatest single contribution to the future of 
LDC agriculture. Except that, also, on one occasion he saved the Agency from extinction. 

The U.S. Senate, in an act of incredible irresponsibility, had simply voted A.1.D. out of 
existence. Dr. Hannah mobilized his great persuasive powers to induce spokespersons from a myriad 
of organizations, including the universities, to bring their intelligence to bear upon the Senate. The 
Senate repaired its action and the Agency continued to go forward with its program. 

Strangely, perhaps, Dr. Hannah did not importantly and directly effect major changes or 
improvements in A.I.D./university relations. His tenure came after the principal initiatives in the 
early stages of A.I.D. - undertaken largely to offset the traumatic discontinuities caused by the 1961 
reorganization -- and before the "Findley Bill" brought about the Title XI1 Amendment, and before 
Administrator Parker, his successor, initiated the Collaborative Research Support Program. 

Dr. Hannah did not reorganize the Agency in a mcy'or way. f hie was fortunate. He could we11 
have followed the theme, "the Republicans had it right the first b i d "  and changed it back to an 
Agency organized around the principal economic sectors or programatic areas -- such as agriculture, 
population, health, education. This would have enormously improved the effectiveness of U.S. 
development assistance: the mobilization of U.S. resources, development of U.S. policy and strategy, 
and insulation of Iong-term U.S. economic, social, and political development goals from the day-by-day 
pressures of short term pIitica1 objectives. Because our foreign aid would have been more effective in 



achievin~ thess development goala, it had been more effective, also, in achieving long term U.S. 
political ~oals." 

But Dr. Hnnnah did make one improvement in organization of the A.I.D. Central Technical 
Staff Bureau. He eliminated the 'War on Hunger" Bureau which had floundered somewhat in 
pursuing a too-narrow objective and replaced it with a Technical Assistance Bureau, with all of the 
essential characteristics of the old Bureau for Technical Cooperation and Research, but with much 
more support from the Administrator, Instead ofchoosing a technical person, or scientist, to head it, 
he selected Dr. Joel Bernstein, an economist and former superb A.I.D. Mission Director in Nigeria and 
Korea. Dr. Bernstein was totally committed ta the concepts which had been evolving through the 
series of studies and conference8 listad in this chapter, was an excellent program officer, and brought a 
thorough Mission Director perspective to the Central Agency Research and Technical Assistance 
leadership functions. 

Except for a rather truculent Congress, impatient and contentious over the slow closure of the 
Vietnam misadventure, the Hennah Administration was a new type experience in A.I.D. relations 
with universities: a few new exciting activities, and few major problems or complaints. 

There was one. Virtue does not always beget virtue. For some time, several of the more 
strongly supported members of Congress were desirous of A.I,D, directing its attention more at the 
"very poor" or, even as some put it,"the p r e s t  of the poor" in less developed countries. The idea of 
average U.S. taxpayers being expected t c b  contribute to the ultimate financial benefit of wealthy, 
corrupt national leaders is properly intolerable. That some of this had happened was probably 
unfortunately true. Tightening and redirection of the program tvas no doubt in order, Dr. Hannah 
welcomed this Congressional initiative which culminated in the redirection of the A.I.D. program in 
the Foreign Assistance Act of 1975. 

However, in practice, this initiative shifted A.I.D. programming attention away from economic 
development toward, in some instances, almost dole-like progmms. Projects were often turned down 
during review because they increased productivity of relatively pwr people too much - so that they 
rose above a very low "poverty" line. Some of tke best university projects were dixontinued because 
they did not focus directly enough on the "poor majority" as the target group came to be called. 

Nevertheless, although aome frictional elippage did occur, the process eventually resulted in 
much more critical analysis of the distribution of benefits effects of A.1.D. programs and ultimate 
recognition that few people of any income group could benefit much unless the program brought about 
substantial economic improvements. The goal came back to that of achieving advantages for the p o r  
through their proper participation in the reaults of development. Oevelopment and improved income 
distribution were not (as originally) p o d  as alternatives, but each as a necessary condition of the 
other. 

There was a bit of muddling through to proper perspective during this perid. But programs, 
and priorities, were better. And Congress felt, rightly, that the new A.I.D. progrem was of its own 
making, not something imposed upon it by the President. Therefore they came, sIowly, to support it 
better. This was Dr. Hannah'a goal. 

One other member of the tssk force was to have significant influence on A,I.D. : President E.T. 
York of the University of Florida. Under the Carter Administration he was appointed ta the Title XI1 



Board for International Food and Agriculture (BIFAD) and later, during President Reagan's 
Administration, named chairman of that board, succeeding Dr. Clifton M. Whorton, Jr., who had been 
appointed by Preaident Ford and reappointed by President Carter. 

Through its influence on effecting this combination of executive personnel appointments, the 
National Assocation of State Universities and Land Grant Colleges' action in undertaking the 
"Hannah study," had much positive influence on the U.S. foreign policy aid program. It sustained and 
reinforced David Bell's initiative -- based significantly on the studies and other external initiatives 
cited in this chnpter -- to ameliorate the unfortunate doctrines and organizational shortcomings with 
which the Agency for International Development had been afllicted since 1961. 

Conclusions 

- So ends the saga of the International Rural Development Conference, the Administrator's 
Economic Advisory Committee, the Millikan Study, the McGovern Bill, the International Education 
Act, the Gardner Report and the Hannah Report. Each illuminated the path before the Agency for 
International Development and the U.S. universities i n  their mutual efforts in international 
development assistance. 

Together, their individual shafts of light have kept alive a flickering but all important national 
intelligence of the true U.S. resources for awl interests in the economic and social development of the 
less developed countries -- and of the long and torturesome journey toward a world order, based upon 
the realities of national sovereignties, aschored in the promise of achie-{able economic progress and 
peace, for all countries. 

History cannot provide judgment or, what might have been had either the McGovern Bill or the 
International Education Act developed into strong features of the U.S. foreign assistance legidation, 
or had Gardner's recommendations or the Hannah Report been vigorously followed, eepecially as they 
related ta A.I.D. organization and sang. Certainly, U.S. universities would have played a much 
stronger role, had more influ~nce, accomplished more than was possible with A.I.D. 's instruments and 
capabilities for engaging them. 

The Vietnsm war, and the resulting disenchantment with the international development work, 
was to dewend upon the universities and disfigure A.I.D.'s march toward President Truman's 
objectives before Title XI1 was enacted, picking up some of the concepts and restoring some of the 
momentum started in these earlier initiatives. By then, however, much of the blwm was off the 
blossom. But clear i t  is that these earlier initiatives interacted upon each other in a strangely circular 
process of reiterative interinvolvement. Each and all together, led to later improvements in the U.S. 
foreign assistance program. Perhaps more importantly, each contributed mightily toward preventing, 
or at least slowing down, the degenerative process of disillusionment and disappointment which are 
the normal consequences of lung-term dedication to a necessarily difficult agenda with distant, even 
lofty, goals. The Agency is much the wiser for these early initiatives. Their major contributions have 
seeped, largely unwittingly, inta the processes of both policy making and implementation. 

The great philosopher and logician, John Dewey, is reputed to have said that "policy is secreted 
into the interstices of administration.'' A.I.D. administration has improved. Universities have been 
provided some funds for developing and mainhining their capacities to carry out this somewhat exotic 



role. Above all, the powers of the professional and educative processes, and of human inblligence 
have come widely to be recognized as the key and strategic variables in national quests fo 
development. These forces of education and science are recognized aa moro powerful than the tinkle a 
foreign exchange as levers of development, and more enective than the truculence of war machines a 

instruments of diplomacy. The moat interesting, and certainty moat poeitive, dement in the equation 
which foretell human destiny, is that these truths are, at bottom, understood by both sides of tb 
Ilistoric power alliances, and by both end9 of the "levels of development" spectrum along which tB 
"less" and "more" developed societies are aligned. The impacts of activities discussed in this chapter 
far from minor or fleeting, have been major and lasting. And they will last and be important so  long a! 
human sanity prevails. 



END NOTES 

1 This was a rather bizarre meeting in fact. A man in charge of a large Agency attempting 
to explain the Agency's objectives, organization and program approaches to an outside 
group vastly better informed than he regarding all but the most recent organizational 
aspects of h ~ s  Agenc It is probable that university attitudes formed during these early 
days of A.LD. have f e n  at the root of some of the more long-standing disquiet among 
uni?~rsities regarding A.I.D. policies and procedures for involving universities in its 
activities. 

Later to become Secretary of Agriculture under President Nixon. 

That oflice, under 

19 : Dr. Ira L. BaIdwin, Vice President, the University of Wisconsin; 

of lilinois; 
1968: Dr. Paul 
1974-1977: a series of part time and acting directors- 
1977 until resent: Dr. James W. Cowan, Dean of Agriculture and Interim President, 
American 8niversity, Beirut, Lebanon. Of these. in the writer's view, Drs. Baldwin, 
Howard and Cowan gave the office exceptionall strong leadership. For addiiional 
information, see James W. Cowan and Paul R. S? haffer, 'International Affairs and the 
National Association of State Universities and Land Grant Colleges," Journal of the 
Association of International Education Administrators, Vol. 7, No. 2 (Fall 19871, 

1 In a note to the writer. A cou le of ints are relevant here. First, "forei assistance" is 
always viewed as the "The ! resi $ ent's" program. Most directives in t r e Iegidation -- 
even those at rather low level of detail are cast in hrms .... "the President shall ..." do so 
and so -- not "the Administrator shall ...," nor "the Secretary of State shall ...." Also, it was 
known, at least to the writer, that the President was very concerned at the apparent lack 
of significant accomplishment in the agricultural dimensions of the Latin American 
"Alliance for Pro esa" pro am. The writer still believes that the President would haye 
responded favora ly to suc a suggestion. It would have been excellent politics. But it 
was not to be! 

r f 
The writer was also greatly assisted b Mr. Wade Jones, senior A.I.D. oficer whose full- 
time services were loaned to him by t { e Bureau for the Near East and South Asia -- the 
one reeonel bureau which had kept reasonably intact the U.S. university projects begun 
in ewller yeare by A.I.D.'s predecessor agencies. 

' Proceedinas of the Conference on International Rural Develovment (Washington. D,C., 
suly 27-28.1964). p. 29. 

7 By h t c r  Leona Baumgartner, residin over the final plenary session. She was then 
the Assistant Administrator for 4 echniea f Cooperation and Research, the ancestor of the 
resent Bureau of Science and Technology. Proceedings of the Conference on 

hernational Rural Develosrnent, p. 55. 
8 Proceedinns of the Conference on international Rural Development, p. 77. 

Later to become ~mbassador to ~ t h o ~ i a .  



Thia idea has been fra uently crudited to the writer. Thie is incorrect. It wae firs 
nu ested b Dr. ~smes%. Blume, long-time head of the technical assistance s t d o f i e  
o f t  y e Near b aat-South Asia Bureau -- and early member of the India A.1.D. Mission. DI 
Blume susgested this to the committee chaired by President Wilson -- snd late 
presented ~t as s workin principle for the 211(d) propam. Aa we shall see, it we 
adapted and eventually a If opted under Title XII. But Jm's idea, of a directed add-on t 
every contract, would haw been aimpler and better bad A.I.D. simply decided to do it! 

Proceedinps of the Conference on International Rural Development, p. 63, 

The single exception was Dan Parker, who was A.I.D. Administrator durin the For1 k Adminiatration, and who was not at the conference. But he had worked close y with DI 
Hannah durin Hannah's period as Administrator, and with the writer subse uentlq 9 Furtharmore. %e was intensely interested in this subject and worked close y wit1 

and the univeraity spokeamen during the evolution of Title XII. I 
the lessons of the International Rural Development Conferenc 

sensitive, analytical and competent man. 

And it should be recalled that the immediate puryee of the conference, in the minds a 
those who promoted it, was not so much that of significantly changinp A.I.D. 

r l i c y  procedure, but of establishing new and better-spririted communication etwoe~ 
university executives and the new A.I.D. administration -- more accurately, ti 
re-eetablish the type of friendly communication which had been so rudeIy ri~ptured by thl 
re-organization of 1961. 

David McKay, Ed., Who Was Who (Philadelphia, Pennsylvania: David McKay, 1924), p 
15. 

Actually, this Committee had 
and firat head of the new Agency's 
laming and program coordination, 

Erst Administrator of the 
Commiktee, but P forlorn hope. 
the Committee to work on a variety of important issues, some of which became strategi~ 
to Agency-university relaticna, and will be related briefly here. 

Every centrally funded research project, and e v t ~ y  research project funding action was 
for seventeen years, reviewed by this Committee -- and not $ 3 ~  project was fundet 
against its advice. 

This Administrator was Mr. Fowler Hamilton. IwA.LD." here refers to the new Agenc! 
created in 1961.) Mr. Hamilton also liked Eo say that, bein himaelf a lawyer, mediatin1 
between the regional bureau heads and the Preeident,"the d resident is my client." It ws! 
strongly rumored that the Preeident did not especially like the characterization. 

As one was put it, the technical people were "scattered around the Agency like a dog7 
breakfast. 

These meetings were intensely popular aa it was great theatre to watch Mr. Bell interacl 
intellectually with the 'ants of the various rofeasiona who were members of the! 
Committee: pople sue f' a~ Dr. Mason, Dr. ~ B X  Milliken, economi~t fro* M.I.T., Dr 
Alan Holmbrg, cultural anthropologist from Cornell, Dr. Lucien Pye Iibcal scientisl 6r from MIT, Dr. Thedore Schultz, economist from the University of ieago, Dr. Johr 
Gardner, from the Carne 'e Corporation and Dr. Everett E. Hagen, sbciolo ' s t  from 
M.LT. The room would IP dl up with A . L ~  people who wanted cd attend the Reatre --. 
probabl more eople than Mr. Bell felt should attend -- yet the seminar8 wert 
tremen d' ousiy e a ucational for those individual8 who made use of the ideas presented 
With his usual astuteness and a bit of gtim humor, Mr. Bell laid down the rule that  tho^ 
who attended the Friday seminar had to attend the Saturday seminar also. Thia grentlj 
thinned the ranks of attendees and improved the quality of the audience, as giving up a 
holiday every three months or so was a steep price in the eyes of some -- es eially thosc 
who had attended the Friday meetings primarily for their entertainment va P" ue. 

In other words, Shultz foresaw the inherent weakness in centraI planning, then so muck 
in vogue in A,I.D., when carried beyond reliance on free markets to allocate resources 



nnd sot prices. U.S.S,R., China nnd other "Central Plan" countries have ainco learned 
thia "the hard wayIt ae hnve many LDCg. The "bloc" countries have not yet, however, 
quite learned what to do about it -- but are on their way toward doing so. 

Max F. Millikan and David Hapgoad, No Eaav Harvest. the Dilemma of Awiculture in 
U-qn ries (Boston, Massachusetts: Little Brown and Company, 19671, +w 178 pages; also, 36, n . Gsrdner, A,I.D. and the Universitiee, Report to the 
Administrator of the Agency for I n t e r n a t i o n a l p m e n t ,  1964,5i pages. 

Ervon J. Lon , "The Performance of the Agricultural Sector of A. 1.D. -- Assisted d Countries," ( ecember 3,1964),20 agee. Fortunately, at thct time, nn A.I.D. research P projuct with the U.S. Department o A ~ i c u l t u r e ,  was turning out a large amount of raw 
data from 26 A.1.D. - assisted countrxes which the writer, as project manager of the 
U.S.D.A. effort, drew upon heavily for the paper. 

In fact, under Mr. Bell's successor, Mr. William Gaud, it: -vas elevated to such a high state 
of prominence, under the ill-fated "War-on Hungr i-" theme, that the goel of total 

owth was overlooked and virtuall all A.I.D. activity subordinated tc the 
simple en $ of "ending hunger." This backfire d in several ways and order was restored 
upon Dr. John Hannah's succession as Administrator. Mr. Gaud was very well 
intentioned and competent. This, his one error of consequence, was, however, a large one. 

Dr. Wilcox was an A cultural Economist, previously rofsesor at the University of 
Wisconsin and luwa f= tab University, and dose peraona P friend of the writer. He was 
hi hly respected in hia profession, in part for h e  cloee personal familiarity with and 
duenee  on Congressional actions related to U.S. agricultural policy. 

In fact, Dr. Wikox had been the U.S. dele ate ta the working committee sf experts which 
had set up the FA0  as a apocisl agency oft % e United Nations at the close of World War 11. 

The Congressional Record (Senate, February 19,1965). 

This was a profound (and necessary) turnabout in thinking. PrevaiIing logic had been: 
"developed countries are predominately non a ieulkural' underdeveIoped countries are 
predomately omicultural; a shift from -* ogricu tura to non~agriculttmra1 dominance has 
characterized economic growth of the 'developed' countries; therefore, assistance to help 
underdeveloped countri: s to become developed should be in the form of assistance to the 
non-agricul twal sector." 

The logic was impeccable. It was also wrong. It overlooked the role of agricultural 
growth in bringing about general economic growth. It should, sadly, be admitted that 
urslut of agricultural growth as a total end in iteelf, as during the lator "War on 

kungerw pnd of A.I.D. doctnne, can alao be unHy wrong. Agrieultursl development 
has to b men within the contsxt of its cont3ution to the tots1 economic and aocial 
development of the country. Man, indeed," cannot live try bread alone." 

Dr. Miller, in his teartimonies a d  work with Congressional staff, steadily supported this 
21 l(d1 initiative by A.I.D. 

Later to become Seeretar of Health, Education, and Welfare under President Johnson, 
Dr. Gardner was extreme r articulate, verball ao well in writin . Dr. John Hannah once r told the writer that Dr. Ardner was the on y prson he had &, own who "talked and 
a parent1 thought in complete paragraphs." A sentence at a time is about as much as 
t f e rest o ? us can handle. 

Foreshsdowing one of the crucinl weaknesses of the Title XII Bosrd mechanism, as we 
shall see! 

John M. Richardson, Jr., Partners in Develovment (East Lansing, Michigan: Michigan 
State University Press, 1969). 

The titb then of the central technical staff bureau, now the Bureau for Science and 
Technology. 



In s presentation (to which the writor wns invited) to the new Administrntor and I 
Deputy, after having mads a vieit to sevoral countriee at the raqrloet of tho President, 

Headed by a " p n 2 r  Ass,iistont Adminiatrator" --  presurntlbly to indicate t 
pre-eminence oft 1s urenu in Agency-wide matters of Science nnd Technology, 

Universities and La, 
ohn A, Hannah a1 

Aa William James Said (New York, New York: Vanguard Press 19421, pp. 143-46. 

Riehard~lon. See for commentary on A.I.D. leadership from perspective universities f 
period 1950-1966. 

persuaded him to readjust the new Bureau back as far as possible to the ori nal, under 

)by a political appointee to lead it. 
f? new name. This reaaustment helped, but only modestly. A scientist had een replac 

The writer attended a meeting of agricultural deans, where their aesociation had on t 
table a letter to President Johns~n requesting Mr. Gaud's resignation. Persuasil 

revailed, and the group reversed ~tself. The writer, however, mported the action to N 
baud and g a v ~  him a copy of the withdrawn letter. 

The ha py sequel was that three years later! approximately the same ~ p ,  immediate 
after 2 r. Nixon's election, met with the writer to enlist hla help in so lcitln Mr. Qauc f concurrrence in their attempt at a "draft Gaud" effort, in the form of a etter to tl 
President dect. Mr. Gaud demurred on the grounde of infeasibility - but was immense 
pleased at the change of heart by the universit epokesmen. The issue soon became ma 
when Preaident Nixon's chow Dr. .John Hann A ea aueceseor to Administrator Gaud. 

lile only time in U.S. histor that the choice wae so constructed by the two major parti d -- i.e,. between two former ice presidents! 

In fact, Sanator Humphrey had successfully sponsored an amendment, See. 621, in tl 
Foreign Aeeiebnce Act, which provided that A.I.D. ahould draw more heavily up1 
domestic U.S. government agencies, cooperatives, and colleges and universiti;es 
carrying out its pro ram.  Senator Javits inserted a phrase to include prlva B businesses. Senator umphrey reeisted thie on the ground (right as it turned out) th 
this would ultimately dilute and weaken the provision -- but withdrew his objection 
order to get the amendment adapted -- at leaat, it created a record on hia attitul 
supporting fuller A.I.D. use of universities, He !lad always supported, and continu1 
strongly to support, A.1.D. and later cosponsored Title XII. 

As mentioned elsewhere, Dr. Hannah statad that organizatitn was not important: " It 
the qualit of people in the organization which matters. This he found to be I 
over-simpkcat ion. 



Dr. Erven J. Long 
(Author) 



Harold E. Stassen 
Xrector, Mutual Security Agency (1/28153 - 7/31/53] 
Foreign Operations Administration (813153 - 6130156) 

David E. Bell 
A.I.D. Administrator (12121182 - 7131166) 

John A. Hannah 
A.I.D. Administrator (42169 - 9130173) 

M. Peter McPherson 
A.I.D. Administrator (2127181 - 8/7/87) 



President Johnson meets with attendees at the Rural Development Conference 
in Washington, D.C., July 1964. 

In foreground, left to right: @ Dr. Meredith Wilson, President of University of 
Minnesota, @ Not Identified, @ Dr. Ira L, Baldwin, 1st Executive Director of 
Intmrnatinnml Pmlrmmn. N A S l l T  ,GC. m P~n~irlnnt Jnhnanm m n m v i r l  lil Rm11 





New Delhi, India. 1960. Paul Beamer (left) of the University of Illinois, 
instructs students of the Tarai State Farm in the care of cattle. 



punjab Agricultural UpiVersit~ tudhiana, India, 198~. 
T-. is p a t ~ n e d  after land-grant in8tiwtion8 in the 



Yurimaguas, Peru. North Carolina State soil scientists work 
with small farmers on an A.I.D. soils research project 



President Reagan signing Executive Order 12320 directin that 
U.S. Government agencies assure the HBCUs were awar tf ed a 

larger share of the university business of the agencies. 



SECTION IV 

1 A NEW FORMAT FOR A.I.D. I UNIVERSITY 
PARTNERSHIP IN AGRICULTURE - TITLE XI1 



THE COLLABORATIVE RESEARCH SUPPORT PROGRAM 
And he gave it as his opinion that whoever could make two ears of 
corn, or two blades of grass, to mow on a apot of ground where only one 
grew before, would deserve better of mankind, and do more essential 
service ta his country, thm the whole race politicians put together.' 

Background 

A.I.D. Administrator Daniel Parker - - "Dan" ta a11 who knew him - - was a very strong believer 
in research. As he saw it, a world rapidly gobbling ita store of non-renewable source3 of energy and 
minerals necessary to economic development, rapidly eliminating its remaining frontiers of unsettled 
lands, rapidly expanding its population, and rapidly improving - - or trying to improve - - its living 
standards, waa inevitably pointed toward a major shortfall of available resources. 

The major fraction of the world's non-renewable reeourcea were being consumed by that 
relatively small fraction of the world's population comprising the "deve1oped"countries. Improvement 
of living to those relatively high levels by the majority of the world's popuIation who live in the "less 
developed countries" would require an enormous upsurge in reeource consumption. Factor in the 
predictable population increases in the poor countriee, and add the consequences of the richer 
countries themseIves'continuing rapidly to increase their per capita levels of living and thus of 
resource use, and the outlook was grim indeed. 

But this grim, Malthusian-like projection model overlooked the key, positive variable. MaIthus' 
long-term prediction of a starving world, caught in the ever-tightening vice of rapidly 
("geometrically") increaeing populations and slowly ("arithmeticallyw) increasing food supplies 
overlooked the vast frontiers of about to be settled lands in the "new worlds." Similarly, the recent 
grim projections for declining world-economy growth overlooked the key variable of science- based 
technology to be created by research. The power of reaearch to literally create new resources was 
unlimited: or, more accurately, was limitad only by the abilitiee of the diwiplined human intellect: 
and by the national will to put that intellect to work in an effective way. Parker deeply comprehended 
all this and its signifmince h U.S. policy. He once meid to the writer, in a confiding moment, that 
people aImost always undlerestimate the potential payoff from investments in research and 
overestimate the time required for those investments to pay off their costs. 

So the dire projections regarding the world'@ and the Unibd States' economic outlook 
- (intensifying at that time and destined to become almoet a national e h t a  of mind during the Carter 

administrati~n) were not validated by immutable laws of nature. The future was profoundly subject to 
influence by sound policy and application of sac ient  effort - especially effort in the form of sharply 
increased, and better, investments in remarc. The problem lay not in our stars; it lay, instead, in our 
perceptions, and its solution lay in our hands. 

To Administrator Parker, t I ie U.S. foreignaeaistance problem was that we invested far too little 
in research. And, worse still, as President eucceeded President, and A.I.D. Administrator succeeded 
Administratar, pressures of new policies, new personnel and new commitments would very likely 
reverse the historically glacial but recently more rapid progress toward greater investment in 
agricultural research. The capstone of this progresg had been his predecessor's (Dr. John Hannah's) 
commitment of U.S. eupport of up to 25% of the core costs of the International Agricultural Research 



Centera -- upon whoae reaearch the epectaculnr increaees in LDC rice and wheat production in As 
had been so heavily based. 

u 

Parker's insight into the fragility of A.I.D.'s future commitment to research was, unfortunate1 
to be proved all too accurate. He therefore made r. mqjor attempt to establish a sound fmanci 
underpinning for s major, sustained U.S. inve8tmer.c in research on behalf of LDC agriculture, To 1 
sustained, he believed (correctly) that it muctt be funded outside the annual Congres~ion 
appropriations procees. He proposed that a certain fraction of repayments by LDCs of A,I.D. loans I 
set asido to establish a fund in some kind of separate institute, independent of Co~lgression 
appropriation actions, to f'wd continuing agricultural research. He was not the first to propose tl 
idea, nor would he be 'Ehe last. But he was the first A.I. D. Administrator strongly to support it. 

To begin this effort, Parker enlisted the services of Mr. Bart Harvey, for many years a leadi~ 
economist in A,I.D.'s Bureau for Policy and Program Coordination (the central economic policy a1 
budget bureau of the Agency) and subsequently director of A.LD.'s field mission in Nepal, Ba 
Harvey was a g a d  choice. Though not an agriculturist, he had acquainted himself quite thorough 
with both U.S. and LDC agricultural policy issues - and during David E. Bell's administration, h~ 
(assisted by the writer) led A.I.D.'a discussions and negotiations with U.S.D.A., culminating in revial 
P.L.480 "Fwd for Peace" legislation and new U.S.D.A.IA.1.D. moperstion procedures. 

After seGeral weeks of exploration, Bart Harvey concluded that Parker's plan waa not feasibl 
primarily because the Congress would not agree to any funding action which would significant 
reduce ita year-by-year control over U.S. foreign assistance efforta. He was, sadly, probably rigk 
Members of Congress love to play at foreign policy administration but most find few opportunitie 
especially as individuals, ts get involved. Participation in the A.I,D. appropriations process represen 
one of the few gates into this garden and they want to keep it wide open. It had h e n  Farker's origin 
hope that some ancillary funding by non-U.S. government eources might add appeal to ti 
arrangement, but the ultimate outcome was a nan-starter. 

Having loet this hope, Parker asked the writer if he had any ideas. (The purpow, it should 1 
remembered, was to get mme kind of self-aseured U.S. funding system for sustained agricultur 
research in andlot for the LDCs.1 

The only tbing the writer could suggest was that A.I.D. establish something that would be I 

close to the long-run vested interest of the U.S. Lend Grant Universities and the clientele tbay ser7 
that they would, quite literally, fight hard educational battle8 to keep the funds flowing, as they ht 
done so successfully for so many years for federal funding of their domestic agricultural reseert 
programs. 

The U.S. Land Grant Universities had always actively supported A.I.D, programs, out 
general convictions on U.S. national poliiy interests, and out of dseire to maintain opportunities fi 
their staffs and students to have significant contacts with the developing world: in short, to ha1 
instructional capabiIitiea to equip their students to deal with the world in which they live. 

But this proposed program was to be aomething of a Merent dimension. The universities ht 
for many decades fought many political battlea for support of the Hatch Act and successor systems fi 
federal funding of domestic agricultural research by the univereitiee. As the purpose of this domest 
rasearch is to help Americans (in the first instance American farmers), this support has enlisted larl 



public educational efforts by organized farm and other citizen groups. This kind of support ia hard to 
muster in a major way when, as in the case of foreign assistance, the direct beneficiaries are 
foreigners, not Americans. Therefore, to meet Adminiatrahr Parker's objectives, a new type of 
research program waa needed: one which would be correctly poitceivsd as being directly in the interest 
of the same organized farm groups which had historically supported domestic agricultural research by 
the Land Grant Universities. 

On its faco, this would appear impossible. But upon closer examination it appeared that this 
was exactly the kind of research investment which would have the highest payoff for the LDCs. 

The Concept 

"Science," as the saying goes, "is universal." The United States had been spending at the rate of 
about one-half billion dollars p r  year on domestic agricultural research. Of this, about me-third was 
furnished by the Federal Government and about two-thirds by the several states. In addition, almost 
as much was being spent on an extension system for getting this research tried and tested in the work 
and lives of farm and rural people. Other developed countries spend appreciably for the same 
purposes. Why, then, need we spend any more for the less developed countries? Why don't they just 
take a11 this gorge of scientific knowledge and apply it? 

The answer is  quite simple. With, of course, exceptions 5ere and therp, it won't work! It had 
taken A.I.D. and its predecessors several decades to learn this simple fact. It had been a bitter lesson. ' 
A folklore, almost a mythology, had evolved from the original Point Four idea. In simplest form it was: 

. "Americans know how to farm; let us teach (by some means) the farmers of the pmrer countries our 
way of doing things, our farm practices, and they will prospr as we do." This approach was tried to 
some substantial degree in several countries and didn't work. The tendency was to blame the local 

:3 systems of communications, or, even more unfortunately, the capabilities or motivations of the local 
farmers. But the hard truth was that the information being supplied these farmers was often wrong o r  
inapplicable. Although genetics principles, and corn breeding techniques, may, for example, be 
largely univssrsal, our corn won't grow in most LDCs. They are just too different -- similarly for about 
everything else of consequence. Perhaps ninety percent of the U.S. research was potentialle at least, 
relevant to LDCs. But that ten percent gap, thaG missing link of knowledge, made this advanced- 
country research almost totally uselesa, irrelevant b direct LDC applicatio~. This was the sad fact: 
almost but not auite app'.ieable knowledge failed in practice and backfired u p n  the American advisors 
and local prectitior.zi with equal force and pain. 

The problem was even more serious and dmcult to solve than it first appeared. Xt was more 
than merely a problem of adapting -- through what had come to be known as "adaptive" research -- the 
scientific principles and practices of'advaneed countries to the needs of the poorer countries. As 
countries become more and more advanced, the research, and even the basic principles it uncovers, 
becomes more and more specialized to fit the peculiar advanced country circumetanees of, generally, 
temperate climates, large highly capitalized farms, expensive labor. With time, the knowledge gap 
widens, the adaptation process bcomes more and more dmcult, the basic principles less and less 
directly relevant and useful to LDCs. The investment in local research, consequently, must h o m e  
larger and larger if the LDCs are to be aufh to take advantage of the powers inherent in the constantly 
expanding underpinning of more basic knowledge evolving in the more advanced countries. As the 



poorsr countries triad to copy the morn advancod ucientific rosearch of the advance:! countries, tl 
often did so without linkage to lcrcnl circumstancoa needed to make it refovant. As a result it beca 
quite useless and increaeingly asoteric, nnd gave riae to negc'ive attitudes toward aciont: 
approaches to problem0 and underinvestment in reeenreh -- precisely, the wrong, but underetandal 
policy implication. 

Clearly, what would serve LDC neede best would be investments deeigned h make the ht 
U.S. investment in agricultural research more directly relevant to LDC needs: a program wh 
worrld warp U.S. research toward more universal applicability and toward being more easily usable 
thfr LDCs. Ideally, with such changes in more advanced country research, integrsted and meshed w 
adjustmento from the LDC side, the gap could be closed so that knowledge generated anywhere wo 
be useful everywhere. At least bridges could be built across the chasms so that knowledge could m 
read.ily move back and forth frciil advanced to leas scientifically advanced countries in a free 1 
intellectually disciplined manner. This would greatly reduce the coetly, endiessly duplicative bits r 
pieces of unorganized agricultural research scattered acrass both the developed and underdevelol 
country landscape. The Collaborative Research Support Program was designed to become a princi 
vehicle for building these bridges and closing the gape between LDC and advanced coun 
agricultural research by uniting scientists from both sides in collaborative research on agresd-u~ 
problems and joint research plans. 

A very practical basis of fact underlies this approach. To a surprising degree, both advan4 
and Iess developed countries rely on the same crops and animala, for the bulk of their food and f ib 
Wheat, corn, rice, millel, barley, potatoes, sweet ptatoes, beane, peas, squashes, citrus fruits, b 
cattle, dairy cattle, sheep, swine, chickens -- all are produced and consumed as common stap'iss in br 

, types of societies. Major scientific prokess on any of these would, in principle, be useful ac build: 
' blocks of agricultural development in almost all countries. 

These crops have many common pests and disease8 here and in the less developed eountri 
Problems relating to peat management, to soils management, to genetic improvement are similar a 
similarly imprtant in the United States and in the developing eol:atries. Problems relating to $1 

basic factors as photo~ynthetic efficiencies, and renietance to drought, temperature, salinity stresi 
are important everywkiwir the crape are grown -- an are disease and p e t  resistance or other f0.m~ 
control. Thrrefore, LDC agri~:ulture abounda with opportuniti.as for research which will not 01 

directIy solve LDC prcblems but, perhap6 even more importantly in the long run, make the enormt 
quantity of agricultural research in  the deialoped countries mcrre nearly directly applicable to L1 
conditions. 

The argument that the less developed countries should become individually or even as a g r c  
scientificaIly independent -- i,e., capable of doing all their own reaesrlch - ignores the small financ 
capabilities of most of those econoinies and the enormous costs of research. Evelz our country could 1 

afford to "go it alone." And the eco.romies of even our smallest states exceed in size those of ma 
developing countries. Clearly, if the dsveloping countries' agriculture1 economies are not to dl 

further and further to the rear, ways must he found ta link their research enterprise to the vi 
outpouring of reaenrch knowledge from the more advanced countries, without undue du~iicoting 
reaearch needed to bridge the gape between this advanced country knowledge and less develo~ 
country application. 



For certain ontclrprisee and types of probloms the International Agricultural Reeearch Centers 
had pravidcd with astounding succeas this connectivrt relationehip! But more, much more, was needod, 
The CRSP was designed to provide that increment. And, as we hnve seen, i t  was designed to provide o 
basis for U.S. public understanding and support, hopefully from epokeapersons for both U.S. farm 
producers and U.S. consumers, for such bridge-building research, It must be remembered that the 
U.S. contribution to the International Agricultural Research Centers came from the A.I .D.  
appropriations and had no domestic U.S. constituency of its own. This, again, it was believed, could be 
assisted by an integrated, collaborative research program effort. 

The advantage of such a research progam to LDC agriculture is evident. But what about 
American agriculture, to whose interest we must appeal for the desired long-time commitment of 
support to LDC agricultural reaearch. 

Interestingly, for many types of research the case is clear. Most U.S. food crops originated in 
LDCs. Only a few, corn (maize), squashes, potatoes, cassava, are native to the western hemisphere 
and only a very few (e.g., cranberries and turkeys) are native to the United States. h n g  centuries of 
human selection of seed stock plus decades of modern plant breeding work, have greatly n~rrowed the 
genetic pool of variability with wh;r'l plant breeding scientists have had to work in further crop 
improvement. The wild stock and their historic descendants are to be found where the plants 
originated. Access to this germ plasm pool found in the LDCs, on a systematic and continuous basis, is - 
a necessary component of U.S. ianiversity crop ar:d animal breeding research if i t  is to be effective for 
improving these species for use in the United States itself. Desirable genetic traits are found wherever 
they exist and can be built into the genetic characteristics of our own plants and animals. This 
requires major involvement of U.S, agricultural scientists in research overseas, particuIarly in  the less 
developed countries where most of our commercial crops and animals originated. 

Also, many plant diseases, insect vectors, and insect pests which prey on commercial U.S. crops 
are native to the area of the crop's origin. Time and easy international travel break down barriers of 
isolation and insulation against the importation of these pests and diseases. It becomes imperative 
that these pests and diseases be intercepted and studied in uitu, and protective controls or disease 
resistant varieties be developed befoime the disease or peat invades our shores and becomes adapted and 
established here. U.S.D.A. quarantine systems have, on the whole, been extremely effective and are 
absolutely essential. But no such system can be perfect, and breakout of serious insect or disease 
pathogens can never be predators totalIy aseured. UdortunateIy when these pests do come to the 
United States they are often unaccompanied by their own natural biological predators so that under 
favorable conditions they multiply rapidly into serious economic problems. It is better to eliminate 
them at their source -- or at least have a real head start on controlling them through having 
researched them and their own predators at their source of origin. 

All of this means that'~meriean agriculture and the food-consuming American public are ill- 
served by a resea-ch pmess which attempts to limit, or believes it can limit, i ts  research activities 
within the boundaries of the Unitod States. American agricultural ar:d consumer interests would be 
well served by a system of research investments which induce creative, organized, disciplined 
collaboration between U.S. and LDC scientists working on well-defined, carefully chosen major 
problems of imprtance and concern to each. In the value such research would have to American 
agriculture lay the potential, or ao the writer hoped and believed in 1974, for obtaining long term U.S. 



support for a sustained agricultural reseafch effort directed at LDC problems. This was the conceptual 
basis for the Collaborative Iiesearch Support  cam. 

Administrator Ptuker liked the idea. He saw in it, also, a n  ancillary value, a contribution to 
one of his most vexing concerns -- the enormity of the communication problem among scientists. He 
asked the writer to write it up and help him get it started. 

This was done through several drafts, discussed several times, usually, as the writer recalls, 
while riding to acdfrom "the Hil.1." Those were busy times, for him, with the Congress. 

At the time the writer placed great emphasis on a two-pronged approach. First would be a 
sharply increased emphasis, through A.I.D. regular bilatsral assistance programs, on strengthening 
the LDC agricultural education and research capabilities, primarily through helping them to develop 
agricultural colleges and other research centers as we had been doing in India and Brazil. This he 
dubbed the "hcrizontaln approach: organized and funded on s country-byauntry basis. Second 
would be a set of Collaborative Research Support, Programs (CRSPs), centrally managed and funded 
but with strong participation of individual country missions. These research programs would be 
selected on a problem-by-problem (or subject-by-subject) basis. Each CRSP would pull together into 
specific organized collaborative research arrangements the best available scien%ists on a given topic 
(say sheep production cr potato production) in both the U.S. and LDC universities and other research 
institutions such as an International Agricultural Research Center. The topics would be so selected 
and the research program so designed as to be of sutricient imporknoe to both tke participating LDCs 
and to the participating American stabs  that they would all si-cantly support it financially. It 
would, necessarily, be of sufficient importance to LDC agriculture to justify high priority A.I.D. 
funding and LDC institutional participation and ancillary support. 

The Initiation 

To initiate activity under the CSRP it was obviously necessary to en!iet the leadership of the 
U.S. apiculturally competent universities. The proper level at which to enlbt this support was the 
top executive heads of the colleges of agriculture. Unfortunately, these people go under various titlea 
such aa dean, vice president, provoet, stc. For convenience we will normally refer to thorn as the 
"agricultural deans." The next layer whose support waa essential was that of the dixectors of the 
agricultural experiment stationrl, Thew are the oEciaIs directly responsible fos the reaearch work of 
these agricultura1 colleges, whether funded by the etute or various grant programs from the federal 
government. Finally, it  wae important ta enlist support of the persons with responsibility for the 
international agticultural programs of the respective universities, normally known as directors of 
international agricultural programs. Aa both of these administrative levels nurmally report to the 
agricultural deans we feld we should meet fwat with tha agricultural deans as a group. 

Such a meeting was quickly arranged. This was made possible by the fact that these deans met 
at least once annually with the Secretary of Agriculture. Such a meeting with the then Secretary, Dr. 
Earl Butz, was imminent. Thus was arranged, through Dr. Elmer Kiehl, then chairman of the 
International Committee of the Agricultural Deans, an evening meeting in the omces of the National 
Association of State Universities and Land Grant Colleges in downtown Washington, D.C. 



The meeting was held under circumstances which were not entirely ideal: 

Dr. Kissinger, Secretary of State, was engaged in a meeting with the United Nations in New 
York which might involve U. S. foreign assistance commitments. Secretary Kissinger had made it 
clear to Mr. Parker that he wanted him to be within easy reach of the telephone a t  all times. As Mr. 
Parker's meeting with the agricultural deans followed their meeting with Secretary Butz, its starting 
time was somewhat uncertain. This, coupled with Parker's uncertain availability schedule, 
introduced some humorous drama into the arrangements. Fortunately, Administrator Parker had a 
telephone in his car. So we arranged that the writer stand in the window of the meeting room to signal 
when the group, after finishing dinner and regular association business discussion, would be ready for 
his presentation. Parker circled the building to put him in contact with the window every few 

Y minutes. When given the signal he promptly parked and came to the room to make his presentation. 

Parker introduced the concept of the two-pronged approach he wished to take. He emphasized 
that it was his intention to put more emphasis than in recent years on helping LDCs build Land Grant 
Colleges, and particularly their agricult~aral research capebilities. This he referred to as a 
"horizontal" approach in that it would be organized, as at present, on a country-by-country basis, 
funded through A.I. Dm's normal country missi.on and regional structure. 

To supplement this familiar but reemphasized institution-buildir g effort, A.I.D. would initiate 
what he called a "vertical" program, to deal with mqjor agricultural problems on a worldwide, or at 

A least multi-country, basis. This new approach would be carried out under a set of joint A.I.D.M.S. 
University Collaborative Research Su~mrt Proarams (henceforth, CRSPs -- always pronounced 
"Crisps")! 

Research would be the principal instrument of attack -- but research carried through and tested 
in application, so that actual improvements in agriculture, and not just research publications, would 
be the objective and the warrant of the research. To the ertnt  feasible, this testing under LDC 
conditions, and participation in the research programs themselves, would be done by LDC colleges and 
research institutions, especially those which had been or wsre being developed and strengthened 
through A.I.D.'s "horizontal" country-by-country programd. This would serve both to make the 
research more directly useful in LDCs, warranting its findings in actual application, and also 
importantly to strengthen the lwal LDC institutions for accommodating their countries' needs on 
other agricultural problems. These new programs, CRSPs: though primarily research, would also 
provide for training LDC scientists, and for strengthening LDC institutions collaborating in the 
research to the extent that this was essential to accornp'ishment of the collaborative research program 
objectives. This would be of great ancillary benefit to the participating countries, especially as 
demonstrations of the importance of scientific approaches to problem solving. 

Problems selected for such organized research attack should be of major world-wide or multi- 
country importance, particularly signit-:cant to the "poor majorityn in LDCs and especially suited to 
the competencies and coroltary domestic interests of the jmrticipating U.S. agricultural colleges. The 
effort was to be thoroughly collaborative among all the U.S. and LDC (including international) 
rescsreh institutions participating in the specific program. A.I.D. financing would be through support 
grants, rather than contracts, reflecting a partnership rather than employer-employee relationship 
between A.I.D. and the U.S. universities. Potential for feedback to the solution of U.S. agricultural 
problems wouId be an  important selection criterion. Participating U.S. uaiversities would be 



expected - by virtue of the benefits which would accrue to their domestic roles -- to contribute 
significantly to the funding. 

Arrangements and criteria for this shared funding were not yet determined but were to be 
worked out in concert with the agricultura: deans. In general, A.I.D. had in mind that the Agency 
would contribute the overseas costs ar,d the U.S. universities the costs for the U.S. based work. The 
latter would be provided primarily by U.S. universities modifying relevant portions of their ongoing 
research to make them organic elements in the worldwide research program effort. A.I.D.'s 
contributions would undertake two major components of effort: 1) to finance the work done overseas 
by the participating U.S. universities, and 2) to add resources to the cooperating LDC institutions. In 
addition, certain managerial costs would be borne by A.1 .D.. 

The presentation elicited lively discussion and great enthusiasm. Cost-sharing of some type 
was acceptable to the deans as condition for being actively involved in this type of partnership 
arrangement with A.I.D. This was the key! The group expressed appreciation to Administrator 
Parker and commissioned Dr. Kiehl to set up a committee of university representatives to work jointly 
with an A.I.D. group which Administrator Parker would designate. To this group, we all agreed, 
should be added a representative from the U.S. Department of Agriculture, whom we should ask 
Secrehry Butz to designate. 

Thua was the CRSP idea introduced to and endorsed by the top leadership of the U.S. Land 
Grant Colleges. 

Dr. Kiehl and Administrator Parker moved quickly to appoint the joint working group .- with 
Dr. Frederick Hutchinson, Vice President for Agriculture at the University of Maine, and the writer 
serving as -hairmen. The group brought together university persons fzom a11 mqjor U.S. geo- 
graphic regions and from the three administrative levels: agricultural deans, experimentation station 
directors, and directors of intarnational agricultural programs. Agricultural specialists from the 
A.I,D. central staff ofice (now Bureau of Science and Technology) and from each of the four geographic 
bureaus comprised the A.I.D. representation. A member of the international programs office 
represented the U.S. Department of Agriculture. 

The working group met promptly and outlined a set of guidelines for the proposed new CRSP 
effort. From this the writer prepared 8 drah "CSRP Guidelines" document, took it to Maine for 
direussions and refmement by Dr. Hutchinson, and submitted it back to the working lpoup for editing 
and approval. This set of "guideIinesW was only modestly modfied thereafter, through the Title XI1 
structure, and became the operating p u n d  rules for the CRSP program. The proposed program was 
discussed informally with the OEm of Management and Budget, and with e m  members of key 
Congressional Committee8 - the normal steps for initiating a new A.I.D. Program. 

The CRSP and the Findley Bill 

Activity on the CRSP from this point on, however was marked by a major political event. 
Congressman Paul Findley of Illinois, at that time a member of both the Agricultural Committee and 
the Foreign Affairs Committee of the House of Representatives, became very interested in involving 
U.S. Land Grant Universities in a vastly expanded program of institution building in the less 
developed countries. He was especially interested in building and strengthening agricultura1 



extension services abroad, and put forward a "bill" -- through many drafts -- to accomplish this. His 
bill would have given authority, responsibility and funds for this effort to the U.S. Department of 
Agriculture, which would makc grants under "Memorandums of Understandingn to  U.S. Land Grant 
and other agricultural universities to carry out the work. The grants would be in response to proposals 
from the universitizs, and selected by a '!board" of presidentially appointed university persons. 
Because of the total intertwining, from this point on, of the CRSP idea and the "Rndley Bill," a 

- 

3gression here to discuss this mqjor new element in the relations of A.I.D, and the U.S. universities is 
necessary. 

The Findley Bill, in its many drafts, was widely circulated among universities, where it was 
strongly and enthusiastically supported. Testimony by numerous university officials, to several sub- 
commit~ea of Congress, was arranged. Senator Humphrey of Minnesota sponsored an identicaI bill in 
the Senate. A large number of members of both houses of Ccrngress expressed positive interest; several 
Iisted themselves as co-sponsors. 

Secretary of Agriculture, Dr. Earl Butz, who had previous1y been Dean of Agriculture at Purdue 
University, quickly became interested in the Pill. He had long been a sbunch supporter of U.S. 
assistance to agricultural development in the LDCs, and had often worked throughout the university 
community to help enlist support for A.I.D. programs. He had served on the so-called "Peterson" 
Commission on foreign aid -- a bIue ribbon panel, chaired by Rudolph Peterson, President of the Bank 
of America, appointed by President Nixon at the beginning of his administration. Dr. Butz felt that 
the Findley Bill wndd be useful to stimulate U.S. Land Grant University participation in, and 
especially political support for, foreign aid. 

But he did n o t  believe that it was politically feasible, given the attitudes of the Congressional 
. agricultural committees, and the vested interests of several politically potent farm producer groups, to 
place responsibility for the program with the U.S. Department of Agriculture. Unlike Dr. Butz and 
many others inside and out of government, some of these groups did not recognize that such aid, in the 
aggregate, had the long run effect of increasing, ncf diminishing, the overseas market for U.S. 
produced farm products. Nor, he felt, would it be sound poIicy to split such s major component out  of 

A A.I.D. and sway from the broad responsibility of the Secretary of Stste. As he said to the writer, "No 
President with any sense would ever agree to it." He feIt that the responsibility should be with A.I.D., 
and the Bit1 made an organic part of the U.S. fotmeign aid legislation. He met with Congressman 
Findley b press these points. Congressman Findley accepted the advice and introduced his bill, not to 
the Agricultural but to the Foreign Affsirs Committee of the House of Represekrtatives -- a shift 
facilitated by his serving on both. There it was eventually approved, as an amendment to the Foreign 
Assistance Act of 1976, under the numerical designation of Title XII" a- and under the descriptive 
title, "Famine Prevention and Freedom from Hunger." So it has, to this day, been referred to as Title 
XII. The CRSP program, through much discussion with Congressman Findley, was incorporated as a 
specific component of the Title XI1 amendment. 

In iti long earlier development, the Findley Bill had encountered, eusentiaIly, indifference in 
A.I.D. Many such "billsl' are introduced by individual Congressmen for each one that actually is 
enacted. Even more disappear during the subsequent appropriations process. A.I.D. saw the Findley 
Bill as one that, like many before it, would disappear into history unenacted, and certainly unfunded, 
during the rigorous Congressional authorization and appropriations process. Also, as the general 
question of jurisdiction over foreign aid programs had long since been decided in both the executive 



and the legialative branches, there was no rea..son to auerume a different outcome in thi- case. 
Therefore, A.I.D. considered the Findley Biil -matter as something for the U.S. Department of 
Agriculture to handle politically. 

A major negatbive factor, from A.I.D.'s point of view, was that the bill provided no new program 
authority end no new money, but did provide cumbersome and potentially difficult powers to a 
Presidentially appointed %ard" of outsiders which would share policy making authority in some 
obscure manner, with A.1.D .... akicuitursl institution-building in the LDCs of the type discussed in 
the Bill, and in testimony on its behalf traced to the bginnings of the U.S. foreign assistance program 
and had been a m i o r  (but admittedly diminishing) element in A.I.D.'s agricultural program ever 
since Gu-:ornor Harold Stassen's Administration. The Bill did seem to introduce a new emphasis upon 
agricultural extension work in the LDCs; but this was an emphasis that had been largely discredited 
by early experience -- except where such work was closely tied institutionally ta research. Indeed, we 
were told, Congressmen Findley had been inspired in preparing his bill, largely by reading an 
excellent book describing the U.S. experience in India in the 1950s and 19609, in which six American 
universities had helped develop state agricultural universities which integrated research, education 
and extension functionsf This India program stood as an example ~=xeellence of success in foreign 
assistance. But the program ta develop these integrated universities followed and helped repair a 
program of agricultural extension service3, and community development programs, begun with early 
A.I.D. and Ford Foundation assistance, which served best to illustrate the futility of agricultural or 
"ruraln extension efforts when I& integrated with and based upon aggressive agricultural research. 

When, however, the Findley Bill was presented as n proposed amendment to the foreign aid 
legislation, and when it became clear that it had substantial Congressional support -- and intense 
support from U.S. universities - A.I.D. developed strong and generally favorable interest in  the 
proposal. The idea occurred that the ilew CRSP program, to which A.I.D. was now committed, should 
be combined with the Findley Bill initiative, whatever that shodd, on examination, turn out to be. 
Administrator Parker asked that the writer chair an Agency-wide committee, which would work out 
the details of such an arrangement. 

The A.I.D. committee and senior executives drafted alternative, simplifying language. 
Negotiations with Congressman Findley were cordial but largely inconclusive as much of the detail, 
which A.I.D. felt to be obncure and cumbersome, kept reappearing in drafts presented by the 
Congressman after Mr. Parker and the writer felt they had been negotiated out. Particularly 
troublesome were such issues as establishing "eligibiIityw requirements of universitiea t6 participate 
in the program. Other questions abounded such as what, exactly, were the legal powers of the 
Presidentially appointed "hard?" What kinds of program8 would be included within Title XII? A host 
of implicit procedural issues were undeat, such an if and how FindIey's proposed "memoranda of 
understanding" could substitute for grants and contracts as funding instruments. Finally, after 
several ;egotiations and discussions, both sides accepted wording whieh left most of the ambiguities 
intact, on the general principle that -- as A.LD. was strongly supportive of the general idea -- the 
details would be worked out in practice through the forthcoming executive level A.1.I). meetings with 
the proposed board. Provision for the CRSP initiative was specifically included in Title XII. 

Inasmuch as use of U.S. universitiea for providing technical assistance to agriculture, for a host 
of purposes including heIping LDCs develop agricultural colleges, extension services and research 
institutions, had been a mqjot component of A.I.D. efforts back into the early 1950s, there were only 



two new authorities in Title XII. First, there waa authority for the establishment -- and financing 
costs of - the 'bard," with its subordinate committee and support s W ,  coupled with e definite 
indication of Congressional intent that this board should "participate" in A.I.D. programs under 
Section 103 of which Title XI1 is a part. (Section 103 provides authority for programs in food, 
agriculture, nutrition, forestry and rural development,) As the amendment does not define what 
"participaten means in practice, and as, clearly, a federal agency cannot delegate powers to an 
I~dapndznt outside body, the board was set up as a n  advisory committee, under the general limits 
and constraints applied to such bodies under the operative advisory committee legislation and 
implementing executive directives. In practice, A.LD. worked this all out to mean that the board's so- 
called powers are strictly "advisory;" but that A.I.D. should take this advice very seriously, as 
appeared to be in line with Congressional intent.' Second, there was authority for use of "support 
grants" for carrying out CRSP programs. Also, for the first time, mention of A.I.D.'s support for the 
International Agricultural Research Centers was recognized in the legislation, by including it under 
Title XII. 

Even the two "new" authorities were probably entirely within the scope of both existing 
authority and previous practice. Previous advisory committees had been appointed by A.I.D. under 
the advisory committee legislation. The A.I.D. Research Advisory Committee had been in operation 
for some twenty years. Its advice on specific research projects had been followed with great care, as it 
had proved consistently to be sound, precise and judicious. Various kinds of grants and cooperative 
agreements had been used in lieu of contracts to f m c e  projects with universities where shared 
funding was involved. The authority in Title XI1 to "strengthen" universities so that they could 
perform more effectively in A.I.D. funded projects had been specifically previously granted by 
Congress in See. 221(d) -- later renumbered Sec. 122(dl -- of the Foreign Assistance Act and had 
resulted in a rather large, generally effective set of grants and had greatly enhanced university 
capabilities for and interest in undertaking A.I.D. projects in LDCs. 

What Title XI1 did create was a revitalized A.I.D. interest in agricultural problems of LDCs, 
and a mild redirection of agricultural programs toward strengthening LDC agricu1iuraI colleges and 
their research capabilities, supported by an improved and vitalized worldwide ar,ri cultural research 
effort. It created a n  institutionalized university presence (through the Tit~r; XI1 board, joint 
committees and support staff) within the tissue of the A.I.D. administrsti*;,:, which served as s 
continuous monitor of and articulate voice for LDC agricultural institutioi. Sailding and support of 
research. It served also, of course, as a voice for more A.I.D. support of U.S. universities and for 
providing them more facile working arrangements in A.I.D. programs. 

The Title XI1 lsgistation formalized the joint research working groiip effort by providing 
specifically for a Joint Research Committee (JRC) which would report to the board, A parallel 
Committee, the Joint Agricultural Development Committee (JCAD), similarly comprised of A.I.D. and 
univ;rsity representatives, was provided for under the Title, to be concerned with individual country 
agricuItural development programs. Thiscommittee also reported to the board, Thus we were back on 
the original "two-pronged" appronch which Mr. Parker had advocated in his meeting with the deans. 
In both cases (unlike the original work group which was jointly chaired by university and A.I.D. 
representatives), these joint committees were chaired by university representatives recommended by 
the board and approved by A.I.D. After several years, the board recommended that these two 
committees be merged into one, the Joint Committee on Research and Agricultural Development 
(JCARD), which wout d have co-chairpersons representing the universities and A.1. D. This 



recommendation was enthusissticslly endorsed by A.I.D. As would be anticipated, these committees 
did much of the work and deserve much of the credit for the relative harmony between the board and 
A.I.D. through their many yews  of attempting a competent and significant response to a legislative 
initiative which was as noble in its objectives as it was ambigudus and cumbersome in its wording. 

Nevertheless, an accurate assessment would have to conclude that the Title Xi1 amendment 
would have accomplished much more had it been much simpler and more explicit in its prescriptions 
that: 1) A.I.D. should intensify the development of integrated research, educational and extension 
institutions abroa2; 2) it should build a major CRSP-like program of research in key problem areas; 3) 
it should use U.S. universities relatively more fully ;or hese  functions; 4) selection of universities for 
projects and support should be based heavily on their performance; and 5 )  there should be established 
an mivisory board structure to monitor, assist with and oupport these functions. With these 
congressional ditectivee clearly stated, and the procedural emphases and ambiguities removed, A.I.D, 
could have been held to account for a much better balar.~ed program of longer-term benefit to 
agricultural development in the LDCs. 

Beginnings Of Implementation 

Now firmly anchored in Title XII, the Joirbt Resaarch Committee begsn to put meat on the 
skeleton of ideas comprising the proposed Collaborative Research Support Program. 

The Joint Research Committee in the firat several months- of ita existence conce~trated on two 
fundamental activities. The first was establishing priorities aa to which cooperative research :upport 
programs should be undertaken. The second was reworking the guidelines tllld getting them formally 
approved by A.I.D. and the Title XI1 Board IBIFAD, as it was now called).5 

The committee selection and establishment of priority areas for research was done by a Delphic 
process of voting among alternative fields by the committee. The priority considerations were: 1) the 
relative importance of the probIem to the developing countries, 2) the interest and competence of U.S. 
universities to work on these problems, 3) the extent ta which the problem, if solved, would contribute 
to the well being of the very poor people in the developing countries (reflecting A.I.D.'s then emphasis 
on salving the problems of the very poor), and 4) the likelihood that important progress could be made 
through research on the subject matter area within a reasonable period of time. ("Interest" of U.S. 
universities, highlighted in consideration two, would be measured largely by their willingness to 
contribute financial and other support to the program.) 

The Joint Research Committee looked at many options. It considered whether the work was 
being done elsewhere or whether other entities auch as some other government might not be better 
suited than the CRSP to tackle the problem. For this reason, for example, wheat was passed up as a 
possible CRSP, although the crop was extremely important, because the need for research was already 
being well met by the International Wheat, Reaearch Center (C1MMYT)in Mexico and other activities. 

The other focus of the Joint Research Committee's effort was to refine the guidelines. The 
process seemed interminable as there were many iseues needing discu.ssion. A.I.D. was represented 
primarily by agriculturalists whose experience and interest lay at the level of individual countries. 
These persons were dedicated and generally supportive of the notioci of CRSP. However, they were 
intensely committed to making the research pay off at the individuai country level and to have it be 



seen favorably by A.I.D. missions as doing so. The university representatives similarly were oriented 
toward activity at the individual country level because most of their past work with A.I.D. had been at 
that level. This focus on practical application deriving from the make-up of the JRC was necessary 
and desirable. It had a price, however, and that was a lack of direct focus on the original intent of the 
CRSP, which was the modification of domestic U.S. agricultural research simultaneously w i t h  e. 

modification of LDC research to tke end that they both work together in effective common purpose. 
The original idea was to deveIop research arrangements and philosophy which wouId make all 
agricultural research on a given problem more applicable in developed and Iess developed countries 
alike, The committee process of restructuring the program sacrificed much of this focus. On the other 
hand, the mere act of bringing developed and developing country scientists together on a common 
problem would go far toward accomplishing this purpose whether it was highlighted as a philosophy or 
not! 

The original concept had been that the states would establish the bonafides of their 
contributions by the care given to the mdification of their own domestic research or  parts of that 
research so that it be more applicable in developing countries. This idea was somehow largely lost in 
the discussion prmess. En its place was retained the idea of a state contribution but in the form of a 
requirement that at least 25% of any CRSP be funded from the collaborating U.S. states (excluding 
federal funds under their control). This had a very desirable effect of limiting the interest in 
participation in a CRSP to problems and to universities which really did wish to work on foreign 
agricultural problems in order to further their own state's research interests. Through this device 
much of the gagclosing characteristic which had been hoped for in the CRSP was retained. 



END NOTES 

Jonathan Swift, Gulliver's Travels (1726). Statement attributed by Swift to the "King of 
Brobdingnay." However, there is another lesson to be learned about research 
administration from Swift. He observed from his visit to that same island country, 
peopled and run entire1 by scientists who were working on the most wonderous ideas for 
the betterment of mo&d, that the country was from R practical p i n t  of view in a 
s h b l e s .  No one was using the r.uults of these marvelous scientific findings; they didn't 
fit and the didn't work. Es eia~ly, the research work to rduce them was never quite .i! iY finished. he scientists, wit their eyes always cast tow the future, all needed "a llttle 
more time and a little more money!" 

d 
' Which, by the way, is one good, broad definition of science: made better by adding Karl 

Bunkman's phrase,"to make and remake the universe tu its liking." 

Hsdley Read, Partners with India. Buildina A~icultural  Universities (Urbana- 
Champaign, Illinois: University of iliinois Press, 1974). 

The term "appeared to be" is deliberately chosen. Clearly, Congressman Findley and 
many other Con$ressional sup rters of Title XI advocated very strong roles for the R" Title XI1 ' b a r d .  ' However, t ose groups and committees withln Congress, who felt 
themaelves charqed with responsibility t o  assure strict Executive Branch enforcement of 
the very restrictwe uses of advisory committees imposed by legislation and Executive 
Branch orders and procedures, tmk precisely the opposite stance. A.I.D. officials tryin 
simultaneously to satisf both Can essional representations unavoidably develope !I 
mmethin of B tennis bai  complex. yhis wsa often reflected in discussion at A.1.D.tTltle 
XI1 boa r f  meetinks, especially in early years, and especially in response to A.I.D. 
General Counsel 3 efforts to rationalize op osing Congressional representations 
regarding the Board's proper powers and proce f wes.  

BIFAD -- (Board for International Food and AgriculturaIDevelspment). 



PROGRAMS 

Planning and Management Arrangements 

Since this was to be a collaborative arrangement involving in each program several U.S. 
universities as well as developing country institutions and international research centers, it was 
necessary that care be taken in the planning and management. 

For each collaborative research program a rather elaborate planning process was to be under- 
taken. Tbis was essential to determine: first, whst the scope and design of the program should be; 
second, which American institutions were most suited to take on roles in this program and whst these - 
specific mlea should be; and third, what the nature of the arrangements with developing country - 

institutions should be and which institutions in those countries should perform which roles. 

ObviousIy t h ~ s e  were questions which were substantially loaded with the vested interests of the 
collaborating institutiora. Therefore, the selection of an entity ta do the planning studies was a 
matter of great interest by the Joint Research Committce (JRC) and eventually the BIFAD. A.I.D. 
had the responsibility of making this decision in all matters pertaining to the CRSP; however, 
BIFkD's role and that of the Joint Research Committee as a supporting M y  of BIFAD was givert 
great weight in the decision making process. By the wording of the Act of Title XI1 and 
understandings with Congress, although technically acting as an advisory body, the BIFAD's role was 
to be more than narrowly advisory. BIPAD-was to "participate" in A.I.D. decisions pertaining to Title 
XII. They were to be "shared" between BIFAD and A.I.D. - - a point of view which A.I.D. strongly 
endorsed and totally accepted. 

The JRC developed a list of some 19 different programs which it felt met the criteria for a CRSP 
and recommended that all of these be thought of as potential candidat- for implementation. 
However, it listed these in priority order, so that A.I.D. could take actii~n in a sequential order 
dependin3 upon the availability of funds and other considerations. The fus t  step in each case was to 
select a "planning entityn - - an institution of standing to undertake the early studies. The first so 
selectd was the Research Triangle Institute, a consortium of institutions in North Carolina with 
substantial experience in this kind of work, to make the planning study for a CRSP program on small 
ruminants (in practice sheep and goats). The planning pracess was usually established in two phases, 
the first of which was a rather broad feasibility phase that could be brought back to the Joint Research 
Committee, BIFAD and A.I.D. for consideration as to whether to proceedonto the more detailed second 
phase. 

For the second CRSP, research on sorghums and millet, closely related cereals which are very 
important in developing countries, the University of Missouri was selected as the planning entity. 

In the early CRSPs, care was taken to select as a planning entity an institution competent in 
the subject matter but which accepted that it would not be a participant in  the CRSP itself.' This was 
done for the obvious purpose of eliminating institutional bias in the planning recommendations. The 
planning entity made recommendations pertaining to a potential CRSP in the subject matter of its 
assignment. These recommendations first dealt with design of the profiran -- what should be its 
components; which sub-subjects shol~ld be worked on? For example, in the project on sheep and goats 
the planning entity recommended co~~ponents of work on breeding for higher production, disease 



resistance, disease control, nutrition and adaptability to local circumstances, ete. For each of these 
components, the planning e9tity recommended the U.S. institutions best suited, by interest and 
capability, ta undertake specific assignments, and mnde airnilar recommendations with respect to 
potential participants from the developing countries and international research centers. It made 
recommendations as to the relative costs of the different components, the overall budget, time 
schedule, the inter-relationships anonr  these components, and the direction and g~owth  pattern that 
each of the components might b expected to undertake. These recommcr.dations by these planning 
entities, which were funded at about $100,000 for each CRSP planning study, were then evalmted by 
the JRC and its recommendp,tions passed on  ta the BIFAD which, in turn, recommended it to .%.I. D. for 
implementation. The planning entity recommendations, as mdified by JRC, established in detail the 
pattern for the beginning phase of the CRSP and in broader terms for the duration of the program. 

Among the recmnmendations made by the planning entity which were scrutinized very sttangly 
by JRC and BIFAD was the recommendation of a "management entity" k-- manage each CRSP. That 
management entity was to be selected by A.I.D. on the advice from the Joint Xesearch Committee and 
BIFAD. As it was necessary that this management entity be acceptable to the participating U.S. and 
developing country institutions, each was consulted substantially by the planning entity and by 
A.I.D. before ultimately selected. 

The collaborative research programs were seen entirely as an organized research undertaking; 
the role of the individual collaborating institution was determined by the requirements of the program 
and not by its own individual special interests and experiences with A.I.D.. Universities could be 
dropped from participation on the basis of paor performance, or if other research had solved the 
problems for which its service0 had been needed or, conversely, if research did not seem to be making 
progress on these problems, In short, it was the requirements of the program and not any entitlement 
by the participant institutions which determined their participation and the size of their budgets. To 
handle these management requirements, it was necessary that for each CRSP the management entity 
selected be strong and well supported by other components of the total CRSP management structure. 

Because of the individual participating university's inhrest in the fianciai management, it 
was obvious that the management entity should have high standing among all the participating 
institutions. It was also d e a r  that some form of group participation in management decisions by the 
participating universities would be required. Thia participation would necessarily >a advisory, 
though signxeant, as the management entity would, in the end, be held responsibte by A.I.D.. This 
required sensitive and sophisticated management structure. The early ad hw research planning 
group established a basic management framework which, with minor modification but with very 
careful examination by the JRC and BIFAD, waa instituted from the beginning of the CRSP program. 
(Titles varied from program to program but the basic structure wasl the same.) 

A t  the h p  of the management structure was A.I.D. which had a project officer responsiMe to 
A.I.D. for the entire project. This ofiicer was in the Bureau of Science and Technology in each case. 
Next s t d  the management entity which received all the funds, disbursed the funds to participating 
institutions and was responsible to A.1.D far the project. Advisory to the management entity was a 
bard of directors. The board of directors wna comprised essentially of one person per institution, 
usuatly a person responsible for his institution's agricultural research program. These were normally 
the directors of the agricultural experiment stations of the American Land Grant Universities. It was 
necessary that this level of administration at the universities be represented because, as will be 



recalled, the university had to make substantial commikment of budget resources, as we11 as 
personnel. Thus it was necessary that the directors of research b involved in the processes of decision- 
making which would involve commitment of substantial resources for which they were responsible. 
These directors, in the main, became very enthusiastic about these programs and were themselves 
sources of strength to the program. 

At the next Ievel stood a technical committee, again comprised of one representative from each 
instituGon, usually the CRSP project director at the university, or persona with simiIar technical 
responsibilities from the international research centers that were collaborating in the CRSP. 
Participation in these committees by the developing country's prsonnel was seen from the beginning 
as very desirable; but it was recognized that flexibility had to be allowed as to how they were fitted in 
because of problems of travel and related isnues. This technical committee, as its name would imply, 
waa responsible for formulating the details of the CRSP research program and determining the day- 
by-day or month-by-month performance of the diarerent research compona~.lts as related to the CRSP's 
technical requirements. As in the case of the board of directors, this committee served as advisory to 
the management entity. 

The third ndvisory structure was the external evaluation committee. It was diflicult to achieve 
total consensus about the necessity for such an external evaluation committee. However, the early ad 
hoc committee and later the JRC very wisely believed that it was necessary to get a committee of - 
experts in the subject field from institutions not involved in the CRSP. This was necessary in order to 
achieve objectivity and external leverage on issues which would differentially affect the participating 
institutions. It was recognized from the first that some institutions' participation might, for one 
reason or mother, need to be terminated or reduced. It was absolutely essential that the management 
structure have objective external advice that could lead to such termination or reduction of the roles of 
individual collaborating institutions, in order to husband resources for other activities more badly 
needed for the CRSP. Every eval~ation of the CRSP effort that haa taken place since its initiation has 
concluded strongly that its success ohen depends very much on maintaining an effective and energetic 
external evaluation pmeae. and ! b t  a atanding committee of thia sort is much better than ad hoc 
evaluations which are ohsr.r, and p r o ~ r l g ;  heavily discounted because of lack of continuity and 
familiarity with the subject matter. 

This managerial structure seems w: first glance to be cumbersome. Certainly the roles of each 
element in the structure differ somewhat from case to case and through time as the individual CRSP 
programs unfold. 

For example, the individual CRSP program manager, empl~yed by the managemeci entity, 
plays an especially key role. The role of each CRSP'e advisory board and technical committee (but not 
of the external evaluation committee) differs from program to program, in part reflecting the difierent 
characteristics and style of the program manager. Nevertheless, and in spite of modilications and 
adaptations, the basic management structure adopkd for the CRSP program appears to serve well the 
requirements for effective management and especially for maintaining eubstsntial and enthusiastic 
participation by the collabrating institutions. It ha: wed hard decisions resulting in institutions 
dropping out and roles being substantially modifred. It hae reformulated the programs to reflect 
breakthroughs in knowIedge and to exploit unforeseen technical findings, or to expand the effort in 
areas which proved more diflicult than anticipated at the early planning stage. Research by its nature 
is experimental; the point in time at which 0 program is initiated is the point of maximum ignorance 



abut the project or the problem. It is essential that the program be continuously reformulated in light 
of findings and ex,prience. This requires a good deal of forward planning and the capacity (ill replan in 
a rolling fashion ns the execution of the program provides new data and new information relevant to 
the program needs. 

The management entity sub-grants funds to the participating institutions commensurate with 
the agreed upon plans and roles of those institutions. Collaborating developing country institutions 
can be provided funds directly from the management entity or from the management entity through a 
collaborating U.S. institution that may be working st the site of the participating developing country 
institution. The same is true for International ,IgrieulturaI Research Centers. Under the rules also, 
the participating U.S, universities a t q  must contribute at least 25% of the total U.S. cost of the 
CRSP. Those funds normally come to the CRSP from the directors of the state experiment stations. 
Furthermore, developing countries, partieukrly A.I.D. missions, may contribute to the program, 
usually through grants to the collaborating L N  institution. 

This management structure is complex and seen by some as unduly cumbersome. Unfor- 
tunately this became a matter of more than casual concern in the early stages of the CRSP as A.1.D 
Administrator McPherson was greatly concerned that the programs be kept os simple as possible. 
This applied in two dimensions: he wanted to keep the number of collaborating U.S. institutions down 
to as few as feasible, and he was concerned over the number of advisory emmittees and the fear that 
the programs might get entangled in the crosscurrents of conflicting advice. His personal view was 
obviously extremely crucial to the succesa of the program. Experience, one would coneIude, suggests 
he ms probably wrong in applying it as strenuously sa he did. If the programs are to be successful, 
they simply must embrace all the elements strategic to their success. Because of the specialization 
among U.S. universities this required obtaining resources from aeveral institutions. These special 
competencies might be, and in aome instances were, hired off the campws of those institutions. But 
this would not bring forth the commitment of univerdty reaaurces or intellectual energy that resdied 
from embracing those universities instiktionq in h e  CRSP rather than as hiring agents. This 
question will probably never be answered completeIy. But, unless a board or some structure is  
involved to enIiat enthusiasm of the top university research administrators, university suppart for the 
CRSP ia likely to wane. If this happens, the entire part of the CRSP is laat. SimiIarly, unless there is 
an interacting mechanism to bring the technical insighta of the various individual project or sub- 
project directors to bear on the total CRSP, it ia likely to become fragmented. So a technical advisory 
committee is needed. Unless there is an objective external evaluation group, technically competent 
but having no vested interest, the CRSP is likely to become self aerving and stagnating in its ideas; so 
an external advisory committee is needed. And unlesa i t  has a management entity totally responsible 
to A.I.D., it is unmanageable from the A.I,D. standpoint. Therefore, the future would be welt served if 
A.I.D. maintain8 approximately the management structure and the overall concept of the CRSPs as 
they were designed, modifying them incrementally from experience but keeping alwaya in mind the 
large issues to which they were originally addressed. 

CRSP Programs Undertaken 

The Joint Remarch Committee (JRC), after much discussion, consideration of presentations by 
the many advocates for individual programs and' seemingly endless voting, came up with some 
nineteen "priority" problem sreaa for possible CRSP programs. Of these, nix were elevated to the top 



of the priority ltst. JRC recommended that their feasibility for CRSP implementation be explored by 
means of a grant ta a "planning entity." These six -- in the order of their ultimate implementation 
and, to a degree, JRC priority - were the following: 

1. Small Ruminants (Sheep and Coats) 

2. Sorghum and Millet 

3. Tropical Soils Management 

4. Food Legumes (Beans and Cowpeas) 

5. Human Nutrition (Effects of Marginal Malnutrition) 

6. Fisheriee and Arjuaculkure -- t o  be subdivided into three major subject areas: 

a) Pond Dynamics 
b) Stack Assessment 
c Storage 

BIFAD recommended to A.I.D. that analytical proceases be undertaken by the planning 
entities, which had been identified by the JRC. These planning entities would first undertake 
preliminary feasibility assessmente and, if in the sequence of JRC/BIFADIA.I.D. view these findings 
were aufficientty positive, they would praceed to plan the individual CRSP program through in 
suff~cient detail for implementation. The recommendations'by the planning entity were to include, for 
each CRSP, the management entity that A.I.D. should fund to carry out the CRSP program. 
Implementstion of these six CRSP reaearch endeavors constitutes the A.I.D. CRSP program to date. 
Brief description of factors leading to the selection of each of these illuminates the underlying A.I.D. 

' univerai ty consensus on objectives for the CRSP. 

A.I.D., by preference and by Congressional mandate, placed high priority on program8 focused 
especially on assisting the very poor within the less developed countiies. b t h  the executive and the 
Iegielative branches of the U.S. government recognized that all societies, rich and poor, are 
characterized by wide variations in individuaI income distribution. The Foreign Assistance Act of 
1975 had made much of the need for A.I.D. ta focus on helping the very p o r  people in the LDCa. 

Although totally accepted by A.I.D. in  principle, translating thia policy into operational 
programs resulted in many anomalies and wide divergences of view. There were even those who 
believed that productivity-increasing projecta allnoat automatically worsened income distribution and 
they therefore favored A.1.D. projects directed apecficalIy at income redistribution, even at the coat of 
economic growth. Fortunably, however, both those from A,LD. and from the university side of the 
Title XI1 structure disagreed with this view. They a t d  together in supporting ways of improving the 
lot of the LDC poor by simultanmualy enhancing ecr~nomic development and growth, and redirecting 
that growth in ways which would contribute specifr~~ally toward improving the levels of living of the 
poor mqjority. 

Therefore, in eelecting CRSP topics, much weight was given to the improvement of agricultural 
production and use of crops or animals consumed andlor produced largely by the lower income 
segment8 of LDC societies. This theme can be seen in the selection of all six of the problem areas 
selected for CRSPs. Other criteria were the relative general importance, relative U.S. comparative 
advantage in the subject, likelihood of success in producing positive improvements in a reasonable 



period of time, interest and capability of U.S. universities to participate, and interest of LDC 
inatitutions in participating in ressarch in the subject area. 

SmalI Ruminants: Sheep and Goats 

Large land areas of the leas developed countries of the world are suitable only for grazing. 
UsualIy these are areas of sparse rainfall, rough and infertile terrain -- and of very poor people. Many 
residents of theee areas derive their livelihoods from cattle. But, especially among the very poor, 
many more rely upon sheep or goats -- the so-called "small" ruminants. Surprisingly little effective, 
modern research of the type that radically improves their productivity under LDC conditions was 
being done with these animals. Here existed a great opportunity to improve the lives of some of the 
very poorest people in the LDCs through increasing economic productivity of sheep and goats so that 
the pwr people who raised them would have more to sell and the poor consumers of these animal 
prducts could buy them more cheaply. Such research would be useful, too, in the parts of the United 
States where production of these two species of animals is important. 

Opportunities were great in the LDCs. These animals, in the main, were badly nourished, 
suffered from numerous diseases and pests, and were of poor genetic capability to produce meat, milk, 
or wool efficientry. The greatest need was tO collate the fragmected knowledge, experience, and 
scientific research, through which these problems were being dealt with in different places in tho 
underdeveloped areas. This was needed as a basis for developing and testing generalizable solutions, 
through application in LDC conditions, obiheir own LDC knowledge in combination with tha most 
advanced scientific knowledge being developed on related (but not identical) problems in the TJnited 
States, Australia, and other advanced countries. For example, "face scald," from the blazing sunlight 
characteristic of many tropical, arid areas, takes a heavy toll of sheep in the LDCs. Many breeds of 
sheep have n heavy protective w w l  covering to protect the face; but this causes its own problems 
under such hot conditions. But, it was held, there are genetic strains of sheep in certain amafi North 
African areas that had evolved genetic resistance to thie problem. Another problem is the poor 
reproduction rates characteristic of aheep generally. This resulte in too small a ratio of offspring to 
parents, and hence wastes too much grazing resource8 on breeding-flock maintenanc;, relative to the 
consumable annual lamb crop. However, it was alleged that in certain local LDC breeds and strains, 
twin birth was the rule rather than the occasional oddity. As another example, the ea-called- 
"Mandya" sheep breed of South India ie amazingly able to thrive on very poor grazing conditions (and 
provides an excellent quality of meat). But its leg ie so light (as some wag from the U.S. said, "from the 
rear the sheep'e lege look Iike parentheses"), and its other flesh covering so thin, that the meat 
productivity ia very low. Many breeds of Europe and the new world have excellent fleshing traits, but 
thew breeds'auccumb tepidly to the rigors oflife in most LDCs. 

The many breeds and strains of sheep interbreed freely. Therefore an im~g ina t ive ,  
international breeding effort should be able to locate the best combinations of genetic traits and 
combine them into desirable adaptations of local breeds -- in short, genetically to "program" breeds to 
meet Individual, specific, local conditions. This would be done primarily by adding desirable genetic 
traits -- such as resistance to sun scald, better reproduction ratios, more eficient body conformations -- 
to breeds, such as the Mandya breed of South India, already well adapted to local areas. Well 



nourished aheep breed in their first year, so genetic improvement can come much more rapidly and 
economi.cally than with cattle. 

Similarly, feed production and supplementation practices vary from place to place -- as do 
disease ~lnd pest control techniques. Well designed, cross-nationai research was needed to gather 
these bits and pieces of technical knowledge into organized systems so that modern science could be 
brought effectively to bear on solving key production, nutritional and disease problems of sheep 
througho13.t the world. Sheep production thus increased would contribute importantly to the economic 
development of several less developed countries, to the incomes or" some of the poorest farmers and to 
the nutrition of some of the poorest people in the world. The research would also contribute greatly to 
the U.S. sheep industry and to all who depend upon it. 

The same general approach was needed for goats. 

In the early planning process, implemented by the Research Triangle under A.I.D. funding, 
expertise with both U.S. and LDC experience was assembled to put these general concepts into 
detailed plana. The Collabrative Research Support Program, with the University of California at 
D a d  as management entity, was implemented by an A.I.D. grant in 5eptember of 1978. 

Sorghum and Millet 
Fill our hands with wives. Fill our hands with children. Fill our hands 
with millet. Fill our hands with sorghum. 

-From an ancient Mali prayer-dance song. 

Wheat and rice are the two largest food grain staples in the developing world -- and in the world 
at large. The International AgricuItural Research Center for Corn and Wheat (CIMMYT), located in 
Mexico, working with a network of developed and less developed country research institutes had - 
become the fountainhead of scientifrc advances which had led to enormous production increases in 
much of the wheat growing areas of the Iesa developed world. (CIMMYT had also made great contri- 
butions to LDC corn productkn -- although for a host-of technic 1 reaaons, not with the explosive 
worldwide impact achieved with wheat.) Similarly, the International Rice Research Institute (IRRI), 
located in the Philippines, had provided much of the scientifrc base for the impressive rice production 
increases in the less developed cocr?kries. It is probably not too much to say that much of Asia w ~ . d  be 
in acuto famine now had this, or some other institutional mechanism for a massive research attack on 
LDC wheat and rice production problems, not been initiated.' 

But wheat, rice or corn are not the staple food crops of many of the LDCs' w r e s t  people. 
Sorghums and millets are more common to the arid, rough, poor soil areas of much of Asia and Africa. 
Them loosely related types of grains are, ordinarily, grown where rainfall is too sparse for wheat 
production. Irrigated land, on which moet of the LDCs' rice crop is produced, is almost never used for 
sorghum or millet, These are the grain crops of last resort -- and the staff of life to millions of some of 
the mast underfed and malnourished peoples in the world. Over the years, per acre yields of sorghum 
and millet have hen,  irr most EDCs, abominably low. It was not uncommon to find yields so low that 
one-third of total proriuction was used for seed for the succeeding year. Localized total crop failures 
were frequent in years when the always-light rainfall skipped over the area entirely. One 
International Agricultural Ressarch Center -- "ICRISAT," Iocated in India -- was giving a large 



fraction of its attention ta these crops. It was making some real progress but provided only a glimmer 
of distant promise against such an enormous problem. 

Furthermore, major negative circumstances compelled modest expecka t ions. The wheat and 
rice examples had been exciting. But with both of these crops, the great breakthroughs had come from 
improvement in the crops' ability to ucs heavy inputs of fertilizer. Furthermore, virtually all of the 
increased rice production -- and much of it for wheat -- had been on irrigated lands. The varieties of 
whoat and rice commonly used before that time had "lodged" (fallen over and rotted on the land) when 
fertilized heavily enough to get high yields. This was, of course, destructive under all conditions and 
ruinous under heavy irrigation. A mejor breakthrough requirement with both crops was to eliminate 
this problem. This was accomplished in both cases, essentially by finding genetic lines with short, stiff 
straws. 

Thia characteristic was buirt into the wheat and rice strains developed by these centers, 
providing the starting point for developing higher yielding, disease resistant, better adapted varieties 
for LDC use. Adaptations of these genetic lines were developed by local institutions and introduced, 
with startling success, into Iocal farming areaa. Corollary farming practices for improved prduction 
were researched out, both at the international research centers and locally. With these new varieties 
and improved farming practices, heavy fertilization, made economically feasible by the favorable price 
ratios between fertilizer and grain, achieved large and rapid increases in yields, especially, but not 
entirely, on irrigated lands. The rush to the "green revolution" was on. One of the most rapid, large- 
scale E d  production increases in the world's history was under way. 

But, for the aost  part, ,ire such explosive breakthrough could be expected for the millet and 
sorghum producers and consumers. In general, on the sorghum and millet lands, water was the mqjor 
limiting factor. No simple, single limiting factor -- such as Idging -- could be removed with such 
dramatic  result^.^ What was needed was a combination of scientifre advances which would make these 
crops radically more productive on the poor, marginal Ianda where they were grown. These crops had 
little role to play in the better lands more suited to the other great fwd crops. And, anyway, it was on 
these p r ,  dry lands where most of the poorest people lived and where famine stalked. Thus, with its 
priorities favoring emphasis on the poorest people, A.I.D.'s attention was drawn to the needs of the 
sorghum and millet producers and consumers. 

To supplement, complement and work with ICRISAT (the International Crops Research 
Institute for the Semi-Arid Tropics, located near Hyderabad India), a CRSP on sorghum and millet 
was recommended by the Title XI1 Joint Research Committee. 

For years A.I.D. had been suppozting, under ita central reeearch program, research projects on 
sorghum -- notably at the Universities of Nebraska, Kansas State, and Purdue. Nebraska and Kansas 
State were charged primarily to work on improving yields; Purdue was charged with trying to improve 
the nutritional value (especially the protein quantity and quality) of the grain. All had some 
significant successes. All worked informatly with each other and with ICRISAT. But the effort was 
far too modest -- and was too Ioosely tied together -- to have the needed major impact. Especially, ties 
with local LDC institutions were fragmentary and weak. 



The new CRSP was b weave all these A.LD. funded efForts into a coherent program, augmented 
sufIiciently to do for sorghum and miIlet what the international agricultural research centers, and 
their field networks, had done and were doing for wheat, rice, and corn. 

BIFAD and A.I.D. accepted the JRC recommendation and chose the University of Missouri as 
the planning entity to bring the program design to the point where i t  could be recommended for 
implementation. Implementation of the program was initiated by a grant to the management entity, 
the University of Nebraska, in 1979. Later, a change of propam managers was made and the 
management entity responsibility was shifted to Purdue University. On its success wilI depend the 
lives of millions of the recurring famine victims in Africa' and the livelihood of countless others in 
Africa and Asia. And through its success may the prayers of the Dogon of Mali, and millions of other, 
similarly hungry people of the developing countries, be answered. 

Food Legumes: Beans and Cowpeas 
" F d  Legumes: The meat and milk of the very poor." 

Focus on the very poor in the LDCa led the Joint Research Committee, almost inevitably, to 
special concern with the food legumes. 

Generally, poorer segments of LDC populations derive most of their sustenance from plant 
rather than animal products. Even under optimum conditions, very large energy losses are sustained 
when animals transform animal feed into human food. Beef anirnaIs, sheep and swine normally' 
require in the range of eight to ten calories of grain and other feed stuffs to produce one calorie of 
human fwd in the form of meat. Dairy cattle do a little better - perhaps in the range of six to eight 
feed calories per calorie of milk. Broiler chickens are, under optimum conditions, capable of processing 
calories at something like a two and one-half to one ratio. And, under optimum pond-fed conditions, 
fish (such as catfish and carp) can better that somewhat. However, as the efficiency ratio goes up, the 
quality of feed stuffs required tends to go up also -- to become more competitive with human food. 
Meat goats, under LDC conditions, get a large fraction of their feed from browsing on brush and small 
trees -- usually on land not suitable for crops. Sheep, like cattle, are grazere (grass eaters) but tend in 
LDCs to be found in arid areas where crop yields would be low at best and, as with goats, oRen on land 
toa rough or rocky for auccesaful crop production. Beef animals often graze lands marginal to food crop 
production. Dairy cows tend to compete directly with food crops on the better, rain-fed I'ands. BroiIer 
chickens, and pond produced fish, when produced under the high conversion ratios listed, require diets 
of high food values and therefore compete quite directly with humans for food stuffs. (However, 
application of science to new "pond dynamics" in aquaculture is, in essence, shifting the energy source 
for fish food production directly to the sun; see below.) 

In short, processing feed stuffs through animals as a source of human food is, in its nature, 
costly and results in higher per calorie cost of human food. And using land for livestock production 
which could produce human food stuffs reduces total food available for human consumption, 
Therefore, most of the poorest people cannot afford animal products. They get most of their food 
directly in the form of plant products. 

This undoubtedly hns some nutritional advantages, as in minimizing consumptirlln of saturated 
fats. But this is advantageous largely only to the overfed, richer societies or sections within societies. 



Among the poorer people lack of animal foods has, in practice, some serious negative nutritional impli- 
cations, especially in creating protein deficiencies -- deficiencies in quantities, and more especially in 
the quality (amino acid balances) of prot~iim in LDC diets. The consequences are most serious among 
growing children. 

Most cereal grains fall somewhat short of meeting dietary protein requirements of adults and 
radically short of meeting the protein requirements of sowing children. Especially, they are short in 
one of the essential amino acids, lysine, necessary ta child growth. Pobtoes, a primary energy source 
throughout much of the higher altitudes of Latin America (where they originated, the term "Irish 
potatoee," wed to distinguish them from "sweet potatoes," being a miaIeading misnomer) are bettzr. 
Cassava: a principal energy source of many of the very poorest people in Africa and some parts of 
South India and Latin America, is much poorer, supplyingonly negligible amounts of protein. 

A.I.D. had invested substantially in plant breeding research designed to improve the protein 
values (quantitatively and qualitatively) of cereal graina -- wheat, corn, sorghums, millet. Although 
this is an ideal way to improve nutritional values of these foods, often almost the sole cabrie source 
among the poorer LDC people, succeaa in this effort hns been modeet as a whole. This leaves one mqjor 
stratsgem -- improving a11 aspects of prduction, through to consumption, of the protein-rich fowl 
legumes. 

"Food legumes" is a term applied to that very large group of food crops which serve as hosts to 
bacteria (rhizobial, which live parasitically on plant roots, ordinarily in colonies encased in "nodules," 
These bacteria are able to take nitrogen, abundant in the air, and place it ("frx" it) in the host plant or. 
eventually in the soil in such a form that the host plant or subsequent crop utilizes the nitrogen for its 
own growth. (Because of the mutual advantage of this nitrogen fixing arrangement to both the host 

.. plant and the bacteria, it is known as "symbiosis.") Ae nitrogen is a key component of all protein, 
seeds from these leguminous plants are reIatively rich in protein (as ate the leaves, which may be used 
therefore as protein rich anim&l feed). Thus in many LDCe fwd Iegumes -- many genera and species of 
beans, peas, lentils, peanuts -- are the principal protein concentrate foods: "the meat and milk of the 
poor people's diets.' 

The Joint Research Committee, early in its deliberations, concluded that a high priority need 
existed for a CRSP in the food legumes. ICRISAT in India was devoting considerable attention to some 
food legume crope, and substantial amounb of reaearch were being carried out on selected legumes in 
various LDC institutiom. But thr3se effort9 were piece-meal; a systematic, collaborative effort was 
needed to collate thia work into an organized, cohesive attack --as protein deficiency, especially among 
growing chi lhn,  was clearly one of the great nutritional and health problems among the v r  of 
many LDCs. 

Relatively little progrese warr being made in LDC food legume production. In fact, there seemed 
h~ be considerable evidence that the great progress in wheet and rice producing technologies was 
causing many farmers in mver~l developing countries to shift their land and other resources into 
wheet and rice production at the expense of food legumes, so that total food legume production was 
going down. 



The JRC, however, was confronted with serious questions as to how to attack the problem: 
especially, whether to attempt basic research on issues in common for all food legumes, or to 
concentrate on a broader range of constraints on production of a few important food legume crops. 

It decided on the latter. It applauded strongly A.I.D.'s other r -;;rearch work on legumes, 
including its concurrent effort to improve the general efficiency of the rhizobiannegume nitrogen- 
fixing relationships. The, project, it felt, would provide findings and Ieads useful to the CRSP and 
other research work on specific LDC-grown food legumes. 

With the decision to concentrate the CRSP on a few specific crops, the questions remained: 
Which crops? And how, and where, to conduct the research? 

The JRC decided, first, not to include either peanuts or soy beans in the general CRSP. 
Although both peanut meal and soy meal were potentially important sources of protein for human 
consumption, both crops were produced in LDCs primarily as sources of vegetable oil. A separate 
CRSP was recommended for peanuts. And augmentation of ri.1.D.'~ several years' old soy bean 

research program with the University of Illinois was also recommentled. It was decided that the "food 
legumes" CRSP should concentrate on two crops: ordinary beans, the staple food legume of Latin 
America; and, "cow peas," a favorite fwd legume in much of Asia and Africa. These were two distinct 
genera, different crops with different problems needing research, but having, also, much in common. 

A gratuitous advantage of all legumes, including f d  legumes, was that they fixed atmospheric 
nitrogen in the soil for crop growth, thus reducing the need for nitrogen fertilizer, usually the most 
deficient and the most costly of the three major soil fertility supplements required by LDC agriculture. 

The JRC recommended that 8 planning grant be made to  Michigan State University to deveIop 
a CRSP project on "beans and cowpeas." This resulted in preparation of a research matrix identifying 
the many "knowns" and the greater number still of "unknowns" in this broad area, with a design for 
an organized research attack. This recommendation was accepted by BIFAD and by A.I.D.. In 
September 1980, a grant was made k~ Michigan State University to serve as management entity of the 
Food Legumes (Beans and Cowpeas) Collaborative Research Support Program? 

Inasmuch as the protein defsciency problem is much more serious among children than adults, 
food preparation, distribution and consumption practices within the family are often as important as 
food production practices in use of foad legumes for achieving improved child nutrition. The JRC felt 
that the program should, therefore, 'have a major cultural anthropology component. This attitude was 
reinforced by the fact that food legume production in LDCs is often closely tied to table vegetable 
production, largely done by women. As the program unfolded, this feature became increasingly 
emphasized - to the point where a cultural anthropologist became the program manager, although the 
bulk of the total program activity remained focused Iargely on technical problems of production and 
storage. 

The Effects of Marginal Human Nutrition 

Human nutrition was apeeifieally included within the provision of Title XII. The Joint 
Research Committee (JRC) was keenly interested in including a CRSP in this subject area if a very 
important problem area could be identified which was suited to this approach. Such a problem came 



immediately to JRC attention. This was the need to have, for LDC policy making purposes, much 
better information, tested on a broad basis for general LDC applicability, on the general effects on 
LDC people of sustained marginal malnutrition. 

Considerable information was available to LDC policy makers on the effects of acute 
nutritional deficiencies: vitamin A deficiencies, iron deficiencies, calcium deficiencies, and protein 
deficiencies (in quantity and quality) had received much research attention. This research had 
pointed quite clearly to the health and productivity deficiency implications which provided valuable 
tmls for LDC policy makers and to the U.S. specialists who advised them. 

But nutritionists had, at that time, developed a serious concern over' the broader malnutrition 
problem: the health and productivity implications of the fact that millions of LDC persons chronically 
have too little to eat, or suffer severe undernutrition for long period8 during the long droughts, or other 
natural cahstrophes, which frequently affect large areas of the earth. 

Undernutrition, when it is aufIiciently acute a3 during the recent, terrible African famines, or 
the Asian famines three decades earlier, are very conspicuous and their policy implications fairly 
straightforward. But nutritionists felt, quite generally, that "marginal" malnutrition (short of 
starvation, but short, also, of adequate food intake) was pervasive in LDCs, and had serious 
consequences for the health, longevity, and prductivity of their people. Such consequences, although 
very costly in both human and development terms, were inconspicuous and therefore escaped policy 
makers' attention. However, the research basis w m  inadequate even to establish, much less to 
measure, this fact. Unmeasured and unquantified, these consequences of chronic, marginal 
malnutrition were not easily caught up in the cost-benefit type analysis so demanded by national 
budget makers and program planners. 

Because the problem was important, required a broad-scale, rnultinatianaI attack, and 
required, also, a high level of scientific and analytic competence input from several U.S. and LDC 
research institutions, it was repre~ented as a high-priority subject area for a CRSP. 

It, however, presented a special kind of institutional problem. Aa with many nutritional 
problems, the subject embraced f d ,  agricultural, health and medical dimensions. U.S. talents for the 
work resided in b t h  agricultural and medical college8 but potential US. university budgetary 
support seemed unlikely because of the less clear relevance to U.S. applicability. However, the U.S. 
nutritional scientific community was extremeIy interested and supportive of the study. 
Unfortunately, even today many American people, especially children, are margina l ly  
undernourished, for either economic or eocial reasons. For them, as for LDC people, better knowledge 
of the consequences of this chronic undernourishment is needed as a baais for national and Iwal policy 
and programs. 

Because their funding structure differed from the state agricultural colleges, the participating 
medical schmla, it wag feared, could not contribute sufficiently ta meet the CRSP requirement. 
However, the CRSP guidelines provided that all participating universities could, in effect, pool their 
contributions to meet the minimum 25% of total costs. In fact, the guidelines provided for a waiver of 
this entire shared-contribution provision "in exceptional cases." As it turned out, the 25% minimum 
contribution has been met for this CRSP by the collective contributions of participating U.S. 
universities. 



m By ita nature, the problem required data-gathering on quantities and types of food intake and, 
a for the same persons, on several measures of the effects of the various levels of nutrition. After some 

exploration, it waa agreed that the work wouId be done in three LDCs: Egypt, Kenya and Mexico. All 
data were to be fitted into a uniform analytical model to permit cross country comparisons and 
development of generalizable conclusions. 

Original planning was done under a grant to the University of California at Berkeley. This 
same university was subsequently selected and funded as the management entity. Other U.S. 
universities pmticipating in a major way were Purdue University, the University of Arizona, the 
University of Connecticut, and the University of California, Los Angeles. 

The Peanut Program 
1 asked, 'Dear Mr. Creator, please tell me what the Universe was 

made for?' 

The Great Creator answered. 'You want to know too much for that 
little mind of yours. Ask something more your size.' 

So then 1 asked, 'Please, Creator, will you tell me why the peanut 
was made?' 

That's better, but even then it's infmite. What do you want to 
know abrlu t the peanut?' 

'Mr. Creator, can I make milk out of the peanut?' 

What kind of milk do you want? Good Jersey milk or just plain 
boarding-house milk?' 

'W Jersey milk.' 

And then the Great Creator taught me how to take the peanut 
apart and put it together again. 

--George Washington Carver, circa 1916.7 

The great, gentle biochemist, Dr. George Washington Carver of Tuakegee Institute (now 
Tuskegee University), did indeed succeed in making ''good Jersey milk" from the peanut. He 
succeeded, also, in making some 350 products, of varying degrees of usefulness, from the fats and oils, 
the gums and resins, the carbohydrates and proteins and other organic compounds in the peanut. He 
also assembled some 150 kitchen recipes for household use of peanuts as f d .  And, he pubIished a 
long list of the special values of peanuts as a farm crop, including the usefulness of both the peanuts 
and vines as animal feed and the values of the peanut crop as a leguminous nitrogen-fixer for 
"enriching the soi1." 

By the time the Joint Research Committee (JRC) was establishing priorities to recommend to 
A.I.D. on topics for CRSP research, peanuts had long since become as ubiquitous in geographic 
distribution a6 in their multitudinous uses. Originating in South America, the crop had migrated 
(probably largely by way of North America) to countries throughout Asia, Africa, Central America 
a i d  the Caribbean, as well as throughout its native South America. 



India and China dominated the world in total area planted in peanuts, followed by Sudar 
Senegal and the United States. Total world area planted in peanuts in 1979 was estimated by the U.5 
Department of Agriculture at about 18.5 million hectnres (45.7 million acres), of which Indi, 
accounted for about 7.3 million and China about 2.5 million hectares. In total tonnage harvested 
however, India and China ranked first and second, but both Sudan and Senegal ranked behind t ! ~  
United Sbtes. This, of course, reflected differences in yield levels -- in which the U.S. far outstrippes 
all other countries. 

Peanut Production, World and Key Countries, 1979 

Area Production Yield 
(Hectares) (Metric Tonal (MT.lHectare1 
(000) (0001 

World Total: 18,659 18,437 .99 

Key Countries: 
India 7276 
China 2525 
Sudan 980 
Senegal 975 
USA 617 

These gross variations in yields -- with the LDCs averaging about one-third that of the Unite4 
States -- coupled with the lack of major, organized world research attention to peanuts as grown unde 
LDC conditions, was one of the m Jot reasone for the JRC recommending a CRSP on peanuts. Ther 
were others! The situations confronting LDC peanut production, and especially the transference a 
U.S. keehnology to it, were very complex. So, it was recognized, must be the research attack by whicl 
these gaps could be bridged. 

For one thing, the crop is, in general, put to different types of uses in the LDCB then in tb 
United States. Here it is produced primarily for direct consumption 8s a "confectionoo - i.e., as sheller 
or whole peanuts, as peanut butter (which alone accounts far 60% o f d l  U.S. peanut consumption) or i~ 
candies, sweet rolls and the like. In moat LDCs peanuts are grown primarily as a source of vegetabt 
oil. In India, for example, only 5% of the peanuts (in 1979) were exported; the remaining 95% werl 
conaumed within the country. Of thie, only 1.5% were conaumed as nuts or in other 'oconfectional 
forms; the rest w a  used aa vegetable oil. This pattern exists quite broadly throughout the les 
developed countriee. 

In spite of the large quantity, and relatively high basic nutritive quality, of the protein ricl 
peanut meat or peanut cake left as a by-product of oil extraction, relatively little use has notmall: 
been made of it in LDCs as a human food (or even, in some places, as animal feed). It often ends ul 
only as an organic fertilizer. 

This appears a hideously wasteful use of this product in light of the extreme protein deficiencie 
in the diets of many children in those same localities. 

I t  may, however, represent the accumulated if unarticulated wisdom coming from generation 
of experience with the product, Peanuts have a strong propensity to play host to activity of the fun@ 
which produce what is known as micotoxins; of thise, the Wotonins" are especially dangerous, no 



only for their toxicity to humans but, as has been established, because they serve as carcinogens. This 
problem exists in LDCs with other food grains also, especially when stored under too humid 
conditions, but is especially prevalent in peanuts, presumably due in part to their high oil content and 
other characteristics affecting thoir receptability to the fungus infection. This unmeasured but, no 
doubt, signXcant cause of cancer among, especial1 y, rural populations of the peanut-growing less 
developed countries has obviously put a damper on their enthusiasm for peanut meal, or for that 
matter for peanuts themselves as a food source - whatever their nutritive values. 

Also, because the plant is a legume it is an important supplier of nitrogen for its own growth, 
minimizing fertilization costs; but onIy if, through well organized research, good combinations of 
peanut varities and nitrogen-fixing rhizobia bacteria can be developed. This requires organized 
research under LDC conditions, involving several different sites, and countries, 

Finally, there were several U.B. universities which had undertaken a considerable domestic 
research program because of the impartance of the crop to their own states. These universities were 
desirous of financially supporting the formation of research linkups with LDC institutions and 
scientists because of the opportunities such linkages presented for more powerful attacks on problems 
facing the peanut crop and industry j.n the United States. Of these, Georgia was clearly a leader, 
reflecting the importance of peanuts in the stste's agriculture. 

With rich insights inta the need for a peanut CRSP, and the many problems over the entire 
range from production, through prclcessing, to consumption which needed attention, the JRC 
recommended that a planning contract be signed with the University of Georgia. This resulted in a 
report, on November 17,1981, which was formally submitted in revised form in March 1982. 

Following quite closely the recoinmendations of this report, A.I.D. entered into a contract with 
the University of Georgia as management entity of the CRSP in July 1982, The research was to be 
carried out by four U.S. universities: Alabama A&M, Texas A&M, North Carolina State and, as 
indicated, the University of Georgia as management entity. The m~lnagement entity was supported in 
its role by a board of directors, a technical committee, and an external evaluation panel. This latter 
has, over the years, been constituted of eminent experts from institutions not directIy participating in 
the CRSP and has included representation from non-U.S. institutions. All three of these bodies have 
served extremely well to strengthen the performance of the CRSP. 

The CRSP goaI has, from the beginning, been a guided effort focused on a mobilization of world 
research resources to: 

1. Develop and expand the re!search base and technological capability in both the U.S. and 
host countries for peanut mearch and development. 

2. Organize the resources of lboth developing country and U.S. research institutions into a 
long term collaborative research program to relieve constraints to peanut production and 
utilization. 

The CRSP is carrying out the bulk of its work in three major world areas, as fo1lows: 

Semi-arid tro~ical Africa - - Senegal, Burkina Faso, Niger, Nigeria, Sudan. 

South East Asia - - The Philippines, Thailand. 



Caribbean - - Trinidad, Jnmaica, Belize, Antigua, St. Vincents, St. Kitts. 

Several additional arrangements for collaboration with other countries, including several in 
Europe, and especially ICRISAT, the International Agricultural Research center located in Central 
India, broaden the structure of inputs and co~laboration of peanut researchers worldwide. 

The CRSP has at this writing undergone five major evaluations by L%e external evaluation 
panel. In general tho findings have been very favorable. The CRSP has, from the beginning, been woll 
conceptualized, well managed, well led technically and is producing results at an acceptable rate. 
Especially, it has kept its focus steadfastly. Limitations of funding have, of course, prevented 
following up many enticing lead8 on a wide array of subjects; but, by virtue of the management and 
evaluation system, the basic problems are kept firmly in their proper priority setting. This 
formulation of its goals led to identification and adoption of more specifre objectir. +s which were held in 
common for all activities, relating largely ta means and substance of collaboration among EDC and 
U. S. wientists and institutions. It Ied, also, to identifcation of a list of priority assigned "constraints" 
all along the path through all phases of production, storing, processing and ultimate utilization and 
consumption -- for all meor uses and by-products of the peanuts. 

Research was then organized by teams of U.S. and LDC experts, selected for their' specxc 
competence and interest with respect to the "constraint" to which they were assigned. Work was done 
at whatever combination of U.S., LDC or international research institution provided the optimum, 
feasible opportunities for the research in question. Feedback to the U.S. peanut industry should be a 
substantia1, secondary benefit -- especially important in view of tl- increasing U.S. interest in the 
special health values of the mono-unsaturated oils (peanut and olivel. 

Tho most troubling concern is the lack of a k f €  stability in some of tlte cooperating LDC 
institutions. As LDC scientists become well known through their scienmc work they are frequently 
drawn off into, doubtless better paying but lese important, jobs in government or prir~te employment. 
This suboptimum use of this scarce and extremely valuable resource is a problem throughout the 
development prwess. Perhaps an examination by these countries of the Indian experience, where it 
has been reasonably well managed, would be useful. In fact, there appeara to be considerable 
variation among countries cooperating in the CRSP itself. T h i ~  should be examined within the CRSP 
and efforts made to reduce it for future yeara. In any event, it is a problem which benefits by 
recognition of its cost to development and by careful preplanning to minimize its prevalence. This 
problem can, in varying degrees, be conquered through time. It is a concomitant of deveIopmont and, 
in fact, the CRSP offers an excellent mechanism for conquering it. 

Especially needed is an expansion of the opportunity for participant training as part of the 
CRSP -- which is, of course, possible onIy if, and to the extent that, this extremely worthwhile program 
itself is sustained and expanded. 

Reviews made by external evaluators are very complimentary to the CRSP. Their reviews have 
lead to several recommendations which, after careful examination, have been accepted by the CRSP 
managers. These should improve project performance, Some have been technical in arigin; most deal 
with how best to allocate sharply limited resources among an array of worthy alternative uses. 

The cluster of activities concerned with increasing crop productivity -- through identification, 
selection and testing of several improved breeding lines (cultivars) of peanuts, and similar activities to 



improve nitrogen-fixing performance throt~gh selection of better rhizobia lines and matching them 
with improved peanut cultivars - is on brget and proceeding well in several countries of differing 
ecological types. 

Sharp focus is maintained on the microtoxins, especially aflatoxin, problem, focusing large:;t on 
prevention of contamination, One mqjor project headed by Texas A&M University concentrates on 
this issue, but it is an importnnt secondary objective of several. Since the problem is importantly a 
function of weather conditions, the CRSP is wisely examining it in several ecological settings, ranging 
from arid to highly humid conditions. 

The question of degree of emphasis on basic as distinct from applied dimensions of many of the 
problems under investigation is u topic of some difference of view between the project scientists and 
the evaluators. The evaluation group tends to recommend relatively more emphasis at the application 
end, and less basic science emphasis, than do the various CRSP scientific teams. Probably the sharp 
intellectual joining of these issues now taking place is of more positive significance than is the actual 
final outcome of the decisions in the matter, as it forces an integration -- rather than separation -- of 
the basic and applied dimensions of the investigations. 

Certainly, the basic research should not be unduly restricted, nor should it be carried on out of 
context with adaptation to applied use. Containing the basic research within a program framework 
which continuously subjects i t  to experiential, as well as experimental, testing is the sure means of 
providing it with t bg rea t e s t  ultimate discipline and also of assuring the relevance snd usefulness of 
its results. This is the ultimate purpose and advantage of the CRSP type research approach. 

Also, there is some uncertainty - given present and foreseeable shorta3e of funds -- as to how 
far the CRSP should pursue the processing, storage, merketing and consumption dimensions of its 
overall pIan and purpose. As indicated, progress on the production side seems more rapid and more 
assured than on these topics. On the other hand, the CRSP will fall sadly short of its potential should 
the problems lying between the production and the ultimate human consumption or use of the peanuts 
be overlooked. Certainly the progrnm must, if at all possible, continue to include those aspects of the 
entire LDC peanut industry bearing strategically upon the usability and safety of its products and 
principal by-products. 

The peanut wiIl probably never reach the exalted state predicted for it by Henry Ford -- who 
foresaw the entire automobile eventually coming from "chemurgy," most of it from the peanut. But it 
can be an increasingly important, safe part of the diet of many LDCs, greatly helping to offset protein 
deficiencies in their diets. AIso, i t  may help reduce foreign exchange deficiencies of some LDCs, 
resulting from consumer disafiection, for health reasons, among western importing countries for the , 

"tropical vegetable oils" -- palm oil and coconut oil. Peanut oil shares with olive oil the value of being a 
"mono-unsaturated" fat - believed now to help support levels of the valued "high-density lipids" 
needed in coounction with use of wlvunsaturated fats to ofiset hiah levels of "low density lipids," 
(cholesterols). 

This CRSP, as are the others, is representative of the enormous benefits that accrue from the 
right kinds of U.S. investments in development assistance. Its results of economic benefits to both 
LDCs and the U.S. peanut industries have begun to flow in and will grow greatly if the CRSP can be 
sustained at an  adequate level;. I t  represents the best kind of the research and development approach 



to foreign aid, one that ties U.S. and leas developed country prof~seionals together in a free, open an 
cooperative effort eafectivcfy committed to the worldwide betterment of the human condition. 

Management of LDC Tropical Suils (TropSoils) 

The review of the TropSoils CRSP has been revealing, reaesuring and 
gratifying. The unheralded, enormoub potential contributions of the 
particigatin universities and their host country collaborators came to t! the fore wit startling impact. Results to date indicate that CRSP- 
produced knowled e and technologies, current and prospective, qffer 
the tential for c Bh anging the course of development in the high- 
r d 1 1  tropics, im roving the odds in the semi-arid tropics, and 
urducinn inestima f le conservation and environmental benefits. The 
&orm&ce of thf CRSP is a reassuring, gratifying conf iat ion of 
the CRSP concept. 

Thus is summarized the findings of the team requested to make a total review of th 
management, outputs and ptentials of this CRSP, some seven years after its initiation. Though th 
words are those of thi report's authors, the consensus it expresses is that of a very much larger groy 
of soila specialists and other agricultural experts who participated in one way or another in tha 
review. 

"Under everything in life are the soils," is an oftratated thesis by soils scientists. It is more 
however, than a statement of a spatid relationship. It is a statement of the dependency of huma~ 
existence upon the productivity and, increasingly, upon the management of the soils which producl 
the fd for man and animal alike. 

The countries which A.I.D. haa aaaisted have all, tn some degree, studied their soils problems 
made soils SUrVefl, classifications and map8 of mils, based largely upon their gmological derivations 
studied response8 to fertilizers of various soils ao classified and mapped; studied the chemica 
propertiea and the changea responsive to variouli treatments and mistreatment of their mils; testel 
soil samples to diagnoae and prescribe, for farmers, the fertilization tnalmsnta needed; studied tB 
erosion of their soils by water and wind, i t s  effects and how ta deter it. Before this CRSP progran 
began, A.I.D. had, itself, invested appreciably in soil research in the LDCs, both within individua 
countries and on a cross-country basis, in an attempt to get information which was generalizable ant 
therefore usable under an array of differing circumstances. 

For therein lay the principal: problems. Soils, and the proper prescriptions for their effectivl 
management, vary greatly from place to place--not only from one country to another, but from a hillto] 
or hiilside to the valley at  its foot. The problem facing any advisory prwesa on soils management i! 
that of obtaining sound cc~nclusions, both precise enough and yet generalizable enough to be useful foi 
broad advisory use--and for the development of sound national policies and institutional resources tt 
maintain, or expand, tho productivity oft  he countries' soils. There alm lies a deeper problem: Unles! 
properly managed, once opened to agricultural use, most soils deteriorate, sometimes almos' 
irreversibly except at enormous coats. And this deterioration is augmented by the combinations o 



hent and water in the hot humid climates, or of heat and wind in tI,re semi-arid lands - - in short, in the 
tropics, where are to be found most of the LDCs' Iess developed cour, tries. 

Most serious of all: as populations increase, the pressure far space upon which to produce food 
causes expansion onto the ever-more fragile Iands, the forests, the mountains and steep hillsides, the 
arid semi-deserts. For example, "it is estimated that worldwide at least seven million hectares (17.3 
million acres) of tropical forests are cleared ann~al ly ."~ Some of this ia done for the value of the forest 
products, but most of it is done primarily to make room for food crop production. Demands for food 
cause increased domestic animal grazing in the forests, killing off young trees and driving out wildlife. 
And it causes ever heavier grazing of the semi-arid grass lands, leaving less and less plant foliage, 
exposing plant roots, and leaving the soils to the predations of wind erosion. Concern for increasing 
and maintaining the productivity of the better and the poorer soils alike, so that growing populations 
may be adequately fed without destroying the very base of their future existence, portending 
ecological degradation, was one of the factors which caused BIFAD's Joint Research Committee (JRC) 
to recommend a CRSP on soil management. The need was clear and the potentialities were 

impressive. A concept of what needed ta be done emerged. We shall allow the then Chairman of the 
JRC to recall this in his own words.'O 

In 1977, when the collabrative Research Support Program was 
being created by USAID and BIFAD (JRC), there was an intensive 
effort to prioritize amon many a icultural research op rtunities. 
At that time many indivi 3 uals, bot y , within the Agency an c? within the 
university community, pointed out that deforestation and soil eroaion 
were becoming a serious problem in many developing communities. 
Soniething had to be done to show U.S. concern regarding thls 
problem, which in more recent times has been designated as 
agricultural sustainability.' 

It was agreed the focus of the CRSP should be on soil management 
in s cXc ecosystems, such as tropica! rain forfst, savanna and steep 
lan tr s. Given the population pressures in countries such as Haiti, Peru, 
India and Nigeria it seemed prudent to accept the fact that these 
fragile lands will be utilized for food and fiber reduction, if only for R sustainability of the family. We were confident t at several of our U.S. 
universities such as Cornell, North Carolina State, Wisconsin and 
Florida had sufficient experience working on soil problems in these 
ecosystems that demonstrated their ability and interest in developing 
effective soil management stratemes for the future. 
It was also stated that research on such soil roblams in the developing 
countries would be of benefit in the U.S. Farmin systems that are k compatible with long-term sustainability of the soi resource and with 
adequate economic return to the farmer have not been easy to develop 
anywhere. 

North Carolina State University was selected-and agreed upon by all participating U.S. 
universities--to serve as management entity for the soils management CRSP. Upon recommendation 
by BIFAD, A.I.D. signed the contract with North Carolina State on September 25,1981. 

The other U.S. universities to participate in the CRSP, under sub-grants from North Carolina 
State, were selected. Visitations abroad, consu~tation with A.I.D. missions and host governments, and 
consideration of technical, ecological, and historical factors resulted in a match-up of U.S. universities 
with host country research organizations in the three ecological zones chosen for study: the humid 
tropics, the semi-arid tropics and the acid savannas. Planned research for the steep lands was not 
originated for lack of funds but these lands remain an ecological type commanding concern, as they are 



often relativeIy fertile, highly used and prone to both gully and sheet erosion by water. A U.S. 
research team is located in each cooperating country, working with local scientists as counterparts. 

The match-up of U.S. universities with ecological zones, host countries and local institutions-- - 
I and current arrangements with some A.I.D. missions--are described briefly in the Review Report,ll 

AgroecologicaI Zone Cooperating Nation U.S. University 

Humid Tropics Peru 
Indonesia 

North Carolina State University 
University of Hawaii 

Semiarid Tropics :if;r Texas A&M University 
& Texas AgricuItural 
Experiment Station 

Acid Savannas Brazil Cornell University 

Memorandums of Understanding (MOWS) and colIaborative research activities are in operation 
between the CRSP and the following institutions and nations: 

Peru - - Instituto Nacional de Inveatigacion Agraria Agroinduatfral (INIJA) 

Brazit - - Empresa Brasileira de Pesquiaa Agropecuaria (EMBRAPA) 

Niger - - Institut National de Recherches Agronomiques du Niger (INRAM) 

Mali - - Institut de Economie RuraIe (IER) 

Indonesia - - Center for SoiIs Research (CSRI 

Memorandums of Underetanding are in force and up to data in each of the countries. The soils 
management CRSP is a component of U.S.A.I.D. country mission research programs; thus, there is 
generally timely review and ugdating of MOUs. Under the MOUs, U.S. university and host country 
personnel are working together at all locations and worksites. Research operations are being carried 
out in a truly collaborative mode as envisioned and intended. Annual work plans are developed 
jointly. Such plans serve as blueprints tor collaborative activities and the bases for preparation of 
annual budgets.la 

As the CRSP is rapidly acquiring new technical knowledge and managerial hsighte on proper 
management of tropical soils in the selected eooIogica1 zones, the management of the ovorall process of 
testing its results, and of other forms of participation by other countries in their zones but not now 
participating, presses hard on the CRSP management, These L E e ,  and U.S. A.I.D. missions in them, 
are indicating interest in getting involved in the CRSP. They nebd its results to use in their 
immediate development programs. At long last, reversal of the process of ecological destruction is 
coming within reach, if sufficient resources can be mobilized for the effort. These resources can come 
from many sources and can be applied through many channels. Everything that contributes 
significantly to efficiency of food production on tropical lands contributSs to making ecological 
restoration possible. But a key and essential component i~ the proper management of the soils to 
increase their yearly productivity while maintaining their potential for production in future years. 



For this, maintnining and expanding the soils management CRSP is vital. The margins are narrow, 
the risks are high and the time is short. 

Again, the review team states the matter well. After listing several examples of requests by 
countries "to help accelerate the adoption of CRSP-generated technolo~es," and recommending some 
important management adjustments within the CRSP, the team report comments as follows: 

After seven years, the CRSP appears to be weH-positioned and poised to 
contribute importantly in helplng to achieve sustainable, reductive, 
economic hod and pasture systems for the tropics . . . . $he CRSP, 
through its participating universities and host country colIaborators io 
now positioned, poised and read to heIp ste -up the pace  of 
development in the tropics. Current f y constrained lack of ade uate 

P F f 1 resources for ex aneion of pro arns, serious consi eration shou d be 
given to seeking unda from the onpess and other sources to support a 
much broader pro ram to addreas t h e  massive needs of the f environment, natura resources and sustainable agriculture. Means are 
needed to create greater, more intense efforts at prime sites and to 
initiate activities at connected, secondar sites, ao as to accelerate the d generation and spread of knowledge an technologies. The mat@ is 
urgent. For many clients and situations, tomorrow may be too late. 

Well stated. And true. With CRSPs such as these, and with the International Agricultural 
Research Centers pouring their outputs of generalizable scientific knowledge into the LDC 
agricultural universities and other educational research capabilities built and being built around the 
world through the cooperation of U.S. universities, A.I.D. can in a marvelously expanding way achieve 
the elimination of hunger, expand the basis for industrial growth and save the ecologies of the less 
developed countries of the world. It  takes bbth imagination and perseverance. But how much better 
than a contest of arms--an every-present danger when hope disappears- where there are no winners, 
a.nd Iosers lose so very much indeed. 

Helping poor countries to sohe tk6eir most serious problems is so much more successful than 
efforts to try to force them to accept those problems, or believe they don't, exist. And it is so much less 
expensive. l' 

Fisheries and Aquaculture 

Give a man a fish and he eats well that night. Teach him how to E F ~  
and he eats well forever.I5 

During its evolt:.tion into Title XI1 of the Foreign Assistance Act, the Findley Bill was amended 
by Congress specificaily to include fisheries and aquaculture within i.ts terins d reference, and to 
make the so-called "Sea Grant" Colleges and universities "eligible" k) participate in its programs. 
Although these provisions did not specify any particular action, they did clearly indicate 
Congressional intent that aquatic animals should not be overlooked as a component of &I. D.'s attack 
on, "famine prevention and freedom from hunger." 

This injunction, corresponded with Administrator Daniel Parlcer's interest - especially in 
aquaculture. He often commented reflectively on the significance of the fact that whereas the 
domestication of land plants and animals had begun in the ancient ages of pre-history and marked the 



earliest beyinnings of civilization, the domestication for humall uses of aquatic animals and the 
aquatic plants upon which they feed is in its infancy. Even more importantly, as he saw it, on a 
worldwide basis modern scientific approaches, which have so revolutionized agricultural production, 
have been applied to production of aquatic plants and animals only in a minor way and, with a few 
exceptions, only very recently - - this in spite of the rather apeetacular achievements where scientific 
approaches have been so applied. 

This, he further believed, reflects a general attitude that fish are a "free good" -- like water and 
air -- produced freely by nature to be harvested at will. These interests of the Administrator had been 
communicated to the Joint Reaezrch Committee (JRC) and to its precursor joint work group which had 
designed the outIines of the Collaborative Research Support Program. 

Aware as it was of the Congressional and A.I.D. executive level interest, the Joint Research 
Committee was aware of an even more important fact as it went about setting its CRSP priorities. 
Fish and other aquatic animals are an extremely important part of the world's fd supply as a whole, 
and specifically of the LDCs - - far more important than is probably generally appreciated by most 
Americans. Annuai world tannage of fish catch (including aquacultural production) exceeds world 
production of beef and pouItry co3Sined. In the less developed countries, 5sh provide from one-third 
to one-half of their total animal protein con~umption.'~ An important additional factor was the 
concern of A.1.D. and Congress wi th  protein deficiencies in many LDCo, especislly as it affected 
physical and mental development of children. Another wae the awakening U.S. public awareness of 
the dietary values of fish, coupled with increasing concern over possibilities that given current fish 
capture rates, natural fish harvesting might we11 be approaching non-sustainable levels. 

The Joirit Research Committee quickly concluded that a CRSP was desirable in the fisheries- 
aquaculture subject field. With A.I.D.'s help, several meetinga and one major conference established 
the fact that the other criteria were also met for initiating a CRSP: feasibility, adequate U.S. 
university interest and capability, and signif~cant feedback potential to the United States. 

The question was: On whet issues within the very broad fields of fisheries and aquaculture 
should the CRSPs focus? Should they concentrate exclusively on ocean fisheries or on aquaculture? 
The U.S. Sea Grant Univsrdtiee worked on both. And both have great potential significance to the 
less deveIoped countries: as a source of improved nutrition and as a source of foreign exchange for 
national development. 

A.I.D. had involved itself early - in the 1950s -- with helping LDCs do a better job of fish 
capture, primarily from the adjacent ocean shelves. This work had focused largely on improved 
fishing methods, and on boats, tackle, and other equipment. These efforts had met with very limited 
success. 

But in more recent years A.I.D.'s attention had shifted tbward aquaculture, i.e., the cultivation 
of fish in man-made ponds and other structures. The reasons were straightforward. 

First, it appeared from literature and experience that the available supplies of "wild" fish, 
especially of the more desired species, were about fully exploited; helping one country do a better (i.e., 
larger) job offish catching would merely reduce fish supplies for other countries (including our own). 

Second, many of the LDC areas where increased supplies of fish are most needed for nutritional 
purposes are too far removed from coastal areas to benefit much from increased sea and ocean fishing, 



The extremely poor people, who are the targets of A.I. D. programs, cannot afford the transportation, 
refrigeration or processing costs necessary to bring ocdan fish to them (in edible condition)if they live 
several hundred miles from seacoasts. In c;asequence, fish consumption in LDCs is largely 
concentrated rather close ta seacoasts and other large Wies of water, leaving inland areas very 
deficient in this excellent source of protein and minerals. Therefore, aquaculture, including fish 
production management not only in man-made ponds but also in natural inIand lakes and streams, 
was, and should be, of more direct concern to A.I.D. 

On the other hand, ocean and especially coastal fishing is the dominant source of total fish 
supplies in the less developed countries (and in the world as a whole). Modest percentaae gains in total 
ocean fish catch would have greater impact on total fish consumption than would even a very large 
percentane gain in a11 forms of pond aquaculture and inland waters fish production. 

This led to the sensible conclusion that, rather than choosing between aquaculture 2nd 
fisheries, the CRSP might best target on the one or two topics within each field, selected to be st,rategic 
to the general field, which lent itself espeeiaIly well to the CRSP mode of attack. This resulted in 
identification of two CRSPs, one in fisheries, one in aquaculture, each of which fwuses on systems 
analyses to improve upon research methodologies in general use. Although extremely limited for 
funds, h t h  of these CRSPs have made excellent progress during their first three years. For fisheries, 
the topic selected was "Fisheries Stock Assessment," for aquaculture the ,htopic was "Pond Dynamics." 

1. Fisheries Stock Assessment 

In spite of its title, thia CRSP "is not itself engaged in stock assessment, rather it is engaged in 
developing new methodologies for stock assessment."" 

Best estimates are that potential world fish catch from conventional methods and sources are in 
the magnitude of 100-million metric tons per year. However, this potentia! can be achieved only if 
each species, in each locality, is hawestcd in proper quantities and at the proper time. Under- 
harvesting of certain species or of certain areas," and over-harvesting of others, each has the effect of 
reducing total pr~duction.'~ At present, world fmh catch approximates 75-million metric tons, and 
most experts believe that this harvesting rate is above sustainable levels unless it can be better 
balanced among the different species, localities and times of harvest. Even at these high rates, certain 
species are underharvested to optimize total productivity. 

To achieve a better balance of hurvesting to supply it is necessary to have more accurate, 
eficient and more readily aggregatable assessments of fish stock availabilities -- so that future 
harvesting plans of LDCs and more developed countries alike can rationalize their harvesting plans to 
the realities of fish stock availabilities. 

Much has been done by many countries and with rnhy species to assess fish stoek availabilities. 
What is needed, and what this CRSP intends ta do is to assess the different methodologies, and to 
evolve through interaction among experts at several Ioiations readily adaptable and generalizable 
analytic models, both to render the analyses by individual countries more accurate and useful for their 

.:,I 

own application and to provide for better coordination of data and, hence, planning amongcountries. 

The University of Maryland-College Park is the ChSP management entity. The University of 
Washington, the University of Rhode Island, the University of Costa Rica and the University of the 



Philippines are the other principal participating institutione. Altogether, R total of 60 scientists and a 
dozen research institutions in five co~intries are engaged in the project. 

The essentialities of fish management in open waters are those of managing fish stwk.s tu 
achieve maximum total production, a4usted for consumer preferences among different species. Old 
methodologies of stock management, and of stock assessment, as key to that management, are 
inadequate. 'The application of standard approaches to fisheries management has not materially 
extended stock assessment knowledge in recent years and new methods .... are needed."** The CRSP 
appears to be moving well toward genuine improvements in these stack assessment, and hence, stock 
management methods. It ia essential that thisr progress be maintained. Fish provide from one-third ta 
one-half of total LDC animal protein consumption. Most of this is from relatively small scale, family- 
based fishing operations. 

This project is aimed at combined use of highly sophisticated analytic method8 with the 
production of  information in foms that will result in very useable, practical h a n d h k s  and other 
documents that can be readily used by policy makers and fisheries managera everywhere. 

The output of the collaborating scientists thus far has been very high and of excellent quality. 
Best of all, results are being synthesized, as they arrive, into generahable forms. The onIy 
shortcomings have been as a result of the slow reduction of funda available to the program. I t  is 
devoutly to be hoped that perhaps in part through more contributions by A.I.D. field mission program 
- and perhaps from other donor entities including the LDCs themselves -- this CRSP and the 
associated activities it has motivated may be more adequately funded. It is extremely important, 
however, that its original sharp focus on objective not be sacrificed b accommodate desires of possible 
additional funding sources. 

Improved technology of fisheries management would appear to be on the threshold of 
breakthroughs of enormous economic siflicance ( as ie certainly true of aquaculturel. It is clearIy an 

'area hiatorically neglected by all development agencies, including A.I.D. ~ht inuation and slow 
expanaion of this CRSP may well do for this subject what the international research centers and 
concomitant efforts by a Iarge group of LDC universities and governmental agencies have done for 
wheat and rice production - without which severe hunger and the frustration and desperation it 
creates would have become the central ingredient in present U.S. relationships with many developing 
countries. 

2. Aquaculture: Pond Dynamics 

Extremely high production rates per acre, and per pound of feed, have been cbtained in many 
places by growing fish in manmade ponds. In fact, yields per acre, and conversion rates of feed into 
fish flesh, have been spectr~cular. Especially noteworthy have been the experiences with catfish 
production by Auburn University's International ~~uacul ture  Center.ll Outstanding results have 
been achieved also with tilapia in Africa, and Asia, and for centuries with carp in China. With the 
passage of the Sea Grant legislation, several other U.S. univer~iities have undertaken major 
aquacdtural research and development work, Several developing countriei have also initiated 
significant aquacultura1 research and development effortsmaz These efforts are very much on the 
increase. 



However, aquaculture embraces a very large number of technical interrelationships which vary 
from locaiisl to location. These include variations in fish (or other aquatic animal) species, aquatic 
pIant species for fish feed, temperature, water chemistry, available fiah feedatufYs, and a host of other 
factors. Professional research work ranges from genetics and breeding of the animals, and of the 
macroscopic and microscopic plants used as feedstfls, fish physiology, plant fertilization, experiments 
with fish feeding regimens, .species mixes, anti-leeching pond-building techniques, sex and 
reproduction control of fish stock and a host of other technical considerations. 

Because of !,hew many variabies -- and the maze of interrelationships among them - -  
generalizability of research concIusions from place to place has been difTicult to achieve. Production 
systems worked out to achieve extremely good results in  one location may prove highly disappointing 
when attempted at another - - or when, for economic or other reasons, a change in one or more factors 
(such as source of feedstuffs) is introduced. As long as this obtains, the spread of modern zquacultural 
production ia inhibited by the unpredictability of results -- even when the best known and accepted 
sets of recommended practices are applied. 

The Joint Research Committee (JRC) agreed that a CRSP should be established to get at this 
problem in a basic way, by es&blishing a network of research efforta in several locations, tightly 
designed so as to provide, ultimately, the means by which aquacultural investigators or practitioners 
in any location can readiIy identify and deal with the specific causes for variations or departwres of 
their individual cases from the norms established through successfuf experience elsewhere. 

This conceptualization of approaches was designated as "pond dynamics." It was hoped that 
this title would convey the objective of achieving fundamental, systematized, generalizable 
information of all the major eIements of successful fish production in aquacultural ponds. 

After approval of the JRC recommendation by the BIFAI) and by A.I.D., the ''AquaculturePond 
Dynamics" CRSP was initiated on September 1,1982 by an A.I.D. grant to Oregon State University, 
the institution chosen by all participating U.S. universities to serve as management entity of the 
CRSP. T h e  U.S. institutions participating in the CRSP are Auburn University, the University of 
California at Davis, and the Consortium for International Fisheries and Aquaculture Development 
(CIFAD) (which) includes the University of Arkansas at Pine Bluff, the University of Hawaii, the 
University of Michigan, Michigan Stab University and Oregon Stab Univer~ity."~~ 

"From 1982 to 1987 CRSP projects involved participation of government agencies and 
educational institutions in six host countries: Honduras,Indonesia, Panama, the Philippines, Rwanda, 
and Thailand.u Funding reductions have required reducing these sites to three: Rwanda, Thailand, 
and one yet to be selected in Latin America. 

"In the course of the planning it became.apparent that there are two important aspects of 
improving the eficiency of pond culture systems.' First, there is a need to improve the technological 
reliability of pond production systems. Second, there is a need for economic optimization consistent 
with local  culture^."'^ 

These words establish that the CRSP group early seized upon preciseIy the purposes A.I.D. had 
in mind in establishing the CRSP. 

The researchers' f inding quickIy affirmed that practices which have produced high yields in 
certain Iocations, sometimes for centuries, when "applied to other ponds, . . . aren't reproducible .... that 



there are subtle differences regulating productivity from pond to pond, but the nature GI this 
regulation remains obscura." They alao early establish J that "rigorous economic analysis of pond 
aquaculture systemsH ia necessary as extremely great variation exists in the costs per pound of output 
of alternative production systems.'* 

To get at its carefully crafted objectives, the CRSP management designed two closely 
interwoven sets of research activities. The first involved development of a sinale global exwriment 
approach, to overcome data cornmunieation problems resulting from the lack of sbndardizatior. in 
experimental design, data collection and analysis. 

With the development, through group effort, of a standard research pro-01, a wide range of 
environmental and production variables were monitored and ~ecorded at seven Merent locations. 
Variables observed, frequency of observation and materials and methods were uniform for all 
locations. These observations were analyzed (again under a standardized protocol) by the research 
team at each location and then, collectively, by the CRSP -date synthesis team." (These data are filed 
in a centralized CRSP data base.) Rapidly, what had been essentially discrete observations became a 
systematic set of generalizable statistical descriptions of technical relationehips among principal 
variables involved in pond fish production. 

Simultaneously, a aecond set of activities was undertaken at the various locations listed, These 
were specific research investigations on a wide array of issues deemed to be highly important to the 
specific research sites. These ranged from experiments with prawns (shrimp) in Thailand to 
experiments with walking catfish in Indonesia; from studies of tilapia pond fertilization with manure. 
in Honduras to comparisons of effects on water quality of organic and inorganic fertilization of fish 
ponds in Panama; from a study of temperature and other limitations and requirements for tilapia 
production in Rwanda to experiments with use of bivalve8 and Esh to maintain suitable water quality 
for the production of shrimp as the primary praduct in the Philippines. 

The unique thing about these projects is that they are aH so designed, with the standardized 
dah base system as a baaing platform, that all results wil l  fit into a common system of statistical and 
scientific inferences, so thst the 'idings can be more easily generalized and applied. 

The methdological accomplishmeni in prospect for thia CRSP hae enormous implications for 
research reaching far beyond significance for aquaculture. The CRSP baa made much progress. It is 
sincerely to be hoped that in some way funds can be found to continue it at s viable level. 

Although participant training was not a direct obligation of the CRSP, by ita filh year e total of 
51 graduate student theses had been submitted by students from five of the participating countries, 
prepared while studying at one of the collaborating U.S. universities. 

In virtually aI1 of the participating cbuntries specific activities have been undertaken to 
upgrade the eficiency of their aquacu1tural enterprises, wing people who have acquired experience 
working with the CRSP. 

The flow of special publications and other dwumenta deoling with speciiic issues has been very 
large. Mom importantly, there is emerging a large body of systematized conclusions which may -- if 
A.I.D. follow-through can be adequate -- profoundly increase the quantity and both reduce the coat and 
improve the quality of fish and other aquatic animals on the world's dining table. This program has 
enormous, as yet unexpioited potential. By its design, as these results are expanded and 



systematically assembled they become more readily fed back into expanded and improved 
aquacultura1 enterprises in the less and more developed countries alike -- including specifically those 
in the United States. They may, by extrapolation, be extended from pond cultures to application 
toward increasing the fish productivity of inland streama and lakes. All  these applications are 
necessary to meet the rapidly rising consumer demands for fish and other "sea f d s . "  

By helping meet that rising demand this CRSP should not only contribute mightily to 
improving human nutrition and economic well being; it should reduce the degradation of the great 
lakes, seas, and oceans by reducing fishing preszures which, without improved aquaculture, are a 

3 certain consequence of world population expansion and income growth. 



END NOTES 

Thie principle was subsequently abandoned as it was found in experience that other 
buil t-m safeguards obviated this provision, whish had other seriouo dlsadvantages, 

The rapidity and success with which individual LDCn made use of this new scientific 
knowledge, and translated it into radical food roduction increases, depended very B heaviIy upon the extent to which the country had eveloped strong agricultural research, 
educational and public service institutions. Always, local adaptation through additional 
research, and testing on Iocal farmers' fieIda, wae necessary before tke new technologies 
muld be put to work. Thie r uired a supply of well-trained, local agricultural scientists, 
local research facilities, and % e ective instztutional ties with Iocal farmers. 

However, at leaat one major dramatic demonstration of the potentialities for millet 
roduction had already occurred in the early 1960s. At the writer's recommendation, 

lased on examination of old research on fertilization a vigorous program of fertilizing 
"ragi," a local millet had in three years tripled of this staple of the poorer 
people of Karnataka State, India. 

We have all seen, st close range on our television sets, the awful human conse uences of 

f B these semi-arid Africa famines. To the writer, they brin to memory's surface resident 
Hardin 's haunting characterizations and unanswerab e questions about the war just 
past -- 'the inexcusable causes, the incalculable costs ... the unutterable sorrows and the 
ever-im lling questions: How can humanity jwtif and God forgive? "(In his address to P" the Wor d Disarmament Conference, Washingtan, J.c., November 12,1920.) 

The name commonly used in En lish s aking Africa. In southern India it is .known as 
"tapioca," in French-speaking A? rica as - p  'maim,'' or by its genus name "manihot." 

By this time, k.1 .D.  had become persuaded that it was not necedsary to exclude "Planning 
Entities" from further participation in the CRSP it had helped to plan. 

Graham and Lipscomb, George Washingbn Carver: Scientist (New York, New York: 
Pocket Books, Inc., 19671, p. 122. 

Clarence C. Gra ,111 (Rockefeller Foundation); W.F. Johnson (A.I.D.); John L. He Iand, 
Administreive Hsnagement Collaborativ? Research Program. October 1988, 1.1. D. 
Report Avmlable from A.I.D., Bureau for Science and Teehnotogy. 

Gray et al., p. 10. 

Dr. Fred Hutehinson, then Vice President for Agriculture of the University of Maine, 
Iater Executive Director of the BIFAD Staff¶ now Vice Preaident for Agricultural 
Adminiatration, Ohio State University and Chairman of the Board of Directors of CIAT, 
the International Agricultural Research Center located near Cali, Colombia (himself a 
soils scientist), by letter to the writer, November 29,1988. 

Gray et al., pp. 8-9. 

Gray et al., p. 11. 

Gray et al., p. 39. 



We uhould, as did Abraham Lint:oln, come to "underatand" that "the function of political 
leadership fiy] a democracy is n l ~ t  to impose [our] wifl, but to help eople to decide wisely 

Alfred A. Knopfl, p. 499. 
Ri for themselves." From Benjamln B. Thomas, Abraham Lincoln ( ew York, New York: 

The interested reader is urged to examine the entire Administrative Management 
Review cited above. Three okher documents published by the Soils Mana ement 
Collaborstive Sup rt Program are worthy of note: Topsoi!~. Administrative Bewrt 
1981-1986; Topsoi l? s External E;vaIuation 1986-1987; TopsoiIs. b~ternal Proaosal and 
Promam Plan, 1987-1992 (Raleigh, North Carolina: Nbrth Carolina State University). 

Ancient Chinese proverb. It needs u Pin!/ *Learn how to produce fish, scientifically 
and efficiently, and the worId will eat etter 

See, for example, "Oceans and Coasts," World Resources. 1986 (New York, New York: 
World Resources Institute and ~nter-or Environment and 
Development, 1989). 

"Fisheries Stock Assessment," Triennial Review and Continuation Proaosal (College 
Park, Maryland: Offme of International Programs, the University of Maryland), p. 2. 

As with land animals, where over- grazing vastly reduces total production of both 
domesticated and wild animaEtr in 1,arge arecc, especially those of Asia and Africa. 

Over-harvestin$ has, of course, n~foundly reclwed total production in many areas of fish 
and other aquatic animals and tRrestcns thia food source m many areas of the world. 

"Fisheries Stack Assessment," p. 2, 

A.I.D. has used the services of the International Center to provide expert technical 
assistance advisors, to carry out rwearch, and to rovide training for participants from 
many countries. Detailed information is available f rom that Center. 

For exam ie, in 1954 the writer visited excellent pond fisheries programs in eastern 
Zaire (st t R at time the Belgian Con o) and Rwanda (administered as a League of Nations 
trusteeship by the Belgians) where k rsh farmers were obtaining excellent yields of tilapia, 
using techniques developed at the Iocal aquaculture research center. He was so 
impressed that he recommended similar undertakings by the University of A cultural 
Sciences, Karnataka State, India, which have grown into the substantia P fisheries 
propam at that Universit e fisheries center in Mangalore (not to be confused with the 
maln campus at Bangalorof 

Pond D v n a m i c d A a U  (Corvall is, 
Oregon: uregon State University), p. I. 

Pond DvnamicslA~uaculture. Fifth Annual Administrative Report. 1987, p. 1. -- 
Pond DvnamicdAr!=iaculture. Fifth Annual Administrative Remrt. 1987, p. 3. 



THE COLLABORATIVE RESEARCH SUPPORT PROGRAM APPROACH 

An Appreciation 

The Collaborative Rcsearch Support Program, working in cloae and continuous interaction wit1 
the other programs (diacuased in this book} which build and strengthen the agricultural: reaeaich an, 
educational capabilities of the less developed countriea, is the be& adaptation of President Truman' 
dream to the conditions and needs of tomorrow and beyond. 

The direct provision to LDCe of American "know how," we soon learned, was not enough. Thl 
LDC problems were not the same as ours. And when they were similar, our specific answers did not fi 
well with their specifll circumstances. 

The LDCs needed institutional and professionally skilled manpower capabilities of their own 

especially in the acienmc undeipinnings of agriculture. These capabilities, as we have seen, the U.S 
has helped many countries to build. And we have every reason to be proud of and pleased with t h i  
effort. 

But the realities of the necessary scale and coats of scientific enterprise brought recognition, il 
its turn, d the unpleasant limitations of any country-by-country, go-it-alone approach toward this ent 
as applied ta the smaller, poorer countries -- and even, in fulI truth, to the larger and richer. 

Somewhat tardily, but thoroughly we should hope, we have learned that although each natior 
will and should be free to choose its own course of institutional development, it cannot successfully dl 

. so in the long run in isolation from the work and resources of the acientista, and the peoples, of it! 
neighbors on the pIanet. Individual less developed countriea will continue to be left out of the onwan 
march of economic progress anddevelopment unless they can find ways to "hmk in." Unless they haw 
large quantities of oil and other readily marketable resources - and even then after the supplies 01 

markets for the special resources give out -- for the leas developed countries ways must be found tt 
permit their participation in both the process and the fruits of science and technology. To be efficien. 
and effective, to avoid the wastefulness and futilities of uncoordinated repIicative and duplicative bit! 
and piecee of scientific effort, the work of scientists and researchers must, somehow, be organized. Thl 
hardened shells of internstional political and bureaucratic structures do not serve well as instrument! 
of such organizations. Rather, what is required are adequately financed unions of purpose anc: 
procedures of the scientists and research administrators themselves -- working together towarr 
common ends, under common discipline and utilizing mutually agreed upon procedures and protocols 
The CRSP serves well as a method. There are others. They are a11 needed. 

Whatever their dissimjlaritias all of them should be designed to simultaneously: 

1. Advance the state of the selected scientzc art; 

2. Contribute directly and continuously to the solution of a genuine, important humar 
problem through an output flow of useable (and usedl knowledge; 

3. Strengthen the institutional and trained human resource capabilities of the participatint 
countries to continue in the prmesses of self-development. 



Such self-interest dri-ren collaborative u~iona of less and more developed country scientists, 
administrators and sponsors in reseii lch missions of common purpose and common design have 
marvelous potential and, ultimately, unmeasurable powers. Their productivity of results should, 
itself, create various modes of voluntary participation by sponsoring governments and institutions 
tvhich would ultimately outline the need for special "foreign aid" type support. If, together, the richer 
and poorer countries can set their sighta high enough, and apply smcient courage and energy, such 
organized, purposeful, multi-country collaborative efforts can most certainly conquer, worldwide, the 
scourge of hunger and malnutrition and probably moat epidemic diseases. By comprehending, and 
scientifically manipulating, the most iulfmitesimal particles-- and the largest aggregations -- of mass, 
energy and life; by extending organized research and development activity to the furthest reaches of 

A scientific creativity and of disciplined human imagination and inhllect, such organized, focused 
collaborative research efforts can carry the scientific voyagers -- and mankind-- into as yet unguessed 
and uncharted frontiers of human betterment. One is tempted here by Homer's lyric phrase: "into the 
path beyond the stars!" 



SECTION V 

MORE ON TITLE XI1 



ON THE ORIGINS 

This book makes no effort to describe adequately the totality of the special Title XEI program. 
As has been described a t  length in the Chapter on the Collaborative Research Support Program 
(CRSP), A.I.D.'s original interest in Title XI1 was in obtaining dear Congressional authority for this 
new research initiative. 

Although the universities thoroughly weIcomed the new A.I.D. research initiative, their 
interests were in a much broader set of changes in A.I.D.luniversity relationships. These interests had 
evolved in part out of their earlier keen enfhusiasms for the welI-conceived but ill-fated McGovern Bill 
and similarly ill-fated International Education Act, and from their participation in numerous studies, 

I workshops and conferences outlined elsewhere in this book. A.I.D. knew this, and therefore elected to 
tap the broader resources of interest and support which the Findley Bill had engendered. A.I.D. fully 
supported the spirit and intent of the Findley Bill but had enormous dficulties with many of its 
specifics. Its largest shortcoming was that apart from the new research program it provided very little 
new authority, no additional funds, and extremely ambiguous provisions for substantial modifications 
of operational processes. It did -- in somewhat vague but clearly strong legislative language -- 
insinuate that A.I.D. should place more emphasis upon helping LDCs develop agricultural colleges 
and universities which combined teaching, research and extension functions, and that it should 
involve U.S. agricultural colleges and universities more fully in this effort. 

Politically, the McGovern Bill and the International Education Act had been fights that failed. 
Politically, the Findley BiH (and the identical Humphrey Bill which Cangressman Findley had 
induced Senator Hubert Humphrey to introduce in the Senate) had succeeded and emerged as the 
"Famine Prevention and Freedom from Hunger Amendment" -- Title XII, by number, to the Foreign 
Assistance Act of 1975. 

Undoubtedly, this success was primarily the result of the very deep commitment and energy 
applied to it by its author, then Represenkative Paul Findley, of Illinois. 

Congressman Findley was very proud of the fact that he represented in Congress the same 
district as had President EincoIn.' He knew well that President Lincoln had been the president who 
had signed the Morrill Act, establishing the American system of Land Grant Col l eges .Ve  was 
intimately and personally familiar with the achievements of that system (of collaboration between 
Land Grant Colleges, U.S. Department of Agriculture and county and state governments). in 
furthering the development of Illinois agriculture and -- from his experience as member of the 

1 committee on Agriculture of the U.S. House of Representatives -- he was well acquainted with that 
systt:m contribution to the development of U.S. agriculture as a whole. He also knew well the results 
of the University of Illinois' participation in building agricultural unibersities in India, and assistance 
to Indiana agricultural deveiopment generalIy. He had become, from several visits to less developed 
countries as a member of the US. House of Representatives' Foreign Affairs Committee, concerned 
with the slow rates of agricultural development in several of those countries. So a Lincolnesque step 
was in order. Eneaging assistance from the Office of the National Association of State Universities 
and Land Grant Colleges, he drafted the Findley Bill. He believed fervently that his bill, if enacted by 
Congress and acted upon properly by the executive branch wouId achieve very great things on behalf 
of LDC agriculture, which he rightly knew would be profoundly in the U.S. interest. Most 



importantly, he succeeded in inducing strong and broad support in the House of Representatives, 
Similarly in the Senate, through persuading Senator Humphrey to sponsor an identical he 
enlisted strong support also omung the U.S. universities, from the National Association of State 
Universities and Land Grant Colleges, from the US. Department of Agriculture through many 
contacts (notably from Dr. Don Paarlburgh and Secretary Earl Butz), and, eventually, from A.I.D. 
through numerous visits with Administrator Daniel Parker. 

The TitIe XI1 amendment was of course designed to go far beycnd contributing to research, 
which dimeasion has previously been described in detail in the preceding chapter. This report will 
only briefly describe its other areas of impact, largely because the Title XII-created Board for 
International Food and Agricultural Develapment (BIFAD), its support s h f f ,  its support committees 
and its constituent universities will no doubt continue to analyze and describe the Title XI1 program.' 
Therefore we shall here limit our comments to a few special program effclrts deriving directly from 
Title XII, and 8 few personal observations about the total accomplishments ar.4 needed new directions 
of this effort. 



END NOTES 

The writer takes no responsibilit for describing how closely the boundaries of this E dimstrict now coincide with thoae of incorn's time. 

F'resident Lincoln also signed the Act that established the. U.S. Department of 
Agriculture, and the Homestead Act which set the stagi! for developing the frontiers of 
much of the U.S. Midwest and West on a family farm, freeholder tenure basis. 

Congressional cu~torn dictates that in such cases of iidenticaI bills, the Senatorial 
sponsor's name t z  listed f irst  in  public presentations. Senator Humphrey, in 
ap reciation of Cctl~essrnan Findley's efforts, eschewed this privilege and insisted in 
reErring to it as the 'Findley - Humprey Bill." 

' For example, the Office of Science and Technology Assessment of the U.S. Congress is at 
the time of this writing carrying out a bubstantial asaess:ment of Title XII. The reader is 
encoura ed to examine the results of that analysis as t h e ~  merge. See also the A.I.D. 
Annual I eports to Congmss on Title XII, required by the lemslation. 



STRENGTHENING U.S. UNIVERSITIES: 

The Several Support Grant Programs 

The very first paragraph of Title XTI, under the listing of its descriptive Title, beings as follows: 

Sec. 296. General Provisions -- (a) The Congress declares that, in order 
to prevent famine and establish freedom from hunger, the United 
States should strengthen the capacities of the United States land- 

ant and other elipble universities in program-related agricultural 
%velopment and research ..... ete. 

Next, after a Iist offachrs which "Congress finds" call for the Title XI1 Amendment, 

(b) Accordingly, Congress declares that, in order to prevent famine and 
establish freedom from hun er, various components must be brought f together in order to increase ood productions, including 

(1 1 strengthenin the capabilities of universities to assist in k increasing agricu tural production in developing countries 

The Amendment then goes on to list four other components. 

These citations are listed only to document the clear Congressional emphasis upon this 
component of the new A.I.D./university relationship in agricultural assistance efforts. 

Strengthening Grants 

The provision above was, in fact, just an authorization without funding IeveIs or any other 
details. In fact, the argument could be made that thie "strengthening" would evolve directly out of an 
improved set of mechanisms of cwperation between A.I.D. and the universities, as much had been 
made of the debilitating impacts on universities of prevailing contract systems. 

However, BIFAD and the universities quickly, probably correctly, perceived this as a new 
program for which there wae a clear Congressional mandate. A.I.D. soon accepted the interpretation 
that i t  was clear from the record of Congressions1 hearings that A.I.D. should undertake this U.S. 
university strengthening as a formal program effort. (It should be pointed out, however, that the 
House Foreign Affeirs Committee had much mculty in accepting this provision.) 

The amendment did not specify explicitly the criteria to be applied for the selection of the 
universities to be so strengthened. It merely indicated that they must be universities declared 
(presumably by A.I.D. with BIFAD participation) to be sligibIe to participate in Title XII. 

In the earlier version of the Findley Bill the presumption appeared to be that the Title XI1 
program was directed largely at enhancing and improving the established agricultural program 
relationships between A.I.D. and the U.S. Land Grant universities, at most expanded to include a very 
few other state universities with major agricultural programs. Had this concept prevailed, the 
"strengtheningu assistance would have been for the purpose of expanding the capabilities for overseas 
work by universities actually involved in A.LD. overseas assistance programb development. However, 
the Title XI1 Amendment took a somewhat different turn. What at first seemed rather minor 



adjustments in wording came to have profound implications for the entire program, but most 
specifically for the university strengthening component. 

Spokespersons for those smaller, non-Land Grant Universities or colleges which had some 
significant domestic agricuItura1 capabiIi ties and programs, asserted the ease for including these 
colleges as eligible under Title XII. In itself, this was rather innocent of implications a9 even in the 
absence of any new legislation such institutions were clearly eligible to contract with or receive grants 
from A.I.D. (as were the Land Grant universities) and had been doing so for years to an extent 
commensurate with their resources and interests. But as eligibility to participate in Title XI1 brought 
with it eligibility to receive strengthening grants (which were funds to be spent on-campus), there was 

a rush of interest in Title XI1 by mnny institutions ( including some Land Grant Universities) which 
1 

had not heretofore been involved significantly in A.I.D. programs. 

There was a larger dimension to this issue. The presentations on behalf of expanding eligibility 
qualifications to include these non-Land Grant Universities was primarily in terms of the need for 
A.I.D. to enlarge the base of U.S. universities from which it could draw resources. This argument ran 
to the effect that A.I.D. had historically returned time after time to a rather small group of 
universities well known to A.I.D., nnd whose prior experience lent additional cogency to their 
statements of qualifications. There was, of course, some truth in this as A.I.D. in any given case 
wishes, quite properIy, to get the best service for the money; and effective previous experience in 
technical assistance for A.I.D. is both the source and the test of the university's competence to be 
effective on a subsequent project. Not surprisingly, such proven performers tend to get re-selected. 

To provide openings for new (especially smaller) schools to "break into" the system, Title XI1 
was amended in a series of stages to broaden the eligibility requirements - - which theretofore had 
included only tha '~and  Grant universities created in the first Morrill Act of 1862, to include also: 

Colleges and universities created under the second Morrill Act, of 1890 (the now 
seventeen predominantly black Land Grant colleges and universities); 

the National Sea Grant colleges and universities created under the National Sea Grant 
Act of 1966; 

and "other United States colleges and universities which 

1) have demonstrated capacity in teaching, research and extension activities in the 
agricultural sciences; and 

21 can contribute effectively to the attainment of the objectives of the Title. . ." 

This Congressional discussion and amendment process created a history of legislative intent 
quite different from that originally elucidated.   he primary purpose of the strengthening program, 
according to the Iater legislative history -- and so interpreted by A.I.D.'s General Counsel -- was to 
"expand the base" of U.S. institutional resources. Therefore, criteria which A.I.D. would originally 
have applied -- and the character of the grants themselves -- were radically shifted, A.I. D. had thought 
of strengthening grants as being used by universities primarily for  funding certain staff and 
institutional improvement arrangements which were specifically needed to assure that the university 
would be optimally effective overseas, but which were of such nature that they were not normally 
fundable by the universities from their own funds. The prime and best example would be special 



language training for faculty and other staff members who might be expected to work in an A.1.D 
contract in a non-English speaking country. Other examples would be reorientation of certair: 
technical expertise toward LDC conditions by participation in research in a tropical area. 

The new interpretation coming from this later legislation would, of course, permit 
strengthening grants for the purpose of improving a university's project performance -- but placed 
emphasis on strengthening grants primarily as instruments for helping institutions inexperienced 
with foreign technical assistance work to qualify for Title XI1 field projects. 

Perhaps even more importantly, strengthening grants became thought of throughout the 
BIFAD structure and university community as an inherent right of any university which met Title 
XI1 eligibility requirements - - rather than as something earned and justified by the institution's 
history of prior and present activities for A.I.D. 

A.I.D. and BIFAD (which at all times included one pervon s1;lected to represent the interests oi 
these smaller institutions) accepted this change in original intent -- and indeed saw some merit in it. 
As an  example: ns the program criteria evolved, an earlier specification limiting A.I. D.'s contribution 
to "not to exceed 10 %" of the university's volume of business with A.I.D. was waived for five years -- 
up toa total of $1,000,000 per year. By this means, universities declared eligible to participate in Title 
XI1 could receive strengthening grants of not to exceed $100,000 per year for five years, if their 
proposal was judged worthy, even though they had no on-going or previous programs with A.I.D. By 
the end of five years, this waiver would be dropped and A.I.D.'s strengthening grants could be no more 
than ten percent of the university's average volume of business with A.I.D, for the preceding three 
years. 

By this means, strengthening grants were indeed used to expand the base available to A.I.D. of 
university resources and interest, while still focusing on performance-improving activities for those 
universities actually engaged in A.I.D. contract projects. 

Anticipating the flood of interest by universitico with little experience and little to offer, the 
terms of st engthening grants were such as to discourage participation by universities with only a 
casual and short term interest. 

First, the university had to be declared eligible as a Title XI1 institution, by A.I.D. on BIFAD 
recommendation. This required that the university submit substantial detail on its agricultural 
capabilities, evidence of faculty and executive interest, ststements of university policies regarding 
overseas programs (including prsonnel policies to entice excellent staff) and other materials, for 
thorough review by a joint A.I.D. lsIFAD eligibility review committee. , 

Second, all A.I.D. strengthening grant funds had to be matched by at least an equal 
contribution by the university. These matching funds were totally blended into the strengthening 
program budget. A.I.D. monitoring of the proper use of the university-contributed funds was a9 
stringent as it  was for the A, f .D. grants; in fact, the two were treated identically. 

Third, the university bore all indirect - i.e., all overhead costs. This overhead cost normally is 
about fifty percent of program costs and applies to both the university and the A.I.D. contribution. 
Therefore, for this typical case annual strengthening program funding would be about as follows: 



A.I.D. grant program contribution $100,000 

University program contribution . 100,000 (minimum) 

University overhead cost contribution 100.000 

Total: $300,000 

In short, universities contributed at least twethirds nnd A.I. D., one-third of the total cost of the 
strengthening program. 

Fourth: and, most importantly, aIthough most (but by no means all) of these total expenditures 
could be on-campus rather than overseas, thev were to be totallv for the purpose of strenehenina the 
capabilities of the universities to perform effectivelv for A. I. D. in its overseas assistance efforts. 

Universities were required, each year, to submit a budgeting report of their strengthening 
activities of the preceding year together with a general budget and plan for the next five years and a 
detailed budget plan for their next year's program, the plan for the current year having been presented 
and approved in the preceding year. Thus, each year's activities and expenditures were reviewed 
against a detailed agreed upon program and budget in the context of a five-year program plan. Any 
expenditures, whether from A-LD. or university sources, found in A.I.D. review of the report to have 
been for activities not suffieicntly in support of the X.I.3. grant purposes, were disallowed, In practice, 
if there were disallowed expenditures from A.I.D. contributed funds, the next year's A.I.D. 
contributions were lessened by that amount; if the expenditures were from university sources, A.I.D.'s 
contribution the succeeding year was reduced by the amount of the shortfall thus created, from the 
required dollar for dollar match. If the university had sufficiently over-matched, as frequently 
happened, the effect of some disallowed uses of university contributions would be to that extent 
reduced or eliminated. 

In essence, the university was required to make its own decisions on day-to-day expenditures, 
within the framework of agreed upon plans. An annual report was required to demonstrate how these 
expenditures of A.I.D. and university funds had carried forward the agreed upon objectives. To the 
extent it  failed to do so, the following year's A.I.D. funding was reduced. At its best, this fixing of 
responsibility upon the university resulted in much better decisions than could possibly be made at 8 

distance by an A.I.D. project manager. However, it was obligatory upon the university tc demonstrate 
in its annual report that these were in fact god decisions, or their hadequate justification in the 
narrative report resulted in their di~a~lowance.~ 

Selection of strengthening grantees was by review of proposals. Following issuance of 
guidelines, eligible universities were invited to aubmit proposals to BIFAD for first review. Using 
sscial  committees BIFAD staff, and special consultants, in a highly organized procedure BIFAD 
reviewed, requested modXcations, and re-reviewed these proposaIs. If and when a proposal waa found 
acceptable this fact was communicated to A.I.D. by formal B1 FAD action, and the propossb were then 
turned over to A.I.D. for consideration and implementation. 

A.I.D. then scrutinized the proposals very closely, for all aspects including, specifically, 
budgeted detail for both the A.I.D. and the U.S. university's contributions. Usually, this A.I.D. 
examination resulted in modification and rewriting of the proposal, to make certain detaiIs clearer but 
not, commonly, to change major program conteqt as the prior BIFAD review process had been 



exceedingly thorough and competent on this aspect. Nevertheless, the A.I.D. staff review resulted in 
an average of more than one resubmittal per university -- and in some clrsea lengthy negotiations. 

Few grants (or contracts) made by A.1 .D. had as much scrutiny per A.I.D. dollar invested, and 
none have had anything comparable in the f ~ r m  of university contributions as did these Title XI1 
strengthening grants. 

Since its inception in 1979, 58 institutions (including 9 minority 
, universities) have participated in the program. The grants have been 

used for faculty development (389~1, administrative capacity 
development (26%). curriculum development (20461, and research base 
development (14%). Of the 58 ants, 56 have been completed. The 
remaining two will be complete& 1980.' 

Some of these grants were extended into the sixth and seventh year -- in conformance with the 
earlier suppositions that such flow of support funds would be a permanent feature of A.I.D.'s 
relationships with these universities, as had been recommended consistently by almost all special 
studies and recommendations to A.I.D. on the subject of A.I.I3./university relations. 

Probably no undertaking by A.I.D. or its predecessors has so massively impacted the basic 
character of U.S. universities as has the Title XI1 strengthening program. An analysis made by the 
writer of the impacts of the program's first three years revealed the following: 

133 new courses on LDC agricultural subjects had been developed; 

232 existing courses were subsequentially rn-ed ~pec27~:nl~ j- to address and be more 
relevant to LDC agricultural issues; 

3,580 persons enrolled per year in the above courses; 

139 U.S. graduate students were doing Title XI1 related work, 99 of whom were doing 
their work in LDCs at the time of the study; 

149 faculty had done 3,400 person-day5 of research in LDCs, and another 132 had done 
4,000 persondays' research in the United States but directed at LDC problems; 

51 workshops had been held on the role of U.S. and LDC women in LDC development, 
with a tobl attendance of 1,500 persons; 

89 new language couraes were developed, 46 in Spanish, 39 in French, 2 in Arabic, 1 in 
Portugese, 1 in Indanese; total enrollment in these courses was 1,009. All focused on 
Title XI1 related vocabulary and usages. 

Already the reorientati~n of the attitudes, policies and rograms of the 
... higher a~icuItura1 education systems in the United 1 htes promises 
to be massive and deep (and) much more relevant to problems of less 
developed countries.' , 

As US. foreign policy identifies itself more and more positively with economic and social 
development of poor countries, including some which are loosening the grip of Communist doctrinal 
domination, increasing opportunities will inevitably be created for U.S. universities to participate 
directly or indirectly t h r ~ u g h  their normal research and educational processes. Sophistication and 
experience by U.S. professors regarding the substance, technical and otherwise, of agricultural 



development in the poorer countries will be invaluable resources toward cementing of professional ties 
between them and their students from afar. Of such are the potentialities of positive attitudes and 
cooperation between nations built, ultimately, we should fervently hope, repIacing the necessity for 
sterner, confrontational means of interaction. 

As the strengthening program was phased out, another program, the Memorandum of 
Understanding with accompanying support grants, replaced it. Results of this program are difFerent, 
in some respects better, and certainly more controversial. We sha1I now turn our attention to th i s  
later experience. 

Memorandums of Understanding (MOUs) 

As the Strengthening Grant Program was coming into its fifth and sixth years, the question of 
burning anxiety to the grantee universities was: ''What comes now?" 

At the time of initiating the strengthening program, the persons most responsible for drafting 
the detaila regarding criteria, terms and conditions, review procedures, standard provisions and the 
like, had a clear view that the program would be a continuing feature of A.I.D. relationships with 
those universities with which it held technical assistance contracts in agriculture. (Therefore, they 
had tied the program, after its initial five years, to the volume of business of this type bei;lg done by 
the university for A.I.D.) However, both the A.I.D. Deputy Administrator and the BIFAD Chairman 
a t  the time chose to let the "after the first five years, what?" question hang in Iimbo as they were, no 
doubt correctly, concerned about possible negative reaction from a number of sources ta a too-specfic 
.statement of intent at this early stage. Both A.I.D. and BIFAD staffs were disappointed, but accepted 
the necessity of postponing the issue and dealing with it when the time came. Nevertheless (as was 
agreed at all levels), each grant annual renewal would be predicated upon a five-year forward plan, 
extended forward a year at  each annual renewal. This forward planning was necessary to provide 
context for annual activities and expenditures, and for the universities t o  make meaningfu1 down-year 
matching commitments. 

By the time the first year's grants were approaching their conclusion, some key personalities 
had changed. Deputy Administrator Nooter had left, and the new Administrator, M. Peter 
McPherson, who before becoming Administrator had himself been a member of BIFAD and later of the 
Joint A,I.D./BIFAD Committee on country programs, took much more personal interest in Title XI1 
than had his Carter Administration predecessors, who had essentially delegated responsibility to their 
deputies. Administrator McPherson was concerned about the questionable value of carrying on 
strengthening programs with so many colleges and universities.' Furthermore, a General Accounting 
Of'iice (GAO) review of the stren@hening program had identified the fact that the selection of 
universities for contract projects wbs totally independent from the strengthening program, and that 
this lack of linkage resulted in apparent losses in efficiency. 

In view of these considerations, Administrator McPherson chose to emphasize a new mode of 
support relationships with the Title XI1 universities rather than continuing the strengthening 
program and relying upon the built-in provisions of the funding formula and grant monitoring to 
reduce the numbers and adjust the content of the strengthening grants. 



At his request, a joint A.I.D/BIFAD committee was set up to develop a new approach. Chairman 
of the committee was Dr. Elmer Kiehl, then the Executive Director of the BIFAD stafE However, for a 
variety of reasons, his deputy, Dr. Morris Whitaker, formerly of Utah State Univergity, took over the 
basic responsibility for the assignment, and worked in a very close personal liaison with 
Administrator McPherson during this period. 

The Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) was adopted as the appropriate designation for the 
new approach -- and as the new instrument of agreement between A.I.D, and the selected 
universi ties.7 

These Memorandums of Understanding would be non-funded agreements between A.I.D, and 
selected individual universities, spelling out the general terms and conditions, specifying purposes to 
be served by the specific MOU, and specifying also, in general terms, the commitments undertaken by 
A.I,D, and by the university. Funds would be provided under an appended support grant which was in 
essence a modified version of the original strengthening grant instruments and based upon the same 
Iegida tive authority. 

Upon BIFAD acceptance of this new "MOU" mode of university support, the A.I,D. Bureau for 
Science and Technology undertook to get the new program under way. Mr. Leonard Yaeger, Deputy of 
that Bureau, chaired meetinga of the directors of the agriculture offices of the four regional bureaus 
and representatives of the BIFAD staff and A.I.D.'s General Counsel to establish agreement on which 
universities should be selected for support under the Memorandum of Understanding support grant 
format. This involved analysis within each bureau of the anticipated needs for university resources, 
and, through discussion within the group, identification of those U.S. universities thought to best 
match those needs. 

Once the selection di~cussions were completed, Mr. Yaeger entered into protracted discussions 
with the five universities selected, following which a Memorandum of Understanding and an 
accompanying Support Grant was signed with each by A.I.D. 

Although the change of the name and implementing instruments of the A.I.D. university 
support effort was in itself inconsequential, the change in the program heralded by the changeover 
was significant indeed, although, as we shall see, many of the changes have been tempered by 
subsequent events. Principal among the effects of substituting the new program were: 

1. A sharp reduction, in the first instance, of numbers of university grantees. (This was 
subsequently greatly modified as we shall see later in this chapter by initiation of a Joint 
MOU program. In any event, application of volume-of-business and other criteria built 
into the strengthening grant program would have, probably, brought the numbers of 
grantees to the present level.); 

2. Prior selection of grantee universities by A.I.D. committee based on anticipated future 
needs for the selected universities rather than on the basis of current and recent levels of 
involvement with A.I.D.; 

3. Larger grants per institution; 



4. Grenter freodom of the universities in the uses of the funds, including carrying over of 
unused funds from year to year. 

The five institutions selected for the first Memorandum of Understandingisupport Grapt 
arrangements were: 

Colorado State University 

University of Florida 

Purdue University 

Utah State University 

Washington State University 

Although selection of these universities was need-focused, each of the five universities worked 
(or were interested in working) in a variety of countries and in several technical fields. Therefore, to 
the extent that activities under their MOU program are focuscd, it tends to be more on a selected 
subject or function than on individual countries. 

A recent review of the first five years of these f ive  MOU programs8 provides excellent 
information supporting the review's conclusions that "the program is judged to be highly satisfactory," 
that its "achievements ... are numerous and notable," and that each of the five should be continued. 

Most interesting, and perhaps most significant,is the extent to which the program is financed by 
the universities. This is a result of the application of the same general matching requirements as had 
been applied to the strengthening program. It also, of courSe, reflects the universities' collective sense 
of the benefit, to their own roles as research and educational institutions, of participating in A.I.D. 
programs. This university contribution to these five MOUrSupport Grant programs may be best seen 
in the following table. 

Total Expenditures under MOU~Program Su port Grants 
for Four Years, 1983-84 Through 1988-89 Bneluaive, 

Expenditures (Thousands of Dollars) 

University 

Colorado State University 

University of Florida 

Purdue University 

A.I.D. University Total 
Funds Funds 

Utah State ~ n i i v e r s i t ~  1,018 1,538 2,556 

Washington State University - 744 gg 1,676 

Total: $4,799 $5,662 $10,461 

The universities' contribution is considerably higher than these figures indicate. As explained 
earlier, all overhead costs are borne by the university. This can only be very roughly estimated as it 



varies widely depending upon individual university budgeting practices and location of the program 
personnel. (It is normally determined by special audit for the U.S. government as a whole by the 
agency which conducts the largest amuunt of contract and grant activity with the given university,) 
These indirect, or, as often called, "overhead" costs are, however, genuine costs, and include such items 
as building space, heating, permanent equipment, pro-rata portions of executive management costs, 
etc. In this case, a conservative "rule of thumb" might be fifty percent of program costs. Therefore, the 
breakdown of total contributions for the f ive universities for the first four years might be best 
portrayed about as follows: 

A.I. D. Program Support Grants $4,397 

University Program Contributions 5,666 

University Overhead Contribution 5.083 

Total: $15,146 

Thus the A.I.D. contribution comprises about 31% of the total program costs. 

This would be an equally applicable assessment of the relative degree of university contribution 
to all strengthening efforts under Title XII.@ 

The ceiling amount for each year's A.I.D. Program Support Grant is set by a rather complex 
formula which has evolved over the years to take into account; that the purpose of these grants is to 
enhance the quality of performance by the institutions in their A.1.D.-funded agriculture projects. 
Obviously, this implies that the recipient university is doing work for A.I.D. as improved performance 
in a non-existing project would be a non-sequitur. 

Two measures of the amount of such work done for A.I.D. are used. Each has its values and each 
its limitations. They are: (1) the dollar value of A.I.D. agricultural contracts held by the university, 
and (2) the amount of university smand faculty supplied by the university. 

Each has complexities of calculation. Should one include, for example, dollars spent by the sub- 
contractors? May the university include employees recruited from another university? Does either 
doilar volume of business (or manpower provided) apply only to overseas work, or may it include also 
money apenl for (say) research work done in the United States but on problems of unique and 
important concern to developing countries? Depending upon the types of their own involvement, 
universities hnve differing points of view among themselves, as does A.I.D., on these points. 
Therefore, after much diacussion, a formula was developed which sets the limits according to a 
combination of these two factors, and which specifies inclusions and exclusions. 

In principle, the purpose is to prepare the universities' most competent faculty for optimum 
effectiveness working bverseas for A.I.D. Therefore, for setting support grant funding limits, the 
weighing should be a9 heavily as feasible upon the amount of such faculty and staff the grant- 
receiving university itself supplies for overseas agricultural work. 

However, this and other factors such as those listed may vary through time, necessitating 
aaustments as experience and shifting needs dictate. 

The review cited listed several specific recommendations for changing other aspects of the 
MOUlProgram Support for the five universities. Tts recommendation that the grants be continued for 



five more years has been implemented. Some of its other recommendations are being accompIished 
through project management and communications processes. Its principal recommendation for 
change was that tho individual grants should be reshaped to create special "centers of excellence" on 
certain aspects of agriculture. Each of the universities has been specializing somewhat, The reviewer 
favored more of this. The writer agrees in principle. However, the feasibility of this will depend upon 
the extent to which A.J.D. mission projects come to be packaged around subject matter problems. 
Universities are understandably loath to specialize their international competence in some subject 
field, only to see that outlet for those special talents fail to develop. (See the discussion in Section 11 of 
the special experience of the University of Wisconsin Land Tenure Center as a good example.) 

The principal concern is: Why this particular group of five universities? Several others have 
currently, and have had a history of, larger amounts of A.I.D. agricultural work than do any of these. 
Growth in use of these particular universities is not appreciably greater than that of several others. 

Joint Memorandums of Understanding 

Immediately after the five universities had been selected, A.1.D. had to face the question of 
where to go next. BIFAD ~tnd the remaining universities (correctly) felt that the selection of five 
favored institutions did not comply with t h ~  sense and spirit of congressional intent in Title Xll .  But 
the process just gone through was clearly not replicative for any major fraction of the remaining Title 
Xi1 uni~ersities.'~ Especially non-feasible was a set of "pledging" negotiations in which the 
universities pledged to make available upon A.I.D. request a specified number of individuals, and ' 
A.1 .D. indicated its intentions to utilize that number. A,I. D. contracting procedures would not permit 
such pre-determination of suppliers, nor could A.I.D.'s needs necessarily happen to match the pre- 
selected individuals made available by the grantees. A university strengthening (support) effort, with 
only a very few U.S. universities did not make sense in face of A.I.D.'s broad pattern of needs and uses, 
and the legal requirements of open competitive contractor selection. 

A new need was confronting A.I.D. -- that of finding the means of involving more "historically 
black colleges and universitiesw (HBCUs) in its overseas programs. Mandated by both the President 
and the Congress, and honestly desired by top A.I.D. management, this requirement posed a serious 
question: how to insert the excellent but extremely limited expertise found in these colleges into 
A.I.D.'s ongoing and prospective overseas projects? A.I.D. undertook an aggressive and, as it turned 
out, extremely effective program to get these HBCUs involved (increasing their participation some 
twelve-fold in five years). This is discussed in detail in Section VI of this report. Suffice it to say here 
t h a t  strategic to t h i s  effort was the initiation of a s e t  of wJoint  Memorandums of  
Understandin Wromam Support Grants." These were grants, similar in many respects to the other 
MOU/PSG arrangements discussed above, except that they were made as an arrangement between 
A.I.D. and a pair of universities: a histarical1y black college or university and a non-black university 
with an on-going major program of involvement with A.I.D. The Memorandum of Understanding 
would be a joint document of the two universities and A.I.D. They would be funded by a support grant 
by A.I.D. ~nade separately to each university to carry out activities outlined in the Joint MOU. In all 
cases, the MOU (and the program support budgets) would provide for some activities to be done 
individually by each university, and scme to be done jointly by the two partners. In addition, they 
provided that a specified major amount af the non-black institution's activities would be for the 

- 



specific purpose of assisting the black university to prepare tbr and get engaged in A.I.D, overseaB an 
other program activities. 

After thorough discussions with BIFAD and with A.I.D. Administrator McPherson, Dr. Nyle C 
Brady, Senior Assistant Administrator for A.I.D.'s Science and Technology Bureau, approved th 
Joint MOU program for six years ( 1986-91) on March 14,1986. 

A total of sixteen such Joint Memorandums of Understanding were made with 3 
accompanying program support grants (PSGs). Of these, twelve MOUs and 24 program support grant 
were in agriculture, and four MOUs and eight PSGs were in human health. These latter (fallin; 
entirely outside Title XI11 reflected a parallel sharp renewal of Congressional interest in healtl 
generalIy - - and "child welfare" specifically -- and in assuring that the historically black college 
participate in this as in A.I.D.'s agricultural programs." The agricultural grantee institutions wer 

selected in a thoroughgoing review procedure, involving campus visitation in which BIFAI 
participated fully. 

Thus, the Memorandum of UnderstandinglProgram Support Mechanism was expanded fron 
the original five to a total of 29 universities receiving A.I.D. support under the strengtheninl 
provisions of Title XII. 

By this time, substantiaf experience with the first five MOU arrangements" indizzt~d clearl: 
that the rather general wording of the first MOUs needed to be sharpened considerably for the net 
Joint MOUs -- with the thought that the first five would gridually be amended, in wording or practice 
to conform. For example (as stated in Dr. Brady's approval memorandum): "the formuIa fo 
determining the maximum size of the annual granta is: 

1. 2% of the institution's average dollar volume of Title XI1 business during thl 
immedtately preceding three years; plus, 

2. 915,000 per avsrage FTE (full time equivalents of persons per year) of overseas technica 
services provided by regular employees of the institution to A.1.D.-funded Title XI 
projects during the immediately preceding three years; plus, 

3. 20% of the sum of 1 and 2 up to $50,000, but not less than $30,000. 

"Each university or college can be awarded a grant of up to $350,000 per year; however, it il 
estimated that the average funding per partner institution wiII be $180,000 per year." 

These seemed to reflect the proper reconciliation of various views encountered during Ion1 
experience with the strengthening grant and MOU administration. 

Other provisions were also tightened, largely to assure that grants would reflect thl 
universities' contributions of their own personnel, and that the universities use their own funds on11 
for purposes in total consonance with the grant terms, and resbre, annually, any unspent funds (01 
unmatched funds) to the corpus of the grants. 

Added also was a provision that twenty percent of all program funds be spent supporting on 
going A.I.D. contracts. To assure that both partners would execute their support responsibilitie! 



toward strengthening the HBCU partner, it was required that at least twenty percent af its program 
support be spent for this purpoae only. 

The Joint MOUIPSG program is newer than the "Single" MOU program reviewed above. It  has 
not yet had, but deserves, a major evaluation along the lines of the other just cited. The principal 
questions needing examination (over and above those relevant to the first five) are: 

r How well is the partnership working? Is the non-black partner really helping to 
strengthen the other? Are the two institutions exchanging faculty, and students? Are 
they acting aa a unit in bidding on A.I.D, field projects? 1s the HBCU partner expanding 
its activities with A.I.D.? Is it  building, oncampus, signScant1y expanding interest and 
capacity for work on LDC problems? Have the non-black university partners educational 
programs benefited from cooperation with their HBCU partners? In short, ore the Joint 
MOUs carrying out the special purpose for which they were created, or are they becoming 
merely a means for more universities to obtain what are essentially "Single" MOUs? 

Such exposure as we have to the process would indicate, in the main, highly positive responses 
to all these questions. 

Matching Support Grant Program 

A third and final U.S. university support grant arrangement has been set up, open only to 
universities otherwise qualified for participation in a Title XI1 MOU arrangement, but for which there 
exists no HBCU partner. This is based on a "competitive" approach. A modest amount of money is set 
up for which qualified universities may submit unsolicited proposals of up to $60,000 per year for the 
duration of the project. Again, the grant must be matched, and the overhead costs borne by the 
university. These are related to specific activities the appricant proposes to undertake in direct 
support of a n  A.I. D, effort in which it is engaged. Nine such grants, for a total of $1,305,000, have been 
made since its initiation date in 1986. A committee of A.I.D. oficers, weighted heavily by those 
actually using these universities' resources, selects the most worthy. 

Experience with this program should be examined very closely by A.I.D. as it may well, in the 
long run, represent the direction that all A.1.D.tU.S. ur.ivernity support efforts should go. These 
grants relate so directly and so speciiically to the carrying out of A,I.D. field activities that they are, in 
essence, jointly funded A. I.D./university technical sssistanee, research, or training on behalf of foreign 
assistance undertakings. Universities participate out of consideration of the benefits to themselves 
achieving capability and competence through such development experiences. Perhaps the best feature 
is that they are in no way an "entitlement" of the university, but a response to unsolicited, competitive 
grant propTbsa~s selected on the basis of merit. 



END NOTES 

I t  should be kept in mind throughout this discussion of "strengthening grants" and 
related programs, that their pu 9e was not to strengthen neither agricultural nor other 
technical competencies of the %. univers~ties. In 
requisite criteria for a university's eligibility for 
constituted the justification of the Amendment 
enhance the capabilitieb of the U.S. universities 
more effectively in a host of advisory rel~tionships m 
United States. The differences included, of course, man physical ci~cumatanccs such as 
soils, climates, and water availability (althou h the ~ . g  as a whole has great variation 9 in these same factors). The differences inc uded also institutional governmental, 
Ian age, population densities, income levels. Especially, t,hey included enormous 
&nces in technology levels and requirements. "Strengtheningtp activities were 
limited to thqse which could assist U.S. universities to understand and, especially, to deal 
effectively wlth theae Merences when working in less developed countries as technical 
assistant contractors or when training less develo d countr articipants at the US. 

, To re at: the grants were not enafle ths dg university to ualify r P techmcal univeFsitr y a8 an e igible university, but to e a 2 e  it to work more effectively for A. .D. 

This was not a token mutter. FaiIure by universities ta make proper expenditures (or to 
make them within the allowed time frame) resulted, at thc end of the first ear, in a 

continued to be substantial thereafter. 
r reduction in grant outlay by A.I.D. the following year of over 30%. Disa lowances 

Review was by A.I.D. sM. Procedural provision was made for appeal to a BIFAD review 
group, for recommendation to, and reconsideration by, the Administrator. Such 
recommendation was never made by BIFAD which, in the mterest of the program, was as 
to tally committad as A.I. D. to high performance by resipient universities. 

A.I.D.,'The Title XI1 Partnership, 1985- 1988," Remrt to ~oneress'(on Title XII) (April, 
19891, p. 18. 

Data and quote from A.I.D., Remrt to the Conmess (on Title XII) (April 1, 1981), 
16. (This specs= re rt was transmittsd dwin a relatively brief when A.1.E;:; 

d Bk, organizations11 aucdinate to an empty shell *nd of entlty entitled "the United States 
International evelopment Ccmperative Agency" which is listed as the author of this 
issile of the report. 

This included, especis11 , Dr. Woods Thomas, then Executive Director of the BIFXD 

P K Su port Staff, Dr. FIetc er Riggs, the writer's then Deputy ;la Director of the Office of 
Tit e XII, and the wrihr. 

Nearly ever one in the Agency involved with the pro am, including the writer shared 
this vrew. %lease recall that it was a result of un B ortunate Cnngressi~nal history. 
(Actually, the program was dedgned to "self destruct" except for those universities whose 
continued participation was 'ustified by their level of participation in A.I.D. overseas 
technical assistance project. Also, these grants were, by A.I.D. monitorin being sharply 
shifted in content awa from activitiee deeigned to help thr.n qualify for .I.D. technical _Ya 

k 
assistance contracts towar activities which would enable them to carry out such 
activities more effectively). 

Title XI1 calls Memorandums of Understanding between A.I.D. and universities, for 
much broader purposes than here used. The uae as described in Title XI1 proved to be 
entire1 infeasible for A.I.D., and the concept slipped from consideration, and from 
A.I.D.&IFAD discussion, as the Title XI1 program proceeded. 

Clarence C. Gra , 111, desk to^ Evaluation of the Program Su~uort Grant-Sinale 6 (A.I.~:, March 15, 1 r. Cira was a 
highly e o m p  ten t and experienced, long-time senior s t a f f  mernb:% g e  ~ o c g f e l l e  r 
Foundation, with much experience in leas developed countries. 



Except for the historically black colleges and universities for which special concessions 
were made, as described in the sectionlof this book dealing with those universities. 

lo It  would probably have been easier to terminate all strengthening activity ;)an to stop 
with these five. 

l1 A list of these 16 pairs of institutions is appended to the section of this book related to 
HBCUs. 

l a  After the Joint MOUs were started these were always referred to as "Single" MOUs 
(SMOUs). 



EFFORTS SUCCESSFUL? 

Certainly, in their primary objective, the several U.S. university strengthening efforts have 
been successful. They stirred a mighty wave of university interest in participating in A.I.D. 
agricultural assistance projects. The disdection with U.S. foreign aid propdrams growing on campuses 
as a result of U.S. experience in Vietnam was rapidly turned around. This new attitude continues. 
Probably the totality of Title XI1 had the effect. But the number of institutions participating in the 
various strengthening and support activities increased so much more rapidly than for other Title XJI 
activities that they were the principal chango instruments of the reawakened understanding. The fact 
that university administrators had to find and to justify inputs of substantial university funds for 
makhing and overhead costs of these programs massively impacted university attitudes. It  caused 
both admiktrators and faculty to face up simultaneously to the costs to them of participating in 
A.I.D. programs, and to the academic costs of not doing so -- in terms of the consequences of isolating 
the university from third world problems, and, hence,from much of what will be most important to 
their students in the years ahead. Also, the crention of a small -- but normally highly active -- staff 
group working on not only strengthening program activities, but also on recruiting staff  for proposed 
technical assistance teams necessary to keep their strengthening program alive, was a new element on 
many campuses. 

In short, the "professional" manpower work has changed from a seller's to a buyer's market in a 
very few years. Not only have attitudes and interests of university administrators and faculty 
changed as a result of these programs, however - - so have their levels of experience and competence. 
Large numbers of faculty have received learning experiences which would make them much more 
effective as A.I.D. contract workers. There is no adequate basis for quantifying this. But it certainly 
has been very substantial indeed. 

Sadly, the one unfortunate aspect of the entire Title XI1 effort is that the expected and desirable 
upsurge in overaeas agricul tural projects involving U.S. universities did not, in fact, develop. 

Title XI1 had succeeded in mating a definite "sense of Congress" appreciation in A.I.D. of the 
need for renewed emphasis on agricultural institution-building overseas, and of the need to involve 
U.S. universities more, and in better ways, than previously in this effort. But it did not mandate the 
kind or magnitude of effort needed, or  enforce reellocation of funds into this effort from other Iess 
productive uses - - such as massive support to some countries for domestic U.S. poIiticaI purposes, or to 
other countries for short term international policy purposes. Therefore, to an important degree, tne 
university strengthening programs prepared a large number of university brides for weddings they 
were never a part of. This, if we take the general description and purposes of Title XI1 as acceptable, 

:. was a serious shortcoming. But it was not a shortcoming of the strengthening programs, nor of Title 
XI1 itself, but of general U.S. assistance policy as evolved from both Congressional and Executive 
branches of government. Whatever else the limitations of the strengthening program, the U.S. 
agricultura1 colleges, small and large, have had a dramatic reawakening of the eignificance to U.S. 
interest of a strong and deep process of economic and social development in the developing countries. 
This has made them profoundly better prepared for their domestic educational roles. Ignorance may 
be bliss. But, ignorance of the devetoping world in our educational processes is a potentially disastrous 
kind of bliss! U.S. leaders would be well advised to harness this expanded level of U.S. university 



knowledge, understanding and appreciation of the U.S. self-interest to the formulation and execution 
of a progressive and sound forei~ll policy. 

Perhaps never in our natio~ial history have the signs been so strongly bent toward a happier 
tomorrow of foreign relations. And yet, rarely has there been more turbulence, personal insecurities 
and dangers associated with it. We need, almost desperately, all the resources of competence, 
scholarship and good will that our higher education institutions can ofler, to help us through the 
perilous but extraordinarily hopeful years ahead, to  the realization of the promise of the current 
situation. 

Scholarship preceded experience in finding, among other things, that societies based on free 
institutions, free markets, and free people are inherently more effective than those based upon central 
management and control. It found this, specifically, to be true in agriculture. Now, scholarship, to 
elucidate the technical details on how to continue to translate these facts into development of these 
kinds of free LDC societies, should be of the highest importance to our national foreign policy agenda. 
Investments in increasing, even kldircckly, this kind of capability on our campuses are worthy 
investments, indeed. 

I t  should be recalled that huge numbers of LDC people have vastly increased their productivity 
by the adaptation of modern technologies to small-farm agriculture. This has been the most massive 
single demonstration of the newly accepted grand principle, of effective economic organization. It 
should also be understood that this has, in turn, required a myriad of technical, scientific inputs to 
answer the farmers' centuries old question of "how to farm better?" Strengthening and involving U.S. . 
universities in the kind of work -- much more extensively than presently, not only in agriculture but in 
all segments of developing economies and societies -- remains our best path to continuing world 
leadership and national security. 



COUNTRY PROGRAMS: Impressions And Conclusions 

By intent and by wording, the primary focus of Title XI1 was on U.S. individual country 
agricultural assistance programs, particularly on the development within individual LDCs of strong 
agricultural colleges or universities which integrated effectively the functions of higher education, 
research and extension. A special "Joint Committei! on Agricultural DeveIopment (JCAD)" comprised 
of university and A.I.D. membership was provided for in the legislation as a dependent arm of the 
Board for International Agricultural Development (BIFAD). In parallel manner, one of the three 
divisions of the BIFAD support staff had as its function helping establish better and closer linkages 
between A.I.D. field programs and Title XII-eligible U.S. universities. 

Through these instrumentalities, primarily by helping missions recruit consultant advisors or 
study teams, BIFAD participated frequently in helping missions shape and develop their assistance 
programs. More routinely, using these same instnlmentalities, BIFAD helped A.I.D. achieve the 
proper "matching" of mission needs with U.S. university resources -- in short, with selecting 
U.S.universities best suited for specific mission projects. This it did by interweaving four processes. 

It kept a constant eye on country prrJgrarns as they were being developed, on their 
possible up-coming needs for professional personnel to be obtained under contract 
arrangements. In a variety of wuys, including annual workshops and regular 
announcement-like comm,unications, it kept U.S. Title XII-eligible universities up to 
date on these developments so that if and as the early planning matured into actual 
requests for proposals (RFPsl the interested universities w o d d  be well prepared to 
respond. 

It examined proposals as  they me,tured to identify those best suited for implementation 
by a Title XII-eligible university and placed those on a special track to assure effective 
university bidding on the contract. 

It developed and maintained a "Registry of Institutional Resources (RIR)" which was a 
computerized listing of university resources, interests and availabilities of specific 
faculty members. To the extent this is accurate and up to date, it provided useful 
information for various types uf talent hunts for country programs. 

It examined university responses to A.I.D. requests for proposals (RFPs) and from them 
and other information available, prepared "short lists" for A.I.D.'s use, of those 
universities suited to each RFPt needs. This "shoat listn did not rank the universities in 
order of their suitability. Nor did they often greatly reduce the numbers of proposals for 
A.Z.D. to examine. It waa primarily a first screening and was, therefore, far short of 
maximum BIFAD participation in "matching" decisions. 

As may be recalled, Dr. John Gslrdner in his Report to A.I.D., discussed a t  length in this book, 
had indicated that evaluation of university performance (past or  prospective) was something on which 
outside groups can render little assistance as distinct from, for example, research proposal 
evaluations. A.I.D.'s experience with the Research Advisory Committee had been quite the opposite. 
One of the significant contributions of that body to A.I.D.'s decision-making was its cogent evaluations 
of capabilities of a given institutional project proposer to "deliver the goods." The Research Advisory 
Committee's commentary on this point had continuously proved uncannily accurate. 



The wording, and underlying precepts of Title XI1 had predicated a strong BIFAD hand in 
selection of universities for spec& A.I.D. uses. In fact, early wording of the Findley Bill implied 
almost a total BIFAD responsibility for this function. But, in practice, BIFAD and its structure was 
extremely reluctant to bite these particular bullets. Thie may have been, and certainly was in part, on 
tho vory real and practical grounds that it did not have adequate a m  resources. But more probably, 
in line with Dr. Gardner's principle, it found this role too discomfiting to its own relationships to the 
university community - and, in fact, with A.I.D. Certain it is that it did not take an aggressive role in 
the silting and winnowing necessary to optimize proposal aelection. In theory, this is unfortunate, as 
one of the principal comparative advantages of sueh a structure is its obviously closer proximity to and 
familiarity with the universities than is possible for A.I.D. itself to maintain. Very probably, however, 
this reticence reflected sensitivity andor inner wiadom. Had BIFAD been more responsive to A.I.D.'s 
desire that it take a stronger role, this might have aroused antagonisms at the A.I.D. staff level. And, 
inevitably, universities which failed to win contests would have vocalized their displeasure at 
BIFADts recommendations, with perhaps more serious end consequences than those resulting from 
their complaints about A.I. Dm's selection procedures. 

There is no doubt much to be lesrned about the general phenomenon by deeper examination of 
this issue than is here possible.' 

Nevertheless, BIFAD impact on university s=lections has, in the aggregate, been undoubtedly 
substantial and can fairly be credited with improving importantly the matching of universities to the 
tasks. More subtle innueners of expanded communications, and the seeming weight of the BIFAD 
participation mechanisms, probably exert a much more profound impact on this aspect of quality 
control than would be discerned by actual examination of the process. 

Perhaps the strongest and most salutary effect of Title XI1 on A.I.D.'s individual country 
agricultural assistance programs has been aa a result of the sheer fact of having BIFAD embedded in 
A.LD. -- near the decision-making central nerve stem of the Agency -- as a legislatively created, 
strong, continuous and yet friendIy voice of the U.S. universities. The frequent BIFAD meetings with 
top A,I.D. ofiicials, around a set of usually two or three mqjor agenda items, create the occasion for 
sober internal A.I.D. soul searching, some dialogue with senior university personnel on important 
issues, and frequently some unearthing of new evidence on old as we11 as new issues. BIFAD performs 
for A.I.D. policy makers much the same mileu as a graduah course provides to a researcher: It  
performs a place, and almost an imperative to test out new (and more importantly, old and time worn) 
conception fresh but committed intellects. Out of sueh intellectual interaction, diacipIiaod but operl, 
are new formdations of issues, and their solutions, usually created. 

Economic develupment is an immensely complicated, inherently experimental process. 
Administration of external assistance to that development must be formalized, proceduralized to a 
major degree to be feasible and responsible. But over-routinization and formalization of prwess is the 
deadly enemy of achievement. It stultif~es creative response ta the complexity of the problems and 
goals, It shifts the weight of both day-bday and long-term decision-making away from those who 
understand the technical substance of LDC development to those who have learned the details, and 
the jargon, of programming and management prwedures. It  substitutes process for substance. 
Therefore, constant iteration of challenges, to keep in focus decision-making processes on ?,he 
continuous unfolding of new development problems and, eepecially, on new possibilities for their 
solution created by the evotving state of scientific arts. BIFAD, its subordinate committees and its 



support staff provide directly and indirectly a major enhancement of the flow of intelf ectual, resources 
into A.I.D. technicaI assistance administration. This was excruciatingly important to the success of 
its development assistance role. 

But these chaIlenges themselves must be competent and effective. To the extent that BIFAD's 
leadership and membership is strong, its committees and staff support is effective, and A.I. D. 'P 

interaction and responses are high-level, open, intellectually receptive and sincere, the Title XI1 
"machinery" will continue to render an outstanding public service. 

It is without doubt true that the country program dimensions of Title XI1 have fallen f:ir short of 
early expectations. It is true, also, that it has fallen far short of need. But its accomplis!iments have 
nevertheless have been very consequential. "In 2976, before Title XI1 was initiated, about 11.68 of the 
(A.I.D. missions") requests for food and nutrition (Sec. 103) funds were for projects of the type 
authorized in Sec. 297 (a) (2) (of Title XII). . . By 1981, this had nearly quadrupled to 41.4%"' 

This massive shift of emphasis established, apparently, a new plateau. 

But increased costs and reduced appropriations have kept funding of these projects under 
continuous downward pressure. 

One could correctly argue that the A.I.D. agricultural assistance programs at the country Ievel 
had not deteriorated or failed to develop & badly as would have been the case in the absence of Title 
XU, This is unquestiuonably true. But as a statement of iccomplishment, this argument has a hollow 
ring. In this sense, one can only agree that Title XI1 itself has not been at fault. Shortcomings o f .  
policy, regarding allocations of foreign assistance funds, deriving from both the Executive and the 
Legislative branch of government must bear that responsibility. And yet, had the amendment been 
more precise and more stringent in ib provisions regarding such allocations, and thus concerned itself 
more with substance and less with mechanisms of A.LD./university cooperation, it might have more 
nearly hit the mark. 

It is also clear that, although BIFAD certainly pressed hard for improvement, cultural teaching, 
research and extension programs yet remain insufficiently integrated in almost all LDCs -- and is a 
major cause of the lack-luster performance of these functions in many. To the question as to why this 
is so, A.I.D. Administrator, the late Allen Woods, respondedin 1988: 

A.I.D. experience indicates ihat or anizational barriers in host 
countries are the basic constraint. these countries are dominated 
generally by strong, cent~al  bureaucracies with sharp, dividing 
territmrial lines among min~stries .... Herein lies the problem. 

This weH states the problem. However, that is exactly how it should be regarded -- as a 
statement of the problem, not as a statement of the necessary final condition. 

As in all other problems impeding development, we should use our resources to heIp solve the 
problem, to remove or reduce the constraints -- not to reinforce them by assisting the institutions and 
ignoring their wes:.nesses. Higher educational institutions or research institutions, not in continuous 
contact with-their constituencies, find it very difficult to keep their own functions up to date with and 
relevant to the constantly changing needs of their country's agricultu.r,a. And, without operationa1 
linkages to the farmers and other elements of their nation's agriculture, their impacts are 
correspondingly muted. The fact that some of the technical communication of research findings to 



farmera is carried by private farm supplies companies is a happy circumstance -- if it is carried out 
competently and honestly. But it does not necessarily keep the research and education institutions on 
target nor the technical educational process accurate. Probably few Americans totally accept T.V. or  
newspaper ads a t  face value -- even in this country which prides itself on the sophistication of the  
average citizen. The proposition that private sector firma are by some magical metamorphosis 
rendered incapable of misrepresentation of their product's value merely because the country is less 
welt developed strains credibility. Yet, it is a popular precept among Americans. 

Back to the broader issue! 

The United States cannot, of course, force other countries to adopt any particular mode of 
organization of its public institutions. Any attempt to force anything fails, and often backfires. It can, 
however, succeed in persuading countries to improve their own performance by reorganizing their 
institutions and redeploying their resources. We cannot impose, nor should we attempt to impose, our 
institutions upon them. But we can -- and should much more frequently than we do -- decide what we 
can and what we cannot afford to do with our very slender assistance resources, i.e., which countries 
and which approaches ta support. I t  makes no sense to support and therefore reinforce inept 

' institutions when there are always so many available opportunities for effective use of such resources, 

This matter of integration of agricultural education functions at the local level -- discussed at 
such length in the India experience -- becomes increasingly relevant as the great international 
research networks evolve generalized wientxfir: solutions - and material such as plant varieties -- for 
use in numbers of LDCs. It is essential that the further local research adaptations to local use of these 
basic or generalized products of scientific research be in intimate tweway contact with the farmers, 
else they will not be fine-tuned to local farmer needs. Nor will the lessons of that fine-tuning be fed 
back into the great international agricultural research centers and collaborative research networks 
which generate the basic or generalized research. Lack of effective Inkage between research and 
application is the second most dangerous source of the poesibte failure of science and technology 
effectively ta create the conditions of international "Famine Prevention and Freedom from Hunger" -- 
in other words, of Title XII. 

The only greater danger may be in the inability of nations to maintain sufficient intellectual 
and scientific comity to permit the powers of collaborative science and technology to work in their 
favor. And this, at bottom, is the challenge to educational and research institutions of developed and 
less developed countries together. Title XI1 is legislative a pointing of the the way to this objective. It 
is for the future to determine the extent to which A.I.D.'e programs of agricultural assistance to 
developing countries capture the opportunities defined in that initiative. 

A final observation about future responsibilities and opportunities under the Title XI1 
amendment: the issue of degradation of the environment in less developed countries is extremely 
important. In its starkest form, it derives from a competition between expanding human populations 
for land upon which to grow food, ar.d other uses of that land which net happier environmental 
balances. As long as popuIations and consumer demands for food increase, deforestation to create 
more space for food production will expand and end-environmental degradation intensify -- unless, as 
happened in the United States over the last century, research and education, or science and 
technology, can increase productivity per acre sufficiently to feed more people from less land. The last 
five decades in much of the eastern half of the United States has been a period of enormous 
environmental restoration -- if measured in terms of wild life, land in trees, national forests or parks. 



Farm productivity per acre on the better adapted lands is now so high that rough hillsides, shallow soil 
mountains, plateaus, arid or sandy soils have been largely abandoned as farmland and reinstated as 
key elements of environmental restoration. Again, the reeearch and development approach 
exemplified by U.S. Land Grant universities and incorporated into foreign aid policy in 'f;.tle XI1 is 
needed in order to deal properly with the need for greater food production and enviro5mental 

A 
improvement as a single interreIated problem. Working as part of an organized system which i:lcIudes 
the LDC agricultural research and educational institutions and the Internations1 Agricultural 
Research Centers, the U.S. Land Grant and other agicul turally competent universities can continue 
their emphasis on intensifying food production by increasing yields per acre, and thereby can assist in 
making possible a systematic, integrated attack on worldwide environmental degradation. in the 
decades ahead, this may well constitute one of the stongest imperatives for a continuation and 
enhancement of Title XII. 



ENL NOTES 

' Contrsst of the RAC and BIFAD ax erience su gests one body of experience. Also, the 
rocedurea set up for selection o f individua k universities' partici ation (including 

cudgetery a4ustments and even expulsion) in the Collaborative iesearch Su port 
Programs involved substantial roles for university and BIFAD participation. Jhese 
procedures work quite smoothly. 

a A.I.D. (IDCA), Report to Congress on Title XI1 (1981), p. 1. 



SECTION VI 

HISTORICALLY BLACK COLLEGES AND 
UNIVERSITIES (HBCUs): SPECIAL EFFORTS 



A.I.D. PROGRAMS FOR THE HISTORICALLY B U C K  COLLEGES 

AND UNIVERSITIES (THE HBCUs) 

There was not a black face in the crowd.' 

Early Concerns and Attempts 

It had been a beautiful day. A.I.D. Administrator Dr. John A. Hannah, at a ceremony on the 
campus of a southern univeraity, had just signed a five-year, $700,000 21 1(d) university development 
grant to the university. The senior U.S. senator of the state had been present as had been the US. 
congressman from the district in which the university was located. The Governor, for reasons avery 
one there could understand and appreciate, was not able to attend the ceremony. He was working out 
the last details of signing a state grant to the university, exceeding in size but matching in purpose 
and design, the A.I.D. grant. The pooled funds from the two grants were to finance establishment at 
the univeraity of en International Research and Training Center focusing on a spacial kind of 
agricultural production enterprise important to the developing countries and for which they needed 
this university's renowned special expertise. The Governor sent by teIegram -- to the enthusiastic 
respnse by participants in the ceremony -- advice that the state grant had been consummated and his 
signature flied. 

The university had done excellent work - truly outstanding work -- overseas for A.I.D. This .. 
new international center would assure a continuing resource of American expertise, and training 
facilities for LDC participants in this specialized but important subject. Dr. Hannah had noticed a 
: picture of himself hanging on a wall, depicting the occasion several years before when the university 

had granted him an honorary doctorate degree for his U.S. educational loadership. He and the writer 
even enjoyed a few pleasant but unsuccessfu1 minutes of fishing whiIe awaiting the departure of the 
return plane to Washington. 

Having eqjoyed so much the day's pleasant experiences (and perhaps with just a touch of self- 
satisfaction at having developed the grant and worked with the university on the errangements), the 
writer said to Dr. Hannah, as we at last relaxed in our plane seats, Well, it certainly all came out 
perfectly, didn't it?" Dr. Hannah was not, however, beaming. Instead, somewhat sad of visage, or so 
he appeared, he aslced simply, "But didn't you notice? There wasn't a black face in the cro~d . "~  

Deliberately, this university is not here identified, and details of its program are kept obscure, 
as there is nothing unusual about the circumatanee. True, it was a southern university. But not long 
before, the writer delivered a similar grant under very similar circumstances to a northeastern U.S. 
university, and Dr. Hannah's comment, had he been there to make it, would have fit thr  asio ion 
equally well. Indeed, the writer's chagrin was not embarrassment at the university's performance but 
at the fact that, hardened by the near uniformity of experienzes with U.S. universities, he had been 
guilty, as Dr. Hannah's question implied, of & noticing the absence of black faces in the crowd. This 
especially embarrassed him as he had thought of himself a9 one of the relatively few people in the 
Agency who had in fact been sensitive to the problem of non-participation by U.S. black professionals 
in A.I.D. university contract projects. Dr. Hannah's question had highlighted how easily this issue can 
slip from view. 



This experience persuaded tho writer to get even more involved in the irsue. Some years later 
President Reagan's atrong and forceful efforts pn behalf of the historically black colleges anc 
universities, and the adding of on amendment to the Foreign Assistance Act by Congressman Gray 01 

Pennsylvania, together created the opportunity for A.I.D. and the writer to get very actively involvec 
indeed. A.I.D. can be very proud of this chapter in its history. It's a success story that merits t h ~  
telling, and will here be related. But first a little of the precedents. 

In the early years, United States foreign assistance activities had been carried out largely i r  
non-caucasian countr ie~ in Asia and Africa. Many of these countries had been for centuries under tht 
dominion of caucasiana from European countries. Therefore, it is not surprising that most of them 
were highly aensitive to matters of discrimination on the basis of color of skin. Indeed, some of t h ~  
Asian countries have a crisscrossl of color discrimination problems of their own -- some discriminatior 
against people of partial European ancestry, and reciprrrcally, discrimination favoring lighter-colored 
individuals in their own indigenous populations. As these countries were trying to find their way intc 
independence, especially those which tried to base that independence upon free political and social 
institutions adopted or adapted from the West, these problems of color discrimination became verb 
conspicuous and very important. Therefore, the U.S. would have been well advised to project the best 
possible image and carry out the best possible practices to demonstrate that color discrimination wae 
in no way an acceptable ingredient of our international: diplomacy or foreign aid efforts. 

The United in the early days of the foreign aid effort was not well advanced in its own 
treatment of color problems. It  was while the writer was in India, and before that briefly in Africa, 
that rampant racial discrimination was coming to a head in the United States a3 the country's 
foremost social and political issue. This U.S. transgression was highly publicized by that part of the 
overseas press which was politically hostile to the United States, and was made much of by other 
countries which were attempting to propagate ideologies opposing those of the United States, 

One of the unfortunate dimensions of the U.S. diplomatic process was the relative paucity ot 
blacks in U.S. teams of professional experts sent to work and to provide technical assistance to the less 
developed com~tries. In India, for example, during the period 1955 to 1960, there were, to the writer's 
observation, only three bIacks among some thirty U.S. agricultural technicaI experts employed 
directly by the predecessor of A.1.D. ("Direct-hire" is the term usually used to distinguish these 
individuals from those employed under contract arrangements.) These three represented a very small 
compnent of the agricultural technical expertise then provided by the United States. They were, 
however, somewhat more conspicuous than their numbers suggest, due to their very high competence 
and the excellence of the work they per f~r rned .~  

Inadequate as was the representation of blacks in the teams of technical experts provided under 
A.I.D. direct-hire, the situation was much worse among those teams provided by the U.S. universities 
under contract. The writer was very concerned about this as it applied to his own team ir? India. He 
was in the process of attempting to correct this by inducing the University of Tennessee to work out 
some type of subcontract arrangement with Tennessee State University, a predominantly black 
institution located in Nashville. However, this was not consummated by the time he left India. 
During the years in which the writer was in India, there were no black full-time U.S. university 
employees working on agricultural problems in India. 

Following the re-organization of 1961, the foreign aid Agency's shift from providing technicaI 
expertise by direct-hire employees to providing it through university and other contracts, aggravated 



the exclusion of blncka from the U.S. presence overseas. The growth i n  agricultural technical 
assistance was ell on the contract side, and direct-hire technical assistance was sharply curtailed. The 
consequence was that very fctw blacks indeed participated in the American agricultural technical 
assistance efforts abroad. 

This was unfortunate in many ways. Some of the well trained and competent individuals from 
the black community had some special and potentially valuable insights gained from years of dealing 
with problems irnpsed by various types of external economic domination not unlike, in some respects, 
those created in the less developed countries by the colonial system. But the primary difficulty, from a 
U.S. foreign policy p i n t  of view, was the simple fact of having, in the less developed countries, strictly 
caucasian representation of American society. Whereas embassy personnel and other official U.S. 
representation is largely in the capital cities in the less developed countries, the typical A.I.D. 
presence and particularly the university contract teams locate at the sites of the work to he done - -  
which in many cases is in smaller towns and cities sat tered throughout the country. Therefore the 
people-to-people interactions and the general American image are much more broadly conveyed 
through the university contract programs than through the presence in the capital cities of American 
A.I.D. or embassy employees. On a proportionate basis, A.I.D. workers, and especially technical 
assistance workers (direct-hire or contract) are, because of the types of local ofEciaIs with whom they 
work and the type of work they do, more important to the U.S. diplomatic process than are those who 
attend to the routine, business of the embassies in the capital cities and the consulates in the larger 
commercial centers.' For this reason it was extremely unfortunate that the shift to university and 
other contracts as a source of technical expertise should have had this undesirable result. 

In the mid-1960s the writer was asked by Mr. William Hall, then A.I.D. Assistant 
Administrator for Administration,5 to attempt a determination of the extent to which the larger U.S. 
universities were sending black faculty members overseas under A.I.D. financed agricultural 
contracts. This necessarily discreet and therefore not necessarily complete inquiry revealed that only 
two blacks had been sent on recent overseas agricultural contracts by the U .S. universities contracted, 
and these two did not happen to be in service at the time the inquiry was made. These inquiries were 
made of the larger state Land Grant universities. 

A small compensatory circumshnce was that some of the U.S. historically black colleges and 
universities, all of them in the southern portion of the country, had small A.I.D. contract operations in 
a few places, but these activities in agriculture were small and essentialIy of short-term nature. 
Furthermore, they added emphasis to the demonstration of our own historical racial segregation, as 
these teams rarely contained caucasians. The U.S. university contract programs dealt generalIy with 
shaping and .developing country educational institutions -- the generators of developmentary 
opportunities for both individual people and for the countries themselves. (And it was with respect to 
discrimination in educational opportunities, especially, that our own racial struggles were, at that 
time, most vividly portrayed in the press.) A poor place, indeed, for U.S. diplomatic practice to put its 
worst foot forward. It was a bad state of affairs. 

As part of a general U.3. government process, A.I.D. initiated a formal and thorough process for 
making certain that its contractors did not discriminate against blacks or other minorities in their 
hiring, promotional and related personnel policies and practices, Two institutions appeared to be 
marginally, technically, at fault. They both promptly took the necessary steps to comply with 
requirements. However, ri: --ous compliance with these requirements did not appreciably affect 



univeraity performance for A.I.D. in this respect. Paet univereity hiring practices -- and a host of other 
factors -- resulted in the universities having on their faculties very few blncka and other minorities in 
the scientific or technical subject fields specified in the A.I.D. contracts: too few to  permit the 
universities to spare them for I! .I.D. contracta oversoas, As distinct from earlior periods, universities 
were at this time making strenuous efforts to recruit blacks and other minority members into their 
faculties and administrations. But, owing to past shortcomings in U.S. educatiorial policy, the 
recruiting field in many technical subjects was relatively limited. And the universities had many 
other needs for these few black recruits, closer at hand and perhaps more attractive to the persons 
involved. So A,I.D., while making efforts to attract as many such black faculty members into its 
university contract teams as possible, had to turn its attention to the only seemly source for solution to 
the dilemma: the predominantly or more recently historically black colleges and universities 
IHBCUs). 

One might assume that a solution could have been found by manipulating the contracting 
process to favor the HBCUs, thereby modifying the overall makeup of the American presence abroad. 
But there were real problems. A.I.D. did not wish, of course, to compromise the quality of its technical 
assishnce effort. Also, host countries had a strong voice -- in many cases a final voice--regarding 
which U.S. universities should be selected. Technical assistance projects properly set very high 
standards of highly specialized treining and experience. The HBCUs were largely teaching oriented 
institutions at that time, and had relatively few research cxperts nf the right mix of technical 
expertise called for by any given contract to spare for overseas corltrect work. The has., eeiqntries were 
anxious to obtain the most highly qualified, experienced, and the most well known. 0f'U.S. mivarsity 
scientists possible to help build their own scientific capabilities and reputations. A major obstacle was ' 
that the contracts were simply too large for a single HSCU institution to undertake unless that 

, institution itself had a relatively larga specialized staff upon which to C a w  and an extremely strong 
executive and faculty commitment for participating in these overseas technical assistance programs. 
Most seriously, there were relatively few new university contract projects started in any one year. The 
buIk of A.I.D.'s funding of U.S. universities waa to continue ongoing projects. Neither P..i.D. nor, 
especially host countries wished to terminate successf~1 ongoing contracts in favor of a new contractor. 

A.I.D. had been making some special efforts to solve this problem. The late Mr. Herbert Reis of 
A.I.D.'s Near East and South Asia (NESA) Bureau and the writer had considered expanding each of 
the six university agricultural contracts then active in India each to include a specific component, 
under a subcontract arrangement, to be undertaken by a historically black college. This would be 
relatiwly simple to do because these six contracts were aIready under way in India, and A.LD. and the 
university could add a aukontract component without raising real problems of contractor selection on 
the part of the Indians. The U.S. universities then working ;,, India had always had difficulty fielding 
full teame from their own faculties, and several of their positions were usually at any given moment 
unfilled. One perfectly acceptable way of filling these staff vacancies would be through adding a 
subcontractor: in each case a historically black university. Mr. Reia, Dr. James BIume, head of the 
NESA technical staff, and the writer presented the idea to the administrative heads of the s ix  
universities working in India, and informally through the A.I.D. mission to the Indian Government. 
(Formal Government of India agreement was not required as discretion e t  this level was provided to 
the universities under the existing cooperative agreemr nt between governments and by the several 
A.I.D./U.S. university contracta.) An agreement was achieved all around and the information was 
circulated among the historically black institutions. This arrangement would permit immediate 
participation of the HBCUs without pitting their limited manpwer resources against those of the 



larger universities -- and closing out in the bidding! The HBCU would participate fully with its 
partner institution in all aspects of contract management.' PIanning was relatively well under way 
when, unfortunately, for totalIy unrelated reasons, the U.S. Aid program in India wan essentially 
terminated. By the time the relationships with India had recommenced the apicul tural  college 
contract program had completed its sixteenth year of service. However, the idea of teaming up 
historically black universities with other universities, or teaming them up at time of contractor 
selection as a device for giving the HBCU's greater comyetitivs force during the bidding process, later 
became the obvious solution to this decades-old dilemma, 

Another mqior A,I.I). initiative was the 21 l(d3 grants program. This includes some grants to 
strengthen tlie capabilities sf the agricultural historical biaek universities to do more effective work 
overseas. Five-year grants had been made to Virginijt State University, North Carolina A&T 
Universrty, Tuskegee University, Southern University, and the Texas A&M University at Prairie 
View. A.I.D. made clear to these black universities, and t o  all other recipients of 21 11d) grants, that it 
would look with favor on informal alliances between historically black and other universities, which 
would feature their working in partnership in sending technical assishnce teams abroad for A.I.D. 

However, this was still inadequ~te to the task. A.I.D., on its part, had decided that it was 

necessary to direct i ts university strengthening activities under the 21 1(d) program to  give special 
emphasis ta collaborative arrangements between the historically black colleges and those other 
universities which undertook major agricultural programs for A.I.D. As a result, three subject areas 
were selected in which it was believed A.I.D. would be drawing upon universities for special expertise 
for some time. These three fields were: applied agricultural economics, animal husbandry, and soils. 
In each field, a set of "211(d)" grants was given to leading U.S. universities and an HBCU for the 

. purpose of strengthening their conjoint development and contracting with A.I.D. The set of grants in 
soils illustrates the case. 

CornelI University had for a long time been a leader in the soils field and had itself worked on 
tropical soils in several LDCs, notabiy the Philippines. I t  had helped the University of Hawaii set up 
what had become a very strong tropical soils department. It had also worked with the soils 
Department of the University of Puerto Rico. It  would be useful to b:et this interrelated set of U.S. 
university expertise and past experience expanded somewhat to include a:: historically black college. 

Accordingly, the writer and kis administrative superior, Dr. Joel Bernstein went to Cornell 
University to visit with Dr. Nyle Brady about the possibilities of such an arrangement. Dr. Brady7 
endorsed it readily. Out of this grew a set of grants to develop special capacities in soils work at 
Cornell University, North Carolina State University, the University of Puerto Rico, the University of 
Hawaii, and the Texas A&M University at Prairie View, which is the historically black college of that 

) state. Cornell University already was highly experienced in working for A.I.D., and was a premier 
institution in soils ecience. (Dr. Brady was an author of the most widely used text book in this field.)' 
One of Cornell'!; principal duties in this set of grants was that of assisting the Texas A&M at Prairie 
View develop its on-campus capabilities for work in the developing countries. North Carolina State 
University had a strong soils department and abundant experience with soils work in Peru under its 
institution-buildling A.I.D. research contracta focusing on Latin America soils problems. The 
University of Hawaii and the University of Puerto Rico had special competencies of their own in 
working with tropical agriculture in humid climates. Texas A&M at Prairie View, the historically 
black college in the group, had specialized in prairie and semi-arid types of soils, of which there were 



many in the developing countries. Cornell, of cour~e, had worked on a worldwide bnsis but within New 
York State its research was necessarily largely oriented toward temperate zone soils. This 
combination brought together U.S. universitieu experienced with highly varied types of agricu1tural 
ecologies and provided extremely outs tanding scientific capabilities and specializations. 

A similar effort was made in the field of animal husbandry with a grant to the Texas A&M 
University: the University of Florida, Purdue University and Tuskegee University. I t  was their 
responsibility under these grants to develop a special capability to make short-term study analyses of 
the livestock production situation and potentiaIitiee of individual leas developed countriee and to 
recommend what type of animal policy the country ought to undertake: what types of problems 
constituted principal limiting factor, what types of research are needed, and what  types of 
institutional development are called for. 

One of the serious problems of getting competent technical assistance advice in the livestock 
field is that the problem is largely seen by the advisors through the particular perspective of their field 
of training. Animal nutritionists see the problem as inadequate feed supplies; knimal breeding 
experts as poor genetic construction of the LDC animals; animal disease experts as a problem of 
diseases and pests. A11 ;I these are of course important. But countries have to make choices. The real 
needs were for experte to help LDCs weigh one problem and corrective course of action against the 
other, and to help them determine which patterns of investments would fike'y be most important. In 
all cases, marketing the product and producing for the market require a stro18g component of economic 
analysis. Each of the U.S. universities selected had outstanding ability in one or another of these 
special dimensions of livestock science. The aet of 211(d) grants facilitated their working together on 
these problems in the LDC context, across campuses and particularly acroee disciplines. This set of 
grants developed a relationship with the country of Guyana as an accessible field laboratory in which 
aH of these kinds of problems were to be found in abundance. 

It was assumed that as this combined analytic competence of these four universities was 
brought to use in LDCs, follow-on technical assistance projects on correctly formulated livestock 
development problems would result. This did not, however, prove true. Few A.I.D. missions gave 
livestock development the attention it deserved - and fewer still the kind of balanced pre-analysis 
these grants envisioned. Nonetheless, the competencies of all five univeraities benefited. And 
Tuskegee Univernity was strengthened in its overaII ability to participate in A.I.D. projects. 

A similar special effort to strengthen HBCU capabilities and participation in joint projects with 
other U.S. univatsities was undertaken by A.I.D. through a set of 21 1(d) grants in agricultural 
economics to six universities, two of them HBCUs: Southern University and Virginia State 
University. The other participating universities were Cornell, Michigan State, Minnesota and 
Wisconsin. These institutions 'participated actively in several cooperative agriccItura1 sector 
analyses. 



Title XII: Strengthening Grants 

and Joint Memorandums of Understanding 

With the passage of Title XII, A.I.D.'s resources for continuing its efforts to involve HBCUs 
more fully expanded significantly. The Title XII, itself, specifically included the histortcally black 
agricultural colleges and universities for participation, Furthermore, it specXcal1y called upon A.I.D. 
to strengthen the capabilities of U.S. universities to undertake A.I.D. agricultural program 
assignments. Clearly, this strengthening mandate extended to the historically black agricultural 
colleges. 

Drawing upon experience with 21 1{d) grants, in long discussion, A.I.D. and the statutory board 
{BIFAD) established under Title XI1 set up a mejor program of strengthening grants. Since i ts  
inception in 1979, 58 universities (including nine minority universities) have received Title XI1 
strengthening grants. Of these 56 have been completed and the remaining two will be complete in 
t 990. 

These strengthening grants, as a whole, were extremeIy cherished by the U.S. universities. 
This was to be expected, as funds to undertake activities on-campus are always desired -- in contra- 
distinction with projects overseas. However, these grants irnwsed some genuine obligations upon the 
universities: 

They were to be used only for expenditures which demonstratably 
improved the capabilities to work on A.1 .D. proiects. ( This did not include 
merely improving technical competence as this was stipulated as a 
required qualification for receiving the grant.) 

The grants had to be matched, dollar for dollar, by the recipient university. 

All of the funds, A.I.D. and university furnished, were for proaram 
purposes only -- i.e., all overhead costs were borne by the university. As 
overhead costs ate real costs, normally about f a y  percent of program 
costs, andoccur with respect to university as well as A.I.1). funded portions 
of the program, an A.I.D. grant of $100,000 would be matched by a 
$100,000 (minimum) university contribution to program costs,& 50 % of 
the total $200,000 program (or ano the r  $100,000) of overhead 
contribution. Therefore, total university contributions to strengthening 
grants were about twice those of A.I.D. The entire purpose of the 
undertaking (in this example, $300,000 per year) was to strengthen the 
university's capability to work A.1.D. 

Because of i ts special interest in increasing HBCU participation, A.I. D., with BIFAD ' 

concurrence, waived the matching contribution requirement for the first five years for all HBCW 
strengthening grantees. It did not, however, waive the overhead contribution requirement for the 
institutions. 

A.I.D. and BIFAD strongly believed that HBCUs should, ultimately, also contribute matching 
funds to these grants. Otherwise, they would be looked upon as external, rather than organic, to the 
universities' own mission. This proved to be entirely correct. Therefore, the Eve-year waiver period 
was institubd t~ give the participating HBCUs time to build up legislative and other support for their 



participation in A,I.D. programs, and hence matching the A.I.D. strengthening grant. From the 
beginning, these univeraitiee were required, as well all others, tocontribute the overhead costs. 

Although the strengthening grant program as a whole had significant shortcomings, i t  was a 
thorough success in its bnsic puepaeo: i.e., rekindling the universities' interests and enhancing their 
capabilities for participating in A.1.D. overseas programs. The Vietnam experience -- and other 
university attitude-affecting events -- had dampened university enthusiasm for entanglements in 
foreign flairs. The strengthening grant program reversed this -- in the agricultural collek IS, at least! 
A.I.D. technical assistance projects did not expand as hoped or anticipated, however. This in 
combination with the immense outpouring of university interest and expanded capabilities, nurtured 
by the strengthening program, shifted the situation from a aeller'e to a buyer's market in the supply of 
U.S. agricultural technical expertise. Any foreseeable rise in demand for such expertise can now be 
easily met. 

Insofar as expansion of participation of HBCU, the Title XI1 strengthening grant program 
improved matters only slightly. 

As time unfolded, the fundamental shortcoming of the strengthening program as an instrument 
of expanding HBCU participation in A.I.D. field projects became evident. This shorkoming was that 
the university competencies created by the grants were not linked tightly enough with the process of 
contracting for those competencies for overseas projects, The competencies, for example, acquisition of 
linguistic skills, were unquestionably relevant overseas. But there was no built in mechanism to 
adequately link together the two processes of strengthening and utilization. Decisions as to which ' 
U.S. universities should be strengthened, in which respects, were in the main well made. But A.I.D. 
contracting had become increasingly formalized over the years ta the extent that contractor selection 
could only be loosely related ta any special competencies of the universities selected.'O The possibility 
of having a technicaliy competent mission or Washington A.I.D. employee, such as Dr. Frank f arker 
in India, simply visit the universities and decide which wcuId be the most dedicated and committed 
and have the best available resources for the job had long since disappeared and had been replaced by 
a process of soliciting bide and selecting universities on the basis of those written submissions. It's a 
necessary process for purchasing service8 or suppliee from private sector sources, but not a proper 
device for engaging public seetar efforts in common public purpose! One could argue long on this 
subject. But, generally speaking, universities are not specialized in proposal writing; and 
examination of a piece of paper is very far removed from appraisal of the will and scientific capability 
of a university. Most importantly the reviewing paneb are usually not nearly as knowledgeable about 
universities as was the case with Dr. Parker. On balance, the writer firmly beliuves the older system 
was much more efficient, and efloctive. 

In any event, the university proposals selected on a competitive basis very often were not those 
with specialized competencies built through 21 1(d) strengthening grants. Unused, special eapabilitiies 
built on university campuses tend to wither away. The result of not linking procurement more closely 
to strengthening activities was the lack of a type afspecialization which would have greatly enhanced 
the competence of the U.S. foreign assistance effort. 

This procurement approach miIitates powerfully against the historically black colleges and 
universities. Because they are relatively small, they find it very difficult, without apecial assistance, 
to compete effectively or to aatirrfy the requirements of specialized expertise called for in many of the 
A.I.D. university institution-building contracts. So, steps were taken by A.I.D. to reshape the 



strengthening grants to facilitate special joint working relationships between historically black 
colleges nnd universities and other universities experiencod in A.I.D. contracting. This was 
formnlized later with the development of the Joint Memorandum of Understanding instrument (to 
which we shall return). I n  any event, through, first, the 211(d) program, followed by the Title XI1 
strengthening grants and the Joint Memorandum of Understanding, A.I.D. was slowly building a 
group of historically black institutions with a substantia1Iy enhanced capability for and interest in 
working overseas for A.I. D. -- and with the beginnings of partnership arrangements with other 
universities which helped greatly to open the doors to such contracts. Furthermore, an increasing 
number of missions had been exposed to some of their faculty members and saw important roles for 
them in country assistance programs. 

SECID 

On a parallel course the HBCUs had taken important steps of their own. They had formed a 
consortium which included virtually all of the historically black ngricultural colleges which had any 
particular interest or experience in working overseas, and they had added into the mix several other 
universities which had had a considerable history of working on A.I.D. agricultural projects overseas. 
This consortium (the "Southeast Consortium for Institutional Development," or "SECI DM) formed 
itself into a body which could itself obtain contracts through normal bidding procedures and then put 
together from members institutions the combination of technical expertise required by the contract, 
This consortium was moderately successful both in obtaining a relatively large number of contracts 
and in doing relatively satisfactory work on those contracts. It  was, until A.I.D. began to devise 
special instruments, by far the most successful meane through which these HBCUs could get involved 
in A.I.D. contracts. However, thia type of generaIized arrangemesf has some real shorhomings." 
Chief among them was that given contractors often called for highly specialized expertise not 
available a t  the time needed from the member institutions. Hence the special A.I.D. devices were 
needed. 

Initiatives at the Highest Levels of Government 

In the meantime, much greater forces were coming to the assistance of the RBCU's 
participation in A.I.D. ( and other federal government programs) -- the President of the United States 
and the U.S. Congress. 

This effort began with President Nixon who indicated quite clearly his concern about the lack of 
participation of the black US. universities in government program activities. He called a meeting on 1 that subject in the White House, which the writer attended, in whieh his spokesman indicated the 
President's strong concern. Some formal planning and response was under way when it was overtaken 
by the soaa,Iled "Watergate" affair. r' 

President Carter similarly announced a concern with this problem. Each agency was asked to 
send a representative to a series of meetings. Most agencies, including A.I.D., have a special office or 
representative for minority affairs, and these individuals represented their respective agencies. They 
were advised that Vice President Mondtrle had been asked to take a special hand in this matter, 
Officials from several black universities attended the meetings and pressed the point that, in order to 



engage in carrying out government programs of whatever type, they needed some direct assistance or 
enhancing their capacity to pcrticipate. The problems most cited were that they were not experts al 
proposal writing; they had not had experience in working on government contract projects: they had 
inadequate experience with pooling resources. In short,  they needed some kind of specia: 
strengthening program. 

At one such meeting, a knowledgeabIe representative from the White House s t d  referred tc 
A.I.D.'a special experience with HBCUs in the 211(d) grants and in the Title XI1 strengthening grants 
programs. As a consequence, the writer (who had not attended the meetings) was asked to speak to thc 
group a t  its next meeting on this experience. He did so. The interest of all the agencies was verq 
lively. As a result, a small working group -- including the writer -- was informally constituted tc 
identify obstacles to participation by the HBCUs in the regular contract programs of the variour 
agencies of the federal government. The focus of this effort was not on U.S. government support to t h ~  
regular education programs of the universities, but on their participation in the other activities of t h ~  
federal government which use personnel and other resources of universities but from which thf 
HBCUs, by reason of their small size or unfamiliarity on both sides, were largely left out. This small 
group began to develop a strategy to approach this government-wide problem. After a very f e ~  
months, however, it was announced that this special emphasis on the black colleges and universities 
was "no longer on." This was unfortunate, as planning for it seemed to be making some real progress. 

The situation changed radically for the better with the next administration. In Septernbe~ 
1981, President Reagan issued Executive Order #12320. In brief, this Executive Order stated clearlj 
that all agencies of government should take spseisl steps ta assure that the historically black college: 
and universities were awarded a larger share of participation in the programs for which universitie~ 
were engaged by those agencies. It  specified that obstacle8 to HBCU participation should be improved, 
that their infrastructure for such participation should be improved, and that all federal programs 
which were ongoing should have a larger proportion of participation by the historicalIy black colleges 
and universities (called throughout "HBCU'a''). The President's order went on to stipulate that for 
expanding programs involving institutions of higher education the HBCU portion should expand more 
than proportionately; for those which were decreasing, the HBCU portion should increase less than 
proportionately. The President asgigned responsibility to the Department of Education to oversee this 
government-wide operation. He requested that each year he be provided an annual report on progress 
in the past year and an  annual plan for the next year. Each year, the plan would be examined for the 
level of effort king  proposed and, at the end of the year, the year's sccomplishmenta would be 
examined against that plan. Each government agency was asked to designate some individual at each 
of two levels to meet with the special White House s W  which was set up in the Department of 
Education ta accomplish the President's objectives in this program. 

One year later, President Reagan sent a memorandum to all the agencies reaffirming his 
support to Executive Order Y12320, and stating in Turn language that ha expected the agehies really 
to get with this effort and that he would be tracing how well they did with it. 

This Executive Order was well received by A.I.D. as support for something which, as the above 
recital describes, it had been trying for years to accomplish, but which for various reasons had found 
very difiicult to do. The writer, as Director of Research and University Relations, war asked to be in 
charge of the Agency's HBCU program a t  the staff Ievel, to represent the Agency at the White House 
Initiative Staff meetings established under the Executive Order, and to prepere the Agency's annual 



plans and reports required by the Executive Order. An Agency-wide committee was established by the 
Administrator under the writer's chairmanship, which represented all the action elements of A.I. D. 
whose policies and programs would f leet  the outcome of the Agency's efforts to comply with the 
Presidential Directive. 

Further emphasis was given to the President's Executive Order by the passage of the so-called 
"Gray Amendment" to the Foreign Aid Continuing ~esdlution of 1984." Congressman Gray had 
amended the Foreign Assistance Act to provide thst  a greater proportion of all contract work be done 
by black contractors, and he specifically included the historicalIy black coIleges and universities in 
this provision. This amendment similarly required an annual report, in this case to the Congress. 
Responsibility for this program, including its annual report, was properly assigned t o  the Small 
Business Office in A.I.D. The overlap between the A.I.D. responaibilities under th is  amendment and 
under the President's Executive Order was handled through close cooperation of the two offices in all 
aspects of policies, procedures and reporting. This wasfacilitated by active participation of the Small 
Business Office in the Agency's HBCU Committee. The administration of A,I.D. strongly supported 
both of these initietiveo: Administrator McPherson, and most especially the Deputy Administrator, 
Jay Morris, and the Senior Assistant Administrator, Dr. Nyle Brady. These three top administrators 
gave all possible support and exerted suasion throughout the structure of the Agency to move its 
programming of activities in such ways as to achieve the President's and the Congressional objectives 
of more fully involving the historically black colleges and universities. 

It was clear that a strategy was needed. The was on the Agency, of course, from 
several individual HBCUs anxious to receive a Iarge grant to do something that it felt wouId be useful. 
However, an aggregation of discrete, or" disparate, activities by a group of contractor grantees--no 
matter how meritorious each mey be -- does not contribute greatly to a strategy for implementation of 
U.S. foreign policy interests. A.I. D, had learned from 21 l(d) and Title XI1 strengthening experiences 
that a more direct relationship between the creation of U.S. university capabilities and the using of 
those capabilities was necessary for the process to have meaning. The decisions on which universities 
were to be calIed into action overseas was, of course, largely at the hands of the mission staffs and the 
developing countries themselves. Therefore, the Agency's real goal was not in making grants to 
universities in this country, except as -- in the spirit of these two mandates -- these grants would help 
the HBCUs actually get mots fully involved in and therefore contribute more to A.I.D,'s overseas 
assistance projects. 

The strategy then was rather simple. 

First, it would advise all elemeats of the Agency, including field missions, that every possible 
and feasible measure should be taken +,o assure that HBCUs were fully accessed in the contract 
procurement process. This meant educating A.I.D. field missions (end Washingtan support staff) 
regarding the special interests and competencies of specific HBCUP; and i t  meant keeiing BBCUs as 
fully informed as possible of prospective A.T.D. program  need^.'^ And A.I.D. would attempt certain 
prrxredural changes to facilitate accessing HBCU capabilities. 

A second component of A.I.D.'s strategy was (building on past and ongoing efforts) to enhance 
the HBCUst ability to obtain A.I.D. technical assistance contracts and subcontracts: Two new 
programs were initiated for this purpose: a program of "Joint Memorandums of Under- 
standingW(WOUs) with accompanying support grants, and a program of special, competitive, HBCU 



rsaearch grants. Each had a dwerent role; each bas performed very well against its objective of 
stimulating excellent and sharply increased involvement of HBCUs in A.1.D.L field projects, 

Earlier experiences with 21 1!d) grants and Title XI1 strengthening grants to HBCUs had shown 
deficiency in usefulness as a device for getting the grant recipient HBCU involved in A.I.D. field 
contracts. As stated earlier, most contracts are ongoing and very few new ones are started each year. 
Furthermore, such new contract proposals as do arise usually call for a greater breadth of highly 
specialized eompatencios than are available from any one HBCU at any given time. Therefore, a new 
instrument was devised, called a Joint Memorandum of Understanding, signed between A.I.D. and 
"pairsn of U.S. universities, i.e., one university which already had a rather large program activity, and 
one HBCU with complementary capabilities and resources, which had illterest and professional 
capability but which, because of its relatively small size or other reasons, had not been able to get itself 
involved appreciably in A.I.D. oversea8 projects. Under the Memorandum, each university \mould be 
given a support grant, to strengthen its own capability for overseas work (e.g., language training) and, 
especiaIly, to enhance its capabilities for joint response8 ta new project proposals and for the HBCU's 
participation in its partner university's ongoing projects. 

An example is an A.I.D. Joint MOU with Auburn University and Arkansas A&M University in 
the field of aquaculture (pond fish production). Each has special capabilities in this field. Auburn has 
for years been heavily involved in this work overseas and at that tiple was being called upon 
frequently by A.I.D. field missions to  provide technical assistance and participant training in 
aquaculture. Under the arrangement, Auburn would be aasiating Arkansas A&M to orient its 
capabilities toward LDC conditions and to provide its services on aquaculture projects. As requests 
came through normal channels to Auburn, it would share these requests with Arkansas A&M, which 
would participate freely and by its own choice in supplying either personnel or training facilities." 

The Special HBCU Research Profgram 

The second special A.I.D. program designed to enhance the HBCUst capabilities to acquire 
special A.I.D. contracts was the initiation of a competitive program of special research grants to 
HBCUs. These would-be grants were normally of a size which could be undertaken by one or two 
faculty members, in or on behalf of one or more less developed country. In most casee the research 
would be dor,e partly overseas and partly on the HBCU campus. Normally, it would be done 
cooperatively with one or more LDC collaborating scientists. Grant awards were on a competitive 
barris, evaluated for reIevance and importance to LDCs by A.I,D., and for scientsc merit by a panel of 
scientists asssmbled by the National Academy of Science. This research program has the desirable 
features -- in addition ta its scientific research contributions to LDC development -- a t  helping identify 
outstanding research scientists on HBCU campuses and of acquainting A.I.D. fie1d;missions and LDC 
persome1 with these HBCU scientists. The special HBCU research grants quickly established many 
such contacts and demonutrated the high scientific research capabilities of the HBCU researchers. 
The program produced some startlingly exciting results in several aspects of health and agriculture. 
Brief discussions of examples of successes -- both in achieving important scientific resea r e  h 
contributions and in Ieading to another HBCU participation in A.I.D. assistance projects -- will be 
given later. 



END NOTES 

1 Dr, John A. Hannah, Administrator of A.I.D. 

Dr, Hannah had for many years served on the Civil Rights Advisory Commission of 
several Presidents. He was a very large-hearted man throughout his career as university 
president and A.1, D. Administrator, with &rent sensitivity to human feeling9 and moral 
values. Without dolib+, the American fore1 aid program attracted his special interest f'= (as it had ever sincb 1949 when he had ple ged the Land Grant ~~niversit~es' support to 
the President's "Poi*:i Four Provam") largely because it was the country's Iargesl ,in le 8 peacetime endeavur ever directed entirely at assistance to the less economics ly 
advantaged people of thr! world, "It is only the peo le who count," was his standard 
pronouncement of the ca;ltral premise of foreign ai d' doctrine. And, in a moment of 
exceptionally dismal prospects for the future of the foreign aid agency, he won an 
especially warm spot In the hearts of all Agency emplo ees when he told them, sim ly K rl but strongly, "Your job is to continua, as you have been oing, to do the b ~ s t  you possi ly 
can without wasting your time worrying abut lree ing our ob. It ia my job," he sald, "to 
see that you don't lose yours." One nf the writ& ! d r !  rien s, w o had known Dr. Hannah in 
another work context, once said: "Dr. Hannah has a brilliant mind; but his great~~ess is 
that he thinks with his heart." Greatness of spirit distinguishes the great from the good 
public persons. Dr. Hannah has this greatness of spirit. 

3 One of these men remained in A.I.D. ul;ltil his retiremenf. He did extraordinarily good 
work in India, well recognized and relatively well publicized. Thr rlu kout his long career 1 in A.I.D., he was considered one of the Agency s best and upon is retiremeat was 
frequently called upon for technical advice through consulting arrangements. Another 
went into the private sector and rose to a top executive psi t ion in a trade association. 
The third rose within A ency ranks tu become a Mission Dircctor and concluded his 5, overnmental career as a eputy Assistant Secr~tary of State. (The writer takes pride in 
k e  fact that this individual was at one time his graduate student at the University of 
Wisconsin.) 

' With this concIusion not everyone would agree. Sufficient here to say that A.I.D. 
technical assistance workers (direct hire or contract) work with the local peo le on their 
problems, rather than on the U.S roblems of collecting information nee ed by and B S 
reported to the United States, an looking after the concerns of U.S. citizens and 
businesses. Both are legitimate, but the persona1 interactions with local officials are 
totally merent. 

Later U.S. Ambassador to Ethiopia. 

See later in this book the discussion of the cooperation of the Universities of llIinois and 
Maryland-Eastern Shore for an illustration of how this idea was put into play with 
extraordinary success, faeen years later in Zambia. 

At that time, Director of the Experiment Station st Cornell Universit Chairman of the 
A.I.D. research advisory committee, f revious8 , Read of Cornell 0 niyersity's Soils 
Department, and also, Team Leader o Cornell niversity'a technical asqlstance team to 
the Philippines. I 

Nyle C. Brady, The Nature and Properties of Soils, 10th Edition (New York, New York: 
MacMillan & Co.), 

At College Station: not to be confused with Texas A&M University at Prairie View which 
is a historically black state university. 

lo This was often carried to ridiculous excess. In one instance, where a study had been set 
up in two phases ( a preliminary feasibilit study and final phase) &er the university 
had completed the first phase in acknowle d' ged outstanding and efficient manner, it was 



hold by Gcneral Counsel that the second phase had to be "readvertiaed." Selection of 
new contractor could only have waete a time, created much greater costa due t 
duplicntion of effort and rlsked the choice of an inferior contractor, Fortunately, th 
Deputy A.I.D. Administrator st the time -- the outstundingly capable Robert Nooter , 

surfaced the issue in such a way that the ridiculous rulin was reversed. This t e ( 
contractor neleetion made it difieult to devolop in the HBC 6 s the specialized eapab#tie 
necessary to mnke them competitive with the established A.I.D. contrnctor suppliers c 
services. 

" With the delay and problems the Congress had in approving timely budgets in the 1970 
and 19809, it frequently used the "continuing resolution" to carry the prior year budge 
levels (with or without some modifications) into the new budget year. 

Is In this process A,I.D. was greatly assisted by a special contract with the Nations 
Association for Equal Opportunities in Education ( NAFEO). 

" One "success story" of such a Joint MOU -- to the University of Illinois and th 
University of Mary land, Eastern Shore, discussed at Iength later. 

VI- 14 



ACCOMPLISHMENTS OF A.I.D's HBCU PROGRAM 

An Overall Measure 

I3y any standard of measurement, A.I.D.'s special effort to get historically black college 
universities involved in its programs has been a huge success. For the first time in its history, . 
has had a s ignscant  degree of broad inter-involvement with these institutions; and their sl 
resources, contributions and potentials have come to be appreciated. The first five years of the s: 
program (FY 1981 through FY 1986) was a period of meteoric rise. In FY 1981, before the s; 
A.I.D. effort began, the Agency obligated some $1.4 million to HBCUs for all purposes. This m 
considered a fair pre-program "base line." Previous years obligations1 had of course, v 
moderately up and down from that level primarily during the earlier 211 Id) grant progrEm yearz 
a peak was reached in FY 1986 and a leveling-off is in evidence. This is shown very well i 
following table, which shows actual levels of total A.I.D. obligations to HBCUs -- under g~ 

- contracts and subcontracts -- since the inception of the special HBCU program. 

Total A.I.D. Obligations by A.I. D. to HBCUs2 

FY 81 - FY 84 FY82 FY83 - FY 85 FY 86 FY 87 - FY 88 

$1.4 $3.7 $5.9 $12.8 $18.9 $20.7 $17.2 $19.7 

In brief, bv F.Y. f 986, the level of HBCU program activitv for A.I.D. had increased bv 
1200% (12 fold). from its pre-promam baseline, and has held about constant since that time. 

The leveling-off is understandable. The period since 1987 has been a period of "leveled-off 
foreign assistance generally, and, specificaliy, it has been a period of A.I.D. grants to, and con1 
with, U.S. colleges and universities. So HBCU participation has remained a t  a relatively cor 
promrtionate level from Fiscal Years 1985 and 1986. However, in constant value dollars, as 
other foreign assistance efforts, the figures fail to reflect reduction in activity Ievels causl 
deflation in the value of money. 

The broad base of HBCU participation in some phases of A.I.D. activity is one of the prog 
salient features, and, from the long-time perspective of U.S. foreign relations, one of its 
fortunate. A.1.I). had a very hard balance to strike. Ib programs were, in the main, highly tech 
and they usualIy required substantial aggregations of specialized techqical talents to effectively 
the developing country interest. However, the mix of special programs was specifically desigr 
draw upon HBCU resources and internets in ways which would further rather than deprecate 
development interests. The special research program identified and tapped outstanding scienti 
usually only one or two at a place -- and put them to work, with great success, on specific impc 
LIlC problems. The participant training program was re-adapted to place some 760 LDC partici 
per year in HBCUs, carefully belected to meet the specifie participant's training needs. As each 4 

these participant's training programs entailed agreement not only of the participant but of his ( 
government, this step-up in the use of HBCUs for such training required rather heroic efforts by A 



-- especially since the "bottom Iine" wae that tho training ehould be excellent and epecifically d 
to fit the trainee's needs, The Joint Memorandbums of Understanding (MOUs) helped ind 
HBCUs not only to develop spacialized competencies needed for A.I.D. work, but, also and evt 
importantly, to blend these competencies in a complementary way with those of their 1 
universities, strengthening thereby the capability of the field teams. By these means, i 

discussed, the HBCU involvement in A.I.D. programs -- in spite of the special complexity ass 
with foreign assistance operations -- has been very broad, as illustrated by the following stab 
"Of the 117 institutions comprising the HBCU community, 92 have been identified ... as a 
pursuing international development opportunities. Forty-six of the 92 (60%) received A.I.D. j 

support in FY 1988." This, by the wsy, is a higher proportion than would be true of a 
institutions of higher lsarning (colleges and universities) taken sa a whole. FiR,y-two of t 
HBCUs in the U.S. had A.I.D. financed arrangements of some kind in 1985. Of the some 3,000 (: 
and universities of all types in the United States (excluding HBCUs), some 287 held direct col 
grants or other funding arrangements with A.I.D. in 1986. (By 1988, the number wal 

somewhat.) Undoubtedly, some few additional universities participated under some I 
subcontract, subgrant or consortial arrangement, although most such participation was with ti 
287 that held direct contracts. Generous assumption that 100 additional non-HBCU colle~ 
universities mighk participate through such secoi~dary nrrangements suggests the fol 
conclusion; whereas approximately, at the very most, 45% of all HBCUs of all types particj 
A.1.D. programs, fewer than 10% of all non-HBCUs so participate. Of course, many of these ( 
are very small, but so are many of the HBCUs. This, perhaps more clearly than any other m 
suggests the success of A.I.D.'s special efforts on behalf of the historically black colleg 
universities. 

In brief, the "special HBCU programs" designed specZcally to assist HBCUs achieve 
participation in all A.tD. programs and projects, accounted for 22.84% of A.I.D.'s total F' 
obligations to HBCUa, as followa: 

Support Grants, in Joint MOUs $1.9 million 9.64% 
Special HBCU Research Grants 92.6 million 13.20% 

Subtotal: $4.6 million 22.84%' 

Use of HBCUs in A.I.D.'s regular foreign assistance programa (under grants, contracl 
grants and subcontracts) accounted for 77.16% of all A.I.D. obligations to HBCUs in FY.1' 
follows: 

Participant training 
Technical Assistance 
Research Programs 

$ 7.3 million 37.06% 
$ 5.9 million 29.95% 
$ 2.0 million 10,15% 

Subtotal: $15.2 million 77.16% 

Grand Total $19.7 million 100% 



In addition to theao A.I.D, expenditures, "A.I.D. also manages training program3 for developing 
countries which have resources to pay for such training," Under this program, 120 participants were 
placed in seven HBCUs. Tho training costs of this program were $1.33 million in FY 1988 and are not 
counted as an A.I.D. expenditure to the HBCUs.' Nevertheless, in the absence of the special A.I.D. 
effort, and the special policies and arrangements to impIement it, these training arrangements would, 
undoubtedly, not have materialized. 

The involvement in HBCU participant training is, undoubtedly, of deep importance to the 
involved RBCUs. I t  involved their faculties, as teachers, in the lives and fortunes of students from 
many developing countries, and, through them, deepened insights into the character and 
characteristics of the peoples and the countries of the world in which we live. As the teachers, and 
indeed the participants themselves, pass the insights and understandings on to the American students 
of the universities now and in the future -- the education of their strategic element is greatly benefited, 
to the immense advantage of our country as a whole. 

A total of $7,9 million FY 1988 A.I.D. funding of HRCUs was for their participation, directly or 
under subcontracts or sub grants, in A.I.D,'s programs of technical assistance and/or researche o f  the 
types discussed throughout this book. Perhaps the one disappointing feature of the HBCU program is 
the modest growth of this component. Decisions regarding their participation in these programs are, 
as we have seen, immensely decentralized. Only through continuous pressure of A.I,D. executive 
policy and process can old bad habits be reversed, Much of the problem arises from the slow erosion of 
3articipation of U.S. universities of any sort -- partially a9 a result of reduction of the types of long- 
term projects designed to improve the human resource, institutional, and science- technological 
foundations for LDC growth, and partially from substituting private-sector consulting firms fbr U,S, 
universities as suppliers of needed expertise, A11 are encouraged by the nature1 but unfortunate 
human propensities of all officials to get results more quickly (during their own tours of duty so that 
they can get the credit) than the realities of national development permit. These pressures are 
normal, persistent and inevitable, Constant vigilance over process and procedures is as important as 
positive and aggressive executive policy to counter this understandable but destructively 
counterproductive human tendency. The next Administration will be chaIIenged by events to equal 
the performance of its predecessor in expanding the opportunities for HBCUs to participate in A.I. D. 
programs -- and in Federal government programs generally. President Reagan's unprecedented, and 
unfortunately unheralded, leadership in this respect will be hard to duplicate. 



Ex.*lhr- ~ l e  of Accomplishments: Partnership of the University of Illinois, 

and the University of Maryland-Eastern Shore 

The Zambia Project: A Study in Collaboration 

The Government of the Republic of Zambia regards this rojectan an 

ac tivitiea. 
P example t f  success by whlch to measure other technica assistance 

Our (the University of Maryland-Eastern Shore] involvement with the 
Universit of Illinoie at Urbana-Champaign began about six months 
after our 8 ampus received the Title XI1 Stren hening Grant Program 
award in June, 1980 .... 'The University of I1 k inois was mature---the 
University of Maryland-Eastern Shore (had) some strengths akeady 
and a ca abilitj to enter the international develo ment (assistance 
effort). *he Universit d Illinoin had the (Zambia contract but the h P 
relationshi between t e University of Illinois and the University of B Mar:-land- astern Shore and Southern lllinqis University, Carbon- 
dale, was based on a partnership among peera. 

An excellent example of how A.1 .D'e special program for the historically black colleges and 
aniversities (HBCUs) accomplishes its purposes of getting these inetitutione involved in A.I.D. 
programs may be seen in the remarkable experience of the University of Maryland-Eastern Shore 
(UMES) located at Princess Anne, Maryiand. This agricultural college was created under the 
amended Morrill Act of 1890 -- which establhhed, ultimately, seventeen Land Grant agriculturalv 
colleges for black students, - under the now fortunately outlawed "separate but equal" doctrine. 
These black agicultural mlleges are, because of their origin, known as the "1890 colleges" (now, 
"2890 universities"). & the time A.I.D. began working with it, the University of Maryland-Ewtern 
Shore had a relatively small but enterprising agricultural research, teaching and extension proFern 
and a relatively small but excellent faculty under distinctly outstandingexecuti~ leadership. 

Some small fraction of its faculty hnd had experience in leas developed muntrie~ or  were reared 
and educated in those countriee. But the College, itself, had no avetseaa contracts nor wiicient  
numbers of s W  available for ovsrseas assignments b undertake A.I.D. contracts. f t did have 
interests in developing such capability and applied for and received in  Jwle 1980 an A.LD. Title XI1 
Strengthening Grant of $100,000 per year for five yeats. 

The -'jniversity of Maryland-Eastorn Shora applied k A.I.D. for a special HBCU small research 
grant project.' First steps involved a m  attendance in Sr i  Lanka of an international confere~~ca on 
"winged beanst' and the visitation of three Aftican countries enrouts for the purpose of developing the 
local research artangement. The "winged bean" ie a tronical legume M e n  by many as a potential 
wonder plant for use in tropical'; less developed countw,~.  It WAS receiving much attention in 
literature at the time. "A.I.D., responded that the univt.,i*..iyr, new to the development community, 
might benefit by guidance from: some university mor;. !:~tni:tishc d I.1 the development business, 
especially as to the optimum use of the proposed country vi::.ta~-;::n.~'~ 

,I As the Uziiversity of Maryland-Eastern Shore had 'm-: cn~lab .rating, (as the only HBCU) with 
the University of Illinoie and other U.S. univer~ities c,n 4; U.S. Deg~.rtment of Agricultuie regional 
research I: wject on soybean pest control, it contacted per;~t:nnel involved in the University of Illinois 
Intern,l'.l ma1 Soytean Center. With aasistance frn n tho liniverr-ity of Illinois (at Urbana- 



Champnign), and A.I.D., the details of the trip were planned, From thin small beginning developed 
one of the moet excellant exnmpIea of collaboration of HBCUa and other U.S. universities in work for 
A,I. D. -- and one of the best technical assistance projects A.I.D. has ever underlken, It  has been 
praised, as cited earlier by the U.S. Arrrb~ssador to Zambia, and described by Zambian Ambassador t o  
the United States, Naluminc Mumbia, as "extremely popular in Zambia ... other international 
programs are told to fit in (with it), to the extent that if the project were interrupted, the other 
programs would be interrupted as well."" 

As ac  ~utgrowth of thew early contacts, the University of Illinois arranged for two of the 
University of Mar:yland-Eastern Shore scientists to attend an intern~tional soybean research 
conference in India, While these two scientists were back on the Illinois campus, reporting on that 
meeting, the University of Illinois suggested that Maryland-Eastern Shore join them. along with 
Southern IIIinois University in Carbondale, in a three-university reBponse to an A.I.D. request for a 
technical assistancla project in Africa: the "Zambia Agricultural Development, Research and 
Extension Project (ZAMAFtE)." This projec~ was designed to increase the emall farmer productior, of 
oilseed crops (sunflower and soybead and maize (corn) as well a8 to improve small farmers' farming 
capabilities generally. This joint proposal was submitted to A.I.D. in. July 1982. A.I.D. notified the 
universities in Augwt that they had been awarded the contract, to became effective in January 1982. 
The contract would Ibe with the University of Illinois (which served as the bueiness office for the 
project). The other two universities participated under subcontracts with .the University of IIIinois. 

Personnel clearance and approval processes moved weil but took their usual bite of time. 
During this period, tbe University of Illinois Chief of Party designate withdrew. A member of the 
University of Maryland-Eastern Shore group (who had been sent as advance man to make housing and 
working nrrangements for the three-university team of seven who would be living in three separate 
communities in Zambia) was asked by the University of Illinois to take over as Chief of Party (team 
leader). He accepted. He was oficed next door to the Zambia Director of Agriculture, and very close 
working relationships were established,12 -4 

Not wqrisingly, when his first tour expired, he was asked by the three-university consortium 
and the Government of Zambia, to remain as Chief of Party - in which position he continued to serve 
for five years. After leaving Zambia and returning to Maryland-Eastern Shore (UMES), he became 
the campus represc:ntative to the Zambia Working Group for the duration of the field operations 
(through the summner of 1988).15 The other UMES field team members served two terms (four years). 
The long-term team members consisted of two each from UMES and from Southern Illinois 
University,Carbondale, and three from the University of Illinois, Urbana-Champaign. 

As it happened, the University of Illinois never did supply the Team Leader. In no way does this 
speak adversely of that University's dedication to the contract. Quite to the contrary, due to its 
extraordinary selfless a d  competent overall management of the project (of which it was the prime 
contractor), project needs always h k  priority over other considerations. It  was agreed by all parties 
that the selection of Chief's of Party, and all other stafingprogram decisions, should be made solely on 
the basis of the best interest of the project. This principle prevailed for the duration of the project. 
Free and continuous discussion among the three universities and the Government of Zambia 
established consensuson what actions best served the best interest of the project. As prime contractor, - 
the University of Illinois accepted ultimate responsibility to A.I.D. for performance of the project. 



In addition h t' ssven long-term technical adviaore, numerous short-term advisors were sent 
t~ Zatnbia tn nsaiat with the project. The project goal of 34 Zambians to attain degree level training in 
the United States was exceeded. Forty-nine Zambians received such training: 28 eelectsd from the 
country's research service; 21 selected from its extension service. An additional 85 Zsmbiana were 
given shorter term training -- most of it in t.hs Unitsd Statas but some in the International 
Agricdtur~l Research Centers. In addition, inni~merable farmers were provided locally with training 
on a large variety of topics essential to succ~aaaful small-scale farming. Zambian graduatu students 
working for Masters and Ph.D. degrees in U,S. institutions were able to do their thesis research in 
Zambia with profeasionsl advice and assistance from the project personnel. 

This project has been an outstanding success. Improved, higher-yielding varieties of corn, 
soybeans and sunflowers are being introduced rapidly throughout the country. Yields are increasing; 
farmers are replacing their centuriesr old traditional methods of farming with new, science-based 
practices, which increase productivity. Consumers will be able to eat better; malnutrition will be 
conquered. Release of some of the poorest land from farming will follow (as it has in the United States) 
as the yield per acre on the better lands is sharply increased, representing the only real way, in the 
face of population growth, to permit natural restoration of over-exploited lands and the re:-balancing of 
natural ecologies. 

Zambian Ambassador Mumbia had been a student in Icdia in the late 1960s and vras well aware 
of the "Green Revolution" that had taken place in that country's agriculture -- and of the example it 
zst for the world. He indicated at the cited BIFAD meeting that Zambia's succeas, with the help of this 
project, "might become o strategic factor in dialogue among various groups from other countries, and 
act as a stabilizing influence." He was no doubt right: there is probably no greater destabilizing 
influence in the poorer countries than the desperation of declining economic prospects, especially of 
enough food to eat; and no greater W.uenee toward stability than hopes for improvements in those 
prospects, buttressed by a dramatic demonstration that they can, in fact, be achievecl. 

Abve all, the project demonstrates the immense potentialities for god, of a full and effective 
collaboration between the larger U.S. universities and the historically black universities when they 
work together, in a well organized system, as partner8 with each other and with the U.S. government, 
in common cause on a well designed project of great importance to humanity. It  also demonstrates 
how the sequence of special efforts by A,I.D. on behalf of HBCUe (the Strengthening Grant, the HBCU 
Research Grant, the Joint Memorandum of Understanding) contributed to  getting this HBCU 
equipped for, and powerfully involved in, A.I.D.'s assistance effort, greatly to the United States' 
foreign policy advantage. 

The University of Maryland-Eastern Shore is now holding the lead responsibility for a West 
African research project, centered in Cameroon. Alabama A&M and Florida A&M Universities are 
collaborating with Maryland-Eastern Shore in this project. "Without the Zambian Project experience, 
the University of Maryland-Easterr, Shore would have neither the inclination nor the fortitude to 
pursue this technically ambitious project." 



END NOTES 

"Obli ation" is the term used for the transaction by which funds are formally committed 
from X .I,D.' s bud st account to a contractor, grantee o r  aid-recipient country. For U.S. 
tuliversities, the o Bb ligation inst~~ument is normally a contract, rant or cooperative 
agreement; for other countries it la normally a Project A eement b r o - ~ ~ ) .  The mutual 

ngof these instruments of commitment constitutes t a e act of "obli6ation." After the 
$!ation, the funds remain with the U.S. Treasury until disbursed, elther as advances 
or as reimbursements, to cover the recipient 's expenditures. Obligated funds not used, 
for whatever reason, by the recipient are de-obligateci and returned to the U.S. Treasury -- not to the A.I.D. budget. 

Data from A. I.D, Annual Performance Report for Historicallv Black Collerres and 
Universities, Fiscal Year 1988. Scholars may wish to see earlier year Reports as well' 
?aveilabIe from A.I.D.1, 

A.I.D. Annual Performance Rewrt for Historicallv Black Colleaes and Universities, 
RscalVe'ar 1988, p. 2. 

As we shall see, the support grants, and perha s even more so, the Special RBCU 
Research Grants, have made contributions o f substantial direct value to LDC 
deveIo rnent in addition to their primary role of building HBCU infrastructure and 
expaning HBCU involvement in A.I.D. ' a regular teehn~eal assistance, reeeareli and 
training programs. 

A.I.D. Annual Performance Rewrt for HistoricaIlv Black Collenes and Universities, . 
Fiscal Yesr rn 
1.e. , CRSPs and other research programs; not to be confused with the $2.6 million under 
the special HBCU research grants program. 

From unclassified cable from U.S. Ambassador Hare to the U.S. Department of State, 
November f 5,1985. 

From a letter of Janu 5, 1989 tr, the writer, from Dr. Dennis Ignasius, Director, 
International Programs ";r flce, University of Maryland-Eastern Shore. 

The ant was all for program costa; the University contributed all overhead costs. The 
"189funiversitiea" were not re uired to make other *matching1' contributions, whereas 
all other universities reeeivinghle XI1 Strengthening Grants were required to mateh 
dollar for dollar the A.I.D. contribution to pro am costs -- in addition to contribution of 

i f all overhead costs. This waivin of the "matc in requirement" wae one of the A.I.DV1s 
efforts, supported by the Title IIBoard (BIFAD~, to toassist, in a apeeial way, the 1890 
HBCUs, 

Letter from Dr. Ignasius to the writer (January 5,1989). 

Minutes from the AIDJBIFAD meeting of January 13,1987. 
I 

Minutes from the AIDBIFAD meeting of January 13,1987. 

Letter from Dr. lgnasius to the writer (January 5,19891, 

Letter from Dr. Ignasius to the writer (January 5, 1989). It  mi h t  be added that, 

undertake this effort. 
f probabty, without the Zambian example, A.I.D. would have lacke the confidence to 



SAMPLES OF CONTRIBUTIONS OF THE HBCU 

SPECIAL COMPETITIVE RESEARCH PROGRAM 

Introductory Comment 

Given its objectives, this special program has been a distinct auccess. I t  has identified a large 
number of highly competent scientists on HBCU campuses interested in, and capable of, dolng 
outstanding work for A.I.D. -- either as A.I.D. ernployese or much more commonly as members of 
contractor teams -- on A.I.D. funded field projects. It has brought the e;rceptionaI competenciee of 
many of these HBCU scientists to the attention of field mission and LDC officiafs. It has, in several 
cases, established professional and personal linkages between HBCU and LDC researchers which 
continue and may be expected to endure. As we have seen in the University of Maryland-Eastern 
Shore example, it has played an important part in getting some HBCUa into the thick of A.I.D. field 
programs. It has strengthened the capabilities, and familiarities with A.I.D., and with the LDCs of the 
28 HBCUs which have carried out research projects under the program. 

The program was first initiated in fiscal year 1984. 85. the end of FY 1988, over 400 proposaIs 
had k e n  received from the HBCUs and reviewed by A.1.D.l Eighty-six of those proposals, from 28 
different HBCUs, had been funded. Approximately 75 Werent HBCU major investigators had been 
involved, The research work was done in a total of 26 dserent developing countries -- usually in 
collaboration with one or more deveIoping country scientists and resezrdh institutions. For many of 
the projects, a part of the research (particularly laboratory work, replication of LDC field studies, and 
analytical work) w m  done in the United Statea on the HBCU campus. African and Caribbean 
countries were the most frequently selected localities for field research and cooperating research. In 
all casea, A.I.D. field missions formally concurred in the project and often participated in working out 
local arrangements. 

African and Caribbean countries were most frequently selected locations, although projects 
were carried out in Asian, Near Eastern, Central end South American countries. 

A total of $7.8 million had been provided during the five-year perid, FY 1984 through FY 1988. 
This was divided almost equally between research an problems in agriculture (including aquaculture) 
and (human) health. 

Twenty-five projects had been completed by the end of FY 1988: thirteen in agriculture and 
aquaculture; ten in health; two in general education. 

Many of these research projscts, have produced results of outstanding significance and 
relevance. As the program is relatively new, the results are just now beginning to flow in. As the 
HBCU scientists and their LDC collaborators, and aa other U.S. and LDC scientists, begin to build 
upon and utilize these research findings; the results of these research investments will become 
increasingly evident in the gieater productivity and improved health of the people in the developing 
countries. In light of the major role that science and ecientinta play in conquering the causes of hunger 
and ill health, certain it is that these axcellent projects will contribute greatly. It is not the purpose of 



this book to describe or document the contributions of these reaearch instruments. Thrca examples 
must aaee: one each from the fields of human health, oquacuItare, and agriculture. 

The Meharry University Project on Trypanosomiasis (Sleeping Sickness) 

The closely related group of diseases of humans and animals, trypanosolniasis (commonly 
known as sleeping sickness), is caused by a microorganism spread by tsetse flies throughout broad 
regions of Africa. Most control measures against the disease, among both humans and domesticated 
animals, have been through efforts at controls of the tsetse fly hosts. These measures have been only 
variably successful and are, of course, of no avail to persons who have contracted or are in imminent 
danger of contracting the disease. 

This research project focuses on one approach to the needed complementary effort to develop 
improved drugs against the-infecting organism. It  attempts to exploit a very unusual characteristic of 
all members of the family of the infectious microorganisms, &panosoma_tida, 

All members of this family of microorganisms have a tiny bit of genetic substance (DNA), not of 
their own but from some exogenous source, possibly some ancient ancestral host upon which they 

- have lived in some host-parasite relationship. In any event, this bit of "foreign" genetic material (as 
we11 as the organism's own) must survive, reproduce, and interact properly with the organism's other, 
and different, genetic materials for the organisms to survive and reproduce, This extremely complex 
set of requirements opens a port of possible intervention nnd attack on the organism, and the 
investigator had, through his previous molecular genetics studies of the organism, identified potential 
weaknesses in this unusual, dual set of genetic interrelationships. This project was designed to permit 
the investigator to further explore the possibilities and means ~f attacking this genetic vulnerability 
factor through the use of drugs. 

As the project moved forward, through its ~everal stages, so successful and exciting to other 
scientists had it become that the Meharry Medical ColIege established a center for the study of 
trypansomiasis and received a msjor National Science Foundation grant. This extremely 
sophisticated and profoundly significant set of research activities muId have vast significance not only 
in terms of more immediab practical objectives but is1 its contribution to scientific understandings of 
microbiological approaches to disease control more generally. 

The Morehouse College Project on Producing a Low-Cost 

Feeding System for Aquaculture 
I 

A research project which would enabIe the developing countries to use locally available 
inexpensive plants and by-products as arlurces of excellent, low-cost fish food for aquacul tural 
production was undertaken with Morehouse College. 

Protein, calcium and phosphorous deficiencies remain r! serious nutritional problem in most 
developing countries. These deficiencies moat severely sect young, growing children. 



Fiah are excellent murcee of all three. Recent revolutions in pond production of such fish a 
carp, tilapia and catfish have demonstrated their extreme efficiency, surpassing all other domesti, 
animals, including even chickens, in converting feed stuffs into foodstuffa. Increasingly, LDCs ae 
learning the scientific systems of aquaculture, which appeal to dietary preference8 and fit well into thl 
population of dense and humid less_dsveloped countries. 

But, with all its advantages, fish culture has one major drawback. Fish require high proteil 
diets. If these proteins are provided, as at present, primarily from standard high protein vegetable ant 
animal sources, fish competes with humans either directly for the foodstuffs or indirectly for the Ian1 
on which the foodstuffs are grown. Humans could, with stiil greater efliciency, consume the higl 
protein fdstuffa themselves, or use the land that produced the fish feeds b produce high proteil 
human foods. 

Protein is a nitrogen-based substance. Therefore, these researchers sought for a method o 
producing high protein fish foods, using nitrogen-fixing microbes and abundant agricultural by 
products or locally grown grasses as the substratum for the microbes. They set the further criterir 
that the process must: 

o not be energy-intensive, nor dependent upon mechanisms not readily available in thj 
country; 

be highly transferable, easily learned and easily managed by non-technically cornpeten 
persons. 

To achieve these objectives, the researchers adapted an unueual method of creating a type o 
silage by bacterial action upon grasses in water-tight, open tanks. 

This microbial action on the grass clippings, or on by-products, such as crushed sugar cant 
stalks, created what the writers call a "silage-microbo mat." Because the microorganisms use< 
incIuded some with the ability to combine nitrogen in the air with the grass products in the tanks, thc 
"silage-microbe matn was a relatively high-protein t yp  of biomass. The fish like to eat it. 

In the Dominican Republic, where much of the fieId work was done, thin prduct, "defied as E 
mixed microbial biomass cultured on silagal p a s s  clippingsw turned out to be between 75% and 80a 
digestible by carp, tilapia and catfish. Protein levels of the feed ranged from 17% to 2096, a thoroughlj 
adequate level. Thus was created, cheaply, an excellent high protein Ash food from sources abundanl 
locally and non-competitive with human food. A small, specific contribution? Perhaps! But of greal 
economic importance, especially to coutries with an abundance of grass (or augar cane by-products: 
and available sun, water and air. 

A further, incidental benefit! The researchers discovered that same microorganism alst 
efficiently transported dangerous heavy metals (such as mercury, lead and cadmium) to the surfact 
mat, where they are stored. These metals can then be removed h: pa.ding the pond and reclaimed bj 
hydrolysis. This, of course, has possibilities for water decontaminution, suEcient at least to attracl 
the U.S. Department of Interior Bureau of Mir,: s, which is now supporting further research on tht 
potentialities of the process. 



The astounding web of relationshipa apinning out from these small research projects, to the 
benefit of the HBCUs, is exemplified in this project by the above-cited research spin-off. It is further 
illustrated by the following relationships reported by Morehouse CoIlege: 

An undermaduate student in the Dominican Repubtic worked on the Morehouse College 
fieId experiment there, and then at the Morehouse College. On her own resources but 
with Marehouse planning assistance she will be undertaking graduate work at some 
other U.S. un.iversity. 

Two A.I.U. funded participants from the Caribbean worked on the project at Morehouse 
whilc studying there, learning research techniques directly applicable to insular LDC 
conditions. 

Two professors from the Catholic University in the Dominican Republic, who worked on 
this report, are presently working with Morehouse College in the development of a n  
environmental education program. The United Negro College Furid has awarded a one- 
year fellowship to a Morehouse faculty member for the development of this educational 
program in cooperation with the Catholic University in the Dominican Republic. 

A Morehouse student-technician who developed expertise in the system by working on 
the project at Morehouse CaIlege (and in the Dominican RepubIic) trained s Peace Corps 
Volunteer on the methods of producing the "silage-microbe mat," and that volunteer is 
now helping the Dominican Republic establish a major fish production system of 
aquaculture ponds using this high protein low-cost fish feed production approach. 

- And so grows, and will continue to grow, this expanding web of scientific and personal 
relationships in the service of the dzveloping countries and U.S. internationa1 relationships, Even 
above the intermittent rumbling0 of international political discords, these higher activities of the 
human mind and spirit find accord and harmony of interest if channels are created and maintained for 
cooperative interaction of professionals and scientists in collaborstive work arrangements among free 
research and educational institutions. 

The University of Maryland-Eastern Shore Project on 

Nitrogen Fixation by the Bambara Ground Nut 

We have just seen fruitful evaluation of the capabilities and contributions of the University of 
Maryland-Eastern Shore to the A.I.D. agricultural program in Africa. This has evolved into two sets 
of partnership arrangements, one with two Illinois universities, on a major project in Zambia, and the 
other with two other  historical^^ black universities on a regional project headquartered in Cameroon. 
In both, Maryland-Eastern Shore has played leadership roles. For both, the University reports that 
one of the A.I.D. special HBCU competitive research grants and an A.I.D. HBCU strengthening grant 
were strong factors in getting the University's capabilities expanded, and into action, in A.I.D. 
assistance programs. 

Here is a brief description of that seminal research project. 



As we hnve eeen, fmd legurnen (beam, peas, peanuts, etc.) are extremely important sources oj 

protein rich rods, ao badly needed, especially by growing children, in t h ~  poorest countriea where 
meat or milk are unavailable or too expensive. 

All high protein foods require much nitrogen since it is a building block of all proteins. Most 
LDCs are poor in nitrogen since it is broken down and lenks out rapidly at high temperatures. 
Nitrogen fertilizer is often difficult to get and always expensive, 

Fortunately, legumes are capable, und.er ideal conditions, of' obtaining their nitrogen from the 
air (which is about 80% nitrogen) by virtue of a happy partnership with a family of bacteria knowri as 
rhizobia. These bacteria form little colonies in a cyst-like formation, "nodules," on the roots of the 
1,egurnes. Parasitizing the legume for a11 their other nutrients, these bacteria "fix" the nitrogen in the 
air in such a manner as to make it available to the growing legume. This "eymbistic" relntionship (as 
is usual with close partnerships) is variably productive, as between difCsrent species, of varieties and 
strains of legumes on the one hand, and of bacteria (rhimbia) on the other. Further, the compatibility 
is affected by soil conditions, temperature, moisture and. especially by the degree of acidity or 
alkalinity of the soil.' 

All research in this project was with the 'tarnbara groundnut," a type of peanut widely grown 
in Togo, Senegal and other areas of Africa. Some 150 varieties and strains of this peanut were 
narrowed down to the 23 most promising, which were then evaluated, in Togo in 1985, on the basis of 
yields and response to nitrogen fartiliz~rs. 

Similarly, same thrity strains of rhimbia were selected from work previously done in Nigeria, 
Togo and Senegal, and several exotic strains were imported. 

Combinations of varietica of ground nut and variatiee of rhizabie bacteria were tried out in 
three steps: frrst. in very amall numbers of plants grown in totally antrolled growth chambers; 
second, in intermediate size, greenhouse tests; third, in fmld trials, undcr humid conditions in Togo 
and semi- arid conditions in Senegal. 

All three levels resulted in the same conclusions as to which proved the best combinations. 
Yields were, as to be expected, higher under humid rather than under dry land production conditions. 

The study eveluated many intemlationahip, such as plant material dry weight, amount of 
"nodulation" by the rhizobia, dry weight of shoots, eh .  But the bottom line question was, of course, the 
yield of the peanuts themselves. Chief fmdings were: 

The Bambara ground nut makes relatively good use of a rather large number of different 
rhizobis strains, leas fussy in this respect than many legumes. 

The Bambara ground nut works best, however, with local rather than with exotic straina 
of rhizobia,,espcially with two selected straine. 

With these selected rhizobia strains, yields were higher than when nitrogen fertilizer 
was applied at locally recommended fertilization IeveIa. (An unusual phenomenon.) 

This information, and all that went with it, is being built into the large research and application 
efforts by the University of Maryland-Eastern Shore in Zambia and Cameroon and by other U.S. 
univer~ities and international research centers working on legumes. It is not a spectacular, earth 



shaking new scientific breakthrough but an immediately useful: set of research findings working its 
way inh the age-old struggle for more and better food production in lands where some of the poorest 
and worst nourished peoples of the world live. Several African and American graduate students have 
earned academic degrees working on this project. They can be expected to become part of the 
continuing scientific task force in the struggle for economic and social betterment of their peoplcs and 
wilI feed back into the continued strengthening of the University of Maryland-Eastern Shore. 

Summary 

In summary, the competitive HBCU research projects have proved a very useful part of the kit  
of tools for getting more HBCUs -- and most importantly their faculties -- involved in A.I.D. programs. 
They have: 

produced much valu~ble research; 

established close institutional and personal relationships between HBCU, A.I.D. field 
mission and LDC perrronnel; 

strengthened HBCU capabilities; 

r identified, many competent researchers on HBCU campuses and drawn the attention of 
other sponsoring entities to the capabilities of individual HBCUs, resuIting in some 
instances in substantial additional support to the HBCU. 

Most important of all, the program has involved several HBCUs in a web of scientific 
relationships with persons and institutions in the developing countries, and thereby enriched their 
normal research and instructional wisdom, to the benefit of all future graduates from these 
institutions. Any significant contribution to this end, to these campuses so vital to our country's total 
educational function, is a stellar accompliahrnent. 



END NOTES 

A.I.D. sets high standards for these projects, which has been a major factor in thei 
success. A group within A.I.D. fuet reviews ench roposal for its relevance to A.1.C B needs, the feasibility and willin ness of specifis cooperatin LDC institutions t 
participate, the general liblihooj of the roject to succeed, t e likelihood that th P i 
projects results will be utilized if success ul, and similar questiona of relevance an1 
usefulnese. Then a panel of experts in the subject field (arran ed in the earlier years b. 
the National Science Foundation, and in later yeare by t !! e National Academy a 
Sciences) receive8 the project pro sal with re ard h all aspects of scientific worthines~ % feasibility, originality and signgance. The anel rates the proposals, and only thas 
judged most worthy by both reviewe are funded. 

This latter set or relationships is bein currently studied under an HBCU research p a n  + to the University of Georgia at Fort alley, Georgia. Thia is a broader survey of severa 
lepme crops own in the Dominican Republic; it daee not go into the same depth as doe 
th~s study by t g e University of Maryland-Eaetern %ore. 



CONCLUSION: What Further Needs To Be Done 

A.I.D.'s special effort on behalf of more involvement of tho HBCUs has clenrly been a record of 
outstanding accomplishment. AH we have seen, however, the growth in that accomplishment has 
leveled off In fact, evidence suggests great difficulty in maintaining HBCU participation even at 

present levels. 
- 

President Reagan certainly g3ve vastly more support to this effort than had any preceding 
President. Not only did he keep continuous and strong pressure cn the various departments and 
agencies of government, he met with this group of university presidents, as a body, on at least four 
occasions. The giving of this much personal attention to a relatively small group of representatives 
from reiatively small institutions is without parallel in the history of Presidential-university 
relations. This does not mean, however, that other things could not have been done which would have 
made that support even more effective in its accomplishments, as shall be discussed later. 

A,I. D. was particularly advantaged in its efforts to expand HBCU participation in its programs, 
not only by the makeup of its own executive personnel a t  this historic moment, but also by the fact 
that both the Executive branch, and the Legislative branch and both political parties, were exerting 
firm, positive influence in the same direction. It would seem that this toplevel support outside the 
Agency would continue. 

The Gray amendment will probably remain in the legislation for some time. President Bush 
gives every evidence of being equally sympathetic to this cause as evidenced among other things by his 
selection of Dr. Louis Sullivan to be in his Cabinet, and by his appointment of Dr. Richard Godwin of 
Texas A&M University at Prairie View as director of his HBCU "White House Initiatives" staff, and 
by his sup@ to all other dimensions of the HBC U programs. But A.I.D. has had a virtually complete 
executive turnover and everything wanes in time as other needs and emphases come along. Therefore, 
it is essential that enalysis be made as to what steps should be taken to assure that this exceptional 
progress of the middle and late 19808 not be lost. 

In pursuit of this program objective, A.I.D. confronts many obstacIes inherent in the fact that it 
is a foreign assistance agency {obstacles that do not equally impinge upon other agencies of 
government). Since A.I.D. was alone in having to initiate a policy in which other governments' 
preferences and attitudes had ta be taken specifically into account,, one would have expected it to lag 
behind in rate of accomplishment. The fact that it was at the forefront of all government agencies does 
indicate something of what can be accorn$ished by aggressive action. It  also inuicates the great value 
of having simultaneous and roughly identical support, and indeed pressure, from both the Legislative 
and Executive branches and from both political parties. However, in spite of all favorable factors, 
there were genuine barriers to accomplishment of the clear directives of President Reagan's Executive 
Order and dongressman Gray's Amendment. On the assumption that the goals will persevere in 
succeeding Administrations, these problems merit some discussion. 

The monthly meetings of all government agencies provided opportunities to witness some of the 
major limitations and obstacles to President Reagan's initiative. Most of these apply government- 
wide. 

These problems are of three types: 1) liaison arrangements between the departments and 
agencies with the Special White House Initiatives Staff; 2) position, make-up, responsibilities and 



powers of tho Whito Houae Initiative Staff, and 3) gcnernl governmental procurement policy nl 

special adaptations of such policies by individuol doportments and agenciee. Theeo will bc di~cusse 
briefly, in order. 

First: Moet government agencies have special ofices of minority flairs, charged with looki~ 
after the gonrrral problem0 of minority parti~ipat~ion, discrimination and related matter 
Representatives from these oficee tended to bc selected b represent their respective a.gencies in tl 
government-wide meetings held by the White House special staff. These were certainly able a1 
dedicated  individual^. However, moat of them had purely staff functions in their agencics and we 
not so positioned in command channels as to influence heavily the day-by-day decision processes th 
shape their agency's expenditure patterns. The President's directive would have been much bettl 
served had representation by the various departments and agenciee been at high levels in the chain 
command. (This did not apply directly in to the A.I.D. case. The writer, who represented the Agenc 
was not at a suEficient1y high executive level to have t h ~ t  much influence. But, this deficiency W I  

made up for by the aggressive, positive action taken by all three of his superiors, who did hay 
ultimate, executive decision-making powers.) With such representation, the government-wit 
meetings would have been much more planning and action oriented, rather than merely forums E 
exchanges ,,f idormation. 

Second: Although Prelridtck Ec=gais Exzcutivc Qder gz=*c p = t  pro~inzece to his intentic 
to accomplish the results specified, the machinery was not entirely adequate. The greatest proble 
was that there was tuo much gap in the administrative echelons betweosl the President and the speci 
staff that was charged with implementing the Order. The staff waa dde. But; it was positioned in ti 
Department of Education under an Assiataht Secretary who had many other respnsibilities, and wI 
delegated responeibilities down to a level where it was very mcult systematically to bring to t1 
President's attention the principal obstacles to realization of his directives and to show him how tho! 
obstacles might be overcome. As a result, there was great asymmetry in responsiveness of the varior 
departments and agencies, and little means for reeolving prol~lems that allowed, or encourage1 
unrespnsivenesa. 

The biggest shortcominq seemed to be that there vras not a mechanism to analyze e.x 
recommend to the President the specific changes needed in other areas of government; 
administration if thie particular initiative waa to bear full fruit. It was obvious to all the p o p  
working on this initiative that the President, and certainly the Congreea in A.I.D.'s case, we] 
extremeig forceful in stipulating the goals of increasing the participation of the black universitie 
However, this effort was being blocked by smaller considerations, particularly in the area I 

procurement policy, which could have been easily resolved had those problems beet! attacked head-c 
on a government-wide basis, with the clear aupport of the President. It was not the lnck of will, nor I 

objectives, but of mechanisms for surfacing the questions and the problems that stad in the way of ti 
federal government's more fully achieving the President's goals. 

Third: Rigidities in general federal government procurement policies and procedures mak 
extreme difficulties for accommodating specific objectives such ns those outlined in the Presidelit 
Executive Order. On no p i n t  was the experience and opinion of the representatives of the varior 
agencies uniform. This is particularly important in that the degrees of freedom that executi~ 
agencies have in contracting have, unfortunately, h e n  lessened, undoubtedly in response to i::lpropr 
contracting practices of some agencies. As we have seen elsewhere, particularly in the discussion 
the Indian program, much of the A.I.D. program's success was due to the high level profession; 



judgment8 nrnde in the selection of institutions on the baais thsir cornmitmont to the effort. The 
procurement process has drifted ever more away from this kind of careful professional evaluation 
toward one of own bidding which hns given it the appearance, but certainly not tho substance, of 
greater objectivity and freedom from corruptibility, Where nuances in professional capability and 
scientific validity are all-important, such formalized procurement processes often stultify the process 
of competent choice. In the caee of the HBCU program, the procurement requirements essentially 
made it impossible for institutions to select a black whool to do all or a portion of a task unless the 
school wan clearly superior to any other choice. This was because of a strong presumption that being 
small andor  new to the effort, it would probably also bu clearly inferior. Xt is difi?cult for agencies to 
make special cases on behalf of the procurement of expertise from black schools because any departure 
from established habits, no matter how well it might serve broader objectives, would nonetheless be 
taken at risk by the officer responsible for making the selection decision.' This resulted, in many 
ngencies, in the work with the historicalIy black colleges and universities, settling into sorts of special- 
case activities, not funded out of main-line responsibilities of the agencies, but justxed in some more 
restricted way, Useful as these are, they do not substitute for incorporating the universities into the 
broader structures of interrelationship between the federal government and the U.S. universities. 

Three adaptations should be made in  the general machinery for implementing Executive Order 
#I2320 and its successors. 

Tho staff responsible for coordinating actions by the various agencies should be 
restructured to enable it to carry out analyges (with inputs by the various agencies) 
leading to recommendations to the President, rather than, as at present, performing only 
Iiaison and reportiag functions. 

An overall government-wide plan for the federal government use of, and support for, the 
HBCUa should be evolved, so that federal grants and contracts with HBCUs are 
rationalized in terms of their individual resources, specializations and interests. 
Otherwise, federal government contracts may well hit some institutions with such a mix 
of demands as to detract greatly from, rather than add to, their viability as educational 
institutions. 

Above all, a long-range program of enhancing the general educational resources of these 
inslitutions, and, especially, of scholarship support to deserving students for both 
undergraduate and graduate study in the technical fields needed by federal government 
programs, should be established. 

Whatever the reasons, the black segment of U.S. society is still pitifully under-represented in 
all executive channels in the public sector. The reason for this is not that black students do not fare 
well, and grow inlio, and develop the competencies for executive positions. It is simply that not enough 
of them get into the educational system at a level where such managerial capacities are imparted. 
This has been a subject of a great deal of study, and it will not be redescribed here. However, it should 
be recognized clearly that HBCUs do not have much excess capacity of faculty that can be drawn into 
government programs, such as A.I. D., without diverting them from their desperately needed domestic 
educational roles. 

fin all^ with respect to G.I.D., it is clear to the writer that the special effort on the HBCU 
contracting needs to be justified on a different basis than in the past. There are limitations to the 
potentialities of using affirmative action justifications for recruiting government procurement 



selections and these limitarcions aeem to be increasing. The new source ofjustXcation requires some 
elaboration! 

It is i m p o r a t  that the basic goal or mis~ion of the Agency for International Development not 
be compromised, but s t ~ m g t ~ n e d ,  b,y contractor selecflon and procurement. This is the ultimate 
j u ~ t ~ c n t i o n  for having the HBCUs work in partnership relations with other institutions, so that the 
emerging contract will not be weakened by, but strengthened by, utilizing the unique resources of 
HBCUs in the Agency's mix of technical assistance personnel. 

But more fundamentally than that, it is essential that the basic purpose, from A.I,D.'s point of 
view, of involving HBCUs should ba highIighted. As indicated in tho beginning of this chapter, the 
U.S. Government does not project itjrelf welt by personnel procurement actions which, regardless of 
how their effecto are covered up by words, have the final resuIt of sending abroad teams which exclude 
blacks from their membership. The basic justification, therefore, for A.I.D. to participate in the HBCU 
program as aggressively as it has is that it is necessary to U.S. foreign policy. 

This thesis was put forward in a broader context by Secretary SchuItz, who made clear that 
procurement actions should be adjusted in those circumstances where the U.S. foreign policy interest 
is at stake. This is clearly applicable to the procurement of HBCU personnel, particularly iu light of 
the fact that Secretary SchuItz had also indicated that Americana from minority segments of society 
should be included in our diplomatic representation. For various reasons, the repra~entation that 
A.I. D. should make the necessary findings to establish foreign policy needs of the U.S. as the justifying 
criterion for tak:ag some spec:al steps on behalf of HBCU prucurement, was not accepted in the 
Agency's legaI review. Improved draftsmanship should be engaged to overcome those legal objections, 
as clearly the Secretaryla memoranduin provides an adequate basis far such seIective procurement. It 
is doubtful that any successor Secretary of State would be so unwise as to reverse these declarations. 
Itisparticu1arlyimprtantthstthisstepbetakenhlightofthefactthatdifferen~ialpreferencefor 
min~rity  contractom on the basis of affirmative action justi'ication seems to be losing ground in  
Supreme Court decisions. Furthermore, it cannot be e~pected that an agsncy which has a specific 
responsibility to carry out a portion of U.S. foreign policy will subordinate that policy in any measure 
to any domestic objective: even one as important as affumative action. As indicated, it is not 
necessary that foreign policy interests be in any way sacrificed for the goal of fellow participation by 
HBCUs; quite the reverse! Our foreign policy interests require it and should be used as its principal 
justification. 

In summation, it may be anticipated that the utilization of HBCUa in A.I.D. programs may 
continue to drift downward, at least in proportion to other efforts on behalf of agricultur~ and health, 
unless speciiic meaeures are taken to prevent that. This would be exceedingly unfortunate from the 
reference point of U.S. long-range foreign policy needs. Through extraordinarily committed and 
dedicated executive leadership by McPheraon, Morris and Brady, A.I.D. has achieved much. A.I.D.'s 
brief period of magnificence and leadership in this area should not be lost through inattention. If 
through exampIe, and if aided in some small measure by the comments in this chapter, this 
accomplinhment in strengthening and mote fully involving the historically black collegan end 
univereities can be equally well achieved by other branches of government (where budgets are much 
larger and real obstacles much fewer) our country's domestic and foreign policy interests will both be 
very we11 served. 



END NOTES 

In fact, federa1 procurement of services from publicly funded educational institutions 
generally, quite apart from the s cia1 case of the HBCUs, requires a different modus 
vivendi thnn procurement from ot p er sources. All agencies of government have ro- 
leatned the lesson !or should have), but the trend has been persistently toward ringing 
them into closer conformance with standard commercial procurement practice. 

PI 
Unfortunately this has not prevented the United States from dokg so. U.S. foreign 
assistance rograrna have frequently been reduced, modified, or discontinued in response g to such pro lems as interference with fishing rights, real or seemlng market competition 
for U.S. farm production, and many other domestic goals which have overridden the basic 
requirements of intelligent foreign policy. 



SECTION VII 

WRITER'S OBSERVATIONS 



THE COLLABORATIVE MODE OF A.1.D.I UNIVERSITY CONTRACTIIVG 

The Gardner Report and the International Aural Development Conference had each, with great 
force, highlighted the need for "partnership" between A.I.D. and the U.S. universities insofar as US. 
universities were involved in carrying out technical assistance programs for A.I.D,. 

This was a concept which went deep into the soul and the spirit of the universities, as it spoke to 
their vrceptions of their rote and function in society - to what, in fact, they were all abut. 

The Lnnd Grant Universities, and state universities generally, had always t bought of 
themselves as public institutions - created by public Iegidative action, in service to and fmanccd by 
the public, dedicated to the public interest and anchored in public purpose as deeply, and subjected to 
public =tiny as fully, a% could possib:y be the case for any frdernl or state government agency or 
departmeni;. As public W e s ,  it went totally against the grain of their dignity and status to be treated 
as if they were private entities, to be bound under contract, to be thought of as "being in business" for 
profit or other farm of financial gain. Many public university leaders were infuriated by A.I.D. 
referring ta them as part of the "private sector" - a designation often, carelessly, used by A.I.D. 
personnel to include all ontities outside the federal government. Just as federal, state and municipal 
governments had historically cooperated with each other in carrying out activities in the public 
interest, so too, believed the public universities, should the fcderal government cooperate with them, 
each doing that to which it was best suitcd, in a partnership relationship, when universities were 
called upon by the 65-~ernrnent to assist other countries. 

In the early 19609, the concept of "partnership" between A.I.D. and universities was understood 
and supported by Administrator Bell -- but by very few other A.I.D. executives and staff.  This was in 
sharp contrast with the US, Department of Agriculture where, from Secretary Freeman on down 
through the executive echelons and stafC ranks there was much understanding that the concept of 
"partnershipu well defined the historic relationship which had obtained between the Department and 
the Land Grant Universities ever since their tw i t  birth in 1862, Faculty, nnd especially 
edministrators, of these Land Grant Universities, when they undertook work responsibilities for 
A-LD., were at first perplexed and then annoyed when they discovered t!!e enormous difference which 
characterized their working relationships with A.LD. from those with U.S.D.A. with which they were 
familiar, To university administratom the term "partnsrship* b e ~ a m s  the surrogate for everything 
that was right, and "contracting," tor everything that was wrong, with their working relationship with 
A.I.D. 

As has been mentioned earlier, several efforts had been made to correct this situation. These 
included the in-hted Mchvern Bill (5.1212) of the mid-1960s and the initiation of a set of grants to 
U.S. univarsitie; under section 211(d), to ~nhants their capabilities h carry out assistance programs 
for A.I.D. 

These 21 1(d) grants, later renumbred 122(d), were extremely popular with universities. This 
was Iargely, no doubt, for the unfortunate reason that the granted funds were primarily lot activities 
undertaken "on campus" rather than overseas. (There are always many more people happy to take 
assignments at home -- with only brief trips qverseas -- than there are people willing lo move their 



families overseas for long term assignments wiih ail, the attendant discomforts, dislocations and 
discontinuities to their professional careers.) 

But there is no doubt that the 21L(d) grants were popular for another (and perhaps more 
fundarnentall reason. Since the purpose of the grants was specifically to promote university self- 
improvement, it was obvious that the university, rather thari A.I. D., was in the better position to make 
detailed decisions on specifics as to the most effective uses of the funds. This was built into the 21 1(d) 
g a t s  procedure. Antecedent lo the g:&ni, A.I.D. and the university reached agreement on a plan for 
use of the grant funds. The university 211{d) project administrator then made allocations of grant 
funds within the university to achieve the agreed upon plan goals. Except where international travel 
was involved, A.I.D. did not involve itself in prior approval of these expenditures. It then, however, 
became incumbent upon the university to demonstrate each year in an annual report exactly how, and 
how effectively, each expenditure had, in fact, contributed to the achievement of the agreed upon goals 
and objectives. A.I.D. did at the time of the Annual Review, quite frequently disallow use of grant 
funds for  some expenditures (on grounds that they were not ~ ~ c i e n t l y ,  demonstrably, on target or  
eflectivel. The universities tmk these disallowances in g o d  grace, covered the expenditures with 
their own funds - and remained happy with the 21Ud) program. This was fundamentslIy because 
they had, in the process, been permitted the dignity of making their own decisions as to how to do their 
job. They were judged by their effectiveness in achieving results, rather that second guessed each step 
along the way through prior approval agreements on their selection of people and myriad details of 
subactivities. They were, in short, "treated as partners" and as public entities with an ethic of public 
responsibility. Under the 21 L(d) program, univeniiy administratars familiar with historic working 
relationships with the U.S.D.A. felt their lost dignity restored. 

Quite naturally, university representatives wiahed to explore the possibility of extending to 
their overseas technical assistance projects these 21 1 (dl management philosophies, principles, and 
procedures, insofar as possible. Accordingly, the deans of agriculture arranged, through the writer, to 
meet with Mr. William S. Gaud who had replaced David Ban as A.I.D. ~dministratot. 

The deans remembered Administra~r Gaud very favorably from his participation as Deputy 
A.I.D. Administrator in the International Rural Development Conference. However, their confidence 
in him as Administrator had just recently received a ssvere joIt from his having dismembered the 
Bureau ofTechnical Cooptation and Research (whiih the universities had seen as the channel of open 
communication with the Agency), robbing it of ib profesaional personnc1 to create a new bureau for 
the War on Hunger. As Mr. Gaud freely stated, the agriculture deans laid a very tough hand on him 
that evening for their long standing and mmny grievances in the proeeduns through which A.I.D. 
denlt with the universities. "Why," one dean asked him, "ahoutd thir noblest assignment ever given 
our universities by our national government ba caught within a web of the meanest, nastiest, and most 
unworkable rules and regulatiaru aver foisted upon u8 by any outfit, public or private?"' 

Administrator Gaud justifiably prided himself on being a man of quick action. He did not 
disdain the netd for study, avaluation and discussion ma 4 bnsis for action - o t  even on occasion the 
need for judicious postponement. But he did fret under the circumstances which so often allowed these 
cantemplatiw proeausr to substituta tor mctian, &n until a11 pint and purposs for the action had 
long pustd. Dr. John R.T. Commons i s  credited with the observation that the significant ingredients 
of public action us "strategy and timeliness." Cereainly A.I. D. could not be faulted for giving too little 
time or attention to strategizing. But timeliness of action, seizing the opportunity at that golden 



moment when the Iwal host country situation and attitudes are exactly right and U.S. personnel 
resources are poised and, ready, has not been a hallmark of A.I.D.3 style. Administrator Gaud's 
penchant for "getting off the dime" was applauded within and outside the Agency. If his actions 
themselves did not always please, his facility for quickly taking such action did. 

On this specific action he moved quickly. Within a day or so after his meeting with the - 
- agricultural deans, he asked Dr. Joel Bentstein to chair an internnl A.I.D. group to work in tandem 

with a university-selected group to hammer out as expeditiously as possible a set of instruments for 
A.I.D. overseas technical assishnce contracts with universities which would embrace, insofar as 

1 possible, the philosophies and procedures of the 2 1  1Id) granb. 

Dr. Bemstein2 was in many respects an excellent choice. Ha had been an outstanding A.I.D. 
Mission Director in Nigeria and Korea. w m  currently involved in completing the chairmanship of an .. 
A.1. D. task force on evaluation of field projects and, as it happened, was to be selected by Dr. Hannah, 
;Mr. Gaud's successor as Administrator, to be the Assistant Administrabr for Technical Assistance -- a 
new central staff bureau which with the change of administrations was to replace the ill-conceived 

I 

"Bureau for the War sn Hunger" -- and in that new role to become the writer's immediate superior. 

Dr. Bernstein was perceptive, analytica1. meticulous, patient, oven tempered -- and, as a11 who 
knew him would agree, extremely thorough and hard wotking. In fact those fast two traits were oRen 
both carried to the point; of detriment. 

The Land Grant Unhcrsitiso, through the & national association, appointed Dr. Glen Taggart. 
then President of Utah State Univel-sity, and Chairman of the International Committee of the 
National Association of State Universities and Land Grant Colleges. Previously he had served as 
Dean for International Propams of Michigan State University after considerable overseas experience. 
He and Dr. Bernstein served, with much mutual friendship and rcspect, a9 co-chairmen of the - 

committee. 

On A.f.D.'s side, representatives of the regional bureaus were added to the committee, as was 

the writer and relevant central s M  oflieers, including, speciiically, the Director of the Central 
Contract Policy Omce which had been established consequent to the Gardner Report. A 
representative of the General Counsel attended most meetings. Tha university community, in 
addition to President Taggart, was represented by a Dean of Agriculture, a Dean of International 
Programs, a Grants and Contract Adminiatrator Ofietr - all of whom had extensive experience 
working ovencss for A.I.D. 

The meetinp could not b properly characttrited as "negotiations." A11 membars and the co- 
chairmen wets in basic agreement on the need to develop bettar set of instruments than the previous 
A.I.D./university contract? 

Quite naturally there were some dnerencss of view on specific points -- but these reflected 
individual viewpoints, and did not split along A.I.D./univemity lines. I t  was a committee which 
worked long and hard to put into instrument form the agrttmtnta on principle. which had been 
achieved through time by several other special means -- the Catdntr study, the International Rural 
Development Conference, several meetings of A, f .  D.'s University Advisary Committee and less formal 
A.I.D.lunivtrsity discussions. 



With so much co m m o n  good will, identity of basic A. I.D. and university interest in developing a 
better instrument, and with such highly competent and experienced Committee membership and 
strong support at highest levels in A.I.D. and in the universities, a straightforward, aecummodating 
instrument should have been a relatively easy accomplishment and highly pleasing to both sides. This 
was not, however, to be! 

The reason lies in two circumstances: the effort by the Committee to "over-determine the 
system" -- to create an ideal-type instrument which would attempt to solve too many problems -- and 
the inherent conflict between central policy and procedures and decentralized decision making. We 
s ha1 1 briefly examine each of these circum~tances. 

The principal criticism by the deans, it w i l  be remembered, was in A.I.D.3 overmanagement of 
the debiIs of contract implementation. ~ndividual personnel setections for field assignments had to be 
approved in ridvance - not only by the host country, which was probably necessary, but also by A.I. D. 
(specifically the A.I.D. Mission) which was not necessary. Similarly, this overmanagement was 
experienced with respect to details of individual work programs, travel, equipment purchases, housing 
arrangements, furniture rental or lpurchases. 

The Committee unanimously concIuded almost immediately upon examination of current 
practice that the universities' coniplainb were wel! founded and that the system in use was fully as 
contrary to A.I.D.'s purposes as to the universit$s' csmfort. Since the project goals, purposes o r  
objectives in most A.I.Dluniversity contracts could not be postulated in simple, easily measurable 
terms Qua could, on the other hancl, specifications for a building) the contraeta were drawn in terms of. 
the universities' obligating themselves to ' use best effortsm ta accomplish broadly defined objectives. 
A.I.D. monibred this compliance by examining not the results, nor the outputa, of these best efforts, 
but by examining the inputs. In the main, th i s  monitoring took the form of approving (or 
disapproving) the candidates recnmmended'to fill field staft positions. At best this was a slow and 
irksome - as well PS virtualIy meaninglesr - process; at wont, it constituted an insufferable insult to 
the university's competence and integrity. If a university's profesaianel depertmental and 
administrative echelons in the field, and on campus, couldn't judge well the qualiiieations of a faculty 
msmbar knovm to the university, to carry out a spseifxc role in a university project, how couM a better 
judgment be expected of an A.I.D. project monitor who, presumably, knew the project less well and the 
candidate perhaps not at all? Thtu, placing approval responsibiIity on the A.I.D. mission constituted, 
in nnd of itself, a declaration of distruat of the university's honesty - as obviously it was better 
poritianed than the mission to mikt a competent judgment, mere may very well & cases in which 
univenitier deserve such an opinion -- but the answer in them cows lies in cancelling the contract, not 
in trying to rep& it.) 

- This mnplex of problems went to the heart of the A.I.D./universit~* relationship- Stated 
differently. how could A.I.D. exercise ib nrponaibiliky for proper stewardship of public fudds when 
contractom are a s t d  to provide s~rvices where the hml  output in, in large put, beyond the power of 
either A.I.D. or the eontrutar to crrntrol? The largest mnd probably the most important u~ by A.I.D. of 
U.S. universities has been to help developing countries build research and educational ifistltutions 
nsctssary to their own national development. But how much progmsa is m~bs toward thin goal is very 
largely determined by the host cormtry. Given this fact, how to judge how well the U.S. univetsity has 
psrformed in its effort to htIp the host country toward that objective? A retreat to the trivial and self- 



defeating pastime of approving inputs no doubt came quite naturally to A.I.D. as a proper 
management prose93 - but it  did not work! 

The Committee tried a dilferent tack, It recommended a new instrument to replace the old 
standard university contract, to be called "the Collaborative Assistance Mode" of university 
contracting. Under this mode there would be developed a system of annual reviews -- to be held in- 
country, jointly by the A.I.D. Mission and the host country, and including representatives of the U.S. 
university and the assisted country institution. This annual review presupposes prior development 
and agreement by A.I.D. and the host government on a life-of-project plan. The U.S. university would 
have accepted this plan as n basis for it3 decision to accept the contract. The plan for the current year 
would include considerable detail on inputs and outputs of all parties, including specScally the host 
country and institutions as we11 as the U.S. university and A.I.D.. This detailed current yeat plan 
would have been agreed upon by all parties at the beginning of the year, as a basis for  project 
extension. The U.S. university activity is by this means put into context of both the agreed upon 
objectives acd the inputs from other parties - thus its accompIishments ar shortfalls can be more 
easily and meaningfully identSed.' In preparation for the Annual Review, the US. university would 
have prepared a detailed narrative and budgetary report which would demonstrate precisely how nlI 
funds expended were used for the purposes pceviousiy agreed upon in the planning process. Thus the 
university would use its professional capabilities to make the critical input decisions. A.I.D. -- in the 
presence of host country participators in the review - would determine the propriety and eliicacy of 
those decisions by means of evaluating their success o r  failure in achieving the agreed upon objectives. 
(If however, for example, an objective was not achie'ved beca'ue the host country or institution - or the 
A.I.D. Mission -- had failed to contribute a promised etrort, this would be identified in the review . 
proEess and the university not held at fault as cause of the shortfall.1 

This review process had been the essential method of A.I.D.'s monitoring university 
performance in the 211 (d) program. Recommendations OF this apprach by the committee were warmly 
received by the university community. I t  would no doubt have been well received by most host 
countries also as it gave them cIow involvement in the detaiIs of planning and assessment of results of 
technical aasistancn contracts. It might have worked wall and been well received at the mission level 
also - although it would have posed quits a targo additional work burden on ths mission - had not the 
proposed new Cotlsborativa Mode approach carried another requirement regarding which, with some 
real justice, the A.I.D. missions had genuine and deep concern. This was the idea of getting the 
contracting university deeply involved in early lifesf-project planning of the program which it w m  to 
be mked by tiam mission to implement. Thin would require that the planning of the project itself, even 
in quits general brms,  could not be effected until after the U.S. univsrsity had been selected. Hers, 
obviously, w a ~  a rundamtntal internal contradiction in concept -- a true non-sequitur. 

Inasmuch as U.S. universities vary substantially, and in fact specialize considerably, in their 
areas of expsrtiss, they cannot be intelligently setected until the requirements of the task are known 
and can be specified. Thb, in turn, cannot be well dons in the absence of a joint stratedzing and 
planning p m e s l  by the host government, host institutios and the donor agency (in this case A.I.D.). 
Therefore, it is truly getting the bug~y  before the horse to se1ect a U.S. univeraity and then to develop 
the projtct it is supposed to implement. Furthermore, pre-involvement of the university at this early 
stags ran great risks of having the project shaped to fit the personnel resaurceg of the U.S. univenity, 
rather than to the optimum configuration of efXort needed to meet the country's development needs. 
Yet the undaunted Committee lelt obligated to accept this intellectual challenge in order to 



accommodate the o h n  expressed opinion of universities that they could not implement effectively 
that which they had had no hand in planning: "If we arenlt involved in the takeoff we'll likely have a 
crash landi~g," wasone succinct expression by a university leader of this persuasion. 

The Cornrnitte?'~ response was basically one of closing the gap in logic by a series of acts of 
approximation. The A.I.D. mission t8xpresses in very general terms what it hopes to establish. At  
least this identifies some general parameters, such as the country, language requirement, broad goals. 
approximate size, etc. Then "expressions of intekmest" are made by several universities. These describe 
again the broad parameters of its interest - numbers and types of staff persons available, timing of 
availabilities, degrees of university support for the project as defined by such things as qualification of 
field staff and team leader, e k .  A1.D. then examines these proposals against its (and the host 
country's) perception of  probable project needs. Then, one or more universities may be asked to send a 

team to prepare, together with the host country and A.I.D. mission and host government, the project 
proposal itself. I f  A.I.D., the host government and, specifically, the U.S. university, feel the prcject 
detaiIs which emerge indicate a good fit of university ta project, and a mutual willingness, A.I.D. and 
the U.S. university develop the contract itself. If not, the process starts over again. 

The obvious delays such a procedure would involve militated against its acceptabilib to either 
A.I.D. missions or host governments. Also, it raised the real and legitimate question as to the 
propriety of U.S. universities having such a major,role in shaping U.S. assistance strategies -- and 
especially of having selected universities to do so when those universities' own interests in. and 
capabilities for, carryingout the project might weigh heavily in how it was shaped up. 

In discussion, Committee members frequently referred to the degree of university participation 
in planning as a key to the reIative success of the 1ndiadU.S. university collaboration. The writer 
pressed hard the point that the universities - participatd - - - - - - - only . . - in planning their individual projects 
against an overall basic pra-agreement between the two governments as to total project goals and 
objectives. A &tinct and all important difference from the proposed "Collabrative Mode." Without 
doubt, however, the universities' participation in planning details of ongoing projects, once under way, 
war a genuine key to success. Without a doubt, also, universities srs among the h a t  sources for people 
qwlifaed to assist missions and host governments in doing such planning. A.I.D.'s professional stafl 
resources are extremely limited and, by cireun~stancss of their jobs, not usually highly conversant 
with the constantly expanding body of scientific knowledge necessary for some aspects of this 
planning.$ Without doubt, university professional resources should b built into the planning process. 
But use o f  a given university as a part of the ptwess of deciding upon its selection is another matter -- 
and still in contention. 

In m y  event, the Collobrative Mode was accepted by A.1.D as one method of contracting; it was 

warmly m e i v d  by the universities and, after a congressionally required "ttsting" in two countries, it 
vu  built into A.I.D. pmcedurcs. It is in uge in soma countries at the present time. Most Mission 
Duactors think of it as a g o d  idea -- but one which dacsn't.quite fit their specific circumstances. 
Univenities almost uniformly believe it should bt used more widely, and those which have worked 
under the arrangement b s  with Mission Directors who have used it) strongly applaud it.' 

Intertstin~ly, m n d  unfortunateIy, almost all the energy end attention Cla~ gone to the issue of 
the univemities' participation in pre-planning. The much more important issue of  modifying and 
improving A.I.D.'s project management approach has been almost forgotten as the key element and 
motivationd force behind the initiative. One reason has been that the Central Contract Policy Ofice, 



in constant interaction with central staff oficcrs, and in full understanding of issues raised during 
Committee discussions leading up to the Collaborative Node recommendation, has incrernentaily 
improved the contracting and selection procedures, so that the worst of the older A. I .  D. abuses have 
withered away. Thus;'as with the Gardner report and the International Rural Development 
Conference, the contribution of the Special C~rnnl i t t e~  study has been mare from its indirect 
improviing of A.I.D. and university understanffing of one another's problems and special 
characteristics than from the overt adoption of the study's explicit recommendations. 



END NOTES 

The writer thought this sentence summarized the meeting erfectly and copied it in his  
notes. He needn't have! Mr. Gaud repeated it the next d' ay at  his meet~ng with the 
Agency's Executive StafT. He added that he wanted to get to the bottom of the problems 
because he thought it was a very good question. (Those w i ~ o  knew him will know, of 
course, that h8 used quite dflerent words to make his point!) 

* Whom the writer first met in 1944 when both were graduate students in Economics at the 
University of Chicago. 

3 Dr. CliETord M. Hardin, then Chancellor of the Universit of Nebraska, related lo the 
writer art of the prwess by which A.I.D. had started on t e university contract format E K 
which ad served both A.1.D. and the university so poorly. When Governor St~qsen 
became Administrator of the foreign aid agcncy under President Eisenhotve; , he 
initiated a very heavy new emphasis on he1 in developing countries build agricultural 
universities and on using U.S. universities ! or t 1 e purpose. He asked Dr. John Hannah, 
President of Michigan State, who had pledged the sup rt of the Nationa! Assmiation of 
Land Grant Universities to President Truman on R" is initiation of the Point Four 
rogram. Dr. Hannah recommended the services of one of his youn sM, Dr. Clifford 

Lardin, to help Governor Starren develop s suitable instrument o k A.I. D./universit y 
agreement. Dr. Hardia said he was asked to adapt or modify existin A.I.D. procurement 
contracts to the gpcial cireumstancss of univenities working A . ~ D .  overseas. This, 
under Hardin's leadership. resulted iti the protot A.f.D./uciversity contract to be used 
henceforth. "Acceptin the sssiprnent in that orm was my big mistake," Dr. Hardin 
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said. "Instead, I wish I ad recognized that a contract was the wrong kind of instrument 
to start with." If they had started from scrateh, drawing upon their ex eriences with 5 other funding entities -- such as state government and especially the U.S. epartment of 
Agriculture - A.LD.luniversity relationships might have had a much happier and 
certainly a more prductive experience, . . he felt. He was probably correct in his judgment. 

' For exampIe, shortcomings in project performance resulting from failures of the host 
institution to make god on its commitments could be distinguished from those resulting 
in deficiences of the U.S. university inputs and effort - thus discouraging escapes from 
responsibility by blaming the other parties. 

Every known study or formal comment from external bodies evaluating A.I.D. since the 
new Agency was formulated from its predecessor elements in 1961, has noted the need for 
A.LD to ex and and othtrwiae strengthen its professional staffs, in Washington and in 
the field. ?p he tarin "profeasionai" embraces tho- from such professions as agriculture, 
trealth, education, popuIation, economics. 

Although most administrators have, genuine1 ag~eed to this, the slow attrition in 
numberr hu k e n  disproportionate1 among tker;css very proupa, while the numbers of 
mgram, adminigtrative service, an d menagerntnt officers, desk and area ofiicers, etc., 

Rave either increased or declined proportionably less. Among other eonse~uenccs has 
been an increasing relative reliance on contrac+rs and a decreasin capability to select 
contractors o r  monitor kheir pcrlorrnancs u ~ ~ e l y .  As rs rt ?fclsswhsre in this r publication, the "reorganization" o f  1961. which created t e modern A.I.D., war a 
catodyrmic destructiom of the A ncy's proCersiow~ capo.bilitiss from which it hss not F and probably will not ever total y recover, despite heroic efforts by such outstanding 
txtcutivas as Administrators John Hannah and Peter McPhtrson, and Assistant 
Administrators such m Alfred Most man end Nyls Brady, to bring it about. 

' On May 28,1988, Administrator M, Pettr McPherson sent all Mission Directors a list of 
ten questions -- most of which conkined several subquestions -- pertaining to 
~rformanee of Title XI1 universities. These same uestions were wnt also to major 
A.I.D. contracting universities. The questions were !csigned ta elicit infornlslion as to 
changes which mlght be made to improve such performance. All Mission Pirectors and 
universities addressed responded, although not necessarily to every question. 



One question asked was: "What has been your experience with Collaborative (Mode) 
contracts? Should their procedure be used more fully? If so, why? If not, why not?" 

The writer analyzed the responses (and updated them in a memo of Sept. 29.1986). The 
29 responses were as follows: 

10 had used the mode, felt it desirable, should be used more CrequentIy, but with 

s than 1 1 fe kes; t it had promise but very limited applicability; 
r 8 felt the approach was fundamentally wrong in concept, had not worked we1 I, and 

should be abandoned. 

Al t universities respdnded fworabty to the use of the Callabarative Mode. 

In the long discussion of this question Ln the mission directors respmes, virtually all 
addressed their reservations alwut the universities hvolvement too early, or otherwise 
improperly, in the project larrning process. The writer's memo, of analysis of these 
responses, summarized Lhs iscussion as follows: 

'The Collaborative Assistance Mode of contracting $ [seen by the Mission Direetysl as 
either very or very bad, depending upon the rmssion e rience. Most sea at as a P "P" very good i ea in concept, but breaking down on two re ated pints:  1) too little 
missionlhost government piamin and aptspent before the project is initiated: 2) 8 selection of the U.S. university be om enough u known about the project to know what 
typw, or even what magnitude, of university resources are needed. The ;Mode should be 
retained as an option for missions, but with sharp changes in this aspect. 



PROGRAM PARTICIPANT TRAINING 

Perhaps in no way did the A.1.D.IU.S. university program in India have more lasting impact an 
the country than through its training. in the United States, of Indian Nationals, primariIy at the 
participating U.S. universities. Selection of the professional positions for which the Indians were to be 
trained, selection of the specific individual to be trained, working out a specific course of  study, 
orientation activities, and working the returned, trained ?artkipant back into professional activities 
which would effectively use his newly enhanced scientific andlor administrative competencies -- a11 
were the result of intense daily close interaction of the U.S. university field team, the Indian 
counterpart and the India program coordinators on the U.S. university's home campus. To convey a 
fuller sense of this process, perhaps a special discussion of some of the details is warranted. 

Much concern is often expressed over the possibility that many foreign nationals sent to the 
United States for training for specific purposes either may not return to their home countries or, if 
they do return, they may then take jobs in no way related b the purposes for which thoy have been 
trained. Although a broad base of l3.S.-educated eiti~enry in a less developed courrtry undoubtediy 
servt s both the U.S. interest and the national economic development interest of the less developed 
country, this cannot be the governing objective for the participant training component of'A.1. D.-funded 
U.S. university projects. 

In India, a study by Drs. John and Ruth Hill Useem, on the experiences of "the western 
educated man in India,"' mode before the U.S. university program began, bad found that the 
prevailing idea, that U.S. college-trained Indians upon return h India found themselves engaged in 
trivial employment, was really a myth: that, in fact, such people were, in overwhelming proportion, 
engaged in important positions in educational, governmental and private sector employment. 

The Government of India was fully as concerned, as was A.I.D., with assuring that participants 
returned to India, there to pursue work of the type and for the purposes envisioned in the program for 
which they were trained. Therefore, in implementation of agreement with A.I.D., the Government of 
India placed severe sanctions ageinst auch participants remainl,ig abroad or, upon their return to 
India, taking employment unrelated to the project goals. In earence, participant8 had to sign 
agreements with the government repding futurs tmployment, abrogation of which neccssitated 
their refunding all costs of their participant training. The U.S, visas they were issued precluded the 
pesibility of their remaining in the U.S. routirtely after completion of their training tours. 

By 1974, shortly after the U.S.univeraity a ~ e u l t ~ r p o l  progtrmrr in India ended, somewhat over 
1,000 Indian participants had been sent by the six U.S. universities to the U.S. Tot training. Most of 
these were trained at the university holding the contract for the s t a h  from which the participant 
came, but there was cons~derab~e exchange oP participants among the nix Ud. universities in order to 
get the best type of training for the individual participant. In a few rare cases, participants wete sent 
to same U.S. university other than one of the six, for highly epscia1ized training. Of all the 
participants, abut  forty percent were trained to the Ph.D. level; forty percent, to the M.S. level; and 
about twenty percent received nodegrees as a resutt of their U.S. training. (Some of these last already 
had higher level degrees; some were administrators given rhortsr term informal training; some were 
extension workers given non-degree extension training.) Very few pnrticipnnta failed to complete 
their planned study t o w ,  Very few, if any, failed to return to India. 



In the earlier years. participant training covered a variety of functions: in state and centra 
government administration. college teaching. research and extension . As we have seen. participan 
training in later years was concentrated. as was the program. on building the state agrieultura 
uriversities . 

In any event. the participant training program. with the sanctions built into it. was extremel: 
suctessful in returning participants to the Indian institutions end professional psitions for whicl 
they were trained . Employment. as of 1974. for participants trained during the entire period fron 
1955-73 was a9 follows: 

Employed by Indian agriculturaI universities ....................... 70% 
Employed by other Indian agricultural colleges ....................... 7% 
Employed by state o r  central governments ........................... 8% 

.... . . .  ......................... s Employed by others .... .. 15% 
Total: ...................................... .... . . . . . . . . .  100% 

Of the above. those who were employed by the agricultural universities spread broadly througl 
the executive. managerial and professionaYscienthfic staEfing of those universities. as follows: 

Administrative/Exeeutive meem .................................. 8% 
Department Heads ................................................. 7% 
Professors and Associate Professors (or researchers of similar rank) .... 42% 
Instructors or Assistant Professors (or reseachers of similar rank1 ..... 31% 
Staffposition unknown or not fitting above categories ................ 12% 

Totel: ........................ ... ..... .. ................ 100% 

Participant training was concentrated quite heavily in tho applied natural agricuItura 
sciences. and somewhat skimpily in the home sciences and in the social sciences. especiallj 
agricultural eeonomieg . 

Participants trained by subject field in the U.S . . 
Sails. Cropr. Horticulture .......................................... 26% 
Plant Dineaacs. Pesta ............................................... 8% 
Animal Sciences: Dairy. Poultry. and Dairy Pr~ess ing Technology ... 19% 
Veterinary Sciences ..................... ; ......................... 15% 
Social Sciences. Statistics. Economics ................................ 646 
Agricultural Engineering .......................................... 6% 
Home Sciences ................................................... 2% 
Bask Sciences ..................................................... 4% 
AgrieuItural Education. Extension. Information ..................... 11% 
Administration ................................................ 3% 

Total: ........................ ... .................... 100% 

At its best. participant traininn carried out under. and as an organic part of. an institution 
building U.S. university project is by fat the most succesdul format for such training activities. I 
provides opportunity for the training U.S. institution to become fully acquainted with the technicn 
characteristics of the participant's home area. and of the political-mial-institutional milieu withi1 
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which he will work upon his return. It enables the U.S. technical advisor to participate specficalIy in 
the participant selection process and in the evaluation of hisher preparation for the study course 
helshe will be entering. It enables the U.S. advisors to help match the participant's training program 
specLIiealIy to the institutional development requirements of the host institution and to communicate 
this in detail to the persons on the U.S. campus preparing the participant's course of study. And, 
perhaps most important of al1, it enables the U.S. university team in residence in the host country to 
assist the participant in getting his work assignment so organized that upon his return to his home 
institution he can make the maximum use of the new capabilities developed by his training 
assignment. This is very critical to the participant's future career deveIopment and usefuiness tn his 
institution and to the country. Otherwise, slipping back into comfortable old habits of thought and 
work, and old alignments of professional and personal relationsips, could be as easy and alluring to the 
returned participant as it would be stultifying of new, creative enterprise and significantly improved 
performance. 

The degree and intensity of participation in this process by the particular U.S. university 
involved is illustrated by the following anecdotes. As the fmt Group Leader of the University of 
Tennessee team, the writer was asked by the Mysore State (now Karnataka) Government to serve as 
chairman of the participant selection committee. Other members were the Director of Agriculture and 
the Director of Animal Husbandry and Veterinay Science for the State, the Principal of the College of 
Agriculture, and the Principal of the College of Veterinary Science. The committee first recommended 
to State Government regarding those positions for which staff should be selected and trained under the 
Tennessee Project. Upon State Government approval of those positions (which might or might not 
have been in existence at the time) the committee advertised the position, obtained necessary bio data, 
including previous work and academic records from the applicants, screened and interviewed the 
candidates, and recommended to government regarding which should be selected for the training. 
Some, but not many, of t h e s ~  persons were incumbents in these positions. When the State 
Government and the Government of India would agree upon this list (usually quite promptly) the 
participants' transcripts and other biographical data, together with a detailed' account of the post. 
training assignment envisioned for the candidate by his government andlor university, were sent to 
the University of Tennessee campus coordinator. Very similar arrangements were made in the State 
of Tamil-Nadu and Kerala (then Trayencore-Cochin). Illustrative of the process: during the writer's 
tour of duty in India, 73 partieipanta were sent from the three States in his region ta the U.S. for 
training, under the following arrangements and proceduree: Ninc letters per participant, with 
attachmente, were sent by the wrihr, for the 73 participants, to the University of Tennessee Campus 
Coordinator; eight letters per participant were sent from the Tenrtesaes Campus Camdinator back to 
the writar - an average of 17 communications per participant. AImoat exactly half of these 
participants wan assigned ta same U.S. campus other than the University of Tennessee, where (as a 
result of such co~spondcnce and detailed evaluation and recommendation by a group of campus 
depertmental lev41 training committees) the campus best suited to the individual participant had been 
earlier determined. 

(On his last full day in India, on behalf of this selection committee the writer interviewed 23 
candidates, and selected two for participant training, fat two positions in animal husbandry,) 

By the time tho participant arrived at Knoxville, he was so well known to the University by 
means of this eorrespondenrs that h. was remdil; recognized at the University. He was met at the 
airport by a senior official of the University, and his program of study was handed to him. Visitations 



with key guiders of his study program and with other in-residence Indian participants had been 
arranged met s few days at the University of Tennessee, if the participant had been assigned to 
anather institution for the bulk of his training, ha traveled to the other university, where similar 
courtesies were shown him upon his arrival. Academic performance requirements were the same as 
for American students of comparable levels. Although the curriculum was to s degree tailor-made to 
the participant's requirements, academic standards were not lessened. This was a matter of policy. It 
need not have been a great concern; the grades of participants averaged in the upper one-fourth of 
those of graduate students in the Colleges of Agriculture which they ~ttended. 

This close attention of the U.S. university to the participants' selection and development was 
certainly a mdor contribution by the U.S. univerdty. Especially noteworthy was the work of large 
numbers of on-campus faculty who had been given various formal and informal assigned 
responsibilities to make the participant's course of study as praductive as possible. Most of the cost of 
this specid attention was brne, without special A.I.D. funding, by the university and its !acuI ty and 
administrators. It's a function the universities perform for all their students. It defines what it is to be 
a public university in the United States. 

From the personal lives and professional contributions of these and other Indians who studied 
agricultural sciences in the United States, and from the American profesaionals~who learned so much 
from their expriences working in India, the long-range (mostly infomall mechanism of professional 
collahration and scientific interchanges has developed and contributed, and may be expected to 
continue to contribute, much toward the betterment of agriculture in b t h  countries. 



END NOTES 

John and Ruth Hill Useem, The Western Educated Man in India (Xew York, New York: 
Dryden Press, 19551. 



A NECESSARY CONCLUDING COMMENT BY THE WRITER 

Very early in his professional career, the writer's studies and research had brought him to two 
very firm conclusions about the inherent nature ~ n d  operative principles of agricultura1 to economic 
development. He published these viewn, some cited elsewhere in this book, before he entered into any 
form of foreign assistance work and has maintained them steadily since. 

The first conclusion was that the rates and limits of economic development (general as well as 
agricultural) would depend upon, more than anything eke, the effective harnessing d the powers of 
science and technology to the task. As a student of ecorromics he concluded that neo-classical 
economics, so popular at the time, did eeono~nie development theory a disservice by its methodological 
insistence upon treating, for the purpose of analysis, resources, technology and the "stabsf-the-arts" 
as "givens." Economic analysis, under that formulation, was limited to ascertaining optimum 
alIwations to achieve maximum productivity eff~ciencie from these "given" parameters. The writer's 
conclusions were exactly the opposite. To be relevant to development questions, economic policy had 
to be directed primarilv g ehankng these very faetora: st improving the "state-of-the-arts," at 
advancing technology, at expanding resources. The principal instrument for doing anv of these things 
was science: which is an instrument not of discovery only but one of creation -- an instrument for 
creating new resources, new technologies and =states of the relevant arts. 

In a world of limited resources and unproductive technologies, it folIows that the primary source 
of development dynamics would be science -- to create new resources and technologies necessary for 
the advance of man's control over his environment and over his own destiny. 

Development strategy, therefore, must be concerned primarily with strategies for advancing, 
directing, and controlling the development and application o f  science and technology. The writer 
enunciated this view in 1952 and has held steadfastly ta it ever since.' 

His -, based largely upon his Ph.D. thesis and rerated subsequent studies -- and 
tested andelahratad in his Indian research -- was with respect to the relationship between size of the 
farm operating unit and economic efiieianey. This ia a large and complex issue discussed at length 
earlier in this book. As it pertains to agricultural development in the LDCs, its thesis war simple: 
that the kind of economic organization baaed upon family farm owrating units is (except in rare 
occasions) the moat eflicint in the use of these rssourcea. Hence, the predomi~rantly agrarian LDCa 
(while awaiting the off-farm growth processsB necessary to drain OR s&~cient farm manpower to 
permit expansion in size of family-farm apsrating units) should not, in the fahe hope for increased 
economic efficiency, force artificial large-farm systmns of farm organization, i,uch as state farms or 
collective farms. In practical foreign policy terma this meant that the Soviet malel of state farms and 
of coPective farm was simply, from the economic development point of view, the wrong model for 
LDCs to follow, ---* 

These two principles gave the United States an enormous long-range advantage over the 
development eonceptk of both the Soviet and Chinese in the contests for the minds of men in the new or 
economically backward nations as to "which way to gow - which could be explained by "western" 
practitioner8 of development assistance if only they could comprehend their importance and 
skaaastly hold to them as guiding concepts. 



This book is no doubt biased toward accord with those A.I.D. policies, programs and personnel 
which have been in concert with these two natural U.S. advantages. But it is a bias vindicated by the 
outcomes of development policies in many countries of  the world -- especially by the unhappy 
experiences of the Communist bloc countries, in their efforts to implement the opposite views. 

Emphasis upon science and technology as instruments for expanding the parameters of economic 
deve1opmer.t. and emphasis upon forms of economic, sacial and political organization which optimize 
opportunities for the maximum numbers of people to respond freely, in their own ways, to economic 
incentives to production, are the twin principles of development which have actually worked. 

Research to create the scientific and technological advance, and education to create the 
scientists and the practitioners - and especially to create the citizenry capable of both generating and 
seizing freely upon economic opportunities -- must be the very heart of sound development strategy. 
The Truman and Eisenhower administrations had reasoned well when they centered attention upon 
helping LDCs build strong agricultural research and education institutions. This book has been a 
partial and elective account of the lengthy process by which that early reasoning has, with many fits, 
starts, and aberrations, come to be a central and strategic (although in relative money costs, rather 
small) ingredient of U.S. international relationships' Mstory. 

We have come now nearly to the end of this account of the experiences of U.S. universities' 
serving A.I.D. in the spirit pledged to President Truman by Dr. Hannah over forty years ago. For 
reasons given earlier, the narrative has necessarily been ilIustrative rather than complete. The writer 
has chosen to deal with certain selected experiences, and issues, in soma depth and detail rather than 
to skim summarily over the entire len&h and breadth of the A.I.D.N.S. university cooperative 
experience on behalf of LDC agriculture. As stated earlier, to illuminate the more relevant and 
enduring issues and causal relationships, he has chosen the more narrowly focused spotlight over the 
dimmer floodlight. 

For this he has no apology. But he does confess freely to a sadness over the omissions. I t  comes 
not easily, for oxample, to touch so lightly on the mntributiona of Michigan State University, the most 
heavily and most broadly involved of U.S. universities, with significant and successful technical 
assistance and training undertakings over virtually the entire forty-year perid, and covering all the 
continents, plus some island nations in all the aceam, where A.I.D. and its predecessors have had 
programs. It is almost unforgivable ta omit specie1 diseuasions of Come11 University's role in guiding 
the a@cultural college at h e  Banos in the Philippines back from its near-total destruction during 
World War 11, to bscoming a significant resource for the reconstruction of a productive Philippine 
aquaculture.' It haa carried its ptesti~ious and outstanding seientidic competence, through various 
maans, to unmentioned corners of the earth. Similarly unhappily were omitted discussions of the 
contributions d Utah State, Colorado State, and Washingtan Stete Univmrsities which have assinted, 
f f ~ m  the beginning, in fw Rung research and educational institution-building in Iran, Pakistan, 
Thailand, Bangladesh, Eolivia, Nigeria, and a bng list of other countries - and have led the way also 
b improved LDC irrigation water management and utilization at all Ievelr from national policy, 
through irrigation district, to on-fann use of water. Orsgon Stab University importantly asmisted the 
International Agricultural Research Institute in Mexico in the development of the high yielding types 
of wheat upan which the great revolution in Asian wheat production ir based. And, in another 
program effort, it developed methadr of effective weed control applicable to LDC hrming conditione. 
Texas A&M Univeraity, ebrting early in Pakistan. left ita mark in the form of imgroved a~icultura 
and human and institutional capabilities in several countries including, notably, the Dominican 



Republic. South Dakota State University, more recently, did yeoman work to help the African nation 
of Botswana develop an effective agricultural research and education college of agriculture and also 
assisted Mauritania with its agricultural production programs. The University of Minnesota 
improved agricultural policies and capabilities in Tunisia and Morocco, among other countries. The 
University of Kentucky, and later the University of Wiseonaia, assisted noteworthily in  the 
development of ngricultural institutional capabilities in Indonesia. The University of Georgia has 
recently provided excellent assistance, warmly appreciated by the government of Hurkina Faso. 
Kenya is displaying an agricultural college level training capability reflecting the efforts by several 
U.S. universities, notably in the early years by the University of West Virginia whose similar efforts 
in Uganda were largely mooted (for the time) by what became the blody turbulence in that country. 

And so the list of necessarily but unfortunatuly omitted U.S. university contributions goes on 
and on, until the catalogue is complete. 

It has pained the writer, also, not to be able to trace rlut ail the cases of U.S. universities which 
have ~pecialized to a high degree in soma selected aspect or CDC agriculture, and then served as a 
source of assistance, upon request, to LDCs wishing reliable expertise, training for their own 
professionals, or reliable, applicable and useable literature. Oftan this type of assistance to individual 
countries wag rendered without specific A.I.D. financial support -- but with its concurrence and 
appreciation. 

As illustrations of this type of activity, the University of Wisconsin Land Tenure Center and the 
Ohio State University Farm Finance Program were chosen. A similar account could have been given 
of  the services provided since the mid-1950s by Mississippi State University to countries wishing to 
improve quality controls over their crop seeds production and distribution systems. This is a small 
part of the total agzicultural industry, to be sure. But to farmers unable to obtain predictably good 
quality seeds (seeds which will germinate, which are reasonably free from weed seed, which are suited 
for the area in which they will be planted, which am of the species and variety ddered, and which are 
available when and whets needed and at a reasonable cost. To such farmers a good, wall functioning 
and reliable seed supply system is life's blood. Mississippi State University, with modest A.1 .D. 
support, devaloped such a special cornpatsnee and has pro!-ided advisory help and trained participants 
on a worldwide baais for countries wishing to establish such a quality seed supply system. 

Auburn University has invested heavily of itr own resources, and received s series of A.I.D. 
assistance grants, to develop spccial cornpstsncs in LDC production of fish in man-made "ponds" -- i.e., 
in "Aquaculture.* From this International Aquacultural Center has come a steady and large 
outpouring of information, of advisors, and of training services to developing countries wishing to 
exploit this special field, so significant to nutrition of probin dsflciant population groups in inland 
ateaa. I'his industry has, quits literally, gone through a productivity revolution in recent years. 
Auburn University has been at the forefront, and has spread i ts expertise upon call b countriel in 
Asia, Africa, Latin America and Oeeann. 

The University of Florida (among many other of its mejar contributions) has developed a unique 
capability with respct to the the characteristics, problems and promias of "tropical agriculture" -- 
which has given a special relevance and cogency to many of its efforts on behalf of developing 
countries. 



Many U.S. universities, by digging deeply --and in situs -- into the specific characteristics of ttie 

less developed countries, have advanced the frontiers of both basic and applied sciences in many ways 
especially significant to less #developed countries. This, in the long term, may welt become one of the 
most important outcomes of the total experience of A.I.D.'s involvement of the U.S. universities. 

It is unfortunate, also, to have had to illustrate so sparingly the fine efforts by many of the 
historically black universities to make their special contributions to the achievement of A.I .  D. 
objectives. In addition to those already described, many of these universities have contributed 
substantially. Through their: special research projects and training programs and through their 
partnerships with other U.S, t~niversities in technical assistance projects, Tennessee State Lniversity, 
Lincoln University, Florida .4&M University, North Carolina A&T University, Virginia State 
University, Alabama A&M University, Fort Valley College of Georgia - - and several others 
previously mentioned as well as still others regrettably unmentioned -- have made significant 
contributions of competence and of culture, which have given a new and greatly advantageous quality 
to the U.S. assistance efforts, and to the U.S. presence not only in the larger cities but also in the locaI 
communities of many less developed countries. 

The story of A.1.D.ILJ.S. university ccoper~tion is, of course, not only one of accomplishment. It 
is one also of disappointments, frustrationra and, in a few cases, recognizable failures. In some 
instances, for quite unrelated reasons, political relationships between host countries and the United 
States have so soured as to wash out the footprints of the U.S. universities and of their professors from 
the fields of their endeavors. But Phoenix-like the residues of these mutual cooperative efforts will 
rise again to view, as human experience serves more and more to demonstrate the total futility of any . 
approach to international relationships other than those of comity, understanding, accommodation 
and mutual assistance. For ideas have the longest life-expectancy of any human creation, They are 

' living things which become incorporated into the living tissue of subsequent, systematic, thoughtful 
efforts to solve human problems. It is the ideas, the precepts, the perceptions and the analytic 
structures of ancient Greece and Rome which still impact the human mind and spirit, long after all but 
a few relics of their great stone structures and statuary have broken and crumbled. So, too, may the 
foundations of concept and institutiona, developed by this cooperative work in f~reign assistance, 
influence favorably the future shape and character of all participating countries, including our own -- 
and influence especially their ability and their indination to work together in common interest. 

Out of this extended period of U.S. govtrnment/U.S. university cooperation in the foreign 
assistance effort there has svoIved in the United States truly an institutional arsenal of effective 
intarnational assault upon lingering problems of human hunger, malnutrition and rural poverty. It is 
ta ba hoped that this arsenal will be freely drawn upon. For as with human musculature, it atrophies 
with disuse and becomes stronger from the using. 

Finally, we most strongly regret that we cannot adequately referenee the many direct, and 
subtle, assistancea given by many friends in the universities and in A-LD. to the writing of this book -- 
especially the warm endorsement of the idea that the effort bs made. Mast especially, the writer has 
appteeiatcd tbe one strong, consistent theme of that advice: "Make the report your own account, your 
own intotpretation; let i t  speak of your own experiences and to your own convictions and 
conceptualizstions." 

He has attempted to follow that advice, not, it is to be hoped, from falee immodesty, but from 
acknowledgement of the need for interpretation, for reflection about the larger meanings of it all. 
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"Facts without meaning are facts without meaning," said the great American philosopher do hn 
Dewey. Mqjor nntional commitment to assistance to othcr, p r e r  countries is an unusual moral and 
political phenomenon. Many, many different n~eanings and interpretations may be honestly drawn 
from this greatest adventure in humanitarianism the world has yet known -- and from the one, 
important pnrt of it that is the subject of this book. These have been the writer's! 

The reader might ask the writer one last, personal question: "Has it been worthwhile from a 
personal point of view?" The reader who has read so far deserves an answer. It is an unequivocal 
"Yes." The reasons for the firmness of response are two. 

First, the mission of foreign assistance is impottmt. It matters profoundly what happens to the 
countless millions of people in the poorer countries: people born to disadvantage, to poverty, t o  hunger, 
to illness, to uncertainty; and born in a world motivated by a seemingly inherent inchation toward 
mutual self destruction by struggles within as much as between nations. It matters greatly to them; 
and it matters greatly also to our own country's future prospxts for security, peace and prosperity. 
Never, perhaps, can any conscientious worker for A.I.D. feel entirely satisfied with what he has 
accomplished. But never zeed he feel that thare is no opportunity to do more or to do better; nor that 
there is no market in A.I.D. for new or  better ideas. And never, never need he feel that what he does is 
of little account. 

The second. reason is the quality of people with whom the writer3 work has brought him into 
contuct - wotkera in A.I.D., in the L.S. universities, and in the Iess developed countries. A few have 
been mentioned in this book, most of them, unfortunately, have not - - professional people, dedicated 
people, all. Often differing widely on specific points of view, on methods, on roles, they nearly a11 share 
the same goals and objectives, the same sensitive optimism. This communion of spirit has over the 
years made the writer's personal job not work, but pleasure; not a chore, but a challenge. With a 
wonderfuI wife to participats fully in every aspct of the adventure, the writer has found it to be a 
pertect career. He would have desired no other. 

As is so often the ease, the steeper road has led more surely to the higher plane. The Imk back down 
the trail is pleasant, and satisfying. 



END NOTES 

I "Some Theoretical Issues in Economic DeveIopmen t," Journal of Farm Economics, Vol. 
34, No. 5, (December, 1952). 

2 Turk, Kenneth L., The Cornell - Los Banos Storv (Cornell University Press, 1974). 
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Directors o f  the ForeQgn A i d  Program 

I n s t f  tute for Inter-American A f  fa4 rs 3/31/42 - 
Nelson A,  Rockefeller 
Oil Ion Myer 

Econeml c Cooperati on AdmJnl s t  ration (ECA) 4/2/48 - 10/31/51 

Paul G. Hoffman 
Will iam C. Foster 

Technical Cooperst ion idal n l rtrcn t 3 on (TCA) 6/1/1950 - 7/31/53 

Henry G.  enn nett 
S t  an 1 ey Andrews 

Mutual Securlty Agency (WSA) 10/31/51 - 7/31/53 

W. Averi 11 Harriman 
Harold E. Stassen 

Fore1 gn Operst ions Administration (FOA) 8/1/53 - 6/30/55 

Harold. E. Stassen 8/3/53 - 6/30/55 

International Cooperat I on Adni ol s t  rat I an (ICA) 7/1/55 - 11/3/61 

John Hollister 7/1/55 - 9/14/57 
James H. Smith 10/8157 - 1/31/59 
James W. Riddleberger 5/29/59 - 2/28/61 
Henry Labouisse 3/1/61 - 11/3/61 

Davdop.lnt Loan Fund (DLF)' 8/14/57 - 11/3/61 

Agmncy For f ntrrnrt f onrl Davaloprrnt 13/4/1963 - 
Fowler Hami 1 ton 
David E. Bell 
William S. Gaud 
John A. Hannah 
Daniel S. Parker 
John J .  Gilligan 
Douglas 3 .  Bennett 
M. Peter McPherson 
Allan Woods 
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ASSISTANCE BY U N I V E W T Y  BY COUNTRY 

COUNTERPART START END 

m a n v  Wed. Collese 

GUYANA 

HEALTH 
HEALTH 

RWANDA 

AGRICULTURE 

INDONESIA 

AGRICULTURE 
AGRICULTURE 

PHILIPPINES 

COLOMBIA 

AGRICULTURE 

EL SALVADOR 

AGRICULTURE 

HONDURAS 

AGRICULTURE 

PANAMA 

AGRICULTURE 

Govt. of Guyana 06/20/66 0 9 / 3 0 / 6 8  
Min. of Labor & Health 04/01/64 06/30/66 

Govt. of Rwanda 

Min. of Education 
Govt. of Indonesia 

Govt. of Philippines 07/23/71 01/31/79 

Govt. of Colombia 0 1 / 0 7 / 7 7  10/31/81 

Min. of N a t .  Res. 10/16/80 08/31/88 

Govt, of Panama - 
INDIA 

HUMAN RES. Govt. of India 



- 
GUATEMALA 

HUMAN RES. Govt. of Guatemala 

Roston Umiversitv 

GUINEA 

DEV.PLNG.&ECON. Ntl.Schoo1 of ~drnin .  02/01/63 03/31/64 

,B m i v .  i 

IRAN 

HUMAN RES. Univ. of Tehran 

B 

DOMINICAN REPUBLIC 

DEV.PLNG.&ECON. Inst, of Santo Doming0 

B c k n e l l  Univ. 

ARGENTINA 

S C I .  & ENG. Catholic Univ, 

Cali- State Polv. 

AFRICA REGION 

HUMAN RES. ~,~tswna,~estho,Swazilnd 

LIBERIA 

HUMAN RES. Govt. of Liberia 

TANZANIA 

HUMAN RES. Min. of Education 

ZAMBIA 

HUMAN RES. Col.of Further Education 

THAILAND 

AGRICULTURE Govt. of Thailand 



COSTA RICA 

AGRICULTURE Min. of Agriculture 06/15/73 05/31/75 
AGRICULTURE School of Tropical A g .  06/28/88 ,10/30/90 

GUATEMALA 

AGRICULTURE Min. of Agriculture 03/31/67 12/31/70 
AGRICULTURE Min. of Agriculture 01/01/72 12/31/76 
AGRICULTURE Min. of Agriculture 0 7 / 2 0 / 6 6  09/30/68 
AGRICULTURE Min. of Agriculture 03/30/67 12/31/70 

YEMEN 

AGRICULTURE Govt. of Yemen 12/01/75 09/30/80 

0 

INDIA 

HUMAN RES. Hundustan Steel 

Catholic Univ, 

COLOMBIA 

HEALTH Ntl. University 0 8 / 2 7 / 6 2  08/31/65 

AFRICA REGION 

HEALTH 02/01/79 10/15/85 

Colleue of Phvsici- 
. . - 

GHANA 

HEALTH Min-of Health 03/16/62 07/31/63 
HEALTH Ntl-Medical School 0 2 / 0 1 / 6 3  07/31/64 

Colors- S&QQI- 

TURKEY 

S C I ,  & ENG, Istanbul-Tech. Univ. 04/03/63 09/30/66 

State Univ. 

KENYA 

AGRICULTURE Univ. College of Nairobi 01/11/65 06/30/71 
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AGRICULTURE Royal College 
AGRICULTURE Univ, of Nairobi 

AGRICULTURE Min. of Agriculture 

BANGLADESH 

HUMAN RES. Univ. of Dacca 

PAKISTAN 

AGRICULTURE Water & Power Authority 
HUMAN RES.  Peshawar Univ.  

THAILAND 

S C I .  & ENG. Chulalong Univ. 

BRAZIL 

S C I ,  & ENG. Univ.of Bahia 

HONDURAS 

NATURAL RES. Govt. of Honduras 

AFRICA REGION 

HEALTH 
HUMAN RES. Makere Univ. 

KENYA 

HUMAN RES. Cent.Teachers college 

INDIA 

HUEitd RES.  Central Inst. of Educ. 

ARGENTINA 

DEV.PLNG.&ECON. Llniv. of Buenos Aires 

COSTA RICA 

POPULATION Univ. of Costa Rica 

MEXICO 



POPULATION Govt. of Mexico 09/30/77 01/31/81 

PERU 

HUMAN RES.  Min. of Edccation 04/24/63 12/31/68 

AFGHANISTAN - 
HUMAN RES. Min.Ed. & Kabul Univ. 04/05/54 06/30/74 
HUMAN RES. Hin.  Ed. & Kabul Teachers 04/01/74 12/31/77 

TURKEY 

HEALTH Nightingale Foundation 07/01/59 06/30/62 

Con rn o t' 

BURKINA FASO 

AGRICULTURE Govt.of Upper Valta 06/22/77 09/30/80 

CAPE VERDE 

NATURAL R E S .  Govt.of Cape Verde 04/04/78 11/30/80 

CHAD 

AGRICULTURE Govt-of Chad 09/16/76 10/16/78 

KENYA 

AGRICULTURE Govt. of Kenya 01/01/77 09/30/78 

NIGER 

AGRICULTURE Govt. of Niger 06/01/76 03/31/80 

SUDAN 

AGRICULTURE ~ o v t .  of Sudan 0 8 / 2 0 / 7 9  12/31/85 

TANZANIA 

AGRICULTURE Govt. of Tanzania 02/20/80 05/31/82 
AGRICULTURE Govt. of Tanzania 03/01/83 09/30/86 

EGYPT 

NATURAL RES. Min. A g .  & Irrigation 0 5 / 2 0 / 7 7  12/31/84 

YEMEN 



AGRICULTURE Govt. of Yemen 04/23/79 01/31/81 

Cornell Universj t v  

AFRICA REGION 

DEV.PLNG.&ECON. 

LIBERIA 

HUMAN RES. Univ. of Liberia 03/29/60 10/15/60 
HUMAN RES. Univ, of Liberia 05/28/62 07/31/68 

SRI LANKA 

DEV.PLNG.&ECON. Gavt. of Sri Lanka 12/01/81 12/31/85 

CHILE 

HUMAN RES. Univ. of Chile 10/01/59 06/25/64 

COSTA RTCA 

POPULATION Ntl.Univ. of Costa Rica 0 8 / 3 0 / 7 7  02/19/79 

NUMAN RES. 06/30/64 0 2 / 2 8 / 6 6  

PERU 

HEALTH Govt. of Peru 
HUMAN RES. Govt. Of Feru 

TURXEY 

DEV.PLNG.&ECON. Mideastern Tech. Univ. 09/18/61 09/15/70 

YEMEN 

AGRICULTURE Govt. of Yemen 03/12/80 03/12/82 

es Wch. u t  

UGANDA 

HUMAN RES.  Kampala-Tech Inst. 02/06/59 12/31/6:1 
HUMAN RES. Dept.of Protectorate 06/23/59 0 6 / 2 2 / 6 2  

MOROCCO 



H W  RES.  Govt. of Worocco 0 8 / 2 7 / 5 9  07/31/62 

TUN1 SIA 

HUMAN RES. Govt. of Tunisia 12/17/59 07/31/62 

Dunwoadv~ustr ia l  Institute 

SUDAN 

HUMAN RES. Khatrooum Trade School 06/28/63 05/31/69 

I N D I A  

S C I  & ENG, C e n t r a l  Tng. Inst. 0 8 / 2 2 / 6 2  12/31/68 

- e s  

KENYA 

HUMAN RES.  Govt. of Kenya 0 2 / 1 3 / 6 0  08/31/64 

E a s t e r n ~ v  . 
U n i  it 

SOMALIA 

HUMAN RES. Teacher Inst./AFGOI 08/01/62 08/31/71 

SWAZILAND 

HUMAN RES. Min. of Education 0 6 / 3 0 / 7 5  09/30/84 

YEMEN 

HUMAN RES.  Min. of Education 04/05/79 10/01/79 
HUMAN RES.  Min, of Education 09/10/79 05/15/86 

t Centex 

AFGHANISTAN 

HUMAN RES.  Faculty of Eng. 

I N D I A  

S C I .  & ENG. Institute of Technology 02/21/62 0 9 / 3 0 / 7 2  

FlQXfda 

KENYA 

AGRICULTCIRE Govt. of Keny~ 



M A L A W I  

S C I .  & ENG. Govt. of Malawi 01/17/83 08/31/87 
SCL.  & ENG. Malawi Poly Tech 04/01/85 12/30/85 

Florida State Universitv 

KOREA 

HUMAN RES. Govt. of Korea 
HUMAN RES.  Min. of Education 

Fresno State 

SUDAN 

HUMAN RES.  Min. of Education 09/01/61 06/30/64 

Georqe Washington Universitv 

LATAM 

POPULATION 

Georcretown univ. 

VIETNAM 

SCL. & ENG. Saigon Univ. 

PARAGUAY 

HUMAN RES.  Catholic Univ. 

TURKEY 

HUMAN RES. Univ, of Ankara 

~eor-titute of Tech 

PARAGUAY 

DEV.PLNG,&ECON. Min. of fnd. & Commerce 05/01/70 01/31/71 

DOMINICAN REPUBLIC 

HEALTH Govt. of Don. Rep. 

TUNISIA 



HEALTH Govt. of Tunisia 

m-tute 

SIERRA LEONE 

HUMAN RES. Min. of. N a t .  res, 
HUMAN RES. Royal Training Inst. 

Hanard Collese 

LIBERIA 

HUMAN RES.  Govt. of Liberia 11/29/75 12/31/76 

NIGERIA 

HUMAN RES Govt. of Nigeria 03/01/62 06/30/69 

BOLIVIA 

S C I .  & ENG. Govt, of Bolivia 01/22/87 08/31/89 

PANAMA 

DEV,PLNG.&ECON. Cent. Am. Inst. of Bus. 01/01/67 07/31/70 

MOROCCO 

AGRICULTURE Min. of Agriculture 09/12/86 12/31/89 

TUNISIA 

HEALTH 1nst. of Nutrition 09/01/69 08/31/76 

Howard lwmErsitv 

MALAWI 

HUMAN RES. ~ o v t ,  of Malawi 

AFGHANISTAN 

HUMAN RES. Kabul Univ. 

NIGERIA 

HUMAN RES. Govt. of West Region 

SIERRA LEONE 
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S C I .  & EAG. Govt. of Sierra Leone 10/25/60 06/30/64 

INDONESIA, 

DEV.PLNG.&ECQN. Govt. of Indonesia 06/12/59 09/30/63 

KOREA 

HEALTH Mbn. of Education 09/19/59 06/30/62 

PAKISTAN 

HEALTH Univ-Karachi Med. I n s t .  0 6 / 2 7 / 5 7  10/31/64 
HUMAN RES. Punjab Univ. 10/26/59 10/31/66 

THAILAND 

DEV.PLNG.&ECON, Thammasat Univ. 04/01/58 10/31/63 
HUMAN RES. Chulalongkarn Univ. 0 8 / 2 9 / 5 8  08/31/61 

CHILE 

HUMAN RES. Govt. of Chile 
HUMAN RES. Govt. of Chile 

HAITI 

HUMAN RES. Min. of Education 06/11/79 03/31/80 
HUMAN RES. Min. of Education 06/01/80 08/31/80 
HUMAN RES. Min. of Education 09/25/80 0 2 / 2 8 / 8 2  

URUGUAY 

HUMAN RES. Univ. of Trabajo 04/01/64 08/31/66 

Iowa State Univ. 

THAILAND 

AGRICULTURE Govt. of Thailand 07/01/73 06/30/78 
AGR1CULTUR.E ~ i n .  of ~griculture 06/16/82 07/31/86 

GUATEMALA 

AGRICULTURE Min. of Agriculture 0 8 / 0 7 / 7 9  12/31/80 

PERU 

AGRICULTURE Ins t .  of Reform Ag. 07/01/74 10/31/77 
AGRICULTURE Inst. of Reform Ag. 10/02/62 12/31/75 



URUGUAY 

AGRICULTURE 

CAMEROON 

HEALTH 

ETHIOPIA 

HEALTH 

NIGERIA 

HEALTH 
POPULATION 

INDONESIA 

HEALTH 

BRAZIL 

HEALTH 

CHILE 

HEALTH 

JAMAICA 

HEALTH 

NIGERIA 

AGRICULTURE 
AGRICULTURE 

INDIA 

AGRICULTURE 
AGRICULTURE 
AGRICULTURE 
AGRICULTURE 

Univ, of East Uruguay 21/29/60 08/31/68 

Johns Ho~kins Univ. 

Univ.Center of Health 0 9 / 3 0 / 8 0  12/31/83 

Govt.of Ethiopia 04/23/63 09/30/68 

Inst. of Child Health 11/13/73 12/31/76 
Govt. of Nigeria 03/22/88 03/14/93 

Govt. of Indonesia 09/30/81 09/30/87 

Govt. of Brazil 04/11/60 12/31/60 

Ntl. Health Svc. 06/19/67 12/31/71 

~ o v t .  of Jamaica 11/01/77 04/15/81 

s State Univ, 

Ahmadu Bell0 Univ. 07/01/70 10/01/77 
Ahmadu Bello Univ. 10/01/63 06/30/75 

Min. of ~griculture 03/23/56 10/31/64 
Andhra Pradesh Ag. Univ. 11/01/66 0 6 / 3 0 / 7 2  
Govt. of India 0 7 / 0 1 / 6 9  09/30/72 
nin. of ~griculture 11/01/64 09/30/72 

PAKISTAN 



AGRICULTURE 

EGYPT 

S C I .  & ENG. 

TANZANIA 

HUMAN RESm 

BRAZIL 

SCl. & ENG. 

TANZANIA 

POPULATION 

LIBERIA 

AGRICULTURE 

VIETNAM 

HUMAN RES. 

COSTA RICA 

HEALTH 

NICARAGUA 

AGRICULTURE 

AFRICA REGION 

HEALTH 

Govt. of Pakistan 

Univ.of Assiut 

Eent State Univ. 

Changombe College 

ate C ~ Z l e a e  

Univ. of Paraiba 

Lorna Linda Univ- 

Govt. of Tanzania 07/05/74 06/30/81 

fiouisiana state Univ. 

Win. of Agriculture 06/03/81 09/30/85 

 in. of Justice 01/01/69 08/31/70 

Univ. of Costa Rica 08/04/59 02/28/64 

Min. of Agriculture 01/01/72 12/31/72 - 
1- 

PAKISTAN 



HEALTH Pakastani Plng. Comm. 

EGYPT 

DEV.PLNG.&ECON. Govt. of Egypt 

IteHarw Medical Cox. 

BOTSWANA 

POPULATf ON Govt. of Botswana 

Hichisan State Univ. 

BURKINA FASO 

AGRICULTURE Govt.of Upper Volta 

NIGER 

AGRICULTURE Govt, of Niger 

NIGERIA 

AGRICULTURE Gavt. of Nigeria 
HUMAN RES. Govt. of East Region 
HUMAN RES.  Univ. of Nigeria 

SENEGAL 

AGRICULTURE Govt. of Senegal 

ZIMBABWE 

AGRICULTURE Univ. of Zimbabwe 

INDIA 

SCI. & ENG. Guindy C o l .  of Eng. 

INDONESIA 

HIMAN RES.  Govt. of Indonesia 

KOREA 

AGRICULTURE Min. of Agriculture 

TAIWAN 

AGRICULTURE Ntl. Taiwan Univ. 



THAILAND 

HUMAN RES. Min. of Education 10/13/64 08/31/68 

VIETNAM 

DEV.PLNG.&ECON. N t l .  Inst. of Admin. 04/19/55 06/30/62 

ARGENTINA 

AGRICULTURE Ntl. Tnst. of Ag. Tech. 02/08/65 12/31/70 

BRAZIL 

DEV.PLNG.&ECON. Getudio Vargas Fnd/BA RGS 05/28/59 09/30/64 
DEV.PLNG.&ECON. Getudio Vargas FND/SP 06/29/53 08/31/64 
HUMAN RES. R e g .  Education Res. Ctr. 08/11/60 07/31/64 

COLOMBIA 

AGRICULTURE Min. of Agriculture 09/15/69 09/14/70 
AGRICULTURE Govt. of Colombia 09,/15/7U 0 9 / 3 0 / 7 2  
AGRTCULTURE Govt. of Colombia 10/29/75 12/31/76 

COSTA RICA 

AGRICULTURE Govt. of Costa Rica 12/01/75 07/31/76 
AGRICULTURE Govt. of Costa Rica 03/29/72 06/30/74 

DOMINICAN REPUBLIC 

NATURAL R E S ,  Govt. of Dom. Rep, 10/28/83 06/30/86 

GUATEMALA 

DEV.PLNG.&ECON. G o d .  of Guatemala 0 7 / 2 0 / 7 9  04/3O/EO 

HUMAN R E S .  06/29/62 06/28/64 

TURKEY 

HUMAN RES.  Min. of education 02/27/64 06/30/71 
HUMAN RES. Min. of Education 01/09/68 02/28/74 

Mid, American International Ag. Consortium 

BOTSWANA 

AGRICULTURE Govt .  of Botswana 07/01/82 07/01/87 



S R I  LAN- 

AGRICULTURE Gowt. of sri Lanka 

MOROCCO 

AGRICULTURE Gavt. of Morocco 
AGRICULTURE Govt. of Morocco 

Hidwest Consortium IMUCIA! 

BURMA 

AGKICULTURE Govt. of Burma 

INDONESIA 

AGRICULTURE Govt. of Indonesia 09/01/69 06/30/71 
AGRICULTURE Govt. of Indonesia 07/01/71 07/31/76 

KOREA 

NUMAN RES. Min. of Education 08/01/71 07/31/72 
HUMAN RES. Govt, of Korea 11/01/68 12/31/70 

NEPAL 

AGRICULTURE Inst. of Agriculture 03/23/79 05/23/82 
AGRICULTURE Inst. of Agriculture 12/01/75 09/30/84 
HIMAN RES. Govt. of Nepal 0 5 / 2 2 / 7 2  11/30/72 

BRAZIL 

HUMAN RES. Univ. Ed, Planning 05/11/66 06/30/68 

DOMINICAN REPUBLIC 

AGRICULTURE Govt. of Dom. Rep. 09/29/88 01/31/89 

AGRICULTURE Univ. of West Indies 03/06/84 07/31/86 

INDIA 

AGRICULTURE Govt. of India 

THAILAND 



AGRICULTURE Govt. of Thailand 

AGRICULTURE Hin.  of Agriculture 

GUATEMALA 

AGRICULTURE Min. of Agriculture 
AGRICULTURE Min. of Agriculture 

Hontana State U n h  

PARAGUAY 

AGRICULTURE Ntl. University 

Hew Ensland Center for CR. 

KOREA 

AGRICULTURE Govt. of Korea 

New rtexic~ State Univ. 

PARAGUAY 

AGRICULTURE Min. of Agriculture 
AGRICULTURE 601. of Ag. & V e t .  Sci. 
AGRICULTURE Col. of Ag. & V e t .  Sci. 

New York Univ. 

NIGERIA 

DEV.PLNG.&ECON. Univ. of Lagos 

BRAZIL 

DEV.PLNG.&ECON, Ntl. Dev. Bank 

North C d n a  State Univ. 

PERU 

AGRICULTURE Min. of ~griclture 
AGRICULTURE Ntl. School of Ag. 
AGRICULTURE Govt. of Peru 
AGRICULTURE Govt. of Peru 
AGRICULTURE Govt. of Peru 
AGRICULTURE Ntl. A g .  Univ. 
SCI. & ENG, Ntl. Eng. and S c i .  



Bo*hwestern Univ. 

LIBERIA 

DEV.PLNG.&ECON. Govt, of Liberia 10/19/60 08/31/62 

SUDAN 

SCI. & ENG. Univ. of Khartooum 05/27/65 06/30/69 

Ohio State Univ. 

UGANDA 

AGRICULTURE Min. of Agriculture 09/30/84 09/35/88 

INDIA 

AGRICULTURE Min. of ~griculture 09/12/55 10,'31/64 
AGRICULTURE ~diapur Ag. Univ. 11/01/64 07/31/72 
AGRICULTURE Punjab Ag. Univ. 11/01/64 07/31/72 
HUMAN RES.  -Min. of Education 07/16/56 06/30/69 

BOLIVIA 

HUMAN RES. Govt. of Bolivia 02/28/66 08/31/68 

BRAZIL 

AGRICULTURE Univ. cf Sao Paulo 03/16/64 12/31/73 

DOMINICAN REPUBLIC 

NATURAL RES.  Govt. of Dom. Rep. 12/09/87 07/31/88 

ECUADOR 

HUMAN RES.  G o v t .  of Ecuador 12/31/65 09/30/68 

Ohio Univ. 

BOTSWANA 

HUMAN RES. Univ. College 06/19/81 08/31/86 

NIGERIA 

HUMAN RES. Kano State Teacher Col, 09/01/71 08/31/72 
HUMAN RES.  Kano State Teacher Col. 09/01/62 08/31/71 
HUMAN RES. Govt. of East Region 10/03/59 10/03/62 
HUMAN RES.  Govt. of West Regon 01/01/58 12/31/68 



SWAZILAND 

a HUMAN RES. 

VIETNAM 

HUMAN RES. 

ETHIOPIA 

AGRICULTURE 

THAILAND 

HUMAN RES.  

PANAMA 

AGRICULTURE 

BANGLADESH 

AGRICULTURE 

AGRICULTURE 
AGRICULTURE 

TURKEY 

AGRICULTURE 

Univ. of Swaziland 

Univ. of Saigon/Hue 

Qkltbpma State Univ. 

Govt.of Ehtiopia 

Min. of Education 

Univ. of San Carlos 

Orecron State Univ. 

Govt. of Bangladesh 

Min. of Agriculture 
Min. of Agriculture 

Govt. of Turkey 

PeaBgdv Teachers Colleae 

KOREA 

HWMAN RES.  in. of   ducat ion OBp26/56  08/31/62 

Pe- State W i v F  - 

SWAZILAND 

AGRICULTURE Govt. of Swaziland 03/26/82 0 3 / 2 5 / 8 7  

INDIA 



AGRICULTURE Maharashtra Univ. 
AGRICULTURE Min. of Food and A g .  

PANAMA 

HUMAN RES. Min. of Education 

URUGUAY 

AGRICULTURE Min. of Agriculture 

PoLvte~h Inst-Brooklyn 

BRAZIL 

SCI. & ENG. Univ. of Pernambuco 

Prairie View A&H 

LIBERIA 

HUMAN RES. Booker Washington Inst. 

SENEGAL 

AGRICULTURE Gov~. of Senegal 

KOREA 

DEV.PLNG.&ECON. Govt, of Korea 

NIGER 

AGRICULTURE Govt. of Niger 

TAIWAN 

SCI. & ENG. Taiwan Col of Eng. 

BRAZf L 

AGRICULTURE Univ, of Minas Gerais 

DOMINICAN REPUBLIC 

NATURAL RES. Govt. of Dom. Rep. 

PORTUGAL 
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HUMAN RES. Govt. of Portugal 05/25/80 12/31/87 

EL SALVADOR 

DEV.PLNG.&ECON. Govt. of El Salvador 03/09/88 03/11/88 

Southeast Consortium for International Develop?aent 

BURKINA FASO 

AGRICULTURE Govt.of Upper Volta 08/23/82 05/03/85 

HAITI 

DEV.PLNG.&ECON. Govt.  of Haiti 0 9 / 2 5 / 8 7  1 2 / 2 5 / 8 9  

San Diecro State U n i v .  

BRAZIL 

HUMAN R E S .  Govt. of ~ r a z i l  
HUMAN RES. Govt. of ~r a z i l  

JAMAICA 

HUMAN RES. Min. of Education 06/23/66 09/30/68 

San Francisco State Univ. 

LIBERIA 

HUMAN RES. ~ovt. of ~iberia 0 5 / 2 8 / 6 2  0 2 / 2 8 / 6 7  

DOMINICAN REPUBLIC 

HUMAN RES. Govt. of Dom. Rep. 09/01/66 08/30/68 

South Carolina w v .  

DOMINICAN REPUBLIC 

HUMAN RES. Univ. Catholic M&M 06/28/83 12/32/88 

MALI 



HUMAN RES. Min. of Education 

NEPAL 

HUMAN RES. Govt. of Nepal 
HUMAN R E S .  Ntl. V o - T e c h .  Center 

HUMAN RES. Phu Tho Poly Tech 
HUMAN RES. Dept. of Ntl. Ed. 
HUMAN RES. Dept. of Ntl. Ed. 

AFGHANISTAN 

AGRICULTURE Min. of Agriculture 
HUMAN RES.  Afghan Inst. of Tech. 

South Dakota State Univ. 

BOTSWANA 

AGRICULTURE Gavt. of Botswana 

MAURITANIA 

AGRICULTURE Govt. Of Mauritania 

Southern University 

CAMEROON 

AGRICULTURE Univ.of Cameroon 

Spring Garden Inst. 

TURKEY 

S C I .  & ENG, Min. of Education 

St. Louis Univ. 

DOMINICAN REPUBLIC 

HUMAN RES. Univ. Catholic M6M 

ECUADOR 

HUMAN RES.  Univ.Catolica of Ecuador 



Stanford Univ, 

CHILE 

NATURAL RES. Univ. of Chile 

PERU 

DEV.PLNG.&ECON, school of Bus. Admin, 

8 S 

NIGERIA 

AGRICULTURE Univ. of Ife 

PHILIPPINES 

AGRICULTURE Univ. of Philippines 

BRAZIL 

HUMAN RES. Sudene 

PARAGUAY 

HEALTH School of Medicine 
HEALTH School of Medicine 
HUMAN RES.  Ntl. University 

AFGHANISTAN 

HUMAN RES. Govt. of Afghanistan 

ISRAEL 

AGRICULTURE Govt. of Israel 

S m s e  Ilniv. 

KENYA 

DEV.PLNG.&ECON. Kenya Inst. of Admin. 

MALAWI 

DEV.PLNG.&ECON. Govt. of Malawi 

KZXEA 

H W  RES. Off. of Public Info. 
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"- RES. Min. of Education 10/29/58 10/31/61 

A 
- 7- COLOMBIA 

i 
DEV.PLNG.&ECON, School Admin./~edillin 02/13/62 12/31/64 

Temple Univ. 

PAKISTAN 

DEV.PLNG.&ECON. Inst. of B u s .  Admin. 01/05/65 09/30/66 

Texas AfH Univ. 

TANZANIA 

AGRICULTURE Govt. of Tanzania 12/01/74 06/30/80 

BANGLADESH 

AGRICULTURE Univ. of Dacca 
HUMAN RES.  Univ. of Dacca 

PHILIPPINES 

AGRICULTURE Bureau of Fisheries 02/01/80 01/31/84 
HEALTH Govt. of Philippines 03/01/75 0 2 / 2 8 / 7 7  

SRI WKZI 

AGRICULTURE Univ .  of Ceylon 

ARGENTINA 

AGRICULTURE Ntl. Inst. of Ag. Tech. 02/01/64 08/31/70 

DOMINICAN REPUBLIC 

AGRICULTURE Govt. of Dom. R e p .  04/01/65 03/31/73 
HUMAN RES. Foundation for Ed. Cred. 03/15/82 12/31/83 

GUATEMALA 

AGRICULTURE Govt. of Guatemala 10/15/73 12/31/74 
AGRICULTURE Govt. of Guatemala 01/01/76 0 6 / 3 0 / 7 6  

HAITI 

AGRICULTURE Min. of Agriculture 01/01/81 06/30/85 
AGRICULTURE Min. of Agriculture 07/17/81 0 6 / 3 0 / 8 5  



LATAM 

AGRICULTURE 

PARAGUAY 

AGRICULTURE Min, of Agriculture 

TUN1 SIA 

AGRICULTURE Govt. of Tunisia 

Texas Tech Univ. 

SENEGAL 

DEV.PLNG.&ECON. Ntl. Economics School 11/14/83 08/31/87 

Tufts Univ. 

CAMEROON 

DEV.PLNG.&ECON. Govt.of Cameroon 

COUNTRY MALI 

AGRICULTURE Govt. of Malawi 

NIGER 

AGRICULTURE Min, of Rural Dev. 

ne Unxv. 

NIGER 

HEALTH 

ZAIRE 

POPULATION 

COLOMBIA 

Min. of Public Health 0 2 / 2 2 / 8 8  0 5 / 1 8 / 9 0  

HEALTH Govt. of Colombia 
NATURAL RES. Ntl. University 

AFRICA REGION 



AGRICULTURE O r g .  of Senegal State  02/01/71 01/31/73 
HEALTH Org. of Senegal States 08/30/79 05/31/86 

LIMERIA 

HUMAN RES.  Govt. of Liberia 10/06/60 98/31/68 

Universitv of Connecticut 

ZAMBIA 

AGRICULTURE Monze Ag. Tng. Ctr, 05/31/63 12/31/68 

University of Akron 

HAITI 

HUMAN RES. 

PERU 

AGRICULTURE 

CAPE VERDE 

AGRICULTURE 

GHANA 

S C I .  & ENG. 

BRAZIL 

AGRICULTURE 

PORTUGAL 

AGRICULTURE 

TURKEY 

AGRICULTURE 

YEMEN 

AGRICULTURE 

Govt. of Haiti 12/01/60 0 9 / 3 0 / 6 1  

Govt. of Peru 06/18/84 08/31/85 

Universitv of Arizona 

Inst-of Ag. Research 11/14/83 03/30/90 

Govt.of Ghana 0 7 / 3 0 / 7 5  0 7 / 3 1 / 7 8  

univ. of Ceara 10/25/63 12/31/73 

R a g .  Dept. of Agriculture 02/18/83 09/30/84 

Min. of Agriculture 11/01/71 08/30/74 



Universitv of Arkansas 

BURUNDI 

AGRICULTURE Gavt.of Burundi 

Universitv of Buffalo 

PARAGUAY 

HEALTH Ntl. University 

Univ. of California 

BENIN 

HEALTH Gavt. of Benin 

ETHIOPIA 

HUMAN RES.  Haile Selassie U. 

GHANA 

HEALTH U. of Ghana Med. School 

NIGERIA 

HUMAN RES.  Govt. of Nigeria 
HUMAN RES. Govt. of Nigeria 

UGANDA 

HEALTH Makere Univ. Medical 

INDONESIA 

HEALTH Airlanga Univ. 
S C I .  & ENG. Gadjahmada univ. 

BRAZIL 

DEV.PLNG.&ECON. Min. of Planning 
DEV.PLNG,&ECON. Govt. of Brazil 
HUMAN RES. Foundation School 

COLOMBIA 

HUMAN RES. Assa. of C o l .  Univ.s 
HUMAN RES. Univ. of Antioquia 



HUMAN RES.  N t l .  Paly Tech. I n s t .  05/28/64 07/31/68 

EGYPT 

AGRICULTURE Min. of Ag. & Irrigation 0 9 / 2 0 / 7 6  11/30/78 

Unzv. of Chicaso 

PHILIPPINES 

POPULATION Univ. of Philippines 02/17/70 O6 j 30 /74  

ARGENTINA 

DEV.PLNG,&ECON. Ntl. Univ. of Cuyo 07/31/62 08/31/67 

CHILE 

DEV.PLNG.&ECON. Catholic Univ.of Chile 03/30/56 06/30/64 

Univ. of D e l a w a r e  

PANAMA 

AGRICULTURE 

INDONESIA 

HUMAN RES* 
S C I .  6t ENG. 

CAMEROON 

HUMAN RES. 

MALAWI 

AGRICULTURE 

VIETNAM 

AGRICULTURE 

BOLIVIA 

AGRICULTURE 

Univ/Faculty of Ag. 

Univ.  of Denver 

Gavt, of Indonesia 
Govt. of Indonesia 

Univ. of Florida 

Govt-of Cameroon 04/12/80 06/30/81 

Dept. of Ag. Research 0 5 / 3 0 / 8 0  0 9 / 3 0 / 8 7  

Thu Duc Col. of Ag. 01/01/69 0 6 / 3 0 / 7 5  

Govt. of Bolivia 0 2 / 0 6 / 7 6  0 2 / 0 5 / 8 0  
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COSTA RICA 

AGRICULTURE 
AGRICULTURE 
AGRICULTURE 

EL SALVADOR 

AGRICULTURE 
AGRICULTURE 

H A I T I  

NATURAL RES. 

JAMAICA 

AGRICULTURE 

BANGLADESH 

AGRICULTURE 
AGRICULTURE 

CAMBODIA 

AGRICULTURE 

VIETNAM 

AGRICULTURE 

CAMEROON 

HEALTH 

LESOTHO 

WEALTH 

INDONESIA 

POPULATION 

LAOS 

HUMAN RESm 

Univ. of Costa R i c a  
Univ. of Costa Rica 
Min. of Agriculture 

N t l .  School of Ag. 
Ntl. School of Ag. 

Gavt, of Haiti 

Govt. of Jamaica 

Univ. of G e ~ x q i a  

East Pak. Ag. Univ. 0 6 / 2 9 / 7 0  12/31/70 
East Pak. Ag. Unin. 11/01/70 06/30/76 

Ntl. Col, of Agriculture 06/15/60 06/30/65 

Ntl. Col. of Agriculture 07/13/60 06/30/63 

. . 

Govt.oE Cameroon 

Min. of Health 

Univ. of Indonesia 



PAKISTAN 

HUMAN RES. Min.Health & Labor 

PHILIPPINES 

AGRICULTURE Govt. of Philippines 

SOUTH PACIFIC REGION 

AGRICULTURE Univ. of So. Pacific 
AGRICULTURE Univ. of So. Pacific 

THAILAND 

HUMAN RES. 
HUMAN RES. 

GUYANA 

Kasrtsart Univ. 
Min. of Education 

HEALTH Min. of Health 

Univ. of Houston 

INDIA 

HUMAN RES. Govt. of India 

ERAZIL 

S C I .  & ENG. Inst. of Quimica 06/01/64 12/31/70 

ECUADOR 

DEV.PLNG,&ECON. Found. Provada of Ecuador 09/12/85 03/31/86 
HUMAN RES. Univ. of ~uayaquill 09/26/60 01/31/66 

GUATEMALA 

S C I .  & ENG. Univ, of San Carlos 12/04/67.12/31/68 

Univ. of Idaho 

INDIA 

AGRICULTURE Govt. of India 
AGRICULTURE Govt. of India 

KOREA 

AGRICULTURE Rep. of Korea 



PAKISTAN 

Peshawa Ag. Univ.  AGRICULTURE 

THAILAND 

AGRICULTURE Gavt. of Thailand 

Univ. of X11,inois 

AFRICA REGION 

HUMAN RES, 

S I E m  LEONE 

Njala Univ .  College 

HUMAN RES.  Njala Teachers col. 

ZAMBIA 

Govt. of Zambia AGRICULTURE 

BANGLADESH 

Ag. Research Institute AGRICULTURE 

INDIA 

U t t a r  Pradesh Ag. ~ n i v .  
Uttar Pradesh Ag. Univ. 
Min. of Food and Ag.  
Allahabed Ag. Institute 
~ o v t ,  of India 
Madhya Pradesh 
Govt. of India 
Kharagpur fnst. of Tech. 

AGRICULTURE 
AGRICULTURE 
AGRICULTrJRE 
AGRICULTURE 
AGRICULTURE 
AGRICULTURE 
AGRICULTURE 
S C I .  & ENG. 

NEPAL 

AGRICULTURE Win. of Agriculture 

PAKISTAN 

NW Province Ag. Univ. 
Govt, of Pakistan 

AGRICULTURE 
AGRICULTURE 

Univ. Med. School HEALTH 

PERIJ 



AGRICULTURE Govt. of Peru 

JORDAN 

AGRICULTURE Mln. Ag. Extension 

TUNISIA 

H W N  RES. Govt. of Tunisia 

Univ. of Kansas 

PANAMA 

HUMAN RES. PCA Council of Ministries 08/21/69 08/31/71 
HUMAN RES. Univ. of Central ~rnerica 07/01/65 09/30/68 

Univ. of  Kentuckv 

INDONESIA 

AGRICULTURE U. of Indonesia-Bangor 07/19/57 0 6 / 3 0 / 6 6  
AGRICULTURE b in, of ~griculture 09/29/80 06/30/81 
S C I .  & ENG. Bandung Inst. of Tech. 0 7 / 0 2 / 5 6  06/30/66 

THAILAND 

AGRICULTURE Govt. of Thailand 08/13/82 0 9 / 3 0 / 8 6  
AGRICULTURE Min. of Agriculture 07/01/66 06/30/76 

DOMINICAN REPUBLIC 

AGRICULTURE G O V ~ .  of Dam. Rep. 02/01/83 07/31/87 

GUATEMALA 

AGRICULTURE Univ. of San Carlos 09/11/57 O 6 / 3 0 / 6 3  

VENEZUELA 

HIMAN RES. ~niv, of 0rienta 04/01/72 12/21/72 

~nfv. of Massachusetts 

MALAWI 

AGRICULTURE Ag. Training Center 01/17/63 11/30/67 

SWAZILAND 

HUMAN RES. Univ, of Swailand 03/21/80 12/31/84 



UGANDA 

RUMAN RES.  Min. of Education 

JAPAN 

AGRICULTURE Hokkaido Univ. 

ECUADOR 

HUMAN RES. Govt, of Ecuador 

v. of Michiman 

BURKINA FASO 

DEV.PLNG.&ECON. Govt.oE Upper Volta 04/01/03 0 5 / 3 0 / 8 7  

NIGER 

AGRICULTURE Min. of Rural Dev. 10/15/85 09/30/88 

INDIA 

DEV.PLNG.&ECON. Inst. of public Admin. 08/18/64 09/30/66 

NEPAL 

POPULATION Nepalese FP Board 
SOPULATION Govt. of Nepal 

BRAZIL 

HUMAN RES.  Univ. of Sao Paulo 
SCI. & ENG. . ,  Aeronautical fnst. 

PERU 

Dm.PLNG.LECON.  G o v t .  of Peru 08/01/64 03/31/72 

EGYPT 
POPULATION Central Agency for Stats 04/03/86 05/31/87 

ta 

KOREA 

HUMAN RES. Seoul N t l .  Univ. 

VIETNAM 



AGRICULTURE Govt, of Vietnam 07/01/69 12/31/72 

DEY.PLNG.&ECON. Univ. of Los Andes 07/22/63 06/30/69 

MOROCCO 

AGRICULTURE Hassan Ag. Institute 06/01/70 09/30/76 

TUNISIA 

AGRICULTURE Govt. of Tunisia 04/01/67 06/30/78 

Univ. of Missouri 

MALAWI: 

HUMAN R E S .  Govt. of Malawi 

I N D I A  

AGRICULTURE Orrisa Univ. 
AGRICULTURE Orissa Univ. 
AGRICULTURE Bihar State  
AGRICULTURE Orrisa Univ. 
AGRICULTURE Min. of Agriculture 

VIETNAM 

SCL. L ENG. N t l .  Technical Ctr. 

BRAZIL 

NATURAL RES.  TNCRA 

Univ. of 

COLOMBIA 

AGRICULTURE 1nst.of Agropecuario 
AGRICULTURE Govt. of Colombia 

AFGHANISTAN 

HUMAN RES.  Govt. of ~Eghanistan 

TURKEY 

HUHAN RES. Ataturk Univ. 



DOMINICAN REPUBLIC 

S C I .  C ENG. Univ. Catholic M&M 

v. of New Mexico 

BOLIVIA 

HUMAN RES.  Min. of Education 

BRAZIL 

HUMAN RES. Min. of Ed. & Culture 

COLOMBIA 

HUMAN RES.  Govt. of Colombia 
HUMAN RES. Min. of Education 

ECUADOR 

HUMAN RES. Min. of Education 
HUMAN RES. Win, of Education 
HUMAN RES.  Min. of Education 

GUATEMALA 

HUMAN RES. Univ. of San Carlos 

HONDURAS 

HUMAN RES.  Min. of Education 

PARAGUAY 

HUMAN RES.  Min. of Education 

Univ. of No. Carolina 

GHANA 

POPULATION Univ.of Ghana 

SUDAN 

DEV.PLNG.LECON. Govt. of Sudan 

PHILIPPINES 



POPULATION 

THAILAND 

POPULATION 

CHILE 

POPULATION 

COLOMBIA 

POPULATION 
POPULATION 

PANAMA 

S C I .  & ENG. 

EGYPT 

HUMAN RES. 

PAKISTAN 

HUMAN RES. 

Xavier Univ. 

Mahidol Univ. 

Univ. of chile 

Govt. of ~olombia 
Govt, of colambia 

Univ. of San Carlos 

GOVt. Of Egypt 

JJniv. of No. color ad^ 

Dir. of Tech. Education 

LATAM 

POPULATION 

PHILIPPINES 

POPULATION CEBU Inst. of Tech. 

udv. o f  O ~ m a  

SIERRA LEONE 

DEV.PLNG.&ECON. Govt. of Sierra Leone 

COLOMBf A 

HUMAN RES. I4f n. of .Education 

PANAMA 

DEV,PLNG.&ECON. Santa Maria Univ. 
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Unxv. of Oreaon 

CAI13BODIA 

HUEtAN RES. Seam Reap Teachers Col. 04/23/63 07/15/63 

KOREA 

DEV.PLNG.&ECON. Rep. of Korea 05/15/59 05/14/61 

univ. of Pennsylvania 

I RAN 

HEALTH Pahlavi Univ. 

Univ. of Pittsburah 

HUMAN RES.  

CHILE 

S C I .  & ENG. 
S C I .  & ENG. 

ECUADOR 

H U I W  RES.  

GUATEMALA 

H?JMAN RES.  

JAMAICA 

POPULATION 

INDONESIA 

AGRICULTURE 

CAMEROON 

HUMAN RES. 

Univ-Tecnica Federico 07/01/64 08/31/68 
Govt. of Chile 07/09/59 06/30/66 

Univ. Central 02/21/63 12/31/66 

Univ. of San Carlos 10/24/66 08/31/68 

Univ, of West Indies 01/31/71 08/31/72 

Jlniversitv of M e  Islam3 

Govt. of ~ndonesia 06/01/78 08/31/78 

rn Cal. 

Govt.of Cameroon 



MALAWI 

HUMAN RES.  Min. of Education 10/01/63 09/30/68 

PAKISTAN 

DEV.PLNG.&ECON. Univ-Karachi Sch. of Bus. 0 7 / 0 8 / 6 0  06/30/66 
DEV.PLNG.&ECON. Inst.(S) of Pub. Admin. 07/19/60 10/31/67 

BRAZIL 

DEV.PLNG.&ECON. Getudio Vargas Found. 05/22/59 05/21/63 

IIIAN 

DEV.PLNG.&ECON. Univ. of Tehran 09/12/57 09/11/61 

Univ. of Tennessee 

I N D I A  

AGRICULTURE ~bsore Ag. Univ. 06/01/67 06/30/73 
AGRICULTURE Min, of Education 0 8 / 0 2 / 5 8  06/30/62 
AGRICULTURE Madras Research Institute 10/07/66 06/30/73 
AGRICULTURE Mysore Ag. Univ. 11/01/64 0 9 / 3 0 / 7 2  
AGRICULTURE Hin. of Agriculture 03/23/56 10/31/64 

PANAMA 

DEV.PLNG.&ECON. Univ. of Panama 09/07/55 07/31/65 

Univ. of Texas 

IRAQ 

HUMAN RES. Univ. of Baghdad 

Univ. af Ut- 

ETHIOPIA 

HUMAN RES. Haile Sslassie U. 

PANAMA 

HUMAN RES. Govt. of Panama 

Univ. of Virqmla . . .  
PHILIPPINES 

SCI.  & ENG. Govt.  of Philippines 



S C I .  & ENG. Govt. of Philippines 

Univ. of Washinst~n 

INDONESIA 

Govt. of ~ndonesia 

Univ. of Wisconsin 

AGRICULTURE 

GAMBIA 

Min.af Agriculture 
Govt-of Gambia 

AGRICULTURE 
S C I .  & ENG. 

KENYA 

Univ. College of ~ a i r o b i  HUMAN RES. 

N I G E R I A  

Univ.  of f fe  
Univ.  of West Region 
Min. of Northern Nigeria 
Min. of Education 
Min. of Education 

AGRICULTURE 
AGRICULTURE 
HUMAN RES. 
HUMAN RES* 
HUMAN RES* 

INDONESIA 

Govt. of Indonesia AGRICULTURE 

PHILIPPINES 

Agrarian Reform Inst. 
Govt. of Philippines 

AGRICULTURE 
H W  RES. 

BRAZIL 

AGRICULTURE 
AGRICULTURE 

Univ. of RGS 
Univ. of Rgs. 

VENEZUELA 

HUMAN RES. Gavt. of Venezuela 

EGYPT 

Sci. Inst. Ctr. 

Udv_. of Wvomima 

SCI. & ENG. 



AGRICULTURE Min. of Agriculture 

AFGHANI STAN 

AGRICULTURE Min. Ag.& Kabul Univ.  

Utah State Univ. 

TANZANIA 

AGRICULTURE Govt. of Tanzania 
AGRICULTURE Govt. of Tanzania 

BOLIVIA 

AGRICULTURE Min. of Agriculture 
AGRICULTURE Min. of Agriculture 
AGRICULTURE Min. of Agriculture 
HUMAN RES. Min. of Education 

BRAZIL 

S C I .  & ENG. Univ. of R . G . N .  

DOMINICAN REPUBLIC 

AGRICULTURE Hydralic Res. Inst. 

PERU 

AGRICULTURE Govt. of Peru 

'IRAN 

AGRICULTURE Iran-Karaj College 
AGRICULTURE Min. of Agriculture 

V a w i l t  Univ. 

BRAZIL 

DEV.PLNG.&ECON. Univ. of Sao Paulo 
HUMAN RES. Univ. of Sao Paulo 
HUMAN RES. Univ. of Pernambuco 

PHILIPPINES 

HEXLTH Govt. of Philippines 
HEALTH Gavt. of Philippines 



Washinuton Stat.e-Unii 

LESOTHO 

AGRICULTURE Govt. of Lesotho 
' AGRICULTURE Govt. of Lesotho 

PAKISTAN 

AGRICULTURE West Pak. Ag. Univ. 
AGRICULTURE West Pak. Ag. Univ. 
HUMAN RES. Punjab Univ. 
HUMAN RES, Punjab Univ. 

JORDAN 

AGRI CULI1URE Govt. of Jordan 
AGRICULTURE Univ. of Jordan 

SYRIA 

AGRICULTURE Govt. of Syria 

Washinston Univ. 

KOREA 

DEV.PLNG.&ECON. Yonsei & Korea Univ.s 
DEV.PLNG.&ECON. Yonsei & Korea Univ,s 

AFRICA REGION 

HUMAN RES. Makere Univ. 

KENYA 

AGRICULTURE Egerton Ag. College 
HUMAN RES. Min, of Education 

TANZANIA 

AGRICULTURE Govt. of ~anzania 
AGRICUSTURE Min. of Education 
AGRICULTURE Morogoro Ag. College 

UGANDA 

AGRICULTURE ~ g , ~ o l . ~ r a p a i  & Entebbs 
AGRICULTURE Makere Univ. 



NIGERIA 

HUMAN RES.  Ibadan Tech. Ins t .  04/09/60 10/31/68 

wisconsin State Univ. 

VIETNAM 

HUMAN RES. Govt. of Vietnam 12/29/69 09/30/74 


