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SECTION 1

BACKGROUND OF THE A.ID./U.S. UNIVERSITY
PROGRAM IN AGRICULTURE: SITUATION,
PURPOSE, MAJOR ISSUE, SCOPE



PROLOGUE: Where It All Started

In early January 1949, ¢vents were occurring in the United States of America which would
impact the world in subtle and largely unforeseen ways, perhaps more profoundly 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 fact that
Communist forces were clearly getting the upper hand in China. Very much on our minds were the
enormous casualities 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 about the potentialities for mischief by the vastly 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 poor, “have-not” 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 later -- instruments 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 weapons into play. We had, after all, ourselves been the first 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. India and Pakistan had achieved their freedom from Britain. Ethiopiu was free from Italy as a
result of the war. After & 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 understood the Philippines, and Latin America we thought of (patronizingly?)
as our "Good Neighbors.” But we worried about these, our friends and neighbors, too, despite having
recently joined with them on the founqing of the Organization of American States.

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 English, literature -- 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 imaginings of hurts, deprivation and
humiliation at the hands of western conquerors and international cartels, and inflamed by Soviet
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anti-imperialist propaganda, join under the banner of communism in a struggle to the death agains
the West? Ordid we yet have reason to hope?

Couid the drive for national freedom by these 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, ir
national developiment and self determination? If the former, future American security would surely
require somne kind of massive atomic rotaliatory threat, temporary though this protection must be. I
the latter, then, perhaps, there was room to hope that this world of new nations and their exploding
populaticns might find common ground with the West and, specifically, with the United States
Perhaps we stood as an example, At the very least our levels of living attested to the fact that we
must have something worth examining, perhaps even emulating. The possibility of vigorous pursut!
ot 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 slew
crumbling of French efforts either to fill the vacuum in Indochina or to extract itself gracefully fronm
the snarl of local political power plays created by the termination of Japanese dominion.?

Farmers and farm organizations had a different but, as it turned out, interdependent kind o
worry, a pocketbook concern. During the war demands for American food and fiber were intense, or
the home front, by our military, and by our allies. At the immediate end of the war, as price control:
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 time
grants of foodstuffs to Britain and the Soviet Union. But, it was felt, zpparently by most farmers anc
farm groups, and by University professors and government administrators paid to be concerned about
" such things, that these were temporary blessings. Surely the post-war boom in farm product prices
was about to bust - - as after World War I. A well endowed contest was established to give handsome
cash awards to the best agricultural economies esszys on how this price collapse should be averted o1
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 priorit)
issues - of peace and security and of the collapse of foreign markets -- and hence prices, of farn
products.

A young professor at the University of Wisconsin, preparing to teach to a very large class o
students his first college course, an introduction to agricultural economics, was wondering how to deai
with these problems. He was determined that his students should learn how to use the economi
analytic tools he had so recently himself acquired, to solve major, real world problems of Americar
agriculture. But in the main, the tools did not deal 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 grips. President
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 this instinct to account ir
winning a hard fought election in a stunning upset, by, as became clear upon examination, &
handsome margin. He knew that it was these larger questions of international relationships whick
most troubled voters’ souls at the time. Accordingly, he devoted his entire Inaugural Address tc



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 major 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 Marshall 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 Colonial contrel 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 bis Inaugural Address. The President, his adviser Clark
Clifford and others involved in writing the inaugural speech "all put their heads to it.”> What 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 improvement and growth of
underdeveloped areas.” 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 inexhaustible.”

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
for foreign profit - has no place in our plans.” And, he stated also, that:

"All countries, including our own, will greatly benefit....Experience shows that our commerce
with other countries expands as they progress 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 farmers’ concerns over international markets, dealt
with in one grand policy stroke. The young professor at Wisconsin 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 A.LD. Administrator), at that time President of Michigan State University and that year,
President of the Nation.:i 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 responded on February 14, saying among
other things, "I appreciate fully 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 way. The U.S. Land Grant Universities have been among thi
carsmen all the way. It has had, as we shall see, profound impa‘* upon many of the then poo
countries, and upon our country as well. Though bitterly agsailed, and often seriously drifting of
course, it has been supported over the forty long years, albeit with varying degrees of vigor, by ever)
U.S. President, of both political parties.”
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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 (A.LD.)! and U.S,
universities. The core of this relationship has been the carrying out of programs of agricultural
development assistance to what have come to be called the "less developed countries" {LDCs).2

These experiences with agricultural development have relevance to 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. assistance efforts on behalf of other dimensions of human well-being such as improvement of
human health and general education,

Obviously, information covered in this book is highly selective. The selectivity here is not for
the purpose of achieving any kind of statistical representativeness, but to illuminate certain aspects of
this long-term A.LD./U.S. university collaboration with developing countries which msay, in the
writer's view, prove most important as our country shapes policies and programs in our relationships
with the developing countries as we approach and enter the twenty-first century, The book elects to
use more of the "spotlight” than the "floodlight” approach to illuminating this vast landscape.
Although it suggests several wrong trails that have been taken in the great experimental adventure of
foreign ussistance, the case might yet be made that, on the whole, the book is biased toward the
happier experiences, the more generous interpretations. The writer proffers no denial nor regrets
should this be true. There is much, of course, to 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 illustrations of the long term effort are sketched in only lightly, others
in some detail. Together, it is hoped, they may give both a sense of the effort’s long-term goals and
. directions toward them and of the details of the opportunities, problems and solutions found along the
way.

Throughout the chapters to follow we shall witness many of the special studies and advisors'
reports examining this continuing A.LD./U.S. university relationship_and the several legislatively
and administratively induced and attempted efforts to render it more effective. We shall witness also,
through summary statistical compilations, the breadth, magnitude and reach of this four-decade joint
enterprise. And, by more intimate and detailed contact with a few cases selected to be representative
of the array of A.I.D./U.S, university projects, programs and special problems, we shall come to feel the
purposes, the personal exertions, some of the accomplishments and some of the potentialities of the
experience. We shall also sense some of the unfulfilled hopes and the frustrations arising from
. inadequate communication and understanding, inexperience and, especially, the inherent complexity
and enormity of the problems addressed. It is hoped that the reader may feel some of the fire of
excitement of the enterprise and its compelling challenge to the human spirit.

There are many levels at which the A.L.D./U.S. university relahonshlp can be examined and
appraised. We shall see exposed some of the tougher issues of A.ID.'s and of universities' respective
perceptions of their roles. We shall get a sense of the processes of program development 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.LD. and the
universities as to the pi-oper mixes of their duties and responsibilities or means of exercising them. At

best, these differences of view produce a creative and productwe 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.

Much of the formal A.1.D. dialogue with the U.S. university community, including that with the
advisory board, staff and the committees created by Title XII, has been about the more mechanical
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aspecty of funding and other working arrangements. It is attention to such details which determines
the happiness of the partnership, and hence its effectiveness.

This buok embraces a considerable amount of such detail. But, taken as a whole, it strives to
look at the substancz as well as the detail of some of this long-term experience of A.1.D./U.S. university
collaboration against a backdrop of larger issues: at how and how well it has served the ends of U.S.
foreign policy with respect to the less developed countries. And, for the future: what may we expect its
role to be? What should we hope its role will be?

Wisdom regarding these larger questions starts with a recognition that the game has been a
large one. The stakes are very large indeed: as large ay the ability of the United States to survive ina
rapidly changing world order in which it comprlses & 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
ceuntries”™ (which, for a host of reasony, had been largely by-passed, and failed to receive the fruits of
the technological and economic development revolutions of the nineteenth and early twentieth
centuries) -- just as he had appreciated the stakes involved when he initiated the Marshall Plan of
assistance to the war-ravaged but relatively advanced countries of Western Europe. In both cases the
ultimate goal was the same: to influenice favorably to the U.S. interest in world peace and prosperity,
the processes by which botk the economically by-passed and the war-ravaged countries developed new
economic and political institutions to replace the old orders and ahgnments 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 and shaping the technological and institutional
overhauls necessary to development of the LDCs. This impact has been by far the greatest in the
agricultural sector, and, largely by the agricultural exaraple, in reorientation of general LDC
educational processes toward creation of the trained human resource capabilities needed for nation
building.

However large or small this contribution to U.S.foreigr policy may have been, assessme::t of the
contribution requires that the relative success of that yardstick itself must first be adjudged.

In one of his more famous statements as a contemporary reporter ‘of unfolding history..
Mr. Edward R. Murrow compared the purported comments of two officers of the Snola Gay, as, over
Hiroshima, they saw for the first time view..d by man, the awesome release of light in the explosion of

the first atomic bomb. To one it conjured up images of the end «f the earth, of the final cataclysmic

disappearance of life in a ball of fire. To the other, it suggested the day of creation, when God said,
“Let there be light." "Which,” asked Murrow, "is it to be?” Did thisma ~ the ending of one war, only
to lead to the beginning of ancther, from which mankind could not survive the unleashing of forces of
destruction which technological advances had created? Or had we, he asked, turned a corner: had we
“come out of the darkness into the light without knowing it?”

The answer to that question was at that time totally uncertain. Upward evolation through the
eons has probably created an inherent optimism in mankind. What else can explain its persistently
setting goals higher than current realities? But even this inherent optimism wouid not have caused
mary at that time to expect a favorable outcome. And yet, nearly a half century later, the planet and
its pecple survive. Few would have doubted that the chances of world survival depended essentially on
the a.tions taken by the great powers; or that any one of the great powers could have unilaterally
triggered irreversible movement toward cataclysm. The United States was obviously at the point of
leadership on one side. Bad policy on its part could unquestionably have led to world destruction.
‘Mistakes in dctail it undoubtedly ‘'made. ‘But in the only test that really counts, its foreign policy
actions in their broadest dimensions can only be judged a great success. We survived!
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END NOTES

‘This has been the name of the U.S. foreign assistance agency since 1961. Throughout
this document (except where another name is used for reasons made clear in context) the
terms "Agency for International Development” (or A.LD. or simply "the Agency”) are
used to n;taﬁly to the agency administering the U.S. foreign aid program, whatever its
name at the time (or names, since more than one agency has on occasion shared
responsibilities now held in A.LD.). It 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.LD. AND THE
U.S. UNIVERSITIES IN COUNTRY PROGRAM
DEVELOPMENT ASSISTANCE TO AGRICULTURE!

American universities have been major 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.1.D.'s program and to the goals and institutions of developing countries. However,
there are distinguishing characteristics about the A.L.D./university relationship in agriculture that
are both dominant and unique.

For one thing, both in the U.S. and especially in LDCs, agriculture comprises a distinct sector
component of the econnomy with its own structure of technical relationships, institutional supports and
constraints. Each country tends to treat it as a relatively distinct ecornomic entity. When A.LD. 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 governmental or institutional structures
with which to work. For another thing, A.I.D. has dealt in a special "collegial” way with the U.S.
agricultural (especially the Land Grant) colleges in matters of policy, program definition and priority
getting. This "partnership” borrowed heavily on the decades-old patterns of relationships hetween
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 significant
that the word “partnership” is so often used to describe this (although "partnership” is, in this
instance, more descriptive of a desirable goal and set of attitudes than of the real working
relationship). For these 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
lesgons from this 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 size of the university involvement in AI.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 samples of the background data would probably be
helpful.

Data on Country Prdgrams and the Sources

It is often said that, “A.L.D. has no institutiona! memory,” and our own efforts to gather data
bear out the statement. Information from A.L.D. and the State Department libraries on the programs
of the foreign aid agencies which preceded A.1.D is scarce; the material that is availablz is not always
consistent in the type of data given and is, therefore, difficult to compare or to make cumulative. The
university project and contract information from the pre-A.LD days is incomplete and is incorporated
in A.LD. reports only when the project was carried over into A.ID activities in 1961, Most of the data

we use come from ALD./U.S. University Contracts Providing Technical Assistance to Host Country
Governments and Institutions, A.1.D's W-442 Report ("Blue Book").? That is, ontracts described

are only for projects furded by A.1.D. missions for devg_ lopment assistance in those countries. We do
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not here describe contracts for services to A.L.D. headquarters (i.e., "worldwide” technical services o1
research, or participant training projects®), or centraily-funded Collaborative Research Suppor:
Programs (CRSPs), Strengthening Grants of various types to U.S. universities, and other centrally
funded activities; 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 prior t«
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 listing then
in some of the tables in this chapter; unless the projects carried on into 1961 and were picked up ir
A.LD, reporting, however, the data were not sufficient enough, or consistent enough, for them to be
included in the data base we prepared and from which the listing of universities in Appendix E
derives.

Despite these cautionary notes, the story is still a little larger than can be statistically
demonstrated. A.I.D.'s bureaucrats, for whatever else may be said about them, are often innovative
and resourceful. The dollar amount of the university contracts, for example, was frequentl
supplemented with local currencies to cover the costs of housing for contract personnel, in-country
travel and local purchase of supplies, etc.; 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 more
costly, than the figures indicate. Another type of country project also excluded is the AID-financec
host-country contract. These contracts were highly favored by A LD. policy for & while because it was
thought that: 1) host governments "would take more seriously their responsibilities” for supporting
the project, and 2) such contracts reduced A.I.D. personnel requirements for supervision and suppor
as managment became the responsibility of the host country. The operational aspects of this will be
discussed later in this chapter, but one of the consequences was that financial monitoring was alsc
decentralized and there are no details in Washington on host-country contracting from its inceptior
through about 1983,

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

University Country Programs by Development Sector

As we said earlier, the U.S. universities have msade a contribution to A.1.D.'s program and tc
LDC goals and institutions in every development sector. The following chart gives a broad picture of
the country technical assistance activities of the universities in all of the development sectors.’
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U.S. UNIVERSITY ASSISTANCE TO COUNTRY
PROGRAMS BY DEVELOPMENT SECTOR

Human Resources 32%

Devetopment Planning
and Economice 7

Health 5% N
Populstion 2%
Natural Aesources 2%

Science and
Enginaering .2%

Agriculture 52%

M_Q{l_'%"_[hﬂﬂ%‘m: "Agriculture” includes, for example,

agricultural education, livestock, freshwater fisheries, "Human
Resources” is general education and some specialized education;
"Health” is public health, medicine, heaith education, nutrition, etc.;
"Development Planning & Economics” includes economics, planning
-projects, business and public administration, ete.; "Natural ﬁq&oums
includes mining, forestry, environment, anarg{; "Science &
Engineering™ includes education in those fislds, industry,
communications; finally, "Population” is generally limited to family

- planning activities. :



It is elear that university participation in agriculture development was almost the equal of all
the other sectors combined. The following table shows the participation of the universities by
development sector and region.

A.LD/UNIVERSITY PROGRAMS & PROJECTS

By Development Sector, Region & Amount
(?umulative, 1960-1988

Region No.Projs. No.Univs Total Amt.
Agriculture
Africa 57 34 $139,898,662
Asia 79 41 114,235,649
iR 2 aisss
o.AIT/N.Last 1
232 115 $40%,194,042

Development Planning & Economics

Africa 11 10 8,450,653

Asia 11 8 14,978.914

R y e

0. Alr/iv_Bast 1
TOTALS 48 a% 51,107,007
Health & Population

Africa 20 12 33,682,325

Asia 16 12 , 12,284,076

R, s e
JAIETIN B8 S

6 & 53944008

Human Resources

Africa 54 29 108,088,834

Asia 40 24 61,101,544

RN E 2 i 32:322:593%
o. Afr/N_East

TOTALS 170 . 53_ 251,030,200

Natural Re '
All 10 8 14,325,437
- Science & Engineering _
All 37 22 57,860,557
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Inflation, of course, was a significant factor during the last two-thirds of the years covered in the
Table and tends to distort the level of effort given to Africa in recent years as compared to Asia and
Latin America in earlier times. We have used an inflation factor devised by A.L.D.* to recalculate the
agriculture portion of the foregoing Table.

Agriculture
Region "Contract Amount in Amount in
Amount 1989 Dollarg 1967 Dollars
Africa $139,898,662 $273,146,729 $ 84,791,308
Asia 114,235,549 282,407,701 92,761,307
Latin America 89,816,845 236,717,678 73,728,325

No.Afr/N.East 243,986 110,077,094 35.561.536
TOTALS ~ $402,194,04 $302,349,100 $286,842,476

It appears that whether one prefers to look at the level of effort from today's perspective or from
that of the Woodatock era, there has been a surprising evenness of effort among the regions - - taking
into account, of course, differences in the size and number of nations in a region.

The Universities Overseas: The Beginnings of Country Programs

Some relationships between specific universities and developing countries may have had their
origins in the days prior to a “foreign aid” program, such as during the World War II activities of the
Institute for Inter-American Affairs (IIAA). {More likely, however, technical teams were recruited
"from universities” rather than fielded "by the universities”.) Generaily, however, those activites
were designed to assure supplies of needed wartime commodities, such as rubber, rather than with
broader agricultural development goals or institution building. The conscious effort to involve
universities in development programs began modestly in 1951, generally as a result of initiatives in
the developing country (whether government, local institution, U.S. universcity or A L.D. Mission)
rather than through Washington suggestions or program directives. In agriculture, these early
country projects were:

" Early A.LD./University Projects: 1951-1952

U.S. University Country - - Institution Period
U. of Arizona Iraq - Abu Ghraib Ag. College 1951-1960
U. of Arkansas Panama - Nat'l. Inst. of Agric. 1951-1957
Cornell Philippines - Los Banos 1952-1960
U. of Ilinois India - Allahabad Ag. Inst. 1952-1964
Michigan State Colombia - National University 1951-1959
' Oklahoma State Ethiopia - Gov't, Of Ethiopia 1952-1968
Purdue Brazil - Univ. of Minas Gerais r 1951-1973
Utah State iran- Gov't. & Karaj College 1951-1964
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Each of the university projects was as different from the other in design as the country in whict
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 inspire or coax host-countr;
ingtitutions to do what Land Grant colleges did in the U.S., there was not a lot of uniformity in the

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 became Director of the Mutual Security Agency (MSA) and
Administrator of the Foreign Operations Administration (FOA) in 1953, he personally requested U.S,
universities to increase their participation in the foreign aid program and encouraged greater
utilizaticn of them by the overseas missions. His encouragement did not go unheeded and the
following agricultural projects were added to the previous list:

U.S. University Country/Institution Period

U. of California Chile/U, of Concepcion 1954-1957
U. of Fiorida Costa Rica/Ag. Servicio 1954-1960
U. of Idaho Ecuador/Universities 1954-1957
U. of Minnesota Koréa/Seoul Univ. 1954-1962
Montana State Jordan/Gov't of Jordan 1954-1957
U. of Nebraska Turkey/Ataturk U. 1954-1968
State U. of N.Y. Israel/Gov't. of Israel 1954-1958
No. Carolina S¢. Peru/Gov't. - - Min.Ag. 1954-Pres.
Oregon State Thailand/Kasetsart U. 1954-1960
Penn.State U. Mexico/Min. Agric. 1954-1958
Texas A&M Mexico/Escuela Superior 1954-1956
Washington State Pakistan/Punjab Univ. 1954-1969
U. of Wyoming Afghanistan/Kabul Univ. 1954-1973
U. of Illinois India/Min. of Food & Ag. 1955-1969
Ohio State India/Min. of Food & Ag. 1955.1964
KansasState India/Min. of Food & Ag. 1956-1972
U. of Tennessee India/Min. of Food & Ag. 1956-1964
U. of Missouri India/Min. of Food & Ag. 1957-1963



The Halcyon Days of the New A.LD.

Although the first year of operations of the new A.1.D.did not auger well for university activities
or for technical assistance in general, both A.LD. and the universities made efforts to improve the
situation. The interest of the White House in increasing assistance to Latin America and the
emerging nations of Africa, created opportunities for university participation and they again
responded as they had earlier for President Truman, as the following Table illustrates:

University Agricultural Projects under A.I.D.

1962-1971

Year Region Total Ended or Ongoing

AF AS LA NE Completed  Contracts
1962 2 - 1 1 4 2 33
1963 4 1 2 1 8 6 35
1964 2 7T 4 1 14 7 42
1965 5 - 5 - 10 2 50
1966 1 4 5 - 10 3 57
1967 - 8 2 ¢ 12 2 67
1968 -1 1 1 3 8 62
1969 - 5 2 . 7 5 64
1970 2 3 2 1 3 13 59
1971 5 4 5 1 , 19 8 .66
1972 - - 8 - 6 18 54
1973 - 2 3 1 6 16 44
1974 2 2 2 - 6 16 34

The Table also shows that, after 1971, the number of university projects began to fall off
quickly. There were a several factors contributing to the drop-oﬂ' mosat of which were exogenous to the
university effort itsell:

The foreign aid program in general was being seriously queationed at some universities,
_partly as a “spillover” of opposition to the Vietnam involvement and accusations that
universities were acting as cover for C.I.A. activities, and partly due to an imbalance of
publicity on the failure of A.1.D.; . '

The Congress was dissatisfied with the concentration of macro-economic development to

the detriment of social development. Especially, it felt, the funds were being siphoned off -
to support wealthy and powearful persons -- in and outside the government -- in LDCs.

The foreign aid program was voted down totally in 1972 and left for dead for a period of

about a week. Subsequently, the "poorest of the poor” and "women in development”

became the priorities under the banner of the "New Directions” in the foreign aid

legislation;
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. As the 19703 began, there was a decreasing amount of grant funds for bilateral activitie
and increasing presgure to use loan funds for longer-term technical assistance. Payin,
for technical assistance and institutional development projects in hard currency wa
difficult for LDCs to justify to themselves and when they did it, there was much mor:
concern over project duration and project "deliverables” {quantifisbie indicators an:
objectives). They also chafed at paying American technicians - now LDC governmen
"employees®™, in a sense -- more than they paid their own, even though they recognizec
that the Americans also were paid more at home.

Another factor which contributed to the drop-off of university projects was the decision to tr:
"host-country contracting.” We mentioned earlier in the chapter that, in the haste to push th
responsibility for administering technical assistance contracts onto the LDC governments, A.1.D

“neglected to devise monitoring and reporting standards to cover its own informational needs and thos
of interest to Congress. Information on the particulars of host-contry contracting is just not availabl
in Washington (except possibly in retired filea) and may no longer be available from A.I.D. missions
But, in addition to the administrative problems which frequently resulted and the information anc
data gaps, the U.S. universities did not like them from the first and resisted working under them. A
one time, the National Association of State Universities and Land Grant Colleges voted to recommenc
that all U.S. universities refuse to enter into such contracts. Their reasons were twofold: 1) the
arrangements were cumbersome, difficult, and sometimes capricious, and 2) as state organization:
they felt it improper, in principle, to work for a foreign government. A.LD. insisted, however, anc
some universities did enter into contracts (some of which were financed by A.LD. loans which lent ¢
stronger rationale to the LDCs being the contracting party). Some host.country projects worked well
Most did not, however, and A.1.D. is now much more flexible about the appropriateness of their use.

Current Couintry Programs

University country programs -- at leaat those of the traditional type — are now at their lowes
levels since 1956. A.L.D. financed host-country contrects might add & few numbers to the list, bu!
essentially the number of new contracts just about equals the projects that are ending, so that ongoing
projects in any year number about two dozen. (See graph at end of chapter.) The impression is thaf
many of the current projects have more specific and more immediate goals than the broade:
agricultural development and institution building goals of the recent past — certainly A.L.D.’s projeci
design process would tend to push them that way, and the tight budget constraints that affect all
operating units of A.I.D. make long-term financial commitments extremely difficult. All is not lost for
institution building, however. The Collaborative Research Support Programs (CRSPs), though
centrally funded, carry out much of the resesrch in collaborating LDCs (and some advanced
developing countries) and work with universities and other research institutions. Some A.LD.
missions, and some LDCs by themselves, are tying country ngncultura] project.s to CRSP activities,
haping to take advantage of a possible synergism.
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Institution Building

Most of this report is devoted to the use of American universities in the building of agricultural
institutions -- particularly in line with the Land Grant College concept — but it is not possible to
discuss all of them in the body of the report. It also happens, for reasons mextioned at the beginning of
this Chapter, that the data in the appendices do not cover some of the early relationships. It seemed
therefore that it would be useful to provide a list of the longer-term university/host country

* relationships.

Country/Institution U.S. University Period
Africa
Cameroon/Univ. of Cameroon Southern Univ. 1970-1976
Cape Verde/Inst. of Ag. Res. Univ. of Arizona 1983-1990
Ethiopia/Gov't. of Ethiopia Oklahoma State Univ, 1952-1968
Kenya/Univ. of Nairobi Colorado State Univ. 1965-1978*
Kenya/Egerton Ag. College West Virginia U. 1962-1972
Lesotho/Gov't. of Lesotho Wasghington State 1979-1986*
Malawi/Dept. of Ag. Research Univ. of Florida 1980-1987
Nigeria/Ahmadu Bello Univ. Kansas State 1963-1975*
Nigeria/Univ. of Ife ) Univ. of Wisconsin 1964-1975*
Somalia/Min. of Agriculture Univ. of Wyoming 1965-1971
Sudan/Gov't. of Sudan \ Cons.fIntl Dev. 1579-1985
Tanzania/Gov't. of Tanz. Texas A&M 1974-1980
Tanzania/Morogoro Ag. Coll. West Virginia U, 1962-1970*
Uganda/Ag. Colleges(2) West Vixginia U. 1963-1971*
* Had another or several projects in the country.
Country/Institution U.S. University Period
Asia ;
Bangladesh/Univ. of Dacca Texas A&M 1954-1971
Bangladesh/E Pakis. Ag. Univ.  U. of Georgia 1970-1976
Burma/Gov't. of Burma MUCIA 1982-1988
India/Min. of Agrie. Kansas State 1956-1972*
India/Min. of Agric. Ohio State 1955-1972*
India/Maharastra Univ. Penn State 1967-1973*
india/Allahabad Ag. Inst. U. of lilinois 1952-1964°
India/Min, of Agric. U. of Missouri 1957-1963*
India/Min. of Agric. U. of Tennessee 1956-1964°*
Indonesia/Univ. at Bangor U. of Kentucky 1957-1966*
Korea/Seoul Univ. U. of Minnesota 1954-1962
Nepal/Inst. of Agric. MUCIA 1975-1984*
Pakistan/W. Pakis. Washington State 1954-1963¢
Philippinea/Univ, at Los Banos  Cornell U. 1952-1960
Philippines/Gov't. of Philippines Auburn U. 1971-1979
Thailand/Kasetsart Univ. Oreggn State 1954-1960
Thailand/Gov't. of Thailand Cal. State. Poly 1967-1973
Thailand/Min. of Agrie. U. of Kentucky 1966-1976*
Vietnam/Thu Due Ag. College U.of Florida - 1969-1975

Institution-Building Activities
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Latin America

Argentina/Nat'l Inst. of Agrie.
Brazil/Univ. of Minas Gerais
Brazil/Univ. of Ceara
Brazil/Univ. of Rio Gr. do Sul
Brazil/U.of Sac Paulo{ESALQ)
Brazil/Min. of Agrie.
Colombia/Nat'l. University
Costa Rica/Gov't. Ag. Servicio
Dominican Rep./Gov't. of D.R.
Guaternala/Univ. of Saun Carlos
Honduras/Min. of Nat. Res.
Panama/Nat'l. Inst. of Ag.
Panama/Univ. of San Carlos .

Paraguay/Col. of Ag. & Vet. Sci.
Peru?m

Gov't. of Peru
Perw/Agr. Reform Inst.
Uruguay/Univ. of E. Uruguay

Near East/No. Africa

Afghanistan/Gov't. & Kabul Univ,

Iran/Gov't. & Karaj College
Iraq/Abu Ghraib College
Jordan/Gov't. of Jordan
Morocco/Hassan Ag. Inst.
Morocco/Gov't. of Moroeco
Tunisia/Cov't. of Tunisia
Tunisia/Gov't. of Tunisia
Turkey/Gov't. of Turkey

Texns A&M
Purdue

U. of Arizona

U. of Wisconsin
Ohio State
Mississippi State
Michigan State
Univ. of [Florida
Texas AdeM

U. of Kentucky
Aubum U.

U. of Arkansas
Oklahoma State
New Mexico State
No. Carolina State
Iowa State

Iowa State

U. of Wyoming
Utah State

U. of Arizona
Washington State
U. of Minnesota

Mid-Amer. Ag. Cons.

Texas A&M
U. of Minnesota
Oregon State

1964-1970
1951-1973
1963-1973
1963-1973
1964-1973
1964-1974
1951-1959*
1954-1960
1965-1973
1957-1963
1980-1988
1951-1957
1965-1971
1968-1974*
1954-1973*
1962-1977*
1960-1968

19563-1973
1951-1964°
1961-1960
1982-1988*
1970-1976
1980-1988*
1362-1970
1967-1978
1967-1975



END NOTES

L]

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 located either in the A.1.D. Reference Library or Office of Procurement).
A.LD. has no computerized data base of the information and it is virtually impossible to
find overzll cumulative data. It was necessary to go through the Reports by hand and, as
we used only the End of Fiscal Year reports, it ia possible that some short-term contracts
or short-term extensions were missed. (See Appendix B for list of universities and their
bilateral activities.)

Participant training performed under & university technical assistance contract with an
A 1.D. Mission is included.

In most cases, these local currencies were owned by the host country but contralled to
some degree by the U.S. Government because they were derived from the proceeds of
resources transferred by the U.S., e.P., PL-480 "wheat sales,” program loans, or
commodity import programs. The use of these funds in the university projects dves not
add to the bilateral program totals since only the dollars loaned or granted represent, in
most aa!:les, a real transfer of resources. Still, they allowed the dollar resources to be
stretched.

The Chart is derived from the data base we prepared from the A.1.D, W-442 Reporis and,
therefore, has the limitations we outlined earlier. It nevertheless depicts the “order of
magniturfe" among the sectors fairly accurately.

For use in dealing with Co::lgress on budget matters, A.I.D. has devised a "deflator" factor
which allows prior year budgets to be compared with the current year. See "Request and
Appropriation Trends,” PﬁBfRPA Memo (October 13, 1988). For each year covered in
the Table, we have applied a comsponding "deflator” or "inflator"” factor and added them
for the totals shown in the 19687 or 1989 columns. The inflator/deflator factors are
available only for the years 1967 through 1989, so dollars for the years prior to 1967 are
Eegnrded a&d constant value dollars - not quite true but not affecting the point to be
emonstrated.
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SECTION II

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 policy ever implemented by the U.S.
government in its over 200 years plus history wag the establishment of
the Land Grant University system in India." '

—Dr. John Nicholiades, 1987

Background: The Need To Increase Food Production

—-American Agriculture 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 Agriculture.
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 was the crown jewel of the British Empire, the
India/U.S. univeruity agricultural program of the late 19508 and the 1960s was certainly the crown
jewel in the long history of the A.I.D./U.S. university experience.

Recurring famine had been India's lot since history began. Sometimes these famines were quite
local, caused by natural disasters of drought or flood. In spite of a rather well developed railway
transport system, insufficient food or people were :aoved from area to area to mitigate the effects of
these local disaaters, and therefore the effects on the lives of people in afflicted areas were often brutal,
At other times, monsoon failures were very wide spread, grossly reducing food supplies country-wide.
And, always, there was the "silent famine,” as Mohandas Gandhi called the constant hunger and
malnourishment 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, memories of the
devastating famines of the mid-1940s were fresh in her mind. Shortly after independence she was hit
by another serious famine caused by the terrible drought of 1950-51, India's excellent foreign
exchange balance of pounds sterling, earned by services to Britain in the recent world war and so
important to her hopes for industrialization and economic development, were being drained for food
imports. In 1951, India imported about 3,400,000 tons of food grains from the United States under a
special wheat loan, Clearly something had to be done if, as Prime Minister Nehru kept reminding
Indians and foreigners alike, "political independence was to be followed by economic independence”
without which India's political freedom would be empty of its promise of a better life for its citizens.

This set of circumstances led the government of India to a fateful decision: one which would
mark a turning point, though probably unrecognized as such at the time, toward a monumental,
slowly unwinding improvement in the very foundations of her agriculture. 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 folkways of traditional 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 productivity.
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Efforts thus far to improve rural life by various rural uplift efforts, particularly community
development programs and village level extension work in agriculture and home science, were
withering in effectiveness for want of an expanding rural economic base to support them. And the
agricultural extension work suffered from shortages of professional personnel and, especially, from
lack of technical knowledge to "extend," which would have the power to dramatically increase
agricultural productivity 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 subject, 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 social 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 compost pits -- was carried in the
argument that non-organic manures (chemieal fertilizers) would "burn out the soil." Bountiful
evidence to the contrary existed in the many years®' research done in the research stations of the
several Indian states and of the central government. But the message was blurred in translation to

policy.

The wiser men prevailed however. "India's proposals for technical and economic assistance
included fertilizer projects and services of an eminent fertilizer expert. Dr. Frank W. Parker, a
prominent U.S. fertilizer expert, accompanied by & small group of U.S. technicians, arrived in India in
December 1352 to establish the U.S. technical mission and to develop the Indo-American Program.™

'From the very first, Parker gained the confidence of top officials in the Indian government, in
his dual rele as head of the U.S. mission's agricultural division and as agricultural advisor to the
Ministry of Agriculture. He was more often found in his office in the Ministry than in his office in the
A.LD. mission.

The A.L.D. agricultural program covered a range of activities, but focused heavily on fertilizer
production and uses. These latter pursued four general objectives: (1) to carry out a large set of
experiments with fertilizer use on farmers’ fields to test responses to fertilizer of several crops under
various conditions, (2) to develop methods of soils testing and a set of soil testing centers around the
country to provide local farmers with information on their fertilizer needs, (3) to introduce and test
new fertilizers that might be superior to the low analysis fertilizers in common use and, (4) to
stimulate increased fertilizer production and use by organizing a fertilizer trade organization "to the
service ¢f the public, the Government of India and the fertilizer industry.™

Noae of these endeavors evolved perfectly or accomplished their full potential. But all of them,
singly and especially in combination, established a massive shift in thinking toward recognizing the
need for greatly expanded use of chemicul fertilizers. The soils testing labs, and the tests on
cultivators' fields, particularly, showed clearly the error of earlier assumptions that Indian soils were,



in general, adequately endowed with phosphorus. They strengthened also the understanding of the
desperately low nitrogen content of almost all Indian soils. And they even demonstrated, in some
areas, critical shortages in potassium, especially for such high potassium requiring crops as bananas,
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 total fertilizer production, with an installed operating capacity of 3.9
million tons of N2 and 1.29 million tons of P205."

The energetic and persistent efforts of soils expert Dr. Gilbert Muhr, first as a direct hire A.I.D.
employee and later, under special arrangement, as a member of the University of Tennessee contract
team, resulted in establishment of 21 soils’ testing laboratories, in as many locations, across the length
and breadth of India. Their purpose was to 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 soils that had been
assumed to have been adequately fertilized with organic manures. Perhaps even more importantly,
the farmers who followed the laboratories' fertilization recommendations obtained such greatly
increased yields -- and increased incomes -- that they stood as beacons steering other farmers toward
more use of fertilizer and better farming methods.

The tests on thousands of cultivators’ fields, primarily wheat and rice but including alse onions
and potatoes, showed that fertilization rates recommended by the several states were far too low -~
even though much higher than practiced by all but a few 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 Agricultural Department). Returns per pound of fertilizer for the last increment averaged
about 50% higher than for the first. This resulted in that phenomenon so rarely seen: increasing
marginal rates of return, what the economists would call a production function "concave from above.”
Very few farmers applied fertilizers at anything approaching state recommended levels. The correct,
immediate conclusion was that fertilizers should be concentrated much more heavily, and on less land
if necessary. The far more important, long run conclusion was that vastly more fertilizer than
anticipated 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 analytic design {imported 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 phosphorus fertilization. That is, they
showed that either nitrogen or phosphorus produced greater yield increases when applied singly
rather than together. This discouraged interest in mixed fortilizers by potential 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
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correct interpretations; but the statisticians who had designed the tests would not budge until they
tried their own even more sophisticated new analytic techniques, which supported the finding of a
positive interrelationship.

Those complex fertilization experiments also cast another false light on fertilizer requirements,
as they were carried out largely on land that was already atypicaily high in ratural fertility. Having
benefited by earlier application of phosphorus, which builds up in s0il, the land on which the
experiments were conducted showed very much lower amounts of fertilizer requirements for
maximum economic efficiency than was 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 limited to the artificial conditions
of the controlled experiments.’

Five U.S. Universities Undertake Major Assistance Efforts

But all these results wers 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 agricuiture,
and to steer the country into intensification of agricuiture by use of fertilizers and other inputs to
achieve radical increases in yields and hence total food production.

Important to the future of Indian food production as were the breakthroughs in understanding
the potentialities of increased fertilizer use, another insight of even deeper long range significance 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 farmers.®

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

The very distinguished commission 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, published its three-volume report in August 1949. Obviously, it had acted
quickly; but it did much to identify the serious need for reform of agricultural 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 universities; to the deterioration in quality of scientific research and teaching
throughout the country; and to the lack of interest among Indian students and scientists in agriculture
as an area for advanced training and serious research. It highlighted the very bad and apparently
worsening condition of agriculture in the country and the alarming upward climb of agricultural
imports, which were rapidly draining the nation's financial resources and foreign currency reserves.

The commission recommended the establishment of rural universities each of which would be a
ring of small, resident, undergraduate colleges with specialized faculties and university facilities at
the center. The university at the heart of each ring would, presumably, after 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 which was so greatly impeding agricultural development. But the
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report and discussiona 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 Grart College system which had played
such a key role in the rapid advances of U.S. agriculture.

While various committees and public bodies were debeting how or whether to implement the
commission's 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 agriculture "'

"Dr. Frank W. Parker came on the scene as Technical Cooperation Administration (A.L.D.)
Advisor to the Ministry at New Delhi and his advice and efforts 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 specialists 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 months in 1955; shortly
thereafter the American members visited Indian agricultural educational and research institutions
and met with central and state government officials.

Before this team began its work, Dr. Parker visited all the U.S. university campuses which
uitimate!v became involved in the program. Dr. Parker's current recollection'? of just how he came to
select the U.S. universities 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, espucially those who had been on the Illinois campus, recalled this relationship
fondly. The State of Uttar Pradesh was beginning to think of establishing a large agricultural
university on a very large tract of iand, in the Terai, the relatively flat woods and grassland just below
the Himalayan foothills, So that was a inatural. The University of Tennessee, which had a very strong
College of Home Economics, was carrying out an Indian countrywide assistance program in home
scienee, 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-Indian experience,
Parker felt that the other U.S. universities (Chio State, Kansas State and Missouri) would be wall
suited. So he visited these five university campuses and laid out to faculty and administrators the
challenges presented by the anticipated program in India. At the University of Tennessee, several in
the faculty including the writer'® and especially the top administrators were interested. Some
doubters couldn't see why the U.S. should be helping Indian farmers produce more food 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. foed, nor would
their governments be able to import it for them for long 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 positive 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 enthusiastie. 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 request
expressed through Dr. Parker, to send a team to visit India so that a frank determination ~ould b
made on each side as to whether such cooperation was desired and what type of an assistance prograr
each might undertake. It waa Parker's expressed desire, supported by the Indians, that eac!
university study team 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 first group leaders were on their university's visiting team and the other tean
members, with only one exception, played important on-campus executive or administrative back-u
roles for their Indian projects. That one exception provides a lesson, He 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 Agricuiture in a neighboring U.S., state and the India
project suffered seriously in consequence.

The Ohio State, Illinois and Missouri university teams visited India in late 1954; Kansas Stat
and Tennessee in June-July 1955. Although the program proposals developed by these teams wer
presumably to be within the framework laid down by the joint Indo-American team, all of them visite:
India before the joint team had completed its work. In fact, the first three U.S. university teams hai
long since returned from India before the joint team’s Indian visits were begun. The last two, Kansa
i‘tate and Tennessee, crisscrossed with the joint team in their travels. For example, the Tennesse:
team met the joint team at a meeting with them in Bangalore just prior to concluding their respectiv:
visits to South India. Both the Tennessee and the joint 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 ix
Bangalore with officials of South Indian governments and institutions. The other four universitie
also had significant interaction with the joint team. Especially, as Dr. 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, th:
A 1.D. Mission, the joint Indo-American team, the Indian state government and college executives an
top level Indian government officials. Not a neat organization, perhaps, but an excellent way o
getting maximum professional and executive interaction in a way that fed directly into and wa:
enriched and made realistic by the executive officials of both governments and the universities. In
fact, the continuous and thorough interactions among all of these entities provided the means b;
which policy toward the program was developed by the two governments. It was a process which laid :
foundation of understanding and mutuality of purpose which served both sides and al! parties wel
during the succeeding thirty-five, often difficult, years of cooperation.

The joint team report, when it did emerge, was a masterful document. It was very strong in it
statement 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 grea
flexibility for professional recommendations and executive determination as the program unfolded, sq
that the program detail could be worked out as experience illuminated its requirements. It had the
other great value of being seen by both the Indian and the U.S. governments, and by both the India:
and American sets of institutions, as something which they had participated in. All parties saw thei
own interests as being identical with those of all the other members: namely, the successful executiot
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of the project. How far different this is in principle from the concept of leverage by one country over
another, or from the concept of hard negotiation or hard bargaining as a basis for bi-lateral agreement!
To Indians and Americans alike the objectives of the program were seen as "cur” objectives. lIts
successes were "our” successes and its failures "our™ failures. To this fact the writer attributes, more
than to perhaps any other, the ameazing success of this remarkable pregram.

The joint Indo-American team activities and the visits to India by the five U.S. university teams
were the first 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 each 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 team visits, the number of Indian
states 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 happily 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 programs were established.

Table
RegionI States of Uttar Pradesh and Madya Pradesh University of I1linois.
RegionII  States of Punjab, Rajasthan and Hamache! Pradesh Ohio State University

RegionIII  States of Orissa, West Bengal, Assam and Bihar University of Missouri
Region IV States of Andhra Pradesh, Maharashtra and Kansas State University
Gujarat (modified to include Pennsylvania S
State in 1967)
RegionV  States of Karnataka, Tamil Nadu and Kerala University of Tennessee!t

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
departms:its of government in each state, such as 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 state and central
governments and, in a few instances, private)., 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 Allahabad Agricultural Institute in Uttar Pradesh, Annamalai
University in Tamil Nadu and the Shri Avinashalingom College of Home Sciences in Tamil Nadu. For
example, in the years 1956-57, the University of Tennessee provided equipment to and/or 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
casual assistance to at least an additional dozen institutions. (From the University of Tennessee's
point of view, it saw its primary hosts as being the governments of the three states, especially the
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Department of Agriculture and the Department of Veterinary Sciences; its secondary hosts as being
the colleges of agriculture and the colleges of veterinary science in each of the states, as these
institutions were under direct administrative control of the parent Departments of Agriculture and
Veterinary Science, respectively, and its tertiary hosts as being 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 was the need to integrate these many administrative units into a single system of
research, education and "extension" programs to farmers. Research on crops was characteristically
carried out by a research cadre in one unit of the Department of Agriculture. College teaching was
done in a totally unrelated, separate administrative unit of this same Department 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 teaching in animal sciences 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 colleges, or, often, in the Ministry of Education. In addition, there were special
college tevel schools for study of cooperatives, and for sons of the Indian freedom movement, ete.

Agricultural extension programs were, in the main, under the jurisdiction of the Community
Development Program -- even though, increasingly as the food shortage problem intensified, the
priorities for the conimunity development program shifted away from improving other social
amenities toward increasing food 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.

Simtlarly, college level training was impacted only slightly by either the findings of Indian
agricultural research, or by the experiences, problems and needs of Indian farmers. The
administrative separation of the three functions of college teaching, research and extension made all
three functionally ineffective.

Perhaps worse still was the separation of the agronomic, or the crop production, side 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 strategic aspects of dairy farming - - (1) care of the animals and
(2) efficient, low-cost production of good feed for the cattle. For each of these he would havetogo to a
different college - in the case of Tamil Nadu state, over 200 miles apart. Similarly, research on, say,
grazing or crop production 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.'*

I

Agricultural extension work with farmers posed spacial problems .- too complex to be
elaborated here. Suffice it to say that agricultural extension work was primarily the responsibility of
the multipurpose community development program, especially as 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 courses in farming methods in special "basic
agricultural training centers," in which most 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
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College of Agriculture. Some of the instruction, dealing with animals, might come also from the
Department of Vetorinary Science or its College of Veterinary Science.

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

These village level workers were backed up professionally by specialists in various aspects of
agriculture, animal hushandry, 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 Husbandry each had
small "extension" programs of their own. These often worked considerably better than the community
development programs, but were lacking for resources, in difficult 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 clear to all elements of the American effort to provide
technieal assistance to Indian agriculture -- and to most of the Indians -- that little progress could be
made without massive reorganization and realignment of the public services assisting agriculture.
(This was, indeed, characteristic of most 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 regulatory 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 private sector (including cooperatives) supply and marketing should be
enhanced to carry out those functions. And the research, higher education and farmer education
(extension) services should be the responsibility of state universities built along the lines of the U.S.
Land Grant University model -- colleges which integrated all sub-fields of agriculture and the three
functions into single, public institutions.

Gradually, the varicus group leaders and teams of the U.S. universities began to particularize
these convictions into recommendations to their hosts - especially to state government officials,
Through their frequent meetings with Dr. Parker, this thesis became articulated at the national level.
Almost subconsciously several 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 caume 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 pamphiet entitled "Blueprint for a Rural University”, spelling out in ideal-type form what
such a university would be like, drawing directly from the U.S. model. This 55-page pamphlet was
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widely read and discussed in draft in central and state government circles throughout India -- as we
as, of course, by all the Amerirans -. and had, perhaps, its greatest influence before it was publishet
It unquestionably served to help galvanize action by the central government and by several states, ]
perhaps had relatively little influence on the details since these had to be worked out state by stat«
but it importantly served to augment the process.”

These ideas were developing among the U.S. universities and the U.S. A, I.D. 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 course
bureaucratic resistance was enormous. Traumatic realignments of authorities, jurisdictions an
careers were at stake. State departments of agriculture would be called upon to surrender hug
portions of their authority, resources, staff positions and budgets to the new university. Simila
problems faced the departments of veterinary sciences. College principals realized their relativ
positions might be reduced or they, as individuals, might be totally replaced. Small brane
experiment stations and special institutes would lose their near autonomy - - and be expected t
participate in programs of statewide design, rather than merely carrying out smail projects of thei
own design. FEducation ministries and accrediting "universities™ felt threatened, ete., ete. In faci
radical change is itself a threatening force, especially in societies where government employment ¢
any type is felt to be a great privilege in light of the paucity of other opportunities. Even those wh
might presumably benefit could not be entirely sure that it would work out that way and hence coul
be expected to 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 all A.L.LD
agricultural matters) concluded that a second Indo-American team was needed to evaluate progress ¢
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
to be an outstanding program, it recommended that the program be much more concentrated -
ultimately to focug on building one such Land Grant University in each of the states. In many case
this would simply corroborate program adjustment processes already well under way.

Fortified by this recommendation, home campus executives, their within.-India group leaders
and U.S, A.LD. representatives agreed in a three-day meeting in New Delhi in late January 1961 t
intensify their recommendations, through proper channels, to concentrate assistance on those state
prepared to establish bonafide, integrated agricultural universities. Through a series of discussion
and actions these recommendations resuited in October 1963 in a renaming'® of the program; and i
March 1964 a new set of A.LD. 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 later formulation in the first place. With this the writer totally disagrees, on four majo
grounds:
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1. It would have been impossible to persuade the Indians to take that approach, as it would
have been far too restricted to accomplish 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 too low in the state power structures to have been effective - - even if
mandated by central government fiat.

3 It would have made it impossible for Americans to appreciate *he important resources
and roles of the entire complex of state governmental and special institutional resources
ultimately restructured into the state agricultural universities.

4. Most important, it would have militated toward seeing the building of universities as an
end in itself rather than, as the process 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 Einsteinian physica, the shortest distance between two points
is not, necessarily, the straight line.

As is the case with most A.LD.-funded U.S. university technical assistance projects, the India
project consisted of four major 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; (3) purchase of library materials and laboratory equipment in the United States to meet
teaching, research and other needs of the Indian institution; (4) coordination and technical
backstopping on the U.S, home campus of all aspects of the project. Finally, there is an "overhead"
cost, the pro-rata share of on-campus costs for physical plant, administration, etc. These components
are commonly referred to as (1) the technicians or advisors, (2) participant training, (3) commodity
purchase and, (4) other costs, including campus coordination and overhead, respectively.

For the sixteen-year program as a whole the relative dollar expenditures for these functions
were a3 follows:; '

1, Technical Advisors ...........cviiiiiriiieionennrnnrrarraneanses 46.2%
2. ParticipantTraining ...t ittt 21.1%
3. Booksand Equipment (Commodities)* .............ccccviivvvinnnne. 12.0%
T i - o 5.5%
5. Other Direct Cost, including campus backstopping and coordination ... 1.4%
B. Overhead .......... ..o iitrviiiiiiii et teni et e 3.3%

*Includes only materials supplied to Indian institutions; a small amount of equipment
and vehicles was supplied for the advisors' professional 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.

**Does 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 U.S, university, charged with a
combination of leadership and administrative functions, included here as 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 this group of people -- both in their technical/scientific
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, especially as
members of the Indian field teams. He correctly understood that although the overall size, reputation
and scientific 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 members making the decision to
accept the higher challenges and greater risks of taking the steeper trail rather than to hold on to their
comfortable, protected, on-campus positions, work routines 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
supporting) 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.®

Wise on-campus management of a field praject consists, essentially, of:

1. Selecting an outstanding person, in whom the university has total faith to serve as field
team leader;

2. Turning responsibility of the program over as fully as possible to 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 relationship to stresses and strains from other elements
of the university;

5. Supporting the team strongly in relationship with A.1.D. -- in the field and in
Washington,

6. Removing the team leader promptly after discussion with top mission 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
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by any of the following: the unive.rsit.y adminigstration, the A.I.D.#* Mission, or relevant
host country officialdom.

The field team is a tiny knot of energy at the end of a very long chain of communications and
administrative command. Exceptionally good leaders usually derive energy that commands respect
and produces results out of the very process of synthesizing the crisscross of political and
administrative forces 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
fanlt, or cancel the project if either the A.L.D. mission or host government is at fault. Otherwise, give
the field leadershiy, the responsibility, because at no other level can operational decigions 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
country 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 case 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 thing is certain,” he said during
a meeting with administrators and key faculty where the study tearn presented the results of its
indian study tour to him. "There 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 we'll 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 we'll turn the idea down.” He went on to
discuss briefly that this undertaking would be of concern to groups throughout the states -- commodity
interest groups, the Farm Bureau, the State Legislature, the Governor. They had all backed the
university in its effort to get more money, and more staff, to deal with the state's burgeoning
agricultural problems of the post-war period. But, he assured us that rural Tennesseans would feel
good about their university helping poor farm people overseas -- as it had helped Tennessee farmers
deal with and work their way out of the terrible depression of the 1930s. "I'll deal with these people,”
he told us, "that's the job of a university president., But you have to assure 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 experts --but with more experience
than just teaching or research; people who can shape up programs and take on real problems. This will

require a combination of technical competence and administrative experience. The key people will be -

the department heads." He knew that this last would be the real test, as the College of Agriculture
had expended much effort and expense over the last half-dozen years to recruit a cadre of what it
thought to be outstanding persons as department heads - - to serve as the professional nucleus and
central building blocks of a college-wide faculty-huilding program.

When the first team was shaped up, it reflected the President's attitude. It consisted of the
following:
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1. The Head of the Department of Agricultural Economics and Rural Sociclogy. 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 at Murphreesboro (and
outstanding dairy technology scientist) -- stationed at Madras, :

4, Dean of the College of Agriculture, an extension expert -- stationed at Bangalore.
5. Professor of Agricultural Economics - - stationed at Bangalore.

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

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

The last two listed were recruited off-campus.®

These team members were in India an average of about four years each. Suctessive team
members inciuded similarly 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 group leader was en route home from
his nearly five-year assignment.

Another very important circumstance was that the Vice Dean for Resident Instruction, Dr. N.D.
Peacock, who with the writer had comprised the 1954 study team, was designated Campus
Coordinator 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 hieads, he met every week with
all of the college department heads. India program business was at all times a major agenda item for
this committee -- giving an excellent facility for 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 submitted by Indian institutions for appropriateness and economy - - in short, continuously to
backstop the India team in every way!

Under a remarkably foresighted arrangement, the India A.1.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 institutions and state governments of their respective regions. From Tennessee, most years, Dr.
Peacock was one of those visitors; the others were from the university administration, the Board of
Trustees, or prominent state agricultural leaders. Through this arrangement, Dr. Peacock was kept in
close range contact with the program’s activities, difficulties, needs and accomplishments. The
visitation of the other dignitaries gave great impetus to university, and, indeed, state support at the
highest levels. The same general requirements were made by the other universities in the program,

There can be no doubt that certain of the U.S. university's domestic responsibilities 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 better the kind of world setting within
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which the state's agriculture had to find its place and the university graduates would 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 places 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 provincialism. Agronomists and economists,
chemists and sociologists (and on through the professions) kaew 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 understood this was well illustrated by a ceremony in Knoxville,
Tennessee dedicated to the great Dean J.H. McLeod, whose last four years' service to the university
had been as Extension 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 "McLeod Hall." The Governor, the Mayor of the City, the University
President, the past President, and the President Designate, the leader of the state legislature, 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.LD.,

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 McLecd 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 Assistance Project. Every faculty member
present was proud of this university venture, And every alumnus and every parent of every alumnus
was proud that he or his children had attended such a university. At least so it felt to all of us on stage
as we discussed it later. 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 closest 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 agricultural 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 Ensminger, 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 snonsorship, to take an
entirely new look at the food production problem. It 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
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India build a stronger institutional base. The new effort was to focus on the 1mmedmte food production
problem, to attempt to speed that up in the short range.

A team of experts under the leadership of Dr. Sherman Jehnson, Senior Agricultural Economist
at the U.S. Department of Agriculture, visited India, met with Indian officials and held extensive
vigits with A.L.D. personne! anid 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 Agricuitural District Program.”

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

Thesge districts would be made the objzct 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 officers from state headquarters, to help them with technical problems.
A backup team of U.S. experts, located in New Delhi, 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 ingecticides and fertilizers would all be much more concentrated in those
"Intensive Agricultural Districts” than in the rest of the country.

The idea held strongly by the Ford Foundation team, particularly by its revered leader Dr.
. Johnsen, 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 food production. This rapid acceleration would
serve two purposes: first, it would provide a great deal more food in and of itself, as 16 percent of the
country is a very substantial area; second, these Intensive Agricultural Districts would serve as
examples of the kind of intensification of effort needed in the country's other districts and would
thereby serve to stimulate the expansion of better organization and intensified effort throughout the
country. Dr. Johnson's assumption and hopes were that India would move incrementally from these
best areas on to the second best, then the third best, 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 this approach on twe grounds: first, they did not quite like the idea of concentrating all of
the amentities of governmental support that heavily in the areas specifically selected as already being
the best off (This bothered Dr. Johnson too, 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 efforts under way to improve the organization of
the agricultural services of the individual states. The U.S. universities had attempted to pull together
the agricultural and the veterinary sciences research and educational resources into single state
agricultural universities, and had attempted to integrate as completely as possible the research,
extension and teaching functions as best could be done by their advice and counsel to the states. Above
all they were concerned that closer linkage be established between the research and extension
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functions at the state level. The selection of specific districts into which the extension resources would
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 effort 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 Agricultursi 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 well organized state level institution-building strategy was difficult at best -- at least in
the short or intermediate term.

A kind of eompromise was worked out due to the fact that the U.S. universiiies participated
actively in advising the states to which they were accredited on the selection of the Intensive Districts
and, especially, in relating the Intensive District projects at the state level as closely ac possible 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, and 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 its
region {(or later, state), had a contract to supply expertise for the Intensive District Program.

Ag this program unfolded, an unfortunate decision was made by the new A.LD. leadership in
New Delhi to try to separate these two programs as much as possible. 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 decision probably was the principal reason that the Intensive
Agricultural District Program was finally judged, by the administrators of the program itself, to have
been essentially a failure.
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The Karnataka State University of Agricultural Sciences in India:

A Case Hlustration

—I had a feeling that one could claim with candor and frankness, that
but for the U.S.A.I.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
special institutions) to that of helping a few states establish special agricultural universities, was a
gradual, and non-uniform process. By the time this had been acknowledged as the new policy by the
Government of India and A.1.D,, and formalized by new A.1 D./U.S, university contracts, many, if not
most, of the states had taken significant steps in the direction of reorganizing their research and
egucational facilities to incorporate principles inherent in the U.S. Land Grant University concept.
State by state, these steps paved the way for establishing 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 significant 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.:n:x ts2hnical experts in agricultural or animal
science for the four southern states of India - - and many ior the central government - - were graduates
of one or the other of these two institutions. But thoy were over 200 miles apart. And neither offered a
- total agricultural teaching curriculum (or research effort) in both the plant and animal sides of
agriculture. The state pondered this dilemma while it was waiting to decide upon a fuller solution
(whether to establish a new, full blown agricultural university and if so, where, and how to use
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 beginnings of animal husbandry work at the
equally prestigious College of Agriculture at Coimbatore.

Among other early steps were:

L Strengthening facilities of the relatively new, private Home Science College (Shri
Avanashalingam College of Home Science) in Coimbatore and working out various
Jintegrative 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 Coimbatore 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:
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. Refocusing research on farmers’ problems, publishing in forms useful by extension
workers;

L Restructuring curricula and teaching methods toward greater direct relevance and
applicability to the state's agriculture,

Tamil Nadu (previously Madras) was well on ita way toward having a highly competent
agricultural research and education gystem 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
Karnataka 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 Coimbatore Agricultural College when
the University of Tennessee firat worked there (and when the writer first met him).*® The idea .of
sending him to visit agricultural universities in the United States under a University of Tennessee
participantship was discussed -- but found unattractive as such a tour for high-level officials was not in
high favor with the Government of India, for rather obvious and good reasons,

So the writer decided to appeal to the Rockefeller Foundatior. for help. Dr. Ralph Cummings
had just arrived in India. He and the writer drafted a cable to Cumming's superior, Dr. A.E. Moseman,
Director of the Rockefeller Foundation International Agricultural Program. It was further agreed
that Mr. P.P.I. Vaidyanathan, the Madras (Tamil Nadu) State Secretary to Government for
Agriculture (a powerful administrative pest) 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 first Indo-American team. Their U.S. visitations were planned and
managed by Dr. Peacock, campus coordinator of the Tennessee project. After close examination of the
structure and integrated programs of research, teaching and extension in Tennessee, they visited
some other agriculiural 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 ranks high among the most efficient uses of funds ever spent on behalf of the
. world’s struggle against hunger and our struggle for lasting peace. 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 amieability and
accommodation between our great nations, as each rose to higher positions of national responsibility:
the one in education and the other in governmenta! administration. This experience serves as an
example par excellence of cooperation between the U.S. government and private foundations in
international diplomacy.

While in Madras and Coimbatore, officials of Tamil Nadu State were working in the studied and
careful fashion characteristic of that state government; officials of the state of Karnataka in
Bangalore were moving in a much looser, more unstructured, sometimes almost carefree way, toward
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developing an agricultural university.”” The Director of Agriculture, Mr. Malloraj Urs, the self-
appointed personal host of the writer and his family, was passionately determined to see the
establishment of an agricultural university near Bangualore. He supported this not ¢nly in words but
by transferring to university jurisdiction his best and most cherished departmental research
programs --especially the soils research laboratories adjacent to his office. All the personnel and
program budgets were transferred, long before an agricultural university was formally established, to
the College of Agriculture. The soils laboratories were gutted and equipment moved to the college.
All this time, Malloraj Urs had kept the writer busy developing schemes to make the college
autonomous from his own department, elevate itas staff, expand its budget -- and in 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 Animael and Veterinary Sciences who wished to have
no part of & comparable diminishment of his control over his department.)

About two years before going to India, the writer had provided Mr. Malloraj Urs with office
space, in his suite at the University of Tennessee, for six weeks while Mr. Urs was in Knoxvilleon a
“community development” participant training tour in the United States. On that tour, spending
most of his time out in the counties, Urs 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, at that time neither he nor the writer ever
entertained even the remote possibility that their roles as 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 Universil;y

During 1959 conelusions were being reached in Karnataka (then Mysore) State as to whether it
would oz would not establish a new university to support agricultural and related development. The
Director of Agriculture (Mr. Malloraj Urs) 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 it 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' rights"
orientation (to use an American phrase). It wanted to retain primary responsibility for
agricultural development matters, as 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 State, the predominately Kanarese speaking 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 state and north Mysore state. Whereas 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
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closely incorporated into the British Raj - and subsequeatly, by derivation, into the
Indian central government apparatys. Elections results seemed to be on a course 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 Coilege of Agriculture had its campus at Hebbal, a small suburb of Bangalore. It was an
affiliated College of the University of Mysore, ninety miles to the southwest, in Mysore City, the
historieal capital city of the state. North Mysore was served by an agricultural college, of
substantially greater resources of land and physical plant, in the ¢ity of Dharwar. It was an affiliate
college of the nearby Karnatak 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 Bangalore. Staffing decisions
were made by the Director of Agriculture, not by the college prineipal.

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 was a small Home Sciences college in Bangalore. Agricultural extension field work was
administered from Bangalore. 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 officials in the Department of Agriculture, and with the Ministries
of Agriculture and the Secretary of Government for Agriculture™ led the writer strongly to believe
that the third approach was necessary. It was clear that reorganization alone would not suffice. 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 developmentary 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.” This name, in the writer's view
however, had much too strongly the connotation of the Danish "Folk College” or vocational college,
and the philosophic undergirding of the clearly failing "Community Development” program, to suit
the purpose. The obvious choice would be, simply, "Agricultural University."”

However, this name too, had its drawbacks. Agriculture was looked upon as a lowly profession.
Agricultural colleges (as had been broadly imprinted into the literature of the time) were something of
a professional school of last resort, a place for families to send students who, for reasons of scholarship,
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finances or social standing, could not get into the training schools for the prestigious professions such
as medicine and law. It seemed important to aveid 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 tagk.

So, to the writer, the proper 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 wgs, The Mysore State

University of Agricultural Sciences.

It would, as with U.S, universities, be governed by a Board of Trustees. However, as the writer
believed {correctly as 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
Agriculture, of Animal Husbandry, and of Public Education be ex officio members of the Board - - "The
remaining five members 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 "should not be governmental
employees nor persons with strong politica! affiliations and shall be appointed by the Governor (there
a non-political appointee) and serve for five years".®®

The Chief Executive Officer, in keeping with Indian usage, would be & 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 Instruetion
) A Dean of Research
® A Dean of Extension

To assure 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 Chancellor, through the
three functional deans. The existing "colleges” with their traditional restricted roles, would then
disappear. This structure was designed to assure that integration of the three functions would be
achieved not only at the overall level by the Vice Chancellor but at the all-important subject matter
level by the division heads.5!
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The nine divisions then recommended were:*?

Division of Basic Sciences

Division of Plant Sciences
Division of Soil Sciences

Division of Animal Sciences
Division of Veterinary Sciences
Division of Engineering Sciences
Division of Social Sciences®
Division of Home Sciences
Division of Educational Sciences.3

ORAISN; LN

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 sides 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 major interests. Students were not permitted to
major in basic sciences, to assure focus on applieation of science to agricultural and rural development,
and to prevent the university from becoming just one more liberal arts institution of higher learning.

Similar provision was made for subject matter integration in research and extensicn. (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 Agricultura! College as a branch
university campus of the University of Agricultural 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 be misinterpreted by Americans as indicating any
diminution of his appreciation of U.S. support to his state. He mentioned that he might seek
permission of his government to revisit the U.S. to allay any such fears - - but that such permission
might not be easy to obtain. The writer seized the oppertunity 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.
assistance. 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
University of Mysore State University, by the writer, dated 25 July, 1960. Its opening paragraph
denotes the prosess, 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 recomr end regarding the establishment of a Rural University of Mysore State. The
Chairman of that coinmittee, the Secretary of Government for Agriculture and Forestry, has
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requested the Group Leader of the University of Tennessce, to prepare a written statement as a bas
for committee discussion.” That "written statement™® recommended that the "state of Mysore ena
such legislation as is necessary for the establishment of a Rural University of such character as she
be briefly cutlined hereunder.” The fact that this siatoment was prepared and submitted only 13 da:
after the Government Order was issued reflects, of eourse, the degree of consensus reached by tl
extensive earlier discussions,

Shortly after this statement was submitted, the committee having duly approved it witho
modification, the Secretary of Agriculture assigned an undersecretary to work with the writer to bui.
a budget around the listed units, and to elaborate a schedule for implementing actions required. Th
schedule would be a set of funding actions, a set of staffing actions, and most difficult of all in mar
ways, a set of administrative actions to incorporate into the university some of the programs, facilitie
staffs and budgets from the several departments, colleges and other institutions. This was then ust
as a basis for requesting central government financial approval and support in accordance with ti
guidelines which had been issued.

The proposal was quickly approved by Cabinet and prepared for legislative actions. Howeve
two events intervened. The state government changed by election, The same party remained |
power, but several relevant cabinet members changed. This had few important iong ter:
implications, but it did break the momentum toward legislation. Also, somewhat abruptly ar
unexpectedly, the writer, who was then the Tennesgee Group Leader, left his post to join A.LLD. Th
minor event created several discontinuities in the governmental action processes under way as the:
had been based on his broad personal contacts throughout the atructure of state government. Als
quite naturally, the state government did await with substantial interest the approval and t}
funding actions by the central government. This was effected through a review of the sta
government proposal by a central government committee chaired, interestingly, by Dr. Ralr
Cummings of the Rockefeller Foundation. This committee made some recommendations, some for t}
better, some perhaps not 50,%® and approved it largely in its original form.

Through a long subsequent history of highly competent administration, experience and politi
have worked their inavitable but not necessarily unified way into making many adjustments and
few major changes.”” One of the more desirable changes has been the establishment 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 Staf
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. It 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 state 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 Americg
university attempting to assist another country comprised. But, through its many modification
deliberate and unintended, the University of Agricultural Sciences has remained true and constant |
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, erop and animal productio:
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economic and social well 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
enormously 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 campaigns 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 i* serves,® It 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 cof that society. 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’ Accomplishments: 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 aceumulated 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, iieir 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 parailel 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."® At
present there are some 26 state agricultural universities (some states have more than one). The
development histories 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, the majority of whom are now on the faculty 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
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growing share of the world agricultural scientific literature, particularly in areas related to tropical
agriculture."*?

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

More important, even, than the huge expansion in numbers of these graduates is their new
orientation and competence -- as their learning is 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 agriculture.

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 several states be able to resist the inevitable political pressure to proliferate, to
create more and more institutions, each less and less 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 will the lines separating these functions harden and their dysfunctional
separation be reinforced?

3 Will interdisciplinary, problem-solving, teamwork research approaches expand, or will

research be characterized by individualized research activities, driven by the "publish or
perish" syndreme which breaks the results of research into cutputs too tiny and
unrelated with each other to be very useful to farmers 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 effective two-way channels of action and hence communication be maintained
between the universities and the societies they serve -- without which the research
becomes unused (useless) and public support atrophies?

5. Will the universities be able to adjust their activities and rearrange staffing structures in
all three functions to embrace effectively new problems as they arise, problems different
in kind as well as degree from those which gave rise to the universities' ereation? Their
contribution to solution of the great problems of hunger and low agricultural productivity
has helped transform India into a new great nation with unlimited future potentials.
These problems will continue to be in:p<:.ant. But new problems of equally grave import
will most certainly arise. Will Indian agricultural universities competently identify
them, heip find their solutions, train the people needed to solve them?

6. Will the universities be given the 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?
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In short, will the universities 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 are 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 ugsefulness to India. Starting in 1986 an effort was made to
re-examine possibilities of reopening contacts, At 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 the 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 this 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 and 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. It 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
ingtitutions everywhere, are involved.

This narrative has been heavily weighted toward the early, formative years. Much has been
written, and it is to be hoped more 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 travail of adapting while yet preserving, a core of basic principles leerned
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 into 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 i.thers": the
documents they wrote, instruments they devised, the examples they set. These, in spite of their
obvious transitory anchors in time, continue to shape and provide the basis for adaptation and growth
of all our institutions. So, too, 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 major factors contributing to increased life expectancy. And the
great reduction of malaria and other causes of mortality and morbidity undoubtedly has helped
increase food 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 restatement of the inexorable law of nature, that, if
mankind doesn't keep working on improving things, they will get worse. Indiang, with small Lut
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.
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Status of State 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 reasons:

o It is totally beyond the resources available to this report.

. It would mark only one point in time; to-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.

L It is the process of U.S. assistance to the Indian effort which this study addresses,
ag it is from this that we feel most can be learned which will be useful to future
U.8. efforts to assist countries,

L Finally, a thorough effort was made by A.LD. to assess the current situation,
completed in Decernber 1988.4

This evaluation study produced an 87-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 visit two universities for about 10 days each. They give
great credit, undoubtedly correctly, to strong participation by may Indian scientists, university
administrators and government officials. The Indians' most systematic impact appears to have come
largely through a two-day workshop led by three extremely distinguished Indian officials all directly
. involved in direction of agricultural research at the national level. No attempt will be made here ata
summary of that report, except of a few items central to the discussion. These may be listed briefly:

1.

These State Agricultural Universities (SAUs) 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 central government.

The 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 university system. At the undergraduate level, admission capacity
exists for some 8,760 in the state agricultural colleges in various areas of agricultural
study, and an additional 3,980 in other agricultural colleges in the country.®

The steady 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
progres3 in food production. The closer integration of research with extension activities
(though not yet perfect, much better than previously) has been another key component
(as has the better availability of production inputs such as fertilizer).

Much remains to be done. Especially:
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. Problems change with the flow of time; so must the research, instruction and
extension responses to these problemas.

L Great gaps still exist between productivity capabilities proved under close
scientific supervision and those achieved under average farm conditions,
indicating need and cpportunity 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 functionsg 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.
6. There continues to be a useful role for U.S. universities collaboration with Indian

universities and scientists.

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

Unfortunately, the Report has some defects of perception, which mar its usefulness for the latter
purpose. Too divorced from the early history of the U.S. effort, some of its 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 system in India, was engaged in inflicting "an elitist theory with an explicit social
engineering bias [in which] changes cccur from the top down, not from the bottom up, and ....guided by
persons with a measure of official authority or sanction.™

I'm sure that all Americans working there at the 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" is a slogan, not an insight. In this instance,
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 levels. And
so it would undoubtedly have remained if left to its own devices. The cak> of custom settles hard on
poor, uneducated rural masses. Fortunately, strong Indian agricultura” lzadership 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 promir:s, especially through the
community development program, had aroused interest and titillated 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.
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Americans found, as has been pointed out throughout this book, an almost totally disarrayed
system of public services to agriculture 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 that local farmers could have an influence on
research, so that research would be for the purpese 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 Indian development needs, to Indian farming conditions, and be from
Indian research 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 between
"agriculture™ and "animal husbandry."

On a further point, Americans were greatly concerned about the extremely lower status of state
employees (including college employees) 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 to state-level participants in
national affairs -- which has contributed greatly to the slow but all-essential solidification of that
great republic.*® The Land Grant university concepts are precisely the doctrine of the non-elitist: the
instrument of those who would help build institutions in developing countries which provide specific
vehicles for effective expression by the rural peasantry and for expanding their economie, social and
political independence and capabilities. It is to the great good fortune of India and of the world that its
early leaders so well understood this, and chose to 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 Ameoriea

In early 1962, then Secretary of State, Dean Rusk, was 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 Progress in Latin America. At a meeting called by Presidential Assistant
Richard Goodwin, with Alliance for Progress Coordinator, Teodore Muscosso, and attended by several
others from A.LD. and the Department of State, it was freely admitted that, with only a few
noteworthy exceptions, solid loan proposals with high promise of achieving agricultural sector growth
were not coming in from the countries, hence few loans 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 major cause of the shortages of good loan proposals. Shortage of professional manpower
to make the proposals and, especially, to 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
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developmentary exploration, was another dimension, This message was passed promptly and directly
to the President. .

Secretary Rusk, in late February 1962, made known to the press in s 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 agricuiture, which would integrate
college teaching, research and extension functions. He acknowledged that substantial beginnings on
this were already under way; but he envisioned 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. An eighteen-page paper, dated March 1, 1962 and entitled "Reorganization of
Asgistance to Agricultural Development under the Alliance 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 day3 with Secretary Rusk. It 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 Secretary Freeman's office, attended by Secretary
Freeman, Teodoro Muscosso, Deputy A.I.D. Administrator Frank Coffin, Dr. Elmer Ellis, President
Emeritus of the University of Nebraska and 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. William Myers, Science Advisor to the Coordinator of the Alliance for
Progress {an on-leave agricultural scientist from the Rockefeller Foundation), the writer, and several
others from the Department of State and of Agriculture.

Consensus was complete, positive and enthusiastic. It was agreed that the paper cutlined 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 programs. However, it was firmly agreed that the U.S. effort should b= put forward as a total
Latin American-wide, organized effort on a much larger scale than anything yet unjer way 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, affirmative response by the university representatives, the Rockefeller Foundation and the
U.S. Department of Agriculture and A.1.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
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countries in order to support the needed growth in their non-farm sectors - - especially their industrial
development.

Rapid agricultural growth was needed:

[ ] to provide food and fibre at 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

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

The esgential 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 technicsl support to agricultural development in Latin
America. The universities and USDA would, on a scale not heretofore approximated,
provide technical assistance in all aspects of agricultural development within the
countries, provide training hoth 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 eapecially applied research to deepen the technological
resource base for agriculture, and assist the countries to organize and improve
governmental and non-governmental institutions and programs for promoting
economic and social development 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 technical assistance to the
entire agricultural sector, in all phases needed for agricultural development and in
which the American universities 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 small countries, some kind of group effort, organized on a
division of effort principle which nonetheless featured individual national participation, would be
necessary. [t reccgnized expanding potentialities for the Rockefeller Foundation, whose work at
Chapingo, Mexico, on wheat and corn breeding was beginning to have international significance -- and
was to cvolve into the first International! Research Centar (CYMMT.) Participation by the Ford
Foundation was also envisioned.

1
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Agreement seemed total, and at very high levels 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 effort, if such support was needed.

The writer was told that he would 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 policy that the Latin American Program would
take precedence over all others in A.L 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.L.D. had abundant funds, and
enthusiasm and good will for the Alliance for Progress, would 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. Whe 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 too late seriously to consider the Indian experience as a model for adaptation
and application to Latin America, except in some specific 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
" nowexamine briefly.

Africa

Two long-standing advisory bodies provide advice to the A.I.D. Administrator on matters
related to agricultural research and education. The older of these is the Research Advisory Committee
(RAC), which has reviewed A.L.D. research projects and policies and programs affecting research since
1962, This body has always been comprised of outstanding seientists 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.LD."s African program of the agricultural university-building experience in India,
RAC 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:

L that a major, continent-wide strategy for development of such a Land-Grant type
institution should be developed.
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® that some building blocks were already in place but, inasmuch as major U.<.
assistance to Africa was essentially of quite recent origins, moat of the task vas in

the future,

. that the pattern could not be uniform, as 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 major effort, backed up by assistance
from the Bureau of Science and Technology, to develop a strategy for the effort. It
was recognized that several other donor countries might be interested in
contributing to the effort, and the strategy should embrace this possibility.

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

The other major advisory body relevant to this topic is the Board for International Food and
Agricultural Development (BIFAD), created under Title XII in 1975.

By coincidence, and working primarily with the Africa Bureau leadership, this Board also
undertook analysis of the Indian university experience to the current African A.I.D. assistance
program. These two advisory processes were, coincidentally, carried out in rapid succession. The RAC
meeting, in fact, served largely to confirm and to consolidate 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. Bureau and the A.LLD. Administrator felt a firin confidence that it was on a
correct track. Upon the extent to which the track is followed in the future will the future of
agricultural 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 address by former Secretary of State Rusk given in Athens, Georgia, May 1,
1985, before the Association of U.S. University Directors of International Agricultural
Programs. The former Secretary of State spoke extemporaneously from notes, and
apparently, no manuscript of the exact test of the speech exists. Dr. Nicholiades'
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 '60s, six U.S. land grant institutions sent to India outstanding
and dedicated scientists and administrators with the goal of establishing a Land Grant
" University System in India; and they did it....working with their committed and
dedicated India colleagues.”

In fact thegrdid it so well that two years algo Dean Rusk remarked in a speech that in his
opinion, "The most successful piece of foreign policy ever implemented by the U.S.

vernment in over 200-plus year history was the establishment of the Land Grant
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 February 1962, while Rusk was Secretary of State. .
At that time the Secretary was very desirous of developing a similar U.S. effort on behalf
of all of Latin America. (See discussion of efforts at application of the "India Model" to
Latin America at the conclusion of this chapter.)

M.S. Randhawa, A History of Agriculture in India, Vel. IV, p. 172.

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

This point of view prevailed for decades and is probably not entirely dead yet (similarly,
in that respect, in the United States). "In the second plan period (1956-60) controversy
raged in government circles that organic manures alone should be promoted, as chemical
manures were harmful to the soils in the long run and were also costly”...To the special
advisor to the Planning Commission on this subject, "the very mention of chemical
fertilizers was like a red rag to a bull." From Randhawa, p. 282. The writer was
constantly amused to hear otherwise competent Indian agriculturalists (including one
soils scientist) attempt to explain away by the most tortured reasonings the obvious 400%
yield increases achieved on fertilized plots. Also, in 1962, in a meeting of U.S. Secretary
of Agriculture, Orville L. Freeman, with the Indian Planning Commission, the writer
was compelled to rebut the commission’s same soils advisor's argument that, by
encouraging India to produce more fertilizer, the U.S. was, in fact, advising them toward
destroying their natural soil resource base. The famous Classic trials in Rothempstead,
England, now some 125 years old, have not yet turned up any evidence to support the
long-run soil destruction thesis--nor have dozens of other suck © ~ ', including a 75-year-
old set of fertilization trials in Coimbatore, Tamil Nadu State, ... ... .

Randhawa, p. 274. Dr. Randhawa was an extraordinary man, having held during his
long career almost all of the top agricultural positions in Indian agriculture, including
the directorship of the Indian Council of Agricultural Research (under whose direction
the U.S. University Algrxcultural Prgﬁ:'am was carried out) and the Vice Chancellorship
of Punjab Agricultural University. (The Vice Chancellor is the top executive officer of an
Indian university.) He was as well known for his passionate expertise on ancient Indian
art, on which he published widely. .
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Following USA, USSR and China. Ranlhawa, p. 307.

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

The term "agricultural education of farmers" is meant to be essentiall{) synonymous with
"agricultural extension." (See note on "agricultural extension” in this book.)

K.C. Naik; A. Sankaram, A History of Agricultural Universgities (New Delhi, India:
Oxford and IBH Publishing Co., 1 . P 16,

Naik and Sankaram, p. 20.

Membership of the joint team was a follows: Indians, Mr. K.R. Damle, Mr. J.V.A,
Nehemia, Dr. B.N, E.Pﬁal' Dr. L. Sahai, Dr. H. Handi; Americans, Dr, A,H. Moseman, Dr.
R.E. Buchanan, Dr. E.E, Leosure.

Communicated to the writer by telephone December 14, 1988.

The young college Frofessor from the University of Wisconsin had by now become head of
the Department of Agricultural Economics and Rural Sociclogy at the University of
Tennessee, and recalle very vividly his excitement at hearing Parker's presentation to
the facuity of Agriculture and key administrators there. To an a¥icultmal economist,
the Indian phenomenon seemed to turn everything upside down. Imagine a peace time
economy not concerned with overﬁroduction! ow concepts of economic efficiency
analysis so heavily stressed in the University of Chica]ga part of his training could have
full play -- except that, on that day, he hat)ltn't the s

directly involved with India.

ightest notion of ever becoming

State names and boundaries were changed from time to time. For examfle, the names
listed for Region IV are currently al:'uq!icable. When the program began in 1956 they were
known as "Mysore,” "Madras,” and "Travencore-Cochine,” respectively.

It has perhaps not been made sufficiently clear that faculties of the agricultural colleges
and of the colleges of veterinary science (which included animal husbandry) were regular
members of the Department of Agriculture or Veterinary Science, respectively, and
assigned to the college on a rotational or pass-through basis. Good pe:formance 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 always posed a difficult issue for the U.S. government. We did not wish to
impose our particular sly.;stems of orﬁanization of policies on the host country -- in political
Er'mciple and because they usually do not function well unless enthusiastically embraced

y the host government and institutions. It is tempting, therefore, to assume that
organization matters are none of our business, and simpiy support the programs of
whatever institutional structure we find. At best this is a waste of our resources, if these
structures are highly ineffective -- as were those described. Often, such support is
counterproductive of the host country's true interests, as it tends to reinforce and make
more permanent an ineffective structure. Therefore, the technical shortcomings of
institutional organization should be openHr perceived from the beginning. as an organic
part of the problem to be explicitly addressed by the project. This puts a heavy
respongibility upon the A.L.D. donor, however, to work with host officials in a
scientifically investigative way in order to avoid the error of q‘iving inappropriate or even
bad advice. {See chapter on research as technique of technica! sasistance.)

However, in Tamil Nadu (then Madrag) State the effect was the opposite. The writer had,
through a state level study group appoeinted at his sugrestion, steered a cabinet level
process specially tailored to that 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 aqricultural colleges was in Coimbatore some 200 miles away. A new Home
Science college was also located near the agricultural college in Coimbatore. Some 35
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agricultural research stations (including one of the country's largest) were scattered
around the state. The state Eovernment was about ready to adopt a set of
recommendations to organize all this into one system, when the central government sent
a copy of Dean Hannah's "Blueprint” and requested a response. A fiscally dominated
“Committee of High Power" recommended strongly aqainst adopting the blueprint as too
costly and redundant. Best efforts failed to get the earlier action back 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; best intentions lead oft away.

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

From: the "Agricultura] Research and Education Project" to the “Agricultural
University Development Project” the new U.S. ambassador to India, Dr. John Kenneth
Galbraith, endorsed and supported this evolving concept of concentration of effort as his
own, See J.K. Galbraith, Ambassador's Journal (Boston, Massachusetts: Houghton
Mifflin Company,1969). Comments on subject sprinkled through book, e.g., p. 206.

In India called "Group Leader.” More commonly designated "chief of party,” "party
leader” or "project leader." Under any title, this person is by far the single most
important (among the American group) to the implementation of the project.

But, be careful on this one. Be sure it is the mission at, top 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 collexe almost {rom
"scratch" -- and the recruitee was ideally experienced for the position. Also, the writer
(the then Froup leader) felt very strongly that a missing link in the Indian system was a
vocational agricultural secondary school system. Madras State (now Tamil Nadu) agreed
and the recruitee -- long known to the writer -- was one of the very best in the United
States. In Wisconsin, the vocational agricultural program had worked for decades hand
in hand with the agricultural extension service and all elements of the agricultural
college. Sadly, in Tennessee they maintained a fierce rivalry and hence their experience
militated against their proper handling of the job. '

Please indulge the writer for freely admitting that experiences such as this are high
among his rewards for service to the university India Contract Program. Another was
the bittersweet rending of personal relationships we experienced in leaving our
Bangalore home. For various reasons, chiefly the logistics problems posed by too many
"farewell” parties, we decided not to 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 [ suppose can be variously interpreted as to motive),
Government officials and emplgees. aculty and students, social friends -- and every
state cabinet minister in town that day, or 30 we were told by the Chief Minister who
normally knew such things -- turned up at the airport, at what we thought would be o
send-off only by the team members resident in the ¢ity, Bangalore is the production site
of India's famous "tube rose" and carnation garlands. With each “goodbye” a garland or
bouquet came for each of us. Proper etiquette requires their prompt removal to allow for
the next iz line. The pile of flowers grew and grew, beyond head high. We could take on
board only one bouquet each. My wife's and my feelings as we boarded tha little DC-3,
and waved goodbye to our many Indian friends on the tarmae, 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 had sent to India for this ?mject itself. The end-of-project
evaluation found that the 16 districts moved up only a little more than the country as a
whole in agriculture productivity (the writer's expectations had been that they would
move forward more than that but at the cost of production in other areas), and did not as a
whole compare at all favorably with the subsequent rates of progress which took place in
other areas of India which had featured the new varieties and techniques developed by
the international research centers for rice and wheat production and adapted at the state
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levels with participation of the considerable Indian agricultural research and extensior
networks, which had by that time developed.

This judgment is probably too harsh on the intensive agricultural district program
because it was an excellent learning ground for Indian efficials and agricultural expert:
and for the U.S. universities which were working on helping build a majer institution ir
one or more of the states with which it was working, 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
Indira Gandhi, prime minister of India, July 12, 1969. Quoted in Hadley Rea

“Tennessee's Imprint on Mysore Agricultural University,” Partners with India, Buildin
A iculturlal Universities (Urbana-Champaign, [llinois: Cniversity of Illinois Press
157715, p.6L.

This amazingly productive man became exceedingly supportive of the Tennessee projec:
immediately when exposed to it. It was to recognize his extraordinary potentialities fo1
leadership. In an early conversation between him and the writer, it was warmly agreec
that he should, post-haste, visit the United States and some of its a icultural college:
and research institutions, This was, of course, with an eye on the role he might play a
Coimbatore or in the Madras (Tamil Nadu) State government - - with no though!
whatever that Mysore (Karnataka) state might some day establish an agricultura
university and request liim %0 serve as its Chief Executive Officer (Vice Chancellor).

In Kerala State (see Travencore-Cochin) considerable progress was being made towarc
strengthening its veterinary college at Trichur and Vellayani Agricultural College nea
Trivandrum, This state needed special attention because the agriculture in this most
densely populated and most highly literate state of India is so different in so manyj
respects from neighboring states. The 1961.decision to concentrate U.S. agsistance
efforts to the gix states (though no doubt necessarir‘ and therefore wise) must count the
retardation of development of the colleges (and their closer intercooperation) of suck
"abandoned” states as Kerala amon%iets costs. The scholar may wish to see "Some
Comments for Consideration in the Development of Vellayale College, Travencore
Cochin,” Terminal Report, pp. 337-45. Concerned with apparent trends in thinking
toward abandoning the U.5. assistance effort there, the report (which authored a plan fo:
university develonment in the state) was addressed as much to the A.I.D, mission and the
central government of India policy makers as to the government of Travencore-Cochir
(now Ker;la) State. His key concern was a bit more than hinted at in these opening
paragraphs:

“The importance of developing a strong agricultural research and educational
rogram in Travencore-Cochin may even exceed that for most of the rest of India for the
ollowing reasons:

1. The fact that much of Travencore-Cochin's agriculture is unique in India....and nc
adequate research basis exists from research done elsewhere in India to cover many o
the agricultural problems of the state.

2. The high average educational level of the population means that the cultivators
have the ability to absorb and utilize information that could be expected throughoul
much of India. While this should mean that the population will be able to recognize and
to appreciate B:ogreas_, it means also, on the other hand, that they will be able tc
recognize and be very impatient with the lack of progress. The high education level, in
sort, intensifies both the opportunities for success and the unhdppy consequences of
failure to provide for rapid agricultural improvement.

3. The tremendous and constantly growing pressure of populétion on the land make:
it imperative that sweeping changes be raf:idly brought about the agriculture of the State
if it is not to lose ground absolutely as well as relatively to the rest of India.”

Shortly after this was written, all A.LD. agricultural advisors, direct hire and University
of Tennessee employed, were withdrawn from the State. The reader may make his own
assessment of the validity of the writer’s then concerns.
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In the late 19809, the University of Agricultural Sciences was still supported primaril
bé' state appropriated funds: 55% state; 31% Indian Council of Agricultural Researc
{Central government); 14% other sources. The 31% from the ICAR was special project
support which could vary from year year to year. (Source: Lawrence Bursch, Universit
for Development, Report %f the Jﬁint Indo-U S, Im%a% Evaluation of the Indian
gricultural Universities - A.1L. D., Advancead Ur opy, Table 3).
The Minister (an elected official and member of the legislature) and the Secretary to
Government for Agriculture (an administrative officiagl had responsibility over both
agriculture and animal husbandry. The Director of Agriculture had responsibility only
for agriculture, The Animal Husbandry Department, as explained earlier, had a Director
of paralilel status to the Director of Agriculture. 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 essentially to proforma approval of certain narrowlg
pedagogic considerationa. To complicate matters still further, the Food Ministry -- whic
controlied food movement, government granaries and certain "fair price" machinery --
was totally separate from the agricultural ministry., The same Secretary to Government
often served both agricultural and food ministers and was normally a key point of
overnmental interface with the U.S. university team leader. It was normally at this
evel and through the secretariat generally that tormal proposals reached government for
official policy action.

Quoted and other descriptions of the recommendations are from the unpublished
Terminal Report of the writer's service in India on this project. Sﬁeciﬁcally, Erven d.
Long's "Recommendation for Establishment of Mysore étate ural University,”
Terminal Report (University of Tennessee), pp. 226-42,

American universities vary widely in the extent to which these fuictions are integrated
at the subject matter level -- with profound implications for their effectiveness in servin
agriculture. This and other consequences of 1nadequate organization had been pointe
out by the writer in a memo prepared for use by the Government of Mysore, entitled
"Some Lessons Learned by American Experiments with Rural Universities,” Terminal
Report, pp. 304-11.

A Division of Fisheries Sciences was added very shortly thereafter. This was a hotly
discussed jurisdictional issue at that precise moment, and deferral of its mention was
deemed prudent. Fisheries and Agriculture has become an exceedingly prominent
dimension of the University's program.

Includes economics, specifically agricultural economics.
Includes Extension Methods.

Long, Terminal Report, pp. 226-40. The reader may wonder at the terminology "Rural
University" in light of the writer's negative views regarding this name of the university.
The first submission used the title "University of Agricultural Sciences" throughout.
The Central Corvmittee felt this might not meet the requirements of the letter of the
Government Order. So the term "Rural University” was inserted throughout the
document. This was soon changed back to the name under which the university was
finally chartered and remains to thisday: 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 student under both the greatly
preferred the semester system, which is now being adopted in India. The other was
combining soils and plant sciences into & single division. Logic supports this. But at this
university, these two departments were so large that combining them threatened
organization symmetry.

For the first few years of the history, the scholar may wish to see The University of

Agricultural Sciences. The First Ten years, 1965-1975 (Hebbal, Bangalore, India: U.S.A,
Press, 157735, P 450,
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This program was initiated by the Director of Agriculture, before the university was
formally established, en the recommendation of the writer by memo ontitled "Increasing
Food Production in Mysore State: Increasing Ragi Yields.” A Tennessee team member,
Dr. Vernon E. Ross, and two Tennessee trained participants (one of whom became Vice
Chancellor of the university) carried out this campaign, working with village level
workers, which using the materials from old and recent research on ragi production
practices, almost tripled ragi production statewide in three years. Farmers called freely
upon the university for help on othar crops after that experience. For memorandum see

Terminal Report, pp. 416-20.

%ggrs)enc% éiursch, "Universities for Development (Draft),” Terminal Report (February
+ P G0,

Bursch, Terminal Report, p. 26.
Lawrence Bursch, "Universities for Development: ReEort of the Joint India - U.S. Impact

Evaluation of the Indian Agricultural Universities,” A.L.D. Impact Evaluation No. 68
(U.S. Agency for International Development, December 1 .

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.L.D. Mission Director at the time of the writer's firat study visit to India (in 1955)
was Mr. Clifford Wilson -- who later remarked that in the long history of India, the
strengthening of state government relations positions vig these college contracts may
well prove their most important contribution; the writer agrees. Perhaps that was at
least part of what Secretary Rusk had in mind. Proper balancing of central state and
local governmental and Eolitical pewers has been and will continue to be vital challenge
to Indian leadership. Thus far, it has done well, given the enormous complexity of the
country and its society.

Dr. Leo Walsh, Dean of the College of Agriculture and Life Science Universithr. of
Wisconsin, and BIFAD members of the evaluation team which made the study on which
the Report cited here is based, reperted in a letter to the Office of Technological
Assessment of the United States Congress that the concept that American Land Grant
universities cannot work effectively on the problems of small LDC farma and poor rural
people "is pure bunkum.” He reports to the writer (by phone) that, though he
participated actively in the discussion of the cited Report, he does not recail any
discusgion of this subject (included on pp. 24 and 24 of the Report) and is relatively
certain it did not reflect any significani consensus amon& the grotg He would apply the
term "pure bunkum” with equal zeal to the notion that the Land Grant model as applied
in India was in any way "elitist.”
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SPECIAL NOTE ON FERTILIZER RESEARCH IN INDIA

Anyone specially interested in the writer's Interpellations in this book of fertilizer research in

Indix at that time -- which so heavily influenced fertilization policy -- is referred to his unpublished

terminal report of his four-plus year assignment to India. It is titled simply, Terminai Report, October

15, 1960, bﬁ Ervend. Long, Group Leader, University of Tennessee, India Agrllculturai Program/TCM,

gvailable.t lfough the College of Arriculture Library, University of Tennessee, Knoxville, Tennessee.
ee especially:

Chapter 26, "Fertilizer Experiment [nsigns in Relation to Soils Testing Work,” pp. 420-39.

Chapter 27,"Note on the Complementarity of Nitrogen and Phosphorous Fertilizers on India
Soils,” pp. 439-51.

Chapter 29," Some Economic Hypothesis from Indian Fertilizer Demonstrations,” pp. 470-87.

This last reference perhaps merits some elaboration, Soils experts and afronomists from many
countries, includi~z India and the USA were desirous of showing "interrelationships™ between
nitrogen (N) and pflosphorous (P20g) fertilizers in their effect on crop yields. This was essential
information because the relative (as well as absolute) price and availabihtﬁ of the two types of "soil
amendments," as they were called, varied greatly from place to place. So the question of which, and
how much of each, should be applied was an economic problem of Ereat significance. However, in early
stages of the science, experimental design "experts" concluded that the way to determine this was to
measure interactions in terms of "additionally” -- i.e., at some given level of application of one element
(say 40 lbs. per acre of Ng) add P20s. Then do the reverse by adding N to a given amount of Po(5
application, and comgare with the control fertilized with N only. To their surprise, on Indian soils the
added PoOg increased yields less when added to the N amem:lecr soils than when applied, in the control
plots, without N. And the same held true for N, when applied alone. Thus the conclusion that P20
and N both increased yields more when applied alone than together. This conclusion was publisﬁne
(and discussed) widely by soils and agronomic experts in India -- especiallg since these worthies simply
couldn't believe it. But the data said so and.the studies were numerous. Similar notes kept popping up
in minor publications 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 if statistical interpretations are involved), it is best to
take a second, third and fourth look at the data. He did so in an extensive analysis of these
fertilization experiments data. :

In this casz, the problem was not one of data (they were good) but of logic. The experiments
measured not a negative interrelationship between the two elements, but the simple fact of
diminishing returns to fertilizers of any kind at this rate of arplication. (Remember, these
experiments were on relativel; fertile, well tend:d experimental (Y ots.) The experimenters would
have found at least as much decrease per nound of fertilizer to the additional application if it had been
of the same element as used in the first application. fudsed, they showed consistently the highest yield
increases per pound of fertilizers, in the same publications, when both elements were applied at equal
rates at the same total level as one or the other was applied in the control plots (i.e., when 20 lbs. N and
20 1bs. P3Og were applied rather than 40 Ibs, of N o1 40 Ibs. of P3Os).

This analysis was distributed by Dr. Frank Parker, who was then Assistant Director of the UN
Food and Agricultural Organization(FAQ) to all FAO fertilization experts around the world -- many of
whom were having similar difficulties understanding their own findings of “negative" interactions in
tests similar to the India experiment. Their grateful responses, in many languages, pleased the writer
as much as it challenged his ability to find interpreters to read them for him.

Fertilization information is referred to at such length here because it is precisely the close
interwefg.\lring of such technological advance with institution-building which made the India mode!l
successful,
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BRAZIL: The Infinite Country!

Prior to the end of World War II, U.S. universities had shown little interest in Brazil.
Undoubtedly, individual university professors had interest within their particular fields, but the
institutions themselves had 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,
People, and Institutions, by Professor T. Lynn Smith, in 1946.7 Also in 1946, Gilberto Freyre
published the English version of his cultural master work, The Masters and the Slaves, which was
fairly widely read and promoted some understanding of that vast country.

The Early Days of Cooperation and Assistance

The United States Government itself had begun technical cooperation programs with Brazil
during World War 1. The programs were begun to guarantee or increase the supply of raw materials
needed for the war effort. In addition te the wartime intersst in its mining and minerals, there was
.S, interest in agricultural commodities, such as rubber, and techni- -1 assistance projects were
developed for such commodities. It came to be realized that other factors afiected production as well,
and fairly substantial projects were mounted in public health. (One of the reasons Walt Disney's
cartoon characters are so fondly regarded in South American countries like Brazil, is that the Disney
characters were used in film cartoons to promote public health measures and sometimes these were
the only form of movies the poor and rural people got to see.) It was then, through the Institute for
Inter-American Affairs (IIAA), headed by Nelson Rockefciler, 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 invoived, merely discrete project activities to achieve some
fairly immediate objectives. The Brazilian Government had no overz’! national development plan for
agriculture and neither did those in the U.S. government directing the assistance programs.

It was through one of the IIAA activities that Purdue University professors first became
acquainted with the University of the State of Minas Gerais at Vicosa.® Essentially, those officials
designed a project which they then took to the U.S. government for support. At that time, the U.S.
government technieal eooperation program in Brazil was concentrated in the fields of health,
education and mineral resources surveys, with some attention to specialized agricultural problems,
such as rubber development and cacao improvement. The broader U.S. interest in general
agricultural development and in agricultural education came a little later, perhaps spurred on by the
Purdue-Vicosa Project. The A.I.D./Purdue contract was signed in June 1951, and its major objestives
were to assist Vicosa in the creation of: a) a School of Home Economics and b) the improvement
extension education programs. This limited institution building effort became even more sharply
focused on Home Economics as the extension education activity was deemed a failure and abandoned
after two years. (Later, however, this effort was revived with happier results.) Otherwise, the project
" rolled along with no notable difficuities, and the first School of Home Economics in Brazil was
established and institutionalized at Vicosa as a result of the university-to-university project.

. By 1958 -- through the creation of the Technical Cooperation Administration (TCA) ai~d the
International Cooperation Administration (ICA) -- a more programmatic approach to U.S. assistance
had been developed. In Brazil, the overall objectives of technical cooperation were to assist: 1) in
providing the institutional framework necessary for the functioning of a modern society, and in
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training the technicians and administrators needed to man it; 2) in improving the educational base for
developing the fundamental, technical and administrative skills. At this time, much of the U.S.
assistance was still channelled through servicio programs* in such fields as nutrition, farm
management, extension, goil conservation and irrigation; thirteen Brazilian states had established
extension gervicio organizations. This was the background to a major 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 and professors in agricultural sciences and research. More
broadly speaking, Purdue was to assist all Brazilian schools of agriculture in adopting and
implementing the "Land Grant" 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,
congisted of a single school of agriculture offering a four-year degree in general agriculture with no
opportunity for disciplinary specialization and no graduate programs.

The attempt to bring Vicosa and Purdue into a national 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
gervicio programs. As it later came to be learned, gervicio 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 mindedness of purpose and better pay, were able

to get a lot more things done quickly. Some very good :enefits were achieved through gservicios in ali
of South America including malaria spraying campaigns, immunization and other public health
-campaignse, 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 be that when the foreign funding of gervicio activities ended, so essentially did the
servicing. Many times neither the personnel nor the programs for which the servicios were founded
were ever brought back under the auspices of ministries and sgencies. Brazil's extension service
suffered less in this respect than some other Scuth American countries, but it still had some problems
establishing its institutional base and, of course, its funding.

There had been a growing tendency to move away from the IIAA days of specific activities for
limited objectives (e.g., production of commodities for export to the U.5.) to the program approach of
broader goals and objectives into which spevific 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.ILD.) and continues even to 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 much
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.
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The Alliance for Progress and Northeast Brazil

The situation in Northeast Brazil dominatéd much of the international concern and interest in
Brazil during the late 1950s. Northeast Brazil was the country's most important agricultural region
during the colonial and early days of the monarchy -- prior to the ascendancy of the State of Sao Paulo
-- but was subject from time to time to periodic and devastating droughts. Droughts in 1951-52 and
1958 had caused widespread loss of crops, hunger, and dislocation of farmers and their families. The
purpose of SUDENE wae 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 te broaden the region's
economic base. At the same time, the Peasant Leagues in the sugar cane areas of Northeast Brazil
were gaining notoriety through their d. mands, cane field burnings, and the passion and prominence of
the Leagues' leader, Fransico Julifo. Both the economic and the political situations were given great
publicity in the United States through a series of articles in The New York Times in 1960, and through
an NBC special documentary, "The Troubled Land,” devoted to Northeast Brazil. Indeed, it could be
argued that, along with Castro’s 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 Progress and to refashion and increase the U.S. foreign assistance program
through the Agency for International Development. Brazilian politicians sometimes talked of "two
Brazils:" the Northeast, economically depressed and neglected by the government; and "the rest of
Brazil," economically vibrant, broader based and more successful in getting government programs and
benefits. Whether true or not in the national sense, the "two Brazils” theory certainly spilled over into
the operation of the U.S. foreign assistance program in Brazil and affecied, at least indirectly, the U.S.
universities 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, sdmehow, the U.S.
government should boldly show its concern and its ability to respond, the U.S. and )Brazil signed in
April 1962 a special diplomatic agreement for Northeast development.

The agreement provided for the expenditure of $131 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.LD. office in Recife in the Brazilian Northeast. The location of a major A.L.D. office in Recife
gave the U.S, development effort some fairly high visibility and publicity in that development arena
and, perhaps, helped to coanter some of the adverse political atmosphere with regard to the U.S. in
Brazil. It also placed the seat of the A.1.D. operations in the Northeast only a few blocks away from
SUDENE, the Brazilian Northeast development agency. Although it was not an independent A.1.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 some menagerial and philosophical difficulties.®

These diplomatic initiatives in broad development programs had no direct effect on Purdue and
its operations in Vicosa, although they would come to have effect on the plans and operatlons 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 Brazilia, a frontier area 800 miles
northwest of Rio de Janerio. Kubitscheks's last budget was heavily skewed to infrastructure: 45% was
for power, 51% for transportation, 16% for basic industry, 4% for education and 3% for food supply.
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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 atmosphere in some federal ministries and
state governments was antipathetie, if not hostile, to any A.I.D. visibility such as technical assistance
programs might bring.

Expansion of Agricultural Education Efforts

The A.LD, 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.LD. mission (nr, "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 additional
personnel to work with four other agricultural schools 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 47), and to
undertake more basic efforts toward university agriculture ecucation in Northeast Brazil at the
universities of Cears and Pernambuco. Without the involvement of planning and coordination at the
national level, however, it 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.L.D.
program documents which described the proposed expansion, but the documents also recognized that
. the Brazilian counterpart universities' traditions and Jack’ 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 Brazili