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University Linkages 

INTRODUCTION 

The University LlnY~ges Project has come under a considerable amount 

of criticism in recent months. For one thing, it is a year and a half 

behind schedule in terms of its expenditures. For another, it was 
implicated indirectly in an attack in the Egyptian press concerning u.s. 
interference in domestic research and information gathering. Finally, 
there have been concerns wi thin the USAID that this project unnecessarily 

overlaps wi th a number of other USG··funded research efforts in Fgypt. 

After three weeks of investigation, the evaluation team finds that, 

wTIile the ULP is not without some probl~nls, the extent and nature of th~ 

criticism that has been directed at it is, in large part, unfo~ded, in 

our opInIon. We have a number of recommendations to improve the current 

performance of the project, but these reconnnendations are largely a 

matter of enhancing the already g~od start on the project and do not 
reflect a need for radical changes in any way. We wish to emphasize from 
the start taat our overall impression of the project's progress to date 

is quite favorable; ,our criticisms, both positive and negative, should be 

read in this context. 

PROJECT STATUS (delivery of inputs and outputs) 
, 

With this project's inception in 1980, a new organization, the 
Foreign Relations Coordination Unit (FRCU), was established under the 

Supreme Council of Universities (SCU-which, in turn, is under the 

Ministry of Higher Education). The role of the FRCU is twofold: on the 

one hand, it serves as the coordinator of all eIP procurements for the 

eleven public ~~iversities in Eg)~t, and, on the other hand, it is a 

granting agency, reviewing, approving/disapproving and funding applied 
---.-~.---- _.-
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research in Eg)~tian universities. This second role is the realm of the 

ULP. 

Since the fall of 1981, the FRCU has been working to establish and 

put into motion a research granting mechanis.m. Of the $ 29.8 million in 

total project grant funds, $ 24.5 million is to be contributed by AID and 
$5.~ milli0n is to be contributed by the GOE; of the $ 4 million of 

IIsupport" costs (technical assistance, training, FRCU/Committee support, 

evaluation, etc.), $ 3 million is to come from AID and $ 1 million from 

the GOE. 

I: ,1 In its first year of existence (fall of 1980 to fall of 1981), the 
• It 
J FRCU dealt primarily with commodity procurements. by in late 1981, ~he 

functions and structures Ilecessary for the ULP were established and 

wlderway. To date, the organization needed to r.eceive~ review and fund 

applied research proposals is in place and functioning. While 

improvements can be made, it is in general performing very well. All " ,'.' 
eleven universities eligible are involved (although to varying degrees). \ I 
This performance is commendable lli1der any circumstances but that it has 

been achieved in on~y a year and half is even more remarkable. 

TIle FRaJ is comp.)sed of five branches: 1) t~d.nical services ~ 2) 

information services, 3) computer services, 4) financial services, and 5) 

procur~ent. "~ile all of these branches are staffed and functioning, 

the degree of their development varies. The technical services branch is 
by far the most fully developed and the best functioning (in ULP terms 

the procurement branch is more concerned ~1th eIP efforts and ~~s not a 
subject of this evaluation), while the information, financial and 

computer s~rvices lag somewhat behind. There are several reasons for 

this varied performance: 

1) In terms of the research granting process, the technical services 

branch occupies the most immediately important and visible function, 
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while the infonnation and computer ~jen'ice~ functions can afford to wai t : .. h: ..... .Jt-L,::·.: 

to some extent. Since the infor.r.~1:irm a~-ld computer services are, in /JJ r;...v/U·· 
" •. i ' 

, h' . 1 . l. h h' , 1 J,j'1 part, support serVlces to t e te:r,L:..ca serVlces ~ranc , t 1S sequentla (. '/,' .. (J: • 

development of branches is not nec.~~;,sar: ly illogical or detrimental. l.:t.<...t~.L.-;F':'~":';' 

2) The FRCU is badly understaffed, especially in those branches that lag 

behind. There are very few full time staff members at the FRCU; inste;;.d", ,,,0';. 
~ __ I,.(..·t .. (,., ,*,,,,' ... 

most of the staff is seconded from either the Sill or ~o Unh·ersit.Y.. I.~,;,/.;-j: 
• r ..... ,..... • 

Very often, employment at the SCU or the uni versi ty is retained, so that ); /' ~ ~ " .I 
-t.vr"'! /0"'/ 'l 

FRCU responsibilities mark an addition teo an ~.ndividual's work load /,;(.1.£0:" 

rather than a change in jobs. This situatjon h2S meant that those FR':U 

staff members who are full time (or those p.H-t ti:ners v,.-ho are 

exceptionally dedicated) are greatly overworl:.cd 81'd that sOl'le work never 

gets done (or, at least, not done systematicCllly). As the work load of 

the FRCU increases in the coming years, thi s short':lg~ of staff will 

become even more critical. Such a situation has broad implications for 

the eventual "insti tU.ionalization" of the FRCU, sin~e a self-sustaining, 

on-going institution will need a coherent st'1.~:f with properly de::.egated 

responsi bili ties. It is important to add, hmoJever, that the full time 

staff brought into t,he FROJ should be composed of strcn.g and capable 

indi viduals, wi 1 ling and able to take ini tiC'. ti ves and accept 

respoIlsi1i1i ty. At presellt, uecision-making is highly ceatrali2.ed in the 

hands of the FRCU Exe~utive Director (and, over him, the head of the 

SCU) ; as the FRCU gro'n's in size and volume of work, increasing delegation 

of authority wi 11 be cri ti cally important. The r"RCU should begin now to 

hire competent professionals who over time can assume greater 

responsi bili ty and take more ini tiati ves on th~>ir 0\0,11. Reconunendatiori: 

The FRO] should be staffed to a greater ext:ent thai' pr-esent 11: 
indi vi.duals \o,TIO can devote thei r attentions and loyalties mo~e fully to 

the FRW and its development. These indivij.uals should be willing to 

accept responsi hi li ty and take ri sks. (One corrollary to thi s 

recommendation: s that the FRCU will need r.lore office space over time. 

The other corrollary is that ne\<" staff m';:i'Ibers--and the existing 

J 
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staff --be paid an adequate salary to ensure full-time effort and kv.." ij/;":'1 
pen.1anent loyalty to the FRCU.) 

The Technical Services Branch 

Since the technical servJ.ces branch is more developed than the 
others, we should elaborate more on its nature and functions. This 

branch of the FRCU is the heart of the research granting process. At its 
1t 

inception, the FRCU determined eleven priority development are~s 

(since reduced to ten - human resources and population having been 
combined) under which research proposals could be considered. Each of 
these prionty areas has a review committee ("priority committee") 

composed of usually eight to ten members, including uni versi ty .' 
/'" 

administrators and faculty, ministry and government research institution 
./ 

representatives and, in some cases, industry representatives. These 

comnittees review the research proposals submitted by faculty members and 

approve/disapprove it for funding. To date, the committees have 

considered over 700 proposals and have approved for funding, in three 

rounds, 87 research proposals in all. Of these 87 proposals approved, 
about half are funde9 currently (the remainder are either still tied up 

in the ministries or are being processed for funding). Each research 
attivity approved can receive up to $ :;0,000 per year fUl' · .. ~.!search. 

(Two research activities were discontinued once funded, one for double 
funding and one for lack of sufficient research progress.) Once research 
is funded, the priority committee is responsible for follow up with the 

investigators (through quarterly reports and site visits) to ensure 

adequate progress. It is on the basis of these reviews that funding is 
renewed on an annual basis. 

1t These are, in order of priority: 1) Food Production and Agriculture; 

2) Energy; 3) Economic Policies; 4) Land Development; 5) Health; 6) 

PopUlation; 7) Industry; 8) Infrastructure; 9) Human Resources; 10) 

Envjronmental Studies; and 11) Applied Sciences. 

." .1 
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The level of activity of the priority committees varies both by the 

number of proposals received (the Food Production and Agriculture and 

Energy Committees, for example, receive the vast majority of the 
proposals) and by the interest and energy of the committee chairman (the 

Economic Polir:ies Committee, for example, is virtually non-existent due 

to lack of a functioning chainnan). Procedures between priority 

commi ttees vary some\o,11.at as well, some committees seeming to be more 

flexible and more i~~ovative than others. Nonetheless, for the most 

part, the coouni ttee system is in place and working quite well. Over 

time, the FRCU should work to improve the comparabi 1i ty of procedures 

between committees to a greater extent, so that all proposals, regardless 

of field, receive comparable consideration. There is a "technical 
secretary" on each policy committee who also serves on a cross cutting 

"Technjcal Secretariat Committee" that works to coordinate the 

committees' work. However, at least some of these technical secretaries 

are junior in experience and age in relation to most priority committee 

members, a fact that may diminish their potential influence on the 

cOl!l!11i ttees' functioning. Thus although the potential mechanisrll for 
improvement exists and may need only some time to develop, there may be 

an alternative as well. Recommendation: A senior level FRCU staff 

member should sit with each priority committee (perhaps 3 committees per 

~taff m~mbLrs; in order to st~ndarcize pro:edures and disseminat~ 

innovations more widely. 

One of the major concerns about the ULP has been the potential for 

research redundancy with other USG funded research efforts in Egypt. 

However, through its committee membership, the FRCU has managed quite 

successfully to avoid duplication of research. At least one member 

(usually more) of each priori ty corruni ttee is an appropriate minist!)' 

representative who is (or at least should be) aware of related and 

relevant research work being performed both within the ministry itself 

and in the broader Egyptian context. In this way, proposals that 
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duplicate research already underway under different auspices are not 

considered for funding (and, to their credit, the committees try to put 

the proposer in contact with those individuals or agencies already 
researching the problem). Also, attempts are made to combine or 
coordinate research proposed by different faculty along very similar or 
closely related lines. Although there can be no guarantees of complete 
a voidance of redundancy, the FRCU system seems to be doing as much as 
possible in this regard and doing it as well as could be expected. 

There have been some problems in getting the technical services 
branch, and within it, the priority committees, underway. Among them: 

1) The dissemination of information to each of the eleven 
universities has been uneven (the larger and nearer universities being 
better infoIllled than the smaller, further ones). In part, the 

universities themselves are responsible for this situation, since some 
have actively distributed FRCU bulleti':l.s and requests for proposals, 

while others have failed to pass infolmalion on. The FRCU, however, has 
relied on university administrators--and personal ties within the various 
universities--to spread the word of their purpose and the availability of 

research funds rather than more actively and directly contacting 

individual faculty members \.rith information on the FRCU. Realization of 
the uneven distribution of infonnation about the project has moved the 

FRCU to rectify this problem to some extent already. Over time, word of 
mouth and experien,~e .. ,wi 11 help corrrnunicate even more about the ULP. 

2) The d.istribution of research is heavily skewed toward agriculture 
and engineering faculties. In part, this may be a matter of distribution 
of information (either by the FRCU or by the individual universities). 

In part, the responsibility must lie with the level of effort and 
interest of the priori tr commi ttees. Recommendation: ~ieasures must be 

taken to activate all priority committees and stimulate acceptable 
proposals in all priority areas. Such measures could include 
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brainstorming sessions to identify priority research topics not covered 

by proposals submitted and special odvertising and discussion sessions 

hith university faculty (rather than just with deans and other 

administrators). 

3) There has been a reluctance to reject any proposals outright. 

Instead, those proposals deemed inadequate or inappropriate for funding 

ordinarily have been "shelved" with no notification to the proposer as to 

the status of his proposal. (The rationalization for this indefinite 

postponement of a final decision--that the proposal does not currently 

fall within the development priorities of the FRQJ but that, as 

priorities change, it may be appropriate for funding and will be 

reconsidered by the committee at that time--is weak, since priorities are 
not likely to change rapidly.). This lack of cO~TIUnication with 

proposers has created some bad feelings among certain faculty members. 

H:n,'e\,er, the FRCU is aVo'are of this problem and is working to improve its 

communications, not only as to the committee's final decision but also 

upon initial receipt of the proposal (prior to consideration) as well. 

Reco~endation: The FRCU should continue to improve its communications 

with proposers and should not hesitate to notify a proposer of the 

rejection of his proposal. A further recommendation: The FRQJ should 

estab'l.ish specific d~adline~ (perhaps every thret.: 01 four rdonths) £01 t}jU 

submission and consideration of proposals. This would establish clearing 

points in the granting process, allow clear and explicit expectations of 

notification and provide a useful sense of competition rather than a 

bott~uless bag of funds (useful not only for current procedures and 

expectations but also as a precedent for the future, when research funds 

may be the limiting factor on the acceptance or rejection of proposals). 

4) ~embership on the original committees (appointed by the ~fini ster 

of Higher Education) was skewed disproportionately to representation by 

the three traditionally strongest -- and the oldest -- universities 

(Cairo, Alexandria and Ain Shams -- especially Cairo). In addition, the 
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ini tial group of proposals funded included a large number from Cairo 

University. These two factors have led to some resentment by the newer 

regional uni versi ties that the odds of "getting their fair share" of the 

ULP are stacked against them. (While there is some truth to the 

perception of over-representation by Cairo Uni v(!rsi ty, it must be placed 

in context. First, Cairo is by far the largest and oldest university and 

is staffed by scoe of Egypt's most prestigious faculty.· It is to be 

expected, then, that, in selecting experts to serve on priority 

comittees and in selecting quality proposals, Cairo may be 

.-
disproportionately represented, at least until other universities have a 

chance to develop themselves further. In addition~ the disproportionate 

nature of Cairo's share i~ not as great as should be expected, given its 

siz~, ~.e., Cairo has rl!~a·.:lvely fwer proposals accepted per faculty 

member a.rd per sulxnission than most other uni versi ties). 

The FRCU is sensitive to criticisms of favoritism toward some 

universi tics over others and has taken steps to rectify the situation. 

Specifically, additional priority committee members have been added to 

include greater regional university representation. In addition, 

consideration of cw.ny proposals froI:] Cairo Uni versi ty faculty has been 

fro~n while consideration of proposals from other universities 

prrx:-e-!ds. (l\'bile th~.s tray f-eem r!Jther lLrUBir, Clllro Un~,versity 

professors do have alternative opportunities -- e.g., the CU-MIT project 

,. , 

-- not available to other universities at present). In addition, it \4 

'MOuld se~ that the FRQJ can do more to improve its image as fair to all ; 1 j;~ 
universities. RecDrrmendation: Tenure on the priorit), cOrnlittees " C~. VJ1-~ 

1 

(currently lUllir.1i ted) should be 81 ven a specific time lim! t (e.g.! "t\o,'Q . \~!-;f-

years) I a.nd membership slY.Juld be rotated over time so that more 1"(,, 
iri.ii viduals \ooTID possess a. certain expcrti se in thei r fields have the .1, 

oP??rtuni ty to serve on cCX:ud ttees. In thi s \o,-,iY, more uni versi ty (and /\;.j;)~"', 

tdnistry and irrlustr),) people are brought activel)' into the granting 
~ process, potent iall)' icproving the understanding of an.1 cro::runi ca tions 

\o!·i th the FRQJ. 
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5) After the first group of proposals was funded, the (political) 

decision ~as made on the second round to have those proposals approved by 

the FRCU priority committee process further approved by the appropriate 

Minister (i .e., that }.1inistry that would ultimately use the research 

results). This decision inevitably has meant lengthy delays in ap~roving 

some proposals. Understandably, there have been some misunderstandings 

and confusion for proposers as a result. The FRCU (and the ~nistry of 

Higher Education/SCU) has agreed to forego this additional, ministerial 

approval now for the third round of proposals and send the proposals to 

the appropriate ministry only for notification purposes, so this should 

no longer be a problem. 

6) The concepts of peer review of a research proposal and of 

cooperation and sharing of research progress and results are not 

part icularly t radi tional in Egypt. h'hile many facul ty members e>..-pressed 

no problem with such concepts, olhers indicated a certain degree of 

suspicion regarding'personal favoritism and inter-organizational 

jealousies (e. b ., that ministries would not use the results of their 

research solely be~ause it would be university and not ministry research, 

or that faculty colleagues would block projects out of professional 

jealoJsy.) :he evaluation team is ur.able to attest to th~ validity of 

these claims, but the fact that they are e>..-pressed at all gives reason 

for some concern. There seems relatively little that the FRCU can do 

(except to be on guard against personal favoritism in the approval of 

proposals). Over time, as the concepts of peer vie¥ and interagency 

cooperation grow and take hold, it can be hoped that these perceptions 

",111 diminish. 

One means by which the FRCU may be able to ameliorate the perceptions 

of professional favoritism or jealousy is to ensure that the research 

follow t~ (the reading and response to quarterly reports and site visits) 

is carried out quickly and eff ecti vely. In order to ease the burden of 
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research follow up, the FRCU can streamline the system. Recommendation: 

Tne first and third ~larterly reports required on all research should be 

very brief (perhaDs 5 pages) and should be commented on to the 

researchers within one week rf submission. 

7) There has been some trouble with the FRCU accounting system that 

has resulted in a three month hiatus in funding on all research. The 
" problem seems to h~ve been twofold: first, the FRCU is not requesting AID 

funds far enough in ao\'ance to allo\<,' for AID 1 S rather lengthy processing 

time and, second, there seems to have been some misunderstanding about 

the FRCU acco~~tant's reporting/fund request to AID. (hnether this w~s a 

question of ~ho \<'as to do the accounting, of how the forms were to be 

filled out or of an Egyptian versus an American system is unc.lear to the 

team). "''hile the FRCU claims tha tit now understands the latter 

situation and can submit the required p~perwork to AID in the future, 

there m2Y still be so~e cause for concern on the amount of lead time the 

FRCU gives AID to secure the funding requested. Recorrunendation: The FRCU 

should reqJcst funding at least a qJarter in advance of its needs to 

allO\.; AID suifi cient processing time. Systematic fi scal reports and cash 

needs statements also need to be kept. In addition, AID as an agency 

shOUld always be in search of ways to minimize its ovm bureaucracy and 

conseqt.ent Je lays i 11 processing. 

~1axi 1 inka ~ 

Up to this point, all proposals and processes discussed have 

concerned only the "minilinkages" -- i.e., the very ~pecific, focused 

research activities. The FRCU is now preparing to begin consideration 

and funding of the "maxilinkages" -- the larger, interdisciplinary, more 

broadly developmental research efforts included in the project's design. 

Several maxilinkages are currently under development, but there is li ttle 

as yet for the team to evaluate. Several recommendations, however, can 

be made: 
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1) To the extent possible, a preference for interdisciplinary 

rnaxilinkages ~~uld be advisable, as a means of establishing and cementing 
linkages between various academic faculties as well as between 

universities. 

2) ~iore than one Egyptian uni versi tr should be actively involved in 
maxilinkage research, as a means of drawing Egyptian universities more 

closely together, of strengthening the capacities (and confidence) of 
newer universities and of disseminating research results and subseq~ent 

impacts more widely. 

3) Where several similar mini linka~e efforts are already funded, 
thought should be given to making them a coordinated effort under a 

maxi linkage. The several minilinkages on schistosomiasis research 
currently funded are an obvious example of where coordinated research 
might enjoy some economies of scale in stimulating ideas and solutions. 

4) It is easy enough to imagine that maxilinkages will be somewhat 

difficult to keep on track and focussed. "~ile each maxilinkage is to 

have its own steering committee (made up of members of t~e appropriate 

priority committee plus outside experts, if necessary), the need for a) 

an FRCU staff member on this steering committee (to ensure smooth 
operations and progress of the research) and b) a strong committee head 

(who can keep the research directed and moving) seem important to mention. 

5) In addition, the FRCU should be urged to focus its attention on 
the maxili~~ges in the remainder of 1983, so that the larger research 

effort foreseen by the ULP's design will have the opportunity to develop 
and grow before the project is completed. 
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Capacity Building 

In addition to the minilinkages and maxi linkages , the project design 

provided fundi ng for uni versi ty "capacity bui lding" that is to be used 

"in support of direct problem solving, or justified in terns of eventual 

importance to the Egyptian de\'elopment effort". Each of the eleven 

universities has available up to $ 250,000 to be used for five capacity 

building projects (of $ 50,000 each). Eligible activities include 

facul ty exchange, joint seminars/workshops/conferences, One-h"ay U.S. 

consul tati \'e/advisory role, and U.S. gradu.::te study for Egyptians. 

Kith the possible exception of U.S. graduate s~udy for Egyptians, it 

is not readily apparent from the original design hm .. " capacity building 

efforts \o.'ere intended to differ from minilinkages. That is, capacity 

building ideas are to be submitted to the FRCU as proposals and go 

through the rede\-; of the appropriate priori ty commi ttee. Gi ven the 

reality of many of the on-going rninilinkages (and potential 

maxilinkages), such things as faculty exchange, joint seminars ~ld U.S. 

consultative/advisory role (see the section on ''U.S. Tole, American 

counterparts" for r:lore detail) already are taking place under the 

minilinkage activities. The major distinction betwe~n minilinkag~ 

proposals and capacity building proposals, then, is that the latter are 

revie\<,'ed less rigorously by the priority cornmi ttees. 

The evaluation team is concerned \o.~th the FR:D's interpretation of 

capacity building. In fact, we would consider this the least impressive 

activity and most troublesome aspect of the ULP. h~ile it is true that 

the project design does not clearly specify the unique intent of the 

capacity building activities, the most useful interpretation (~n the 

team's opinio:l) for the universities involved and, over time, for 

Eg)~tian development, would seem to be activities that strengthen the 

university as an institution in some h"ay (e.g., that eXllands the research 
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::.bi 1 i t.v of a uni versi ty -- not an individual -- in a particular field or 

·.hat incrc2.ses the sensi ti vi t); to development problems and priori ties 

:.cross all faculty members), so that the university will be better able 

to respond effectively to Egypt's development needs in the future. 

The FRCU, however, seems to have chosen a different interpretation of 

;".I:-~., c:apadty building, specifically, that it is a "payoff" to universities 

.... -.- for partidpat::.n.g in the ULf'. ~,bus, capad ty building so far seems to 

:'1, ... ~" me:an ei ther approval of otherwi ~e inadequate or unacceptable proposals 

'..... (e.:,t-, of roc'r quality or not r(!search oriented) or a commodity drop 

without thought to the "capacity" that will (or will not) be built. In 

tht case of poor qual i ty proposals, "cap ad ty building" would not seem to 

be p\'om()~:e:1 if the suhmi tting uniYersi ty thinks either that its work is 

acceptable (technically and lor developmentally) or that it can submi t 

poor (~:..taliry proposals and still receive funding. In the case of 

co:nmodi t)' p:~ocllrcrnent (in the absence of meaningful, "institution 

~ui1ding" actidties), th~: erp is available to all universities (also 

throLlf~h the FRr.U), there:?c;.re large commod ity purchases are completely 

inapprop:.-iate to the VLP. 

;\ecormnendation: The F.{.:lJ should reconsider its definition of capacity 

building and the preser,0:.ation of this conceot to the uni vers i ties. Clear 

and specific guid~lincs should be formulated (and eX21ained to all 

uni versi tie21 __ that focus capacity building on improving the institutional 

abilities of a university to participate in development work in the 

future. It should be an activity that is taken seriously by both the 

FRCU and the uni versi ties as a lr:eans of strengthening the uni versi ty 

itself. (For example, a uni ver~'; ty interested in becoming more 

responsi ve to communi ty problc;ms might establish ties and make trips to 

u.s. universities and organizations that have community outreach programs 

and,'')r establi sh greater ties \\'i th ';OE enti ties concerned with similar 

cOlT'rr.:ni ty problems.) The training of a single iooi vidual does not seem 

app:"opriate as capad ty building since that individual may leave the 

http:participat".ng
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uni versi t)' over time (and takt.: its "capacity" 'Io;i th him). In addition, 

s~~~ialization in a very narro~ f~eld does not seem appropriate (under 

most circumstances) since a narrow focus \Ioill have a limited contribution 

to Egyptian development as W";ll as the uni versi ty 1 s capacity. 

Reco~~endation: Efforts should be made to assist professors in better 

proposal preparation. y,llether :hi s is done \d th l1capaci ty building" 

:unds or by the FROJ as an administrative matter, all universities could 

benefit from improved understanding of hO\li to conceptualize and present a 

research idea for funding. 

1echnical ASslstance: Arthur D. Little I~:e~atioThll 

T~e project design specified the need for a technical assistapce 

:.ontractor to assist in the development of ,the FReIJ. The actual contract 

'.· .. as signed 'Io.·i th Arthur D. Little International (ADLl) a year after the 

:RaJ had been establ i shed and begun work on the ULP. Thus, ADLI entered 
the ULP picture with the FRCU already staffed and progressing on the 

project's objectives. 

'lne eva~uati('n team has cOT".siderable doubts about the effectiveness of 

Arthur D Little in its assigned role and about the soundness of that role 

as well. To begin wi th, the three l1players" -- ADLl, FROJ and AID -­

have evidently very different vie'lo.'s of the role. AID's project paper 

described the role as that of a 1110ng term US contractor ... to assist in 

the development and management of the FRCU and the grant process, but the 

role seems more precisely to have been envisaged as providing 3ssistance 

to the FRCU (1) in anticipating obstacles and shortening the 

trial-and-error process of establishing itself and (2) in mediating 

between two bureaucracies--AID and the Eg)~tian educational 

es tabl i shment. The FRCU seems to have had a similar vie\-,' of the task, 

b~t it sees ADLI as an outside consultant rather than an integral, 

1'(': , 
{.C· t{-
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nediating part of the institution-building process, to be called on for 

specific studies and advice. ADLI seern5 to see itself as (l) a mentor to 

w1e FROJ as it takes its first steps along a uni quell' conceived road 

(that a~ least one member of the ADLI team helped to invent in the u.s. 
context over a quarter of a century ago) and (2) a guide to the 

establisr~ent of the Egyptian institution as a highly integrated 

c~puteri:ed world-linked s)~apse. Tne differences in these.three role 

vi e-",'"$ are subtle ~,ut important. 

The FRCU does not seem particularly happy with ADLI's role and 

contribution. In fact, ~rking relation5 bet~~en the FRCU and ADLI seem 

s t ra i ned in 5ane areas. Egypt is the \o,-orld' s oldest bureaucracy in 

continuous optr:?tir.m, a;1d if thi~ caus~:; some proble;ns to be overCfY.'!e, it 

also puts the country in a different status than a neio;}Y developing 

C~L.nt 0' em~rging from a non -bure(lucratic experi ence. TI1e FRCU members 

elf' nnt novices and in fa:t are among the be-st of the 

sci?iltist-ac.l:r:inistrc.tors in ~:·rt. To say (as they might) that they ;.,'ant 

to be ab1e to mal~e their 0", • .11 mistakes \o,'ithout ADLI interference \or'Ould be 

~oing too far, although it might ~IS perception of their attitude. 

!·brc accurately, the)' .... 'ant :\DL1 to keep them frorn tripping where a 

pi tfall can be avoided and to gi ve speci fic reports and advice \oIhen 

asked. They do not feel that they have gotten this. There have been 

SOfil~ recent improve:nent in relations between the FRCLJ and ADLl, but the 

probl ern ot a rNuj)dant ADLI staff remains, nOh' possi bJ y to be extended 

b~>'ond its initially planned period, unsure of \o,'hat it should be doing. 

r)c: .. ~m(\ the ui.clea,· rolc of the ADLI team and the often strain~d relations 

thi 5 creates bct'oolc-en the FRCJ end ADLl, a second part of the problem lies 

in A0L!'~ output. In some areas, l~ryLI has been useful. Its data and 

inforTi'oL1tion advisor seems to be prodding a useful and well-received 

sen'ice (although none 0: the e\'a1u3ting team \-,'as ,",,'ell enough versed in 

co~puter matters to r.Jake a good judgment). The ADLI draft "policies and 
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procedures" is a useful publication (although some",i1at 1,Eite). A few 

other posi ti ve examples might be ci ted. However, much of ~:he rest is 

absent, late, irrelevant, or superfluous. ADL1's I~~orkplc:.jjll contains (1) 

self -assignments that ADLI is incapable of fulfilling (e. r., to assist 

FReu in obtaining optimum balance among uni versi ties and pLiori ty areas), 

(2) broad oversight goals that do not give much precise guidance (the 

"review' and assess" and "identify ar.d assist" tasks) and (3) spe::Eic 

tasks that have not been done (e.g., find appropriate Ameri':an 

linkages). Tne FRill's development has had some of problems (discus~'ed 

el sew"here throughout this report) ""hi ch ADLI might have helped to prevent 

but did not (e.g., confusion by professors on proper preparation wld 

3ubmission of prcpos.lls). Tnis m2.y be a problem of the FR'JJ to n:·.:~\w~ t 

help from lUlL I (or even to keep them informed), a problem of ADLI 

unrespop.si veness to an FRCU request, or a combination of the two. /,. . / 
J '-J.' f 

\, ~ t' ..... / 

"_ .. r....... 
. , 

\,...' .. 
The third part of the problem lies w'i th AJJ's expectations for ADLI. .' ..... ';"'.,:y-

Provision for a technical assistance contractor "",as placed in the 

original project design automatically, the asstnIlption apparently ha.\'ing 

been made that an Egyptian organization could not get started without 

knerican guidance .. In retrospect, this seems patronizing and 

I .. 

unnecAssarr, particularly given the extreme competence of the top 

management at the FRCU. Recom~endation: AlD should not assume that 

technical assistance al~ays ~ill be needed to assist host country 

organizations; instead, provision can be made for technical assistance 

should the need arise, but need not be forced on to a host country entity. 

Conceptually, it makes no sense for a U.S. agency operating in a foreign 

country to employ a U.S. contractor (not nonnally operating in that 

country) to translate the agency's requirements into tenns understanjab1e 

to the foreign country's institution. Although it may not have bf.:en the 

original intent to place ADLI in a "rtiddlcman" role between the FP,aJ and 

AID, the lack of a clear need and a clear role for ADLI has perhCips lead 

to ADL1 interpreting its own role as such in some instances. For 

example, some of the accomplishments to which ADLI lays claim (accounting 

~.~ ... 

" . 
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for .1 slDlll job to start: the money f1owi~ in order to overccme AID 

fE'gUj at ions .:lg::l inst fO:\O/3rd finalld Olg, devisi ng a simple contract th.."lt 

l\loks IH.e a purchase order in or,kr to meet .t...ID regulations requiring a 

contr.1ct for pur-ch:!sc-) c:re v.~1eels that should have (and probably 1'k1ve) 

been invented long a:o and somewhere else in AID's career alid that should 

not require ADLI's se:'vices to reim··ent. (See the section on "U.S. Rolf!: 

USAID" for more on t.his l!:iSue). 

Reco!f.::lcnJat ion: ATILI should be reduced to its one Data and Informat ion 

AjYisor, and the other curr~nt personnel on the ADLI team should not be 

o:t~~le~ as is n(J\J p] nrmed. h1S tea;], as the net:d arises, AID persormel 

'JI1 ~,tK'rt tt'mpo~~ary duty assigrclIcnts can be used much mort'! efficiently and 

r.:-ferU \'C 1 Y to meet sr~"c if ic needs. 

\'.i:t,u 'o'ieh~J from its' ori);inally scheduled timetable, this project i~ 

d ;'~>a r nnd a ha 1£ ~hind. This del ay has br,)ught tht.~ proj ec t under 

c(ln~ld{'rable criticism and scrutin~" I-kJwevcr, there are several reasons 

f,ir the delay that shou1rl be herTle in mind in judging this project. 

F,r~·t, t~'ie qu~stioli of project timing in this case seems i.ma10gous to 

,hJ t of whether a glass is half:' empty or half full. That is, the 

5tc.:d:t.rd a.gail1st which the project is judged J.S seriously delaycd is an 

C\r~ii rar), :1nd wildly unre?li stic original schedule that anticipatcd an 

orE~njz~ti0n's cstahjisl~cnt and institutionalization in only five 

~;e[lrs. 'in rl.?~llity, AID :;hollhi ne\'p,r have expected so milch in su short a 

ti~e. ""'ilcn vic~'~d from th(~ pcrspecti\'c of hOI\' milch has b':~cn achieved in 

()nl~' a ,~'car and:: half, the FRCU's accompl isru:1cnts seem very good. 'r.'hcrc 

UV'rc \i3~ n:'lt:l\J\,q ill the fall of 1981, therc is now a complex committee 

alld ,:;u~'~ort stn!cture th:H i s a~'arding gran~s for research that is 

:1ctu.:dl)' being performed .. A..s J bJsjs of comparison, the reuder should 
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consider the U.S. Natior~l Science Foundation that took five years 

between its establishment and its first grant award. Recommendation: AID 

should revi se the ULP I s timetable (retrospecti vel)" if necessaI)') to 

reflect more realistic expectations of hm .. ' s\dftly "institutionalization" 

can occur. In addition, AID should continue to be prepared for even more 

delays since ip.stitutionalization ah:ays may take longer than 

anticipated. The concept of a granting organization, after all, is not a 

matter of bricks and mortar but of human cooperation that inevitably 

invol ves cllanging attitudes, ne .... ' channels of communication and so on, 

none of which can be predicted adequately and none of ~TIich can (or 

shoul:]) be pushed too rapidly by AID. 

Tnere is another explanation for the project's delay that should 

reflect more positively than negatively on the FRCU. There has been a 

very deliberate and thoughtful policy of carefully revie\dng research 

proposals and approving for funding only those that offer priority ideas 

in a quality presentation. (See the section on "capacity building" for 

the exception to this policy.) Thus, the FRCU could have been spending 

money faster if it had encouraged the priority cormnittees to approve more 

proposals regardles,s of their quality or importance to development. It 

seems to the FReU's credit that it has proceeded more slo .... 'ly and 

carefully and attempted to use grants funds as productively as possible. 

Ha ving justified the project's delayed timetable, ho .... 'ever, there have 

been some problems that could have been avoided and that would have meant 

less delay. For example, the decision to have committee-approved 

proposals further approved by appropriate ministries inevitably lead to 

delays in fund ing research. Al so, the FRCU request for funds/accounting 

problems and subsequent lengthy AID processing of fund requests have 

slowed expen3itures dramatically in recent months. Both of these 

problems hopefully have been resolved no .... ·; ho .... 'ever, others may appear 

o\'er time to replace them. Such problems inevitably arise in 
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estdblishing a new organization. None of them so far seem to indicate a 

fundamental structural weakness or an irresolvable problem in the FRCU. 

IMPACTS (progress toward purpose achievement) 
Research 

The most important part of the University Linkages Program is that it is 

accomplishing development-oriented research which would otherwise never 
be done. Such research would not be done in Egypt in the absence of the 
large Str.l of money provided through the ULP. The ULP research fuMs 
provide t\;O things. First, it buys "released" time (although in the 
Eg)~tian system, it is not released from but rather added onto the 

profe3s07's teachinr time), as well as equipment, supplies, IRhor, etc. 

Second, the funds stimulate changes in relative values: applied research 
is revalued (up,,"ard), since someone is willing to pay money for it. It 
is clear from interviews with researchers that there was a latent and 
even pressing interest in conducting large-scale, applied research but 
little incentive or material ability to do so in the absence of adequate 
funds. ~2ny researchers had already done small-scale projects related to 

their ULP research but had no time or money to go on to the level of a 
mini linkage effort without the ULP money. 

It would be wTong to think that applied research is unheard of in 

Egyptian universities; were that true, even money would not have 

accomplished the revaluation and reorientation of efforts required, and 

such projects as the (univesity-financed) grass-eating carp project in 

Suez Canal University or the (Dow Olemical supported) soybean pest 
project in Hinya would not have existed. Instead, applied research was 

merely marginal, and ULP money has helped to remove its marginality. It 
is worth' noting that the practice--perhaps viewed as suspect to 

Americans--of involving the top departmental or even university 
administrators in a ULP project is an important way of ensuring higher 
level recogni tion of applied research as a valued ncti vity by junior 

faculty for promotion purposes. 
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Ho~ever, money flo~ is a potential problem. The program has aroused such 

enthusiasm that researchers jl!iilP into their projects with a deep 

commitment and then are doubly disappointed if the funds do not continue 

to appear on schedule. Hany researchers have paid out of pocket when ULP 

funds have been delayed and then have been pinched in their personal 

finances if the money for reimbursement fails to come through on time. 

Tne several reasons for funding delays have been discussed earlier. 

These delays are the greatest single source of dissatisfaction with the 

project. (See earlier recommendations on funding resolutions). 

The final test of the project ",-ill be the quali ty of research conducted 

under it. This item is difficult for the team to judge at present since 

even interim research results are not available in the short time since 

project funding has begun. QJality control procedures seem quite sound, 

although slo~ in the initial stages, as mentioned in the section on the 

Technical Services Branch. Some general observations can be made of the 

41 mini-projects approved and in most cases funded through January, 

1983. In general, both the identification of the problem, the assessment 

of societal need, and the elaboration of research to investigate the 

problem and find solutions all appear to be of the highest quality. The 

team \~aS impressed \0."1 th the selection of !-. ,jects on the basis of need 

and challenge posed, not on the basis of easy or available solutions or 

of simply academic interest or practical feasibility. Furthermore, on 

the basis of interviews carried out with investigators of about a third 

of these projects, work appears to be underh-ay on time and with 

competence and enthusiasm. 

Institution Building 

It is too early as yet to comment on the FRCU's potential as a 

self -sustaining, pcmanent insti tution. Progress in its fi rst year and a 

half is impressive; an institutional structure has been defined and put 
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into operation. Time is needed for that structure to establish its 
niche, define its unique role and make itself integral to Egyptian 
development. The team has little doubt that, in and of itself, the FRCU 

is full), capable of establishing itself as a viable, pennanent 

institution. However, several factors external to the FRGU will playa 

role in its eventual institutionalization. 

First, as a part of the Supreme Council of Universities, the FRCU lacks a_ 

certain amount of autonomy in the granting process itself that may 

inhibit its institutionalization. Its decisions are not always its own 

but may be subject to higher level approval. This may serve to create 
frustrations and to reduce the incentive to perform at the highest 

C3.t'3city on the p3rt of the FRCU staff. It also rertllc~s the risk in 
decision making to the FRCU that may be necessary to a strong and 

permanent institution. 

Second, in order to be a self-sustaining institution, the FRCU will have 
to have an on-going source of financing, including a replenishing source 
of research frnlds. The FRCU staff already is thinking ahead to covering 

s~~e of its o~~ administrative support costs (the computer, for example, 

c~n be self-supporting by selling time, research resources and services 

can be sold to cover other costs, etc.) But in order to be truly 
se 1£ -support ing, the FRCU wi 11 have to (1) convince i ndi vidual ministries 

and firms to pay for the research they get (in which case the very 

purpose of the FRCU may reverse from one that nO\\" supplies research to 

users to one that demands it from professors) j (2) convince other 

donor(s) to contribute the necessary funds to operate the unit and the 

granting prv:essj and/or (3) rely on GOE financing. The FRCU management 

is resourceful and innovative; left to their own devices, it more than 
likely could'fund itself through a variety of means. However, as 

discussed abov~, the FRCU is not left entirely to its own devices, at 
this stage at least. The issue of eventual funJing for the FRCU needs to 

be taken up by those that make decisions on the FRGU. 
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Finally, as already discussed, more full time, responsible and 

self-initiati~ staff members are needed at the FRCU. The decision to 
hire more and higher level employees for the FRCU lies outside of the 

unit's realm of control. Even more important than hiring a full time 
staff is keeping them as permanent, loyal FRCU employees; this will 

require an adequate salary level to attract and motivate good people. 
Insufficient pay is a ubiquitous problem in Egypt and obviously cannot be 

sol ved by the FRCU on its 0\-,'l1 (if it is to rema'in a publ ic institution). 

These coments are not to say that, even ""'i thin its current context, the 

FRCU C"?J1T'ot becC"lTle a yjabJe, C'n-going institution. It is still too early 

to assess the potential nature, extent of influence and permanence that 

the FRCU may have eventually. \\'hen viewed alone, the potential for 

insti tutionali :ation appears good; ho ... ·ever, thi s potential realistically 

r.:ay be tefilpered by the external factors that affect the FRCU. In order 

to support the further institutionalization of the FRill, it would be 

useful for it to examine other granting institutions for ideas on 
staffing, financing and organization. Recommendation: Several of the 

top man~?efllent in the FRCU should visit major U.S. granting organi:3tions 

(e.g., the National Science Foundation, the Fulbright Commission) for 

stimulation of ideas and alternatives in structuring and running the FRCU. 

U.S. Role 

There are two different groups of U.S. actors involved in the ULP -­

the US.UD and the American uni versi ty counterparts. For purposes of this 

eraluation, the t\-,'o need to be dealt .... ith separately. 

USAID: As the project is designed, the USAID has a relatively low key 

role. (See the section on "Techni cal .A..ssistance: ADLI"). Its 

fundamental purpose is to flmd the project and monitor progress. In 

retrospect, the USAID's role might have been made more active, therefore 
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:!,:,re helpful, to the ffiOJ. That is, as discu~sed ill an earlier section, 

:~c ADLI tec.hnical assistance team h'as imposed on the FReu as a part of 

the original design. In part because the ADLI team did not arrive until 

the FRCU ~~s already well underway, in part because the FRCU did not need 

and/or want technical assistance, in part because ADLI's role was not 

c.learly defined, the contractor has tended to become (in some instances) 

a middleman, with the expectation that as a part of its responsibilities, 

it should help interpret AID rules and regulations as th~y apply to the _ 

FRCU and should train the ffiCU staff in the effective application of AID 

procedures. It would seem to be more efficient and productive for the 

USAID to explain its own poli cies and procedures di rectly, thereby 

re-iucing the potential for !ilistmderstanding and misinterpretation. Such 

a rcqui .... ~:nent Iwuld n0t seem to pl~ce an unnecessary ~ur1~n ')f extr~ work 

on the USAID; instead, it would seem to offer a trade-off in time and 

effort bet .... ·cen passing on information directly and from the outset or 

:='Zlc:;~in~ it on through an intC'nne<iiary and then having to step in at a 

:a:er thte and resolve problems and misunderstandings. Recommendation: 

:;; futllre project designs, AID should reconsider the need for and/or the 

specified role of technical assistance middlemen. To the extent that TA 

:irms are being asked to interpret and teach AID's O~TI rules and 

regulations, AID should consider the possibility of doing the job itself, 

~hus 3\'oi di ng putting the TA fi rm in the middle on purely procedural 

r.atters and consequently avoiding a number of potential problems. 

u.s. University Counterparts: The project design envisioned 

"university linkages" to be Egyptian-American joint research efforts. 

f-b",cver I in real i ty, physical di stance makes truly j oint research very 

,;;", cifficult. In addi.tion, ULP research funds are inadequate to fund 

1/ f/"" extensi\'c international travel for long visitations in either country, 

. not to menti'on inadequate to cover the high salary expectations (by 

Egyptian and ULP standards) of American university professors. For these 

reasons, wost U.S. university counterparts have become consultants, 

aj','isors and infonnation disseminators to Egyptian research efforts 
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.ather than collaborators. HOw(!ver, just because the reality of the 

U.S. -Egyptian faculty relationship differs from the original design, it 

should not be Yiewed as a d:ra\.'back to or a failing of the project. To 

the contrary, the team thinks that this U.S. consultant/advisor role is 

quite positive. Most Egyptian participants in the ULP appear very 

satisfied wlth this relationship. This U.S. cowlterpart role seems to 

a1lo\.' for a mutual sense of collegiality and an exchange of valuable 

in£o~ation without forcing too close a working relationship. 
H~~c~.~J 

The nature of the Egyptian-U.S. faculty relationship varies, of 

course, and some U.S. counterparts are more active than others. At least 

in part, the extent and nature or the interaction depends on the way in 

· ... :nch the linkage \"'as establ is!-led. ~iany Egyptian i acul ty member~ have 

oeen trained in the U.S. and/or have other previously existing 

professional contacts in the U.S. For these individuals, Ilestablishing a 

:inkage ll !-las meant contacting a friend or a fonner professor or 

colleague. It is easy to imagine that these relationships have been more 

active than those that were initiated solely as a result of the ULP. 

~Some Eg)~tian ULP participants without previously existing U.S. ties 

contacted their cOlli.~erparts on the basis of the Americans' publications, 

\.~ile others found their counterparts th~0ugh the recommendation of the 

?RCU or ~f a ~0lleagu~). 

Overall PercePtion of the U.S. Role: In general, the U.S. is 

percei ved as oHeri ng a ne\.' and important opportunity to Egyptian 

tmiversities through the ULP (Le., funds for research a~ for the 

critical eq,Iipment needed for that research). Satisfactiol1 with the 

p:roj ect sec;;]=- high, and perceptions of American involvement in it seem 

! positive. H:r ... ·c\·er, there are a nUr.1ber I)f misconceptions about what 
I 

exactly the U.S. role is. A number of university professors thought that 

"the U.S. II had to approve all research proposals. At least one had 

:hought that the agreeiilent of a U.S. university professor to serve as a 

~:LF counterpart consti tuted project approval. "'hile no one voiced a 

.. ' 

::;"I~-C~-,-. 
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complaint about having to "buy American" or having to have an American 

counterpart, there were some complaints that procurement of vehicles or 

construction of any buildings are prohibited under the project. (The 

FRaJ is investigating alternati ve means of getting vehicles to 

participating researchers and has been very flexible on the definition of 

"construction" so that these constraints hopefully \dll diminish over 

time). ~one of the misunderstandings about the u.s. role can be tei1ned 

particularly negative; there certainly does not seem to be a perception 

that the u.s. interferes with the project or with the individual research 

efforts. To the contra!)·, there appears to be an enormous degree of pent 

up demand for research funds ~ithin Eg)~tian universities and a goou deal 

0: enthu,ia:.r' f:')r the funds made available by the U.S. for this purpose. 

Despite the impressive progress of the ULP to date, the FRCU as an 

institution must be placed in its broader context in order to consider 

the full extent of its eventual contribution to continued Egyptian growth 
and development. There are a number of organizations that could -- and 

perhaps do -- perform a similar function to that of the FRCU. For 

example, ~ithin the GOE, individual ministries have their own research 

bodies and there is an Agency for Scientific and Technical Research, and 

under it, a National Research Center. Within AlD's own realm of 

acti vi ties, there i s th~ Development Planning Studies proj ect (more 

commonly called the "CU/MIT project") that has cre~ted the Development 

Research and Technological Planning Center; in addition, there are a 

nunber of other AID supported "single" linkages, such as the Boston 

University connection ..... ith Suez Canal University (in the Suez Community 

Health Personnel Training project) and the University of California at 

Davis connection wi th a variety of Eg)l'tian institutions (in the 

Agricul tural Developiilent Systems project). Finally, there are other 

donor agencies and non-Eg)l'tian research nrganizations working in Egypt. 
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While none of the~(;' o:"ga.1i:ations perfonns prccise~l)' the same role as 

the FRQJ, there is encu,J!l similari t)' _ .. in their mutual orientation 

tm. .. ard applied reseiHcn on Egyptia.n development problems -- to have 

raised concerns aboJt th;~ extent of demand versus the amount of supply of 

research in Egypt Ci. e., tibout excess supply in the form of redundancy of 

research efforts in E~:ypt). Several points can be made on this 

question. First, efforts are being made to unify the re!.;earch 

information system in Egypt so that supply and d(~mand ce.n be brought more 

into line aM so that unnecessary redun .. -iancy can be. avoided to the extent 

possible. USAID/Cairo \\'ill ccntdbute to thjs effort through its own 

upcoming assessment of its support to scien::e and techfl::>logy activities 

in Egypt. HO\·/ever, it must b~~ a::k::)~'ledged that any efforts to Wlify and 

coordinate research in Egypt \0,':.11 :2.ke a great deal of time and probably 

0.1\. ... 3YS ''I'i 11 remain incomplete. TIle: second point is tha ~ some redundancy 

of re!:iC'arch (i. e, ex.cess suppl/) i s ~lOt necess:lri] y a bad thing. There 

wi 11 not a1\.mys be anyone and onl;- correct solut:on to a development 

~rul>lt:!I; simultaneous research effor~s along seve'ral different tracks may 

produce a better solution than. regulatec:, single p.:!search on one solution 

at a time. Cotmtries such as the U.S. do not rer,tl.late the supply of 

research on a gi ven problem; to the contrary, the competi ti ve spi ri t and 

the exchange and cross-fertilization of ideas i~, considered healthy and 

l>eneficlaL Nonethelt.ss, there is a ltgi ti::late point ~o made in ~t'ying 

that, ,.matever the merits or simultaneous research on a single problem 

may be, AID need not spend its limited resources to support such 

redundancy. To this end, AID can (and will, through its Sand T 

asses!:.ment) limit its own suppor\: of research redundancy. However, in 

the team's view, broader concern for redundant research in Egypt as a 

whole is not especially valid or pressing at this time. Egypt has the 

m:mpowcr cR.p~ble a.nd willing to per-fonn research; it also has a plethora 

of problems that require research for effective solutions. 
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Another external factor, that of decision-making powers that rest over 

and affect the functioning of the FRCU, have already been discussed in 

the section on "Insti tution Building". 

LESSONS LEARNED 

Juthough this project is only mid-way in its implementation, there 

are several lessons already apparent from experience:' to date that should 

be applicable to AID's work in other sectors and in other countries. 

First, and most important, institutions are n~~uilt overnight~ AID 

tends to think and plan in terms of achieving a significant development 
impact in five years or less. Such an expectation seems unreasonably 

unrealistic and tends to underrate a project's performance (i.e., when 

judged against an impossible task, actual achievement cannot help but 

appear inadequate). If AID is sincere in wanting to make a meaningful 

and valuable contribution to development, then it must plan accordingly 

and have the patience and consistency to follow through on its plans. 

Second, AID should not ask a middleman to do its work for it. "~ere 

particular technical eA~ertise is needed, especially for relatively long 

periods of time, it is appropriate for AID to seek outside assistance. 

But where the expertise required involves interpreting and implementing 

AID's O~TI rules and regulations, then AID staff would seem the best 

qualified to perform the task. 



ANNEX I 

SLn-MARY OF ALL RECO~N:tNDATIONS 

1) The FRCU should be staffed to a greater extent than present by 
individuals who can devote their attentions and loyalties more fully to! ' 
the FRCU and its development. These individuals should be willing to ~~ .... ~ ... +tc... 
accept responsibility and take risks. 

2) A senior level FRCU staff member should sit with each priority 
committee (perhaps 3 committees per staff member) in order to standardize ~ 
procedures and disseminate innovations more widely. 

3) Measures must be taken to activate all priority committees and ~~ 
stimulate acceptable proposals in all priority areas. 

4) The FRCU should continue to improve its communications with 
proposers and should not hesitate to notify a proposer of the rejection 
of his proposal. 

S) 'P1~ FRCU sh'Juld es~ab'';sh specific deadlines (oerhaps every three or 
four months) for the sub-mission and consideration of proposals. 

6) Tenure on the priority committees (currently unlimited) should be 
given a specific time limit (e.g., tWO years), and membership should be 
rotat&i over time so that more indivjduals who possess a certain 
expertise in their fields have the opportunity to serve on conunittees. 

7) The first ~Ld third quarterly reports required on all research 
should be very brief (perhaps 5 pages) and should be commented on to the 
researchers within one week of submission. 

8) The FRCU should request flIDding at least a quarter in advance of its 
needs to allow AID sufficient processing time. In addition, AlD should 
ah .. '3:'£ be in search of waye; try minimize its own bureaucracy and 
consequent delays in processing. 

9) The FRCU should reconsider its definition of capacity building and 
the presentation of this concept to the universities. Clear and specific 
guidelines should be formulated (and explained to all universities) that 
focus capacity building on improving the institutional abilities of a 
university to participate in development work in the future. 

10) Efforts should be made to assist professors in better proposal 
preparation. 

11) Recornm~ndation: AID should not assume that technical assistance 
always will be needed to assist host cOlmtry organizations. 

/ .-
, .,../1 ..•• ,,........ 

12) ADLI should be reduced to its one Data and Infonnation Advisor, and ...,. -,', 
the other current personnel on the ADLI team should not be extended. ,-" ':-;. 

f'·' ~~./...I.' .. {6 ... 



13) AID should revise the ULP's timetable (retrospectively, if 
necessa:-y) to reflect more realistic expectations of hm.,' s .... ·iftly 
"institutionali:ation" can occur. In addition, AID should continue to be 
prepared for even more delays since institlltionalization always may take 
longer than anticipated. 

14) Several of the top management in the FRQJ should visit major U.S. 
granting organizations (e.g., the National Science Foundation, the 
Fulbright Commission) for stimulation of ideas and alternatives in 
structuring and running the FRCU. 

15) In future project designs, AID should reconsider the need for and/or 
the specified role of technical assistance middlemen. 

/~\ 
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ANNEX I I: EVALUATION OBJECTIVE AND ME'I1{)OOLOGY 

In th Project Paper, three major evaluations were planned during the 

S-year life of the Project. The first evaluation, to be performed two 
years after the ~igning of the Grant Agreement, was intended to determine 
if the ULP is progressing as design~d. The second, at project 

completion, is intended to evaluate success in achieving the project 

purpose and the overall effectiveness of the implementation strategy. 

~~ third evaluation, to be performed two years after project completion, 
is expect . .!d to study the status of linkages formed during the project and 

the involvement of participating faculty in post-project development 
problem sol ving ncti vi ties. (i. e., the extent of insti tutionali zation of 

t~e FRCU). The current reports presents the findings of the first of 
tht'se three pl~nned e\'aluations. 

T~e team's methodology in performing this evaluation involved the 

following : 

a) Extensive meetings with the executive director and all of the major 
staff members at the FRCU and with the three Arthur D. Little, Inc. 

representatives concerning their individual roles in the FRCU, their 
ideas on the current status of the FRCU, and the ULP and their 
expectations for the future of the FRCU and its granting function; 

b) Extensive interviews with members of several of the priority 
committees on committee procedures and functions; 

c) Extensive interviews \ot'ith university faculty members (from six of the 

eleven part icipat ing uni versi ties) ~110 are investigators on minllinkage 
projects c'Jncerning the nature and progress of their research and their 

. I • />/' . 

.. I I 

~ \.1,..' .j. 
I 
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experiences with the FRCU from their initial proposal submission to the 

present; 

d) Interde\l,'s \o,'i th uni versi ty admini strators from several participating 

universities concerning the Wliversity's role in and attitude toward the 

ULP; 

e) Inter¥ie~s ~ith a fe~ American counterparts available in Egypt at the 

time of the evaluation concerning their role in the ULP and what they 

eAyected to receive from the project; 

f) Intervie\l,'s \I,'i th several potential users of the ULP research 

(p:-:ITia:-ily ministry officials) concerning their interest in and kno'wledge 
11 

of the pro j en . 

Of the 11 universities covered by the ULP program, six were visited 

(Cai ro, Ain Shams, Alexandria, Suez Canal, ~1inia and Assiut) and 

representatives of two others (~1enoufia and Zagazig) were involved in 

discussions \I,'ith the te8JTI in other vellue,S. :nterv:e·.~s we'Le sk.ewe1 toward 

a predoninance of agriculture and engineering faculty and ministry 

representatives, reflecting the greater involvement of the groups on the 

project and the personal interests of the FRCU members who helped us set 

up our interview schedule. 

11 It is \I,'orth noting that several indi\'iduals intervie\l,'ed filled more 

than one of these roles -- e.g., a fa:ulty member ,dth a research grant 

might also be on a priority cormnittee an1/or be a university 

ad'TIinistrator. 
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