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September 1, 1980. It was established by the Consultative Group
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of assisting governments of developing countries to strengthen their
 
agricultura' research. It is a non-profit, autonomous agency,
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This paper, in five sections, presents an overview of the experience of
 
the Programa Regional Cooperativo de Papa (PRECODEPA): background and
 
history of PRECODEPA; organization and operation of PRECODEPA; research
 
activities and achievements; characteristics, strengths, and weaknesses
 
of the PRECODEPA model; and finally, conclusions and recommendations.
 

A more complete and detailed analysis of the system and evaluation is in
 
a report written in Spanish and presented to PRECODEPA in Santo Domingo,
 
Dominican Republic in June 1984.
 

I. BACKGROUND AND HISTORY
 

During the mid 1970s, the International Potato Center (CIP) maintained a
 
regional headquarters in Mexico and later in Costa Rica. 
 CIP regional

scientists were considering alternative ways of fortifying the national
 
programs of the region, taking account of the modest financial and human
 
resources available. 
The size of the potato crop in each country, with
 
the exception of Mexico, did not warrant a greater national commitment at
 
that time. It 
was in 1977, in Mexico, that the idea of coordination of
the resources of the national potato programs of the region arose during

discussions among national potato scientists participating in the yearly

potato production training program conducted in the Toluca Valley. 
The

value of CIP's participation was recognized early, and representatives of
 
CIP were invited to join the proposed organization.
 

The idea for regional cooperation was presented to several potential

donors, and it was the Swiss Development Cooperation (SDC) which showed
 
interest in this new concept and strategy, and offered to give serious
 
consideration to its support.
 

In March 1978, the representatives of national programs in the region,

and CIP, were invited to attend an organizational meeting in Guatemala.
 
This meeting was attended by country representatives from Costa Rica,

Guatemala, Honduras, Mexico, Panama, and the Dominican Republic, as well
 
as representatives from CIP and SDC.
 

The initial phase was to discuss the potato research and development

effort already existing in the countries and included a list of factors
 
limiting potato production, in accordance with the infrastructure,
 
priorities, and resources of each country.
 

The limiting factors were discussed and, when they were important to two
 
or more countries, they were formulated into a :ooperative regional

project aming the interested countries. Regional leadership was assigned
 
to the national program best qualified to operate and lead regionally,

considering project priority and support at the national level.
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Ten projects were approved at this first organizational meeting, a
proposed budget was 

it 

developed for the first five years of operation, and
was submitted to SDC. 
The Swiss accepted the strategy for the
regional cooperation, and at a second meeting in Mexico in July 1978, 
a
budget equivalent to two million dollars ($1,902,870) was approved for a
five-year period (1978-83) to support regional activities. The program
then adopted the name PRECODEPA, an acronym for Programa Regional
Cooperativo de Papa (Regional Cooperative Potato Research Program).

Later, in 1983, Cuba and El Salvador requested membership and were
 
admitted, (Figure No. 1.)
 

The Strategy
 

PRECODEPA is 
a strategy as well as a mechanism for promoting and
coordinating cooperation among national programs in a single crop :n
priority projects of mutual interest. 
 The members are the national
potato programs of the region, which cooperate in solving potato
production problems affecting the potential role of this crop in
feeding their people.
 

The PRECODEPA mechanism facilitates the transfer of technology
among the national potato programs and promotes solutions through
production-oriented research activities. 
 (Figure No. 2)
 

II. ORGANIZATION AND OPERATION
 

PRECODEPA's action is based upon a simple and flexible organization which
is composed of:
 

* a Regional Permanent Committee (COPERE);

* an Executive Committee (COE);

* a Coordinator. 

The ultimate authority of PRECODEPA is the COPERE. 
Each member country
is represented on the committee by two scientists, usually one at the
director level and the other as 

program. (Chart No. 1.) 

leader (or head) of the national potato
The COPERE meets once a year, during which time
the work programs are presented and evaluated, policy decisions are made,
and the annual PRECODEPA budget is approved.
 

CIP was originally represented by its regional scientist based in Costa
Rica. 
 Since 1981, when CIP transferred its regional headquarters to
another country, it has been represented by staff based in Lima.
 
The driving force for the execution of the projects 
is the Executive
Committee (COE), consisting of the coordinator, the assistant
coordinator, and the secretary. 
Its main function is to assist COPERE
ir,the implementation of the COPERE decisions; to organize the annual
meotings; to arrange and conduct the technical reviews and, when needed,
to arrange for any personnel hired or employed by PRECODEPA. 
This
 

-- usually three
 
committee meets as necessary to implement the project 

to four times each year.
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Figure No. 2: 
 Example of interaction between national programs and
CIP in support of the Honduran/Swiss bilateral potato

improvement project.
 

SWISS 
BILATERAL HONDURAS 
PROJECT (Seed Production) 

Scheme 

Improved 
Varieties 

Storage
I 
Rapid

Multiplication
I 

GUATEMALA 

CIP 
MEXICO 

/0R 

COSTA RICA 



Chart No. 1: 
 Organizational structure and responsibilities.
 

Regional Permanent Committee 
COPERE ) 

Governing Body Maximum authority 
Policy setting 
Priority setting 
Provide guidelines and rules 
Name COE member 
Budget approval 

Executive Committee 
COE ) 

Direction & Planning Body Direction of program execution 
Implement decision taken by COPERE 
Contractual arrangements 
Conduction of technical reviews 

Coordinator 
 Promotion & Coordination 	 Administration of the regional programs
 
Compilation of research proposals

Coordination of the technical execution
 

of the regional reviews
 
Coordination of the technical reviews
 
Management of the funds for the
 
coordination
 

National Potato 	 Implementing Bodies 
 Project & budget preparation

Research Programs 
 Execution of the projects
( NPRP ) 
 Research results reporting

Countries 
 Transfer of technology
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The coordinator, elected by COPERE, is the key instrument. 
 His main duty
is coordination for the technical execution and administration of the
regional projects, coordination of technical :eviews, organization of
training, compilation and writing of annual reports, and communication
 
with the SDC.
 

PRECODEPA has no legal status yet; thus CIP agreed on behalf of COPERE
and the donor to receive funds, disburse them according to the approved
budget, and organize proper accounting and audit procedures. 
 CIP also
provided the coordinator for the first two years of the project, at the
end of which time COPERE appointed a coordinator from among the
participating scientists.
 

The coordinator, as 
was mentioned before, organizes external evaluation
of each project, which would permit COPERE to judge whether a project
needed reorientation (revision) or termination. 
 These technical
evaluations have been important and have helped the members maintain
the proper orientation of the projects in PRECODEPA, though no 
technical
evaluation was done in relation to balance and orientation of the overall
research program.
 

III. RESEARCH ACTIVITIES AND ACHIEVEMENTS
 

Research activities are executed by the leader and sub-leader of the
naticnal programs. 
 As the various technologies were evaluated and
refined, other member countries that had originally noted their concern
in these specific problem areas began to conduct their own 
research.
 

The initial advice and support were given by the specialists from the
leader countries. 
CIP assisted by providing individual specialist

training as requested.
 

The projects under execution and countries involved are 
listed in Table

No. 1.
 

Table No. 1: PRECODEPA projects.
 

Project 
 Leader in 1979 
 Leader in 1984
 

Late Blight 
 Mexico 
 Mexico
Seed Production 
 Mexico 
 Mexico, Guatemala, &
 
Tuber Moth 
 Costa Rica Costa Rica
Costd Rica, Guatemala
Virus Control 
 Costa Rica 
 -Golden Nematode 
 Panama 
 Panama, Mexico
Bacterial Diseases 
 CIP 
 Costa Rica
Early Blight 
 Dominican Republic 
 -
Rustic Storage 
 Guatemala 
 Guatemala

Intermediate Storage 
 Honduras

Socio Economy 
 Mexico 
 Guatemala
Processing 
 -
 Guatemala
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Since 1978, there has been substantial progress in both the research and

transfer of results between members. 
These are briefly summarized below:
 

Improved clones. Mexico has distributed to many countries a wide
 
range of clones and varieties with potential resistance to late
 
blight. "Tollucan", a variety brel by the Mexican National
 
Program, is being produced in five countries of the group. Other
 
clones have been adopted in El Salvador and Panama.
 

Seed improvement. 
 In 1978, only Mexico had a seed improvement
 
scheme. All six original members now have seed schemes of various

levels of sophistication. 
This has been a di:ect result of the
 
training in standard seed selection procedureL by Mexico, with
 
Guatemala supporting Honduras in rapid multiplication techniques.

In the cases of Honduras and the Dominican Republic, bilateral
 
assistance was an additional element in developing the seed
 
scheme. 
Cuba, a recently elected member, was already developing

its own seed multiplication program before election to PRECODEPA.
 

Rustic storage. This is the outstanding example of adoption at the
 
farm level. 
 Diffuse light storage for seeds is extensively used in
 
Guatemala and Costa Rica, and less 'n Panama. 
This technology has
 
been one of the princioal reasons for success in establishing the
 
seed program of Honduras and has had an impact in the Dominican
 
Republic since 1983. (Chart No. 2.)
 

Tuber moth. This is 
a problem in many member countries but is
 
complicated by the presence of two moth genera. 
The identification
 
if these two pests and a survey of their relative importance in the
 
countries affected has been completed. Control measures involving

chemical and biological methods are still being investigated, but
 
practical measures can now be recommended. Pheromone traps in
 
Costa Rica and Guatemala have been particularly effective in the

field on an experimental basis and moves to get the specific

pheromones formulated in commercial quantities are now being taken.
 

Golden nematode. At present, this is 
a problem principally in
 
Panama and Mexico. Several resistant potato varieties have been
 
identified in both European and Mexican gelrmplasm. These are still
 
being evaluated for their agronomic and commercial characteristics.
 
Panama is having considerable success with biological control
 
using two species of pathogenic fungi with different modes of
 
pathogenicity. 
This work is closely coordinated with CIP.
 

Socioeconomy. Originally initiated in Mexico, it was restarted in
 
Guatemala. Recently, it has concentrated on a series of country

diagnoses, but a major study on seed production is now being

conducted. The greater awareness of the need to include
 
socio-economic considerations in the overall problem-solving
 
strategy, even at the agronomic level, is 
now more apparent than

when PRECODEPA was first initiated. This project has now been
 
institutionalized in PRECODEPA through the Institute for
 
Agricultural Science and Technology (ICTA), Guatemala.
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Chart No. 2: The Dominican Republic storage problem (1983).
 

1. 	Low rice production.

2. Intensive Ministry campaign to produce more potatoes


Problem 
 (TV, radio, credits).
 
3. 	Large production increase.
 

Storage problem for additional harvest.
5.Technical officer's actions:
 
I a. phoned his colleague in Panana for information onSolution 
 sprout suppressants and supply source;
(4 weeks) b. 
extracted CIP and Guatemala technical literature;
I c. sent two technicians to Guatemala for information
 

d and designs;
 
d. 
built 1,500 tons of rustic storage for consumer
Action 
 potatoes.
 
e. 
after six months were selling potatoes with only 5%
 

weight loss.
 

However, at the technical level, several countries are actively involved
in research and application of many technologies. (Table No. 2.)
 

Table No. 2: PRECODEPA, Transfer of research between countries.
 

Seed Late 
 Rustic Tuber 
 Golden Bacterial
Production Blight 
Storage Moth 
 Nematode Diseases
 

Mexico 
 x L x x
Costa Rica 	 x

L x 
 x L 
 L
Guatemala 
 x x L 
 x 
 x 
 x
Honduras 
 x 
 x 
 x
Panama 
 x 
 x 


Dominican Republic 	
x L
 

x 
 x 

El Salvador 	 x
 

x x
 

L: 	 Project Leader
 

IV. CHARACTERISTICS: 
 STRENGTHS AND WEAEJNESSES
 

As a part of the analysis of the model-mechanism used by PRECODEPA, the
evaluation mission identified the following characteristics:
 

A selective leadership;
* promotion of horizontal cooperation;
* optimal use of scarce resources;
 
* encouragement of participation and self-reliance.
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It is evident that, after five years of experience, the premises that led
 
to establishing PRECODEPA were sound and correct. 
These 	were:
 

* ecological and geographic homogeneity;
 
common potato production constraints;
 

* 
 capacity of some countries to assume leadership;

* 	 capacity within all countries to evaluate and adopt new
 

technologies;

diffusion of knowledge and technologies from developed countries as
 
well as international centers to 
"leader" countries and from them
 
to other member countries in Central America.
 

Perhaps Ine of the most important characteristics of PRECODEPA is
 
selective leadership.
 

Within a relatively small area, like Mexico and the Central American
 
countries, there were several pockets of expertise which could cover a

wide range of problems facing potato production. A pooling of these
 
resources could provide the major part of the potato expertise necessary
 
for the whole zone.
 

From the point of view of CIP, it 
was clear that the time available to
 
CIP personnel did not permit a country-by-country interaction in all
 
problem areas. However, it would be possible to give maximum help to
 
those 	countries which had a certain capability in a specific field, or
 
to those which would like to have such a capability.
 

The initial and continuous commitment to accept one or another of the
 
national programs as the leader in 
a certain problem area, and to use its
 
capability to provide the necessary expertise to other national potato
 
programs in the group is, to our understanding, one of the major

strengths of PRECODEPA's successful operation.
 

Strengths of the System
 

So far, there are a number of features or factors which illustrate how
 
the association has helped to strengthen potato research in Central
 
America. Activities such as 
regional priority setting, adaptation to

changing conditions, strengthening of national research programs, and
 
stability and continuity have been tremendously improved and strengthened.
 

The obvious impact on institutional development is that of training

during the six years of PRECODEPA's existence -- 14 seminars, workshops,
 
or production courses have been organized at 
the regional level.
 
Participation in these by 110 technicians greatly strengthened the
 
technical capacity of the member countries. Twenty-two national courses
 
for technicians, extensionists, and agriculturists took place, in which a
 
total of 470 participants interacted.
 

CIP gave individual training to 20 scientists in order to update them
 
on the latest techniques and results. and to give them the necessary

expercise to carry out their assignments more efficiently.
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However, additionally, there are certain intangible qualities about
PRECODEPA which are difficult to quantify and explain, but which have
taken place. 
For example, the members themselves assert that stability
of personnel in the potato program is now better than that in either of
the two principal crops of the region 
-- beans and maize. Why?
 

In a recent evaluation of the whole strategy which forms PRECODEPA, the
review team concluded that a certain mutual support had been generated,
the role as 
researchers and frequent participation in training courses,
not only as trainees but also as 
instructors, has been instrumental in
raising the level of job satisfaction.
 

A tangible, but surprising, phenomenon is the increase by a factor of
three or four in personnel presently engaged in potato research and
extension, either full-time or part-time. 
 It should be emphasized that
this is entirely due to decisions by the various national programs'
institutions. (Table No. 3.) 
 Most of the original scientists who
participated in the formation of PRECODEPA were 
still working in the
program in April 1984. 
 A number of young technicians had joined the
program and were actively conducting research projects. 
The part-time
staff showed the major increase, and it seemed that these were field
technicians with responsibilities for on-farm testing and extension of

the new technologies.
 

Table No. 3: PRECODEPA, personnel increase 1978-84.
 

1977/78 1983/84 

Full- Part- Full- Part-
Time Time Total Time Time Total 

Mexico 
Guatemala 
Honduras 
Costa Rica 
Panama 
Dominican Republic 

2 
2 
1 
1 
1 
2 

2 
2 

1 

4 
4 
1 
1 
2 
2 

8 
11 
3 
6 
4 

12 

10 
20 
8 
3 
5 
5 

18 
31 
11 
9 
9 
17 

14 78 

Future Evaluation of PRECODEPA (certain weaknesses)
 

PRECODEPA is still evolving, and the exact structure it will eventually
take may change. 
Certain weaknesses affecting the continuity of the
association were apparent during the review process, some of which are
already being addressed by the group. 
For the benefit of other
interested parties, these were as follows:
 



* Internal 

a) lack of legal status
 
b) lack of instruments for the planning process
 

(programming and budgeting)
 
c) inadequate monitoring and evaluation
 
d) lack of serious emphasis on socioeconomic aspects

e) limited communication and diffusion of results
 
f) weak relationship between research and extension
 

* External 

g) outside financing of the regional research program
 
h) administration of the operating funds
 

During the 1985 Annual Meeting of COPERE, items (b), (c), and (d), were
 
given in-depth consideration and appropriate action taken. 
Item (b) is
 
to be addressed by assigning these duties to the three members of the
 
Executive Committee. Item (c) will involve a major analysis of the
 
overall country programs similar to that carried out when PRECODEPA was
 
initiated. 
This will provide the insight to permit new orientation of
 
existing projects or their termination and the inclusion of new projects
 
to address problem areas, which will be identified during the process.

Item Cd). As previously mentioned, this has 
now been institutionalized
 
through the assistance of ICTA Guatemala, and as the result of a recent
 
external evaluation, a concise program of work to be accomplished during

1985/86 has been planned. Items (e) and (f) are being addressed at the
 
national level by improving tha documentation of successful research
 
projects and giving more emphasis to in-country training. All these
 
measures indicate the ability and strength of the association to confront
 
weaknes.-s in the organization and take appropriate action.
 

1_uture Use of the PRECODEPA Strategy
 

CIP was associated with the organization of PRECODEPA from the
 
beginning. It was obvious, after only a few years, that there were
 
many advantages in this type of regional association between national
 
programs, as the project itself created its own momentum, enabling

research and horizontal transfer to flow naturally from the scientific
 
contacts so established.
 

By,1982, CIP had made the decision to move ahead with a similar strategy

in other parts of the world where its scientists were working. The South
 
Asian Potato Program for Research and Development (SAPPRAD) had been
 
established, and three more networks rapidly followed. 
There are now
 
five such networks (Chart No. 3 and Figure No. 3); 
some fully funded,
 
others partially funded, and others still seeking funds to carry out
 
collaborative research. During the course of the next few years, CIP
 
will devote much of its regional collaboration to further strengthening
 
these networks and through them assisting in national institutional
 
development.
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Chart No. 3: Networks for potato research. 

Countries 
-Unor Initiated 

PRECODEPA 

SAPPRAD 

PRAPAC 

Mexico, Dominican Republic, 
Guatemala, Costa Rica, 
Honduras, Panama, 
El Salvador, Cuba 

Philippines, Papua 
New Guinea, Indonesia
Rwanda, Burundi 

Switzerland 

Australia 

USAID 

1978 

1982 

1982 

PRACIPA 

PROCIPA 

Zaire 

Venezuela, Colombia 

Brazil, Uruguay, Argentina 

IDRC 

CIP 

1983 

1983 
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V. 
 CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS
 

So far, based upon the review and analysis of PRECODEPA, the following
are 
the main conclusions and recommendations:
 

Contribution of the 
use of tuber moth sex pheromone in relation to
studies in cost/benefit aspects, and reduction of environmental
 
damage.
 

The main characteristics of PRECODEPA are selective leadership,

promotion of horizontal cooperation, optimal use of scarce
resources, and encouragement of participation and self-reliance.
 

The "regional trials" should be considered as activities and not as
 
projects.
 

Need to:
 

- establish legal status;
-
establish quarantine regulations at the regional level;
-
determine objectives, scope, and actions of the industrialization
 
project;
 

- retain the characteristics which make the model flexible,
maintain bureaucracy at a minimum, and avoid a dispersion of
 
efforts;
 

- establish a review mechanism, and evaluate the program in its
 
entirety;


-
encourage an interchange of experiences and ideas irnaspects of
technical-scientific and administrative importance between CIP
 
and PRECODEPA;
 

-
encourage a close relationship between research and extension
 
activities;
 

- devise an indicative plan which institutionalizes the planning
process within PRECODEPA; and
-
undertake economic studies in the socioeconomic context of the
potato producer in relation to the impact of rustic storage.
 

Need for:
 

-
a full-time coordinator;
-
a continuous strengthening of the system through maximum use of
the model's mechanisms in bilateral aid;
- the socioeconomic project to prioritize its activities, and
concentrate on selected lines of action; and
-
PRECODEPA to rely on external financial aid, on a continuous
basis, or for member countries to make a timely analysis of other
financing alternatives.
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CONCLUDING REMARKS
 

There is strong positive evidence that the network strategy has been
 
productive in the case of PRECODEPA. 
A number of questions remain to be
 
answered, however, such as:
 

How big should the network be allowed to grow before losing its
 
cohesion?
 

Can it function much longer in an informal manner with unpaid
 
coordinators and an absolute minimum of bureaucracy?
 

Will 
it always require external financing for regional aspects of
 
the program?
 

The answers to these and other questions -- such as, what the long-term

role of CIP as financial administrator should be --
are still evolving.

In the meantime, however, the success achieved so far has more than
 
exceeded initial expectations.
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