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 Consultative Group on International Agricultural Research )

Mallmg Address 1818H Street, N.W., Wulun.ton, D.C. 20433, U SA.
‘ _ Office Location: %01 19th Street, N.W.
Telephone (Area Code 202) 334-8021

£

Cable Addmi—lNTBAFR;QAD
Octcbar 17, 1989
Mr. W.D. Hopper ' R 3
The World Bank o N
1818 H m, N.W. N - :
Waﬂlm DoCc 20433 ' . » T o

Dear David:

Itnvegmatpleaminmhnittugﬂnﬁmlmotﬂnmm',“
FarcemSub—SaharanAfrica

a

c::aatedbyymrpmdecassor stmidmuain inmy1986,inmspaseto‘ ,

mofcrupnmbexs, ﬂnhskmmdu:gdwithmmgimative*

steps tosttu'lgﬂm thecollahoratimbet:mmtln intaxmtianl cmtnrs an.'l the .

national systems:™ Y/ .

mraskromehashadalcn;erliteunnarticimted mrin;mﬂmae :
years since its formation relationships between the i.nt.emtional centers and
the national systems in Sub-Saharan Africa have evolved, in some ways fairly
radically. The longer lifespan has allowed the Task Fome to cbserve this:
evolution, ard .indead to help inaugurate and test mechanisms for regional
collaboratxon between national systems and the intemational centers. The OGIAR
has also evolved over this period. Generally speaking inpressive progress has
been achieved in going beyond rhetoric to S\mstame on questions of partnership
and collabor:atlon. ~

In its efforts the Task Force has had the highest level of cooperatlon from
the Certer Directors Standing Committee on Sub-Saharan Africa. The Committee

'gamedconsz.derablenunenttmearlyinthelifeofthe'raski‘omeandshowed

itself to be a valuable mechanism for interactions with regional and national

»organlzatmnsonlssmswheremorethanonecenterlslnvolved The Task Force

would encourage the OGIAR to support a contimuing role for the Camittee in such
interactions.

A major conclusion fram the experience of the Task Force is the importance
of interactive mechanisms and sustained support for national initiatives towards
regional research collaboiration on transnational problems. I place the emphasis
here on initiatives coming from a country or groups of countries. Clearly, given
that such initiatives will inevitably have to be mobilized with extermal
resources, the inaugural process has to be a highly sensitive one.

Many of the issues on the interactions between intemational centers and
national systems have renalnedpendmg for same time. Same of them were aired
at thn first ad hoc donors meeting in Paris early this year and again at
Canbe.ra. As you will see several recommendations of the Task Force identify
problems which need the attention of the Group: where policy is in need of




- change and where the centers are in need of closer guidance. It is the hope of
the Task Force that our final report to the 1989 Intemational Centers Week in
Washington will be followed up by CGIAR agenda items reflecting these issues for
the 1990 nid year and possibly subseqtmt meetings. .

TaskFomenarbersmﬂ.d liketorecognizeﬂxetwsecmtariestoﬂ\ehsk v
Force for their contributions; Max Rives from inception until mid 1988 when he
returned to France fram the OG Secretariat, and Mike Collinson for this final
year. The long experience of the center/national system interface in Sub-Saharan
. Africa that he was able to bring to bear made a valuable contribution to the Task

Force deliberations and this fi.nal report. ,

{

Yours)sincerely,

.




‘Rnrapidmimottheomters'minhfri@lnsmiaany
; aw&immmmﬁmwmmMﬁmm
Avarencss of this heightened during the 1980's and, following ICW 85 and a
metmcalldbyﬂnmmimninaanagioin:mmry it was discussed
atﬂumid—yaarmethgatottminmwas.‘ ,

‘ mmmmiai‘aslc?ommmofﬁuuinithﬁmtakmtoimmve
. the national/international interface in agricultural research in Africa in 1986. °
The Center Directors had set up a standing-committes on Africa earlier in the

year and the dopors had established SPAAR with a mandate to improve the -

coordination of donor fmﬂing for’ agnculmral ruoa:dx in Africa.

cmtnltoﬂntemsofrefmofﬂumimmmmto"
innovative steps through which the action of the IARCS, donors, and national

systems could strengthen the capability of the latter." In examining existing

uﬂm@tmlhﬂaqsﬂemmjoimdwithﬂnmbimssummg-
caum.ttee for Africa in "on the/ground" initiatives.

Mmmmwmmbimamjomman initiative"
to be developed with SACCAR, the agricultural research committee of the SADCC
and an established regional organization. SACCAR felt the initial proposal
missed the opportunity to rationalize same current IARC activities m the region.
A modified proposal was accepted by the SACCAR Board in June 1989. "It is clear
that the consultative process between the SACCAR Board, the Center Directors
Standing Camittee arﬂthe‘l‘\askt‘omehashelpeddlsmpatethe issues in Southern
Africa.

\!

A West African initiative laund\ed by the Task Force and supported by the
Centers contrasted in one aspect:- there was no formal regional organization
joining the participating countries. Helped by a consultant team supported by
France, eleven countries set out their national research needs in maize and
cassava and identified priority research which could usefully be done at the

{4

regional level. This was discussed with CORAF, IITA and SAFGRAD as existing,

regionally active, research entities. IITA was requested by the participating
countries to take a coordinating role. A Global Plan and corresponding budget,
was prepared and presented to SPAAR for funding in April 1989.

Both initiative highlight the value of a geruine consultative process as

a prelude to effective partnership. Regional collaboration in research remains
a powerful concept. Cammon interests facilitate a spirit of scientific
collaboration at the regional level. The Task Force recammends:

.,/ "
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ﬂutmtianlmtutebﬂuinitietivetoumgeﬁuintertm
bebnmmtiaalardim:ematiaulm

~ OGIAR policy reinforces cumtriee' ettorte tortlnutablim of
regional hwfwimudminduemmmclear. '

Minterfaoee,mmbliﬂud mﬂnmﬁatemtor :
reconciling national, regianl, anlthed:m!'e global prioriti.

mmmsmmnmmmdmummm1m
of funding for regional interfacing mechanisms, and the need for -
" reconciliation of national, regional and -OGIAR glabal neeu'd:
pricrities in the tegicnal activities of the intenaticnnl cu'n:en

. From its deliheretias on the r;eqia\el ectivithe of the m,:th- Tnk

. mmmmmammomsmnnmm
mmiceindialognwiﬁlmimnmtinlm A "

a contractual arrangement between centers aml national eyst- vhere '_,
centers programs carry no local priority but require an hw!: fm e
the mtiaul systen, o

tlntqeneral nm-specnlizedtteinirqbecoozdhutedmsmtezs
at the regional or sub~-regional level ,

" The need for effective collaboratxve mechanisms in sl.b-Sahann Africa whidx
ceusedﬂnmetxmctﬂn'l‘aski‘omin1986mimugent.-1tcmtimto
' deserve attention from the CGIAR..




-,Mﬁmlmmuﬂﬂnmﬁaalmh
' The OGIAR Chaimman established a group with
representatives of three relevant elements of the global

system; dxm,htricanocimthﬂaﬂﬂm:hm(&.lhtotmumi
+ 1o)e wmmmm,unmmv

'Maumdeinﬂ\hﬁmlmtotthmm

1.2 GGIAR mnr:t in-Africa

N

2. The 1985 Impact Study mounted by the OGIAR came after 20 years of center.

activity in collaboration:'with African national systams. Scme of the earliest

interactions were with CIMAT, one of the two oldest centers. By the time the

OGIAR was founded in 1971, CIMMIT was collaborating in international -

nursery
networks with 14 national wheat and 9 national maize programs in Africa. . The

. collaborating countries selected materials which parformed well for use in their

own breeding work and provided feedback of the results from the nurseries to the .

center. IITA was the first center established in Africa, in 1967.

3.  To date thare have been no technol mmmmmmmme

to the Asian green revolution in wheat and rice with which IARC assistance can
'becmdited .The single most dramatic impact in farmers’ fields has probably

bamtinttnclnckhgofcusmmlyhxgﬂm@llﬂ'tbhhqh&lmtml'

program. The Impact Study identified 244 CGIAR Center related varieties released
by African national programs. The main cammodity releases were reported as;
Maize (61), Bread wheat (40), Potato (31) and Cassava (26).

. 4., The Study evidenced that the centers, as producers of intermediate goods,

have had their major impacts in regicns where national systems are strong. In |

Africa most of them remain weak, indeed an awareness of crisis in African
national systems hegant:ogmwfmtluearly 1980’s.

5. mchofthepositiveinpactofthecelwetsinmicahasbem
training and the development and pramotion of appropriate research methodologies
in- the national systems. The Impact Study reported well over 5,000 African
professionalshadrecexvedsmekmdoftrainmgfmnt}ecmters through the
end of 1984.

5. Despite these efforts, and despite massive efforts by the donors through
bilateral channels, it is zecogm.zed that national research output in Africa has
been limited throughout the 1970‘s and 1980’s. This has been caused by low
budget allocations and an emphasis in sane countries, on large mumbers rather
than a high quality of research staff. Low budget allocations have originated
fram low political awareness of the fundamental role of new agricultural
technology in econamic development. Large cadres have arisen fram the need to

0
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”‘-plqnﬂnnotmag:innmnlgndnm,matpmum,ﬂb '

fwmmmumuummpumm

7.  1he repid expansion of the OG Centers acuvm-mmmwm'

and wider collaboration with underfunded national systems and, in general,

adopted a supply driven approach in expanding collaboration. This has created
mmmmmﬂmmmmmmmmmmm,

1.3 mommsnu-otu-mommma

%5
g

’ . smi.hrly c-mmmtf ina
large mmber of African countries, table 1.shows that 23 countries host centers

‘mzmmmm\glm' th a total of 37 countries. This high
anocaummmaneanmwmmmasbymmomcmA

ttee on Africa. This 1986 assessment aiso showed allocations of

funds to Africa by camodities and types of activity; major allocaf.icmm o

‘= By commodity; livestock 22% (ILCA & ILRAD), Ric. 19% (hpxtl
' provided by’ four centers; WARDA, IITA, CIAT and IRRI) and
Maize 15% (inputs fram cmm‘ ami IITA).

- gaaamS\,cheaammnetsteachandSOtghnammm
$ each.

2.0 THE ESTABLISHMENT OF HE CGIAR TASK FORCE
2.1 Problems of the IARCs’ mlminhfrica

10. The build up of the CGIAR presence in parallel with difficult tims for
the national research systems in Africa has created tensions. The Centers
working in Africa were young and pre-occupied. They were st.mgglmgtoorganize
and to implement their mandates. Even for the older centers the regional
progravds of the mid 1970‘'s were a new venture with no proven modes of
organization. At the CGIAR the idea of a glaobal agricultural ‘research system
with interdependent levels and strong national systems as its famdauon, has
found support only relatively necent:ly. ,

-

2.1.1 Cente.rsleanxj.ngbydo;ng

11. Trial and error cminated the process of workmg out collaborative
arrangements with the natmnal systems.

 8. mx.mmuasmmamc-w«wm:w-jam
continental regions. 'nutabledoumtim’luhnuﬁatmmmm:n
locaudj.nﬂnmgim

9. Africa rtands out with 158 outposted Centers’ Mtwto‘ssmnh :
and North Africa and 23 in latin America and the Caribbsan. The distribution
_hwighudbyvuyhzgalmunmm( 1) and Zaire (14), and by the
developed by ICRISAT in Niamey (17 staff) and Bulawayo Omff),‘



- ° Thare was also a lackotconahont.iminpmg:-i.m

12, mmmmmmmomuxmmm,‘

capstition with overlapping mandates in maize. Overlaps extended into other
areas; CIAT, CIMOYT, CIP, IITA and IICA, as well as ICRAF and others, offered

to train nationals in their own variants of adaptive ressarch.. Negotiations ware

oftmcbmwiﬂitlummhm mmmmmﬂn'
sams. ”trainingmdaaiqmdfmthnpampacuwotﬂnc-mmnﬂu-
,,ﬂuntl'nmadsofﬂnmtiaulsystm . ‘. | “

13. ﬂmfmtypaaofmmmuv-mmumuhhd _ }
- strategicamappliedmea:chcbmatmmforumchj

mlm ob'enratiau are neaded. og. ‘monitoring disease.

’ nutually bemﬁ.cial center strataglc mearch and national program
applied reseazch. eg. varietal tastj.ng

'oollaborativaworkin at.raminguodatn haildupcapacityi.n
natianlmseamhpmgram ‘

technical assistance to substitute for mtional p:ogran capacity on
same urgent research problem.

A

it is clear that each has d.xffexent obligatiom for the partmrs and requires

its own pattern of resource camitments and decision making. anong
these types of initiative has sametimes resulted in con’usion i.n the objectives
of the partnered centers and national systems.

14. Heavy burdens were sametimes mposedonsmecollaborati.ngnatiqal systems
particularly in Eastern and Southern Africa. Centers campeted for the time of

the senior research managers, taking them onto their Boards, seeking their

attendance at their sponsored meetings, seeking their backing for new initiatives
fram the center’s own strategy.

~15. There were similar pressures in the field. While many of the mursery
networks do have a payoff for the collaborating country, many hundreds. of lines
may be included of which only a few have potential at the trial site. The work
required to implement the nursery and the observation and repoiting activities
are sanetimes seen as excessive. They often represent a significant hidden cost

for the omntry by preoccupying the time of good scientists.




LOCATION OF OUTPOSTED STAFF BY REGIONS - END 1988

GLOBAL MAINLY REGIONAL AFRICA ONLY SERVICE CENTERS - TOTALS
CIMMYT CIP CIAT  ICRISAT IRRI ICARDA IITA ILCA WARDA ILRAD IFPRI ISNAR IBPGR

NO. OF STAFF

NO. OF COUNTRIES
WITH STAFF LOCATED

NO. OF COUNTRIES
WITH STRONG LINKS

NO. OF STAFF

NO. OF COUNTRIES
WITH STAFF LOCATED

NO. OF COUNTRIES
WITH STRONG LINKS

NO. OF STAFF

NO. OF COUNTRIES
ANMERICA WITH STAFF LOCATED
AND
CARIBBEAN NO. OF COUNTRIES
WITH STRONG LINKS

NO. OF STAFF 53

NO. OF COUNTRIES ‘17
WITH STAFF LOCATED

NO. OF COUNTRIES 42
WITH STRONG LINKS

2/9/89
J8




16. As the Impact Study highlights, eager to show progress, in part to satisfy
donors, the centers published materials have oftan claimsd the credit for joint
achievements on the ground. At the same time, with center rescurces often
underpinning their perticipation, it is be difficult for national researchers
to fesl equal partners. Similarly, when nationals on "the taam" are cbliged to
take time ocut from their professional roles to kesp their families, it may be
- difficult for international researchers to understand and could easily be
interpreted as a lack of camitment. mmmmmmm

jeupudl.zo collaboration.

2.2 CGIAR Discussion of the Problems

17. - The effective interfacing of international and national research
hutimtimascmplamuxyparuofaglobalagﬁculmlmhmm '
bamammmﬂmmmcmm&lmuaummmom.

[

221Mimo£ﬂbmsysm

18. mtintmiwofuaccmm1977viewdﬂnhwfm&mam-~
'penpecr.i.va:

o “'nacmtralﬁmtofeachcentarsmndha....tocooparamwiﬂt~
mﬁaﬂmhmﬂmwmimmmﬂnutmtmm

further the center’s own research activities."

In its listing of "appropriate” collaborative activities the Review was more
. flexible and only fimmly ruled ocut those of a technical assistance mt:um in
. which intematimal staff substituted for national scientists.

19. The Second CGIAR Review in 1981, while acknowledging that loss of control
over work programs was a justifiable worry, eaemwphasized that effective
' participation in the official national decision making process on research
programs  far outweighed the negative considerations.

"[A center] ... must ensure that its collaborative pmgim came under the
scrutiny of the appmpriate national coordinating mechanism.

20. It also gave we:.ght to informal collaboration between sc:.entists as equals
in all aspects of the program. In support of this it listed sources of
frustrations expressed by natlonal researchers at its three regional fact finding

i meetings.
2.2.2 The 1985 TAC Paper on CGIAR Priorities

21. The interface was discussed extensively in the development of the 1985 TAC
paper on CGIAR Priorities and Strategies. The paper clearly stated one
principle;

"that national systems should became equal partners with centers in the




5,
plmhuuﬂmmotmduigmdtomtmumlm

Itd:l.d mmmammmm.mumﬂm
didmtmktomtmﬁaulm,o:, 1fﬂ-yhu,)wtommunm

. WY

22. MMMWﬂnWWMMM
in Africa and the dilemma for the CGIAR: The nsed to move upstresam countared by -
the need to build national research capacity to ensure the use of the cutput from

! 223maouagio&wpmunq Jama:ylses

23. nnmgunmumoftmpnon:mmpua:mvmwmsm
interface was one of a set of issuss concerning Africa which the CGIAR identified'
for urgent attention. Chairman Shahid Husain called a group together in:Bellagio
in January 1986 which addressed the question of collaborative mschanisms from
a wider perspective. The Bellagio Report ichn:iﬁndan urgent m(ad for.;
institutional mechanisms that will: 7 '

- Datamimptioritiamﬂplmcdmtmmformmmg-
o  improved and sustainable production lystm for the snall farmmer on .
a sub-regional basis; S

provide adequat:e oversight of the implementation and moqhu of such .
programs that might operate with a series of cammodity research
networks; - . : ‘

| foster collaboration among staff from different centers, related
international research organizations and national research
systams;

integrate all center activities on a sub-mgianl basis so0 as to
avoid *he camplications and misunderstandings that have arisen when -
more than one center operates in a particular country; and

when invited to do so, facilitate direct support for the national

24. Several institutional approaches that could provide these mechanisms were
discussed. All involved a de-centralized approach in which the experimental work
would be done collaboratively with the national programs."

25. The Bellagm Meeting requested the TAC and the G Secretariat to consult
with the relevant organizations and identify an institutional structure to meet
these needs.




"2.2.4 The 1986 mid year meeting in Ottawa, Canada
/'a

‘26. mmmmmwmmmmmmatmm

year mesting in Ottawa in May 1986. Donor representatives sooted the idea of
ami.ttu take on the issus. This was widely endorsed and was referred to
_ as a Task Force. The responsibility was given to the CGIAR Chairman to establish
mma&mmx , and the TAC Chairman was requested to be its

2.3 o:mmmm-ummwmmum -

27. umwmmmmmummmmmm~
took the decision, in May 1986, to set up the CGIAR Africa Task Forve. The
donors recognized the need for coordination amongst thamselves and had set up
SPARR -~ the Special Program for African Agricultural Research, and the Center
Directors set up a Standing-Comittee on Africa. martlmlimmw
thamselves between the three groups. " e

23ISPMR

28. spmamuammmkromeofmmmuammlymma
the same donors who feel the need for a concerted attack on the problems of
. African agricultural research. Links between the two are being developed in:
panimluumkmmplmforhmmvedmmmmmm
African national systamambtmght before the SPAAR £orfuml.i.ng

2.3.2 Center omcwr's Stand.i.ng-Camdttee on Afr.i.ca

30. In early 1986 the Center Directors established a ommi.ttae to look at t:he
Consultative Group functions in Africa, with an emphasis on regional
differentiated programs. The camittee was set up in the belief that the Center
Directors themselves have a responsibility to increase the effectiveness of the
centers’ work in Africa. The camnittee’'s goal was to define informal,
decentralized mechanisms that operate on a modest scale and to contime working
to translate these into concrete suggestions on a regional basis for the
consideration by the Center Directors as a whole, and by TAC. -'

2.4 G;IAR Task Force; Strategy, Terms of Reference, and Composition

31. Discussion had highlighted the long-term need to build up the capacity of
the national programs. ' The Task Force’s responsibility was- narrower, seeking
the processes through which the CGIAR could most effect.wely help to provide new
technologies and build national research capacity in Africa.

32. Two features in particular were considered essential for processes to be
effective;




f./\" 7
giving priority to the research needs as expressed by the countr.

and their national systems, while aiming to the -
dencminator between these priorities and t.ho global priorities

starting fram the ultimate client; the small farmer, and moving from
the problems identified there to the researth and collaborative

amz'oacmroq\u.mdt.oaolvoﬂm

33. A preparatoxry mthqofﬂn?askmmmbldatcmrmcolmm
June 1986, an initial full meeting in Paris in September, and a second meeting
preceded ICW in Washingtod, D.C. ‘in November.1986. 'nnotiqj:nlumof
reference drawn at Cali were modified and discussed several times and those
fmallyagmadbymidlsmamaetmthelw y

v

mmmm:mum

34. Inclose collaboration with the National Systm and .tn oomultat.lon
Center Directors, the CGIAR Task Force will seek ways of making the OG
more effective within the overall aqri.cultural research effort in Afrj.ca
this effect the Task Force will: .

(a) obtain an inventory of curzom: center' activitios, and analyze it
together with other relevant infom\atim to i.chntity research noads
and gaps in Sub-Saharan Afri.ca, R
\( ) consider the policy issues relating to agricultural research and
t:achnology development in Africa;

(c) establish appropriate li.nkaqe.. with SPAAR

(d) suggest innovative steps thzough which the actions of the IARCs, ..

donors, and national systems could suengum the capabllity of the
latter;

(e) propose processes and timetables through which cooperation can be
achieved.

35. The camposition of the Task Force aimed to ensure linkages with previous
deliberations on the topic, in TAC, at the Bellagio Meeting and at the Ottawa
mid term OGIAR meeting, and interactions with African research leaders.

36. The Task Force has worked very closely with the Center Directors’ S
Cammittee on Africa. Many of the Task Force meetings were held joi.ntly with the
Committee. Having bequn to move strongly into regional programs in Africa same
10 years before, the need to rationalize same areas of their operations had
became clearer to the Center Directors. The Cammittee made two direct
contributions to the Africa 7ask Force through an inventory of IARC activities
in Africa campiled by ISNAR, and a paper on research policy issues in Africa and
options for tle CGIAR, prepared by IFPRI.




37. The interaction with the Center Directors Cammittee stimulated the shift
from a consideration of processes by ~he Task Force to the design of substantive,
' implementable, projects to test processes on the ground. It led to an agreed
‘foammoollahoratimbetwamCmtersarumtianlsyatamineolvmgurqmt
p::omctimpmblm,w;thanenpmsisonadaptivamenmh

3.oa:»mma'mmmm , |
34 - Task Force Life /f

38. The Task Force had been asked to make its £inal repart to ICH 1986.. 'n
hecmclear,daspitetwfurmermetingaphmadbefo:olm,ﬂusmtmsm
period. Eventually-the Task Force had eight formal meetings and wound up in

Septarber1989. (seeCalewarof}betmgs Annexz)

*39. Atthairnaetinginparisi.nSeptarbernes the Task Force accepted the
_invitation fram the Center Directors to join in an exploratory collaborative
project. The IARCs with programs in the SADCC sub-region hacl. agreed to a
collaborative effort with an agro-ecological zone as the focus for the approach.
The Task Force was interested in SADCC as a;group of nine countries sharing an
existing regional mechanism for collaboration in agricultural research.

40. The Paris meeting listed other possible initiatives; in West Africa on
cassava cropping systems, in the Horn of Africa, and in the Sahel. It was agreed
that new initiatives would be add.xtxonal to existing activities and would require

extra funding.

41. Wh;leneetmgmﬂaraxeml%?twootherproposalsvexeconsidetedbythe
Task Force;

- A study of the relationships within a single country; both of the
centers with the national system and between centers. :

An approach based on more than one cammodity across countries with
no formal ties in agricultural research. It could be designed around
multiple camodities and cover a number of countries without a formal
regional mechanism. The Task Force agreed that Maize and Cassava
in the coastal belt of West Africa would provide a pilot scheme.

42. The Task Force also discussed the so called "one country approach" There
was unanimous agreement that each country clearly had the right to ask for what
it needed fram each center. It was also felt that a country might ask for help
from the Center’ Directors’ Standing Cammittee on Africa to resolve any dispute.

43. Dr. Swindale outlined an ICRISAT initiative for the Sahel to the fifth
meeting of the Task Force in September 1987, in Paris. The Task Force welcamed
the proposal on "Millet Based Cropping Systems in the Sahel" and asked ICRISAT
to develop it in consultation with the national systems in the region.

44. The regional initiatives gave considerable momentum to the work of the Task
Force.




3.2 mmﬂmm Initiative

45. '!he initiative would focus mﬂnmizebuedpmdntimmtnofﬂ\e
mid-altitude zone of Southern Africa containing same 6 million hectares of maize.
CIMMYT was proposed as the lead center of a consortium seen as including as many
as six centers (CIAT, CIMMYT, IITA, ILCA, IFPRI and ISNAR) as well as SACCAR,
(the agricultural research authority within SADCC) and the interested national

46. The cutline proposal prepared by CIMANT was well received by SACCAR. It
was seen to fit into the regional research schame already approved by the SADCC
Ministers. Six countries had expressed an interest in being involved; Angola,
Malawi, Swaziland, Tanzania, Zambia and Zimbabwe. A for
ofthapmposalincollabomtimwithﬂaintemtadcamtriuuﬂwithsma
was agreed, and a timetable drawn up.

47. The Task Force noted that through the proposal was for new activities it
was felt that this collaborative effort could be expected to draw existing
programs and resources to it over the longer temm. The funding of a final
project was discussed, as were the possible mechanisms forhandling funds for
the different collaborating partners.

48. A "neutral” leader was identified who would 'team up with a Centers’ and
a SACCAR representative and with nominated project officers for each of the
involved countries. The Rockefeller Foundation agreed to cover the cost of the
investigation. Country visits were undertaken in the mid 1987, a procress report
was made to the SACCAR Board in August 1987 and the draft report of ‘the mission
was discussed with the Task Force in its September meeting. The Team

strong support for the consultative process fram.the participating countries.

49. The draft report identified six problems of farming in maize production
systems of the mid-altitude zone, each important and cammon to more than one of
the five countries visited, each relevant to more than one of the IARCs. It also .

outlined three collaborative models, drawing on existing experience in Africa, .

under which chosen programs might operate.

50. The report was to be considered by the SACCAR Board in December. The Task
+Force agreed that, subject to acceptance by the Board, further development of
the proposal should be by consultation between the national systems, SACCAR and
the Center Directors’ African Standing-Camittee. The SACCAR Board at their
December- 1988 meeting postponed consideration of the range of initiatives
1A the report. They expressed the view that the Terms of Reference for
the Report had been inadequate and had failed to include the need to rationalize
existing IARC activities in the region. The SACCAR Board invited the Center
Directors to discuss this amission and requested a second mission fram the team
to supplement the first report by explicit consideration of existing IARC
programs.
51. New terms of reference for the second team, which this time operated under

the auspices of the SACCAR Board rather than CIMMYT, mcorporated these concerns.
A second report was drafted and presented to the SACCAR Board in mld-Mamh 1989




with the main conclusions of the
that a mmber of specific projects had been identified.
significance was the prcposal that NARS and SACCAR should

The Task Force noting the activity of the Standing Camittee of the Center
[Directors in the region recammends that the Camittbe work with the SACCAR Board
'todevelopamcmnisnforcontiminglmsmbetweenﬂzeomtersmﬂsmn .

3.3 The West African Initiative |
i

55. In the November 1986 meeting of the Task Force in Washington the French
representative suggested a mlti-comodity initiative across ‘West African
countries. Lack'of a formal regional organization for research distinguished
the initiative. The Task Force welcamed the suggestion and the contrast offered
with the initiative with SACCAR in Southern Africa as a formal regional
organization. It accepted the French offer to develop it into a proposal.

Introduced to the February 1987 Task Force meeting the proposal was for a
collaborative effort between the IARCS, other mtematxonal scientists and t:he,
national systems: '

- midentifyresea:chneedsinRice, Maize and Cassava in humid and
: sub-humid West Africa; .

to mount a collaborative approach, by a cawbination of national and
regional research initiatives to solve the priority problems
identified.

56. The Task Force modified the proposal by excluding rice and by limiting the
initiative to the eleven coastal West African countries. A French offer to fund
the consultation process was accepted and the French Ministry of Cooperation was
requested to act as an executing agency. A steering cammittee was designated
to quide the initiative. Implementation was to be through a coordinator and
teams of consultants in three phases:

"
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ahkluﬂymmﬂableumm;

mmmiumidsxttfywithmum oci.mjstﬂnbyniumd
cassava research problems, current rescurces ewployed in research
on the two crops, ﬂulbrtfnhmﬁmuwm,

uuyrinwlm':hmdsmtghtbam, nationally or im:nmnt.iaauy, :

aq:nralcamﬂtat:lmtoestablish;~ }

- lim:smxgcumtrieswiﬂxcmptmw

- consolidation of needs o

- zeorgan.lzatim of i.ntanutioml effm m f.hen
- :estimtimofﬂnextramnqum

57. Acoo:dimto:was Mﬁedamltmnlecud 'nnchsksmdym .
canpleted by Septamber 1987 and the country visits by March 1988. CORAF, a
body including rice, maize and cassava in its activities
asked to be associated with the initiative. Together with SAFGRAD and IITA, also
activainmmrkjminﬂmecmps,-its participatimmmlcmd :

58. AttlaOamultatiminApnllSBBﬂ\emtimlmmmmkmg
organizations were able to react to the country reports. The elements of a
Global plan of Action were identified and developed during the meeting. These
included support for priority research areas in maize and cassava, support for
training and for on farm research. The Consultation saw a convergence of needs
- and was successful in eliciting a collaborative atmosphere which was temmed "the
Spirit of Lame." Agxeatdealofetplnsismlaidinﬂn?lanmﬂamedfor
operational funds in the national systems. At the consultation IITA, helped by
the coordinator, agreed to camplete the Global Plan of Action and to identify
approaches to donors for funding of the identified program. Intensive action
allowed the pmsentation of an outline of the Global Plan to SPAAR in its October
meeting. The revisions of the country papers agreed at the Lome Consultation
were distributed at ICW in Washington in chatber 1988. )

59. The fmal Global Action Plan was presented by IITA, on behalf of the 11
national systems, to SPAAR at its April 1989 meeting, ‘also held in Lame. The
Action Plan estimated a total budget requirement of US$12 million for a five-
year period. In presenting the Action Plan, IITA emphasized four points:

(1) The Plan is considered the minimum essentnl requirement to activate
past investment in agricultural research and to make it effective.

(ii) The project is a mechanism for transcending linguistic barriers that
have often deferred programs for regional collaboration in West
Africa.

This is an experimental bottam-up model with potential for extension
to other cammodities and regions in Africa.
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The donor mambers of the OGIAR and SPAARR have encouraged this as
innovation in regional collaboration since the piaming started
 years ago. Having invested so much tims on the preparation of
Action Plan, the NARS would experience justifiable frustration
d.uappohm if f.hecbmm are unable t:opmvidn the.
funding.

60. smmm:woimdﬂnmmotkdmfavonblymm
development of the process for managing the Plan so that several donors
mlhqimtwndmm”mlyummhwiuwum o

61. The participating countries mst at IITA 15-16 June to develop principles
.for the management of .the Plan. At this meeting, the governance procedure was
established, a steering camittee was elected, and mechanimms for regional
linkages were developed. IITAagmed mmmﬂnm,mmwm
secretariat tort.taActj.onP Fund,

inplemtation and IITA is actively enconraging
the initiative.

62. mmmmmmbemmim‘mmm
and

internal administrative mechanisms that will delay

making contribution to the Plan. After having expressed enthusiastic s

*  for this model of NARS collaboration in establishing regional priorities, the
donors should attach urgency to devisi.ng administrative means for rapid, positive

responsetoueraquest

63. The Actim Plan provided for thorough evaluation of the i.nplatam:atim of
the Plan so that both donors and national governments can learn fram the
experience.. It is essential that national leaders place high priority on the
process because, as their econamies strengthen over the five-year pariod of the
Plan, they will be expected to incorporate these research activities into their
national budgets. T

3.4 A Sahel Initiative

64. In September 1987 the Director General of ICRISAT presented a proposal to
the Task Force for the Sahel. Centered around ICRISAT'sS existing on station
research collaboration seeking to improve millet based cropping systems, it
proposed to extend the themes of that work to experiments on fammers fields.

65. The Task Force approved the focus on the Millet based cropping systems of
the Sahel and proposed that a wider geographical spread be sought. The Task
Force however expressed the view that the identification of priority problems
perceived by the national systems should shape the substance of the
experimentation. It requested that ICRISAT play a lead role in the development
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o:mmmnwmﬂh.mmmmmummuumwmm
mﬁmlmnﬂdhaloqmlfmm

66. ICRISAT consulted informally with the Directors of eight national systems
in the Sahel who expressed interest. The Task Force Chaimman’ introduced the
initiative and ICRISAT's role in it to 10 West African countries who might be
involved; Benin, Burkina Faso, Central African Republic, Cote d’Ivoire, Mali,
Mauritania, Niger, Senegal, Tchad and Togo. In addition SAFGRAD, CILSS and CORAF
ware invited to participate. All parties were brought together in a meeting in
Niaey. The meeting helped comtries to understand how they could combine
pmiuwmlufmmmuamliedmhdtmmmm
adaptive research trials.

67. Ammmmmmammwﬂuwasmmmi
lhimmmhqﬂammbacwa:edmtomthblefmm am
onexpar:l.mtalcmtmtanddesi.gn.

68. mmmmmmcwwmmmaum
effort to have the priorities of the countries involved drive the process.
ICRISAT was asked to seek special project funding to finance the development of
the initiative, most inmdiately a meeting with the national systams in ou'ly
1989.

69. The approach was significantly diffemt-f:mthoﬂu initiatives j.n t'.hat. '
it was center initiated and represented an extension of an ongoing program. The
Task Force expressed early concerns that what was originally a center initiated
experiment should be broadened on the basis of extensive consultation with
national programs. Our view is that this project has not evolved into a
collaborative jectbasedonexpzessed national needs. The Task Force
therefore concludes that the project remains outside Task Force initiatives until
a full consultative process is in place.

RN

3.5. Lessons from the Initiatives

70. The independence of the decision making by the SACCAR Board has
demonstrated a regional grouping as an effective balance to the international
centers and the CGIAR system. At the same time coherence and goodwill has been
demonstrated by the parties to the preparation of the maize and cassava
under the West African initiative. Both have encouraged the Task Force. SACCAR
as a regional grouping can operate as an interface for donors between national
systalsardintemational centers.

71. The West African initiative teaches lessons which same centers,
part:.cularly CIP and more recently CIAT, have already learned for themselves in
sub-saharan Africa. Building a spirit of collaboration at the scientific level
in a sub-region is not difficult when camon interests are clear. A fommal,
official, organization is not a prerequisite to effective regional collaboration.
IITA has damonstrated that an international center can respond effectively as
an interface when national systems initiate a regional effort to meet cammon
priorities.
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72. The initiatived have taught clear lessons vhich, if learnsd, will xove the
national systems, international research centers and donors closer to cohexent,
canplementary efforts in African agriculture research. The main message is the
need for a demand driven process; fram resource poor fanners, national systess,

umnmmnmmowmmmwmmmtmm
mmauhuummwmm )

73. Finally, Mmmmmummmmmmhun
to the key role of African agricultural development, and to the central

importance of useful technology, undistorted policy and the sustainability of
the resource base to this jrole. Only such a comitment will creats the .

oppor&mityforamcdmmtatrategymﬂinpmwdm for assisting.

African agricultural research. Donors will require a coordinated effort,
flexibility, and a clear understanding of the specific regional institutional
and political circumstances, as well as the personalities, in identifying
ag:mpri.ate fumling mechanisms.

74 b@riamwithﬂnﬂmmmtives axﬂextemi.vadimniaum\qu

mmuubars,bothinmdmtofﬂnfomlmunq-,mm'

recamendations to the Group on strategy and ' processes to improve the
effectiveness of help fram the CGIAR System to African agriculture. p

4.0 REOOMMENDATIONS TO THE GROUP FROM THE COGIAR TASK FORCE
4.1 Introduction:

75. It is worth an initial underscoring that the concept of regional
cooperation in research, particularly where there are many small countries, is
an extremely powerful one. It allows a rational allocation of programs and cost
effect:.veuseof limited manpower and budget resources. It does however require
continuing longtem rights of access to results for the participating countries.

4.2 IARC Regional Priorities

76. The recammendations set out assume regional cooperation in research as a
working principle. Unlike the Bellagio Report which suggested additional CGIAR
mechanisms for Africa, the Task Force recammends regional interfaces driven by
the national systems, supported by donors, and assisted by the (GIAR, for
improving the collaborative process between national and internmational systems.

77. Despite the generally favorable evolution of relationships between
international and national agricultural research systems same tensions have been
created in Africa. Each Center has developed its own regional model of
operation, and there have been same unbalanced partnerships with national
systems. Tensions have been prolonged by weak guidance fram the CGIAR system
and weak feedback fram Africa to the system, on both the handling of priorities
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mttgjanlp:ogrm,uﬂmmmum. It\umly.tnﬂna;nn-'

Priorities Paper, published in 1987, that the nesd to accommodats national
mmiﬂuﬂmwrldmwiﬂunam\txymmnciuymhdpd :

78. mofmmmofammuvommh

in Sub-Saharan Africa, the Task Force recamends that the OGIAR should formilate

policy that Centers reinforce national efforts towards the establishment of

interfaces vhere interests across countries are clearly in comon.: In

regicnal
the absence of a fomral regional body the Task Force would encourage national
institutions to take the initiative. They are encouraged to establish mechanisms

such as coordinating camittees, or regional conferences, in oxder to promots
camunication and mmmumuwmummmmmm

~19. Amimmwmmammmymmmm
negotiate a program around regional priorities campatible with their own, but
importantly, before negotiation with the IARCs, for the national systems to
reconcile their own priorities formrkattlnmqimllml '

80. As in the case of the SACCAR Board, which could perform a camittes role
for the CGIAR system for the SADCC Region, existing regional mechanisws driven
by the national systams as the major stakeholders could be the interface between
international and national systems. Where no regional camnittee exists it may
evolve from existing coordinator/center camittees at the initiative ot either
ﬂamtiaulsystemorﬂaintenntimloem:ers L

4.3 IARC Regional Acti.vities

8l. Same controversy has occurred in non-mandate specific activities in-

capacity building in which more than one Center has run the same line of training
for similar country personnel. The Task Force recammends coordinating general

on a sub-regional basis. This "general" category should cover most
research disciplines including breeding and agronomy. Few African national
programs can afford technical scientists specialized by crop in anything but very

advanced roles. Turnover in personnel and postings are rapid and general courses -

in the technical fields and the social sciences are more useful to many national
systems. ,

82. The Camittee of Center Directors has recently approved a move towards the
regional coordination of same training activities. The Task Force welcames and
reinforces this decision. The Centers are encouraged to dialogue between
themselves and with the national systems on the coordination of i

activities within the sub-regions. Such collaborative training efforts would

be more cost effective for the IARCs, and would help solve the dilemma of their
moving upstream yet also needing better national capacity to improve partnership
and to utilize Center outputs.

83. Most importantly the national systems need to be involved in defining the
possible content and modalities for training operations and the responsibilities
of the stakeholders. All parties should be working towards the same objectives.

;,‘ N




. 84. The burden imposed on national systems manpowsr by hosting center nurseries
and trials will be reduced as the focus for the materials in any one set of
trials is improved. Improvement in focus should result from the current efforts
of the centers to davelop an agro-ecological framework for, inter alia, planning
international trials. ummcbfimditﬂnndhlpinmuyl:

- 'bymuuﬂnmmtofmmmuuchmﬂntﬁahat
any one site;

bynmhzgﬂnmtimofmwmlﬂolytobnlmnt '
totlntutcamuymﬂcouabonminﬂnm ;

8s. mmmmﬂntiflocalummotthMr

a center’s mandate but are outside country or regional priorities then they =
should be developed and run either by the center or on a fully contractual basis. .

The main objective of the activity should .be clear to. both sides, the

proportionate benefits should be frankly assessed as a basis for the center

campensating the national system for resources employed. Beyond funding, if
manpower is scarce in the national system it should be ‘by the

Center. It is appropriate that the country weigh the other benefits it gets from
ﬂncamerinmidaringwmﬂartomumhacuvium,mmtocm, '
for its resources.

4.4 Arecas for inter-center collaboration

86. The Task Pome recammends three areas for intar-cem:er collaboration within
a -sub-region. Fmtisﬂaamalmadydiacussedformdhuteduﬂ
collaborative regional efforts in non-mandate specific activities. - Here one
center could be designated as lead for each subregion or perhaps foreachtype
of training or networking undertaken. Other centers might contribute staff time

and operating funds.

87. Second is the need for joint projects where a priority regional pmblen
daminwtfmnmmtlmonecenter—anexmpleisﬂainpmvmmtofﬂn

widespread maize/bean intercrop.

88. Finally, although perhaps too late in much of the continent, the use of
umbrella legal agreements with national govermments would reduce the overhead
costs -- in both money and goodwill -=- of introducing new center activities into
the region. It would also bring same camparability to the terms and conditions
under which centers operate. The simplest way would be for the centers to
operate under a single agreement to which each new program or project would bring
an additional annex.

89. The Task Force recognizes the value of the inputs fram the Center Directors

Standing Cammittee on Africa and recammends its involvement in the continuing
dialogue with the African national systems.

4.5 Aspects for OGIAR discussion and quidance




94. Accepting the cost effective potential of regional research efforts the
Task Force recammends the CGIAR system develops an explicit strategy for

collaboration with formal or informal, nationally supported, regional mechanisms.
95. Finally, there are a set of issues for the CGIAR members as donors. One

result of the West African Maize and Cassava initiative is an acceptance by IITA

to seek donor funds under the authority of a sub-regional steering cammittee.
In the context of the initiative driven by national system needs the Task Force
sees this as a legitimate role for IITA. However the Task Force recammends
furﬂermuewbytheCGIARoftleappmpnatelﬁnitsmﬂnuseoftheCem:ers
~as channels for donor funds. .

96. 'I‘he:ei.sconsz.derable pressure on Centers from donors to achieve impact

in farmers fields with their research products. That such impact is dependent
cn a variety of institutions operating effectively is understcod but underplayed
in deor demands for results. The pressure leads Centers to mount their own
field programs in adaptive research and on occasion into development activities
in order to introduce new products to fammers.

97. Last, but importantly, is the question of donor coordination. The evidence
" to date suggests that coordination is urgently required not only across but
within donor agencies so that multilateral, regional and bilateral sources of
funds are disbursed to a cammon strategy to help African agricultural research
and development. Such a strategy would also provide criteria for more

iate evaluation of the performance of the different elements involved,
including the Centers. The Task Force recamends this for further discussion
by the Group and in SPAAR. r‘he'l'aski‘o:vz:e.13pleasedt:oseet:hm:SPAAR;s
currently being asked to provide funds for the Maize and Cassava Programs
developed under the Task Force West African initiative.
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98. Mhmw(lSBS)mtﬂatﬂnmmmhmm
that production systems must be developed that are sustainable. Folicies sust
_mfmtopmdmataffo:dablepricsmdlocalmumtmm
be able to parform the tasks expected of them.

99. ' The Task Force was set up against the concern of African goverrments and
the internmational cammnity over the deécline in per capita food production and
consumption in many African countries. There was a strong sense of urgency and
a view that the IARCs could and should play a greater role in the gensration and
transfer of technologies to fammers ﬂmghuorki.ngcloaerwimachoﬂum
with national systems. ,

'nnpmgruofmtommﬂstmmaladjusm&ugmdtohlpmm
overcans debt problems have done mich to tune damestic policies. These same
programs however have frequently resulted in reduced availability of inputs
requ.i.rmgfomig\e:changa and reduced domestic expenditure on research and
rural services. There are also indications that the funding available to the
IARCs has also levelled off. ummmmmmmmm

©  trend in food crop production have continued.

101, There remains the urger: o

- to generate, test and transfer technologies that will promote
sustainable increases in production 'within the many di.ffer.mt
econamic, social, political and ecological enviromments;

to develop and test mechanisms to pramte coordination and
collaboration between national, regional and international research
institutions with due regard to their catparative advantage, reaction
time, value for money and the to strengthen African
institutions; '

for donors to find ways to coordinate their actions and modalities
by which such new mechanisms may be resourced, tested and evaluated.




Chairman

Dr. Guy Camus
c/0 World Bank
66 Averue d'Iena
75116 Paris
France

Dr. Alva A. App (to 1988)
Director

Agricultural Sciences

The Rockefeller Foundation
1133 Averue of the Americas -
New York, New York 10036

Mr. L. Caudron (to 1987)

Chef du Department Rechercher en
Cooperation pour le Cooperation

Ministere de la Cooperation

20 Rue Monsieur

75007 Paris

France

Dr. Robert W. Herdt (from 1988)
Director

Agricultural Sciences

The Rockefeller Foundation
1133 Averue of the Americas
New York, New York 10036
U.S.A.

m.mﬂmaenmtt

Chief Natural Resources Adviser

Overseas Development Administration
Eland House, Stag Place .
London SW1E 5DH.
England:

Dr. Jacques Eckebil (to 1988)
Director

IRA

B.P. 2123

Yaounde

Camexroon

Dr. Martin Kyamo
South Africa Center for Cooperation
in Agricultural Research

Private Bag 001008

Gaborone
Botswana




Dr. Alex McCalla
University of California
- Davis, Califormia 95616
U.S.A.

Dr. Thamas R. Odhiambo
Director

Intermational center for Insect
Fhysiclogy and Ecology (ICIPE)
P. 0. Boz 30772

Nairobi

Kenya

Professor Abdoulaye Sawadogo
University of Abidjan

01 BP 2553

Abidjan

Cote d'Ivoire

Mr. Andrew Wilson (to 1987)

- Chief Natural Resources Adviser
Overseas Development Administration

Eland House, Stag Place
London SW1E S5DH
England

Secretary

Mr. Max Rives
INRA

Avignon
France

(to 1988)

Dr. Jahn Monyo

BExscutive Secretary

Technical Advisory caunittee CGIAR

Food & Agricultural On;anizatim of the UN
Via delle Terme di Caracalla .

Rome 00100, Italy

Ms. 'm-mu Pujolle (from 1987)
Chef de Department Recherche en
Cooperation pour le Development
Ministere de la coopantim
20 Rue Monsieur T
75007 Paris g
h
Dr. Moctar Toure (from 1988)
Directsur General
Institute Senegalais de Recherches
Mricoles (ISRA)

-B.P. 3120 o

Dr. Mike Collinson (from 1988)
CGIAR, The World Bank
1818 H Street, N.W.

wc.slungtm D.C, 20433




43
} s .
<)
OGIAR Task Force on Sub-Sahaxan Africa

1.  Paris, France, Septenber 1986

2. ICW 86 Washington, D.C., Novenber 1986

3. Har-re, Zimbabwe, . February 1987

4. ILRAD, Nairobi, Kenya, u June 1987

5. Paris, France, September 1987

6. Midterm meeting, Berlin, West Germany, May 1988

7.  ICW 88 Washington, D.C., USA, October 1988

8. Paris, France, | }} _ September 1989

A preliminary meeting was held in Cali, Columbia in June 1986 at which draft
terns of reference were drawn up.



