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Foreword

U.S. universities and the U.S. Agency for International Development (AID) have along
history of collaboration in development assistance, and of frustration with aspects of their
relationship. Collaboration has been based on mutual recognition of the need to access the
broad range of U.S. intellectual resources to help address developing country problems; the
shared frustration has been based on mutually perceived shortcomings in collaborative efforts.
Numerous factors contributed to U.S. university/AID conflicts, including different approaches
to development assistance, differing bureaucratic styles, mistrust of each other's commitment
and/or technical capabilities, and intrusion of politics into some aspects of development aid.

New opportunities for U.S. university involvement in foreign development assistance,
however, are arising from new initiatives in AID and in other development assistance
organizations. AID's growing emphasis on sustainable agriculture, natural resource manage-
ment, and maintenance or improvement of environmental quality offers U.S. universities new
areas of specialization and, thus, fresh areas of participation in development assistance.
Intensifying efforts to achieve mutual benefits from development assistance for developing
countries and the United States also offers U.S. universities involvement in “second
generation” development projects.

In addition, AID and U.S. universities are developing new, multi-institutional collaborative
relationships involving a wide sphere of U.S. universities, private sector organizations, and
Federal agencies. Benefits of such expanded collaboration may include: potential for
increased university participation in development assistance, economic and strategic
advantages of pooling knowledge and resources and of sharing risks and costs, the possibility
of garnering increased political support for university involvement in development assistance,
and broadening educational opportunities for U.S. and developing country students.

The House Committees on Foreign Affairs and Science, Space and Technology requested
the Office of Technology Assessment to review the constraints and opportunities to U.S.
university involvement in foreign development assistance related to agriculture, natural
resource management, and protection of environmental quality. The Subcommittee on
International Economic Policy, Trade, Oceans, and Environment of the Senate Foreign Affairs
Committee and Senator Tim Wirth supported that request. This background paper discusses
the legacy of 40 years of U.S. university/AID collaboration, and examines new opportunities
for U.S. university participation in development assistance.

OTA greatly appreciates the contributions of workshop participants assembled for the
study, authors of contracted papers, and reviewers of draft materials. We are especially
grateful for the time and effort donated by representatives of universities, private
organizations, and Federal agencies who provided materials and information to keep OTA
informed on the ever-changing relationship between U.S. universities and AID. As with all
OTA studies, the content of the report is the sole responsibility of OTA.

M#{M )

JOHN H. GIBBONS
Director
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Highlights

U.S. universities and the U.S. Agency for Interna-
tional Development (AID) have had along history of
collaboration in development assistance, and of
frustration with aspects of their relationship. Collab-
oration has been based on mutual recognition of the
need to access a broad range of U.S. intellectual
resources to help mitigate developing-country prob-
lems; the shared frustration has been based on
mutually perceived lack of success in collaborative
efforts. Numerous factors have contributed to that
frustration, including different approaches to devel-
opment aid (AID customarily emphasizes short-term
project implementation, universities excel at long-
term institution building and research), different
bureaucratic styles (centralized universities v. a
decentralized, hierarchical AID), distrust in each
other’'s commitment and/or technical capabilities,
and the intrusion of politics into some aspects of
development aid.

U.S. university participation in AID development
assistance ventures has declined since passage of the
Title XII program in 1975 such that U.S. university
entitlement effectively is ended. That program
authorized AID to direct resources to building U.S.
university capacity to support and carry out AID
agriculture projects. The decline in Title XII projects
is commonly attributed to:

« decline in AID involvement in large institution-
building activities,

« decline in the Agriculture, Rural Development,
and Nutrition budget, much of which initially
was directed to U.S. agricultural university
project collaboration, and earmarking of those
funds for other purposes,

« growing Mission management of programs
involving private sector development and mar-
keting elements for which private sector con-
tractors tend to be preferred, and

« growing preference by AID and host country
project leadership for fully open competition in
procurement of services.

Additional factors constrain increasing university
involvement in development assistance through
current AlD/university collaborative activities. De-
clining international development assistance budg-
ets are curbing AID programs in general and
university involvement in particular. AID's decen-
tralized bureaucracy, frequent policy shifts, and
rapid staff turnovers hinder university involvement,

whereas university tenure and reward policies are
commonly incompatible with AID priorities, such as
applied research. Some domestic constituents of
land-grant colleges continue to resist faculty partici-
pation in foreign aid projects. Time frames are
mismatched: the academic year does not conform to
AID’s open, flexible schedules. Perhaps the most
important factors hindering U.S. university involve-
ment in AID programs today are the new trends
toward fewer projects, increased project size, and
increased reliance on nonuniversity players.

New opportunities for U.S. university involve-
ment in foreign development assistance, however,
are arising from new initiatives in AID, and in other
development assistance organizations. Reorganiza-
tion and redirection of AlID’s programs was an-
nounced by AID Administrator Ronald W. Roskens
in early 1991, citing concerns with the U.S. budget
deficit, increasing scarcity of foreign assistance
funds, and proliferating legislative objectives. The
new mission is to “do fewer things, and do them
very well." To achieve this, four strategic initiatives
were proposed to focus AID activities:

1. The Democracy Initiative: “to help promote
and consolidate democracy as the legitimate
organizing principle for political systems
throughout the world.”

2. The Partnership for Business and Develop-
ment. “to engage American private sector
participation in the effort to develop and
sustain free-market principles and broad-based
economic growth in developing countries. '

3. Family and Development: “to use the fam-
ily . .. as a starting point for analysis of what
people need, how they use the resources they
have, and as an organizing principle for
mobilizing the energy of people to create
progress.”

4. Environment: “to guide the Agency’s environ-
mental and natural resource interventions to
areas where . . . assistance will have the great-
est impact. ”

A new AID emphasis on sustainable agriculture,
natural resource management, and maintenance or
improvement of environmental quality differs from
the historical focus of U.S. agricultural (land-grant)
universities largely on increasing food production
and, thus, offers them new areas of specialization.
New efforts to achieve mutual benefits from devel-
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opment assistance for developing countries and the
United States also open U.S. universities to involve-
ment in “second generation” development projects
that direct new assistance to lesser developed
country (LDC) organizations from which AID
assistance had formerly been withdrawn.

In addition, AID is focusing its affiliations with
development assistance organizations, including
U.S. universities, to encourage multi-institutional
collaborative relationships. Benefits of collabora-
tion include potential for increased university partic-
ipation in development assistance, economic and
strategic advantages of pooling knowledge and
resources and of sharing risks and costs, the possibil-
ity of garnering increased political support for
university involvement in development assistance,

and broadening educational opportunities for U.S.
and LDC students. LDCs have reacted favorably to
past collaborative efforts.

U.S. universities have long collaborated with each
other, commonly in university consortia. Potential
exists, however, for additional collaboration among
universities and between universities and other
actors in development assistance community (e.g.,
International Agricultural Research Centers, private
sector organizations). Further, U.S. universities may
tap into the growing international efforts of other
Federal agencies, such as those of the U.S. Depart-
ment of Agriculture. Realizing the full potential for
U.S. university participation in U.S. development
assistance will require systematic collaboration
among all those involved.



Chapter 1
| ntr oduction

Problems of bureaucracy, distrust, and misunder-
standing have beleaguered interactions between the
U.S. Agency for International Development (AID)
and U.S. universities since the inception of a formal
partnership 40 years ago. In spite of these difficul-
ties, some shared activities have proved successful,
thus raising hopes that working relationships could
be improved for both parties and that the ultimate
beneficiaries-developing countries--could benefit
from this relationship as originally intended. The
question today is what types of relationships might
encourage application of U.S. university intellectual
resources to developing country problems.

This report focuses on university/AlID interac-
tions in activities directly related to agriculture,
natural resources, and the environment.’Of these
three areas, agriculture has received the lion's share
of attention and funding over the years. However,
agriculture only recently has been recognized as one
aspect of natural resource use and management.
Further, those natural resources that support and
underpin agriculture are components of a larger
system referred to generally as the “environment.”
Recognition of these concepts is evidenced by
expanding legislative language (see box I-A), new
AID initiatives, and by the growth in development
assistance funding for natural resource and environ-
ment programs and projects.

One symptom of the strained relationship be-
tween AID and universities that periodically sur-
faces is the inappropriate application of science and
technology to development problems. Matching
technology to developing country problems in
agriculture, natural resources, and the environment,
and achieving the desired results is an extremely
difficult task [111; see app. E], and failures com-
monly are highlighted in the media. However,
focusing attention on flawed past development
attempts probably is less constructive than address-
ing opportunities for expanding and improving use

of university resources to support foreign develop-
ment assistance efforts.

New opportunities for U.S. university participa-
tion in development assistance maybe found in two
major areas: expanding collaborative efforts to
include organizations other than the U.S. Agency for
International Development, and developing exper-
tise in areas that support new development assist-
ance initiatives. Still, lying behind any new endeav-
ors will be an instructive history of problematic
relationships between U.S. universities and AID.

HOW AID HASUSED
UNIVERSITIES

The Agency for International Development and
U.S. universities have collaborated for the past 40
years (see table I-1), and various contractual and
program mechanisms have been designed to facili-
tate their work together (see box I-B). Since
initiation of this collaborative association, AID
efforts primarily have involved U.S. land-grant
universities.

In 1975, Title XI1 of the Foreign Assistance Act,
“Famine Prevention and Freedom from Hunger”
(see app. A), focused the joint activities of AID and
U.S. universities on food and agriculture-areas that
universities working in development assistance
traditionally emphasized. Passage of Title XII au-
thorized long-term funding by AID to support
continuing university involvement in development
assistance. Title XII allowed universities increased
input in assistance program planning, and promoted
cooperative relationships between U.S. and develop-
ing country institutions [45].

Title XII also created the Board for International
Food and Agricultural Development (BIFADY), to
serve as an intermediary between AID and universi-
ties. An important result of Title XII was reemphasis
of U.S. university research aimed at increasing the

Unformation derived from an OTA workshop on US. Universities and Foreign Aid: Technical Assistance for Agriculture, Natural Resources, and
Environment, Mar. 23 and 24, 1989, is incorporated in the text of this background paper as general information; participants have not been cited

individually.

2For the purposes of this Background Paper, agriculture shall be defined to comprise all cropping and livestock management systems, including

aquaculture, agroforestry, and forestry.

3Under the 1990 eorganization of AID, this organization was renamed the Board for International Food and Agricultural Development and Economic
Cooperation (BIFADEC). However, it shall be referred to as BIFAD in this report.
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Box I-A—Amendments to the Foreign Assistance Act Concerning International Environmental

Protection and Natural Resource Management

Congressional concern with international environmental protection has increased markedly over the last
decade. U.S. foreign assistance programs began incorporating environmental concerns in the late 1970s when a
series of amendments to the Foreign Assistance Act defined the Agency for International Development's (AID)
mandate in the area of environment and natural resource management. These amendments gave specific emphasis
to promoting efforts to halt tropical deforestation and maintain biological diversity.

Added new sec. 118 on “Environment and Natural Resources,” authorizing AID to fortify “the capacity
of less developed countries to protect and manage their environment and natural resources” and to
“maintain and where possible restore the land, vegetation, water, wildlife, and other resources upon

1977: Amended sec. 102 to add environment and natural resources to areas AID should address.
1977:

which depend economic growth and well-being, especially that of the poor. ”
1978:

Amended sec. 118, requiring AID to carry out country studies in the developing world to identify natural
resource problems and institutional mechanisms to solve them.

1978/79: Amended sec. 103 to emphasize forestry assistance, acknowledging that deforestation, with its attendant

species loss, constitutes an impediment to meeting basic human needs in developing countries.

1981: Amended sec. 118, making AID'senvironmental review regulations part of the Act, and added a
subsection (d), expressing that ‘Congress is particularly concerned about the continuing and accelerating
alteration, destruction, and loss of tropical forests in developing countries.” Instructs the President to take
these concerns into account in formulating policies and programs relating to bilateral and multilateral
assistance and to private sector activities in the developing world.

1983 Added sec. 119, directing AID in consultation with other Federal agencies to develop aU.S. strategy on
conserving biological diversity in developing countries.

1986: Redesignated sec. 118 as sec. 117 with the new sec. 118 addressing tropical forest issues. Amended sec.
119, which among other things earmarked money for biological diversity projects.

1988: Directed AID to monitor the economic and environmental soundness of multilateral development bank
programs and projects.

1990:

Directed AID to increase the number and expertise of staff in environmental and natural resources fields,
and to focus efforts on LDCs projected to produce substantial amounts of greenhouse gases to the
atmosphere.

SOURCE: Adapted in part from B. Rich and S. Schwartzmann, “The Role of Development Assistance in Maintaining Biological Diversity
In-Situ in Developing Countries,” contractor paper for the Office of Technology Assessment report on Technologies To Maintain

Biological Diversity, OTA-F-330, March 1987.

world' s food supply, mainly through the creation of
Collaborative Research Support Programs. Today,
such research remains central to university involve-
ment in development assistance [45].

Although Title XI1 initially increased university
activity abroad, the effect was short-lived. The
program has not achieved its potential for involving
U.S. universities in development assistance and for
creating the type of partnership between AID and
universities envisioned by the amendment creators
[1 18]. The majority of the work now carried out by
universities for AID Fitsinto five general areas:

research and technology generation,
extension and technology transfer,
education and training,

institution building, and

U.S. university capacity strengthening.

R wd

By statute and regulation Congress requires AlID
to monitor and report to Congress on progress
toward achieving the Nation's development assist-
ance objectives. AID spends about $11 million
annually conducting about 250 evaluations, many of
which relate to U.S. university performance in
development assistance activities [59]. Universities
themselves and outside organizations also conduct
evaluations, audits, investigations, and reviews.
These evaluations, however, may offer little insight
into the effectiveness of university participation in
development assistance activities. Few evaluations
have been performed in certain areas, such as the
impacts of technology transfer, extension, or train-
ing. surveys containing the opinions of AID and
university personnel account for much of the infor-
mation available to AID on university relations; the
most prominent of these are the 1986 ‘‘Mcpherson



Chapter 1--Introduction .

Table I-I-Chronology of University Involvement in international
Development Assistance

Date Activity

1800s-1940s  Individual, sporadic efforts based on personal affiliatioris bétween U.5. Gniversity
personnel and colleagues abroad; numerous foreign students attend U.S.
universities

1949 President Truman calls for a U.S. foreign assistance program in his inaugural address
that will “make the benefits of our scientific advance and industrial progress
available for the improvement and growth of underdeveloped areas”

1949 Chairman of the National Association of State Universities and Land-Grant Colleges
commits the land-grant community to the program, identifying agricultural
development as a primary U.S. strength and foreign development assistance need.

1950 Congress creates the “Point Four Program,” administered by the Technical
Cooperation Administration, thus initiating the first formal overseas development
assistance program. Based on the successful Marshall Plan, the Point Four
Program centered on directly transplanting U.S. technology in LDCS.

1950s United States supports 26 alliances between universities in the United States and
lesser developed countries (LDCS)
1961 Congress passes the omnibus Foreign Assistance Act (Public Law 87-195) which

declares the “encouragement and sustained support of the people of developing
countries in their efforts to acquire the knowledge and resources essential to
development and to build the economic, political, and social institutions which will
improve the quality of their lives” a principal foreign policy objective.

early 1960s Emphasis shifts from university alliances to “institution building:” training LDC
students at U.S. universities; providing U.S. university faculty to research, teach,
and advise at LDC institutions; and supplying LDC institutions with materials and
equipment.

1966 Congress enacts section 211 (d) of the Foreign Assistance Act (Public Law 89-583)
allotting $10 million for research and educational institutions to strengthen their
programs (“capacity-building”) concerned with economic and social development
of LDCS.

1973 Congress enacts the “New Directions” amendment to the Foreign Assistance Act
(Public Law 93-189), emphasizing assistance to the “poorest of the poor,” and
de-emphasizing the role of universities in development assistance.

1970-1975  AID-funded contracts to universities drop by 50 percent

1975 Congress creates Title XIl “Famine Prevention and Freedom from Hunger” in
amendments to the Foreign Assistance Act (Public Law 94-161), calling for
development of a formal partnership between AID and U.S. universities in activities
related to food and agriculture. The Board for International Food and Agricultural
Development (BIFAD) was created to intermediate between land-grant universities

and AID.
1980 AID creates the Office of Forestry, Environment, and Natural Resources.
1983 AID prepares policy determinations on “Environment and Natural Resources Aspects

of Development Assistance” and releases a “ Statement on Environment and
Sustainable Development.”

1988 AID prepares an updated policy paper on “Environment and Natural Resources” that
became the basis for a new Environmental Initiative proposed under the 1990
restructuring of the agency.

1990 AID announces an agency reorganization, including creation of a Center for University
Cooperation in Development administered by the Bureau for Science and
Technology, that consolidates the Board for International Food and Agricultural
Development and the Office of Research and University Relations. AID also defines
anew mission, embodied in four development initiatives: 1) Democracy Initiative; 2)
Partnership for Business and Development; 3) Family and Development, including
food security; and 4) Environment Initiative.

NOTE: See U.S. House of Representatives, Committee on Foreign Affairs and U.S. Senate, Committee on Foreign
Relations, “Joint Committee Print-Legislation on Foreign Relations Through 1979,” February 1980, for a
detailed description of the early evolution of U.S. foreign assistance legislation. For a detailed history of
AlD/university collaboration, see Jordahl, B., “Universities and AID: A History of Partnership and Problems in
Their Collaboration to Provide Technical Assistance for Developing Countries,” Master’s Thesis, University of
Minnesota, St. Paul, MN, March 1991.

SOURCE: Office of Technology Assessment, 1991
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Box 1-B—AID/U.S. University Collaboration Mechanisms

Several mechanisms have been developed over the years to bind the Agency for International Development
(AID) and universities together in formal relationships. AID uses universities primarilyto implement AID-designed
projects, specifying in detail the activities that need to be carried out and the expected end results. Most university
collaboration with AID is devoted to research and project implementation, however AID also has developed several
specialized mechanisms to involve U.S. universities in other stages of AID project development.

Three central mechanisms used by AlD-contracts, grants, and cooperative agreements-establish different
types of obligations and contributions required of each party in the partnership. Contracts allow AID the highest
degree of operational control. Grants, in theory, leave program decisions to the recipient. Cooperative agreements
distribute control between both parties. The nature of an agreement between a university and AID determines to a
large extent the degree of oversight provided by AID as well as the amount of freedom and flexibility allowed the
university. Both factors seem to affect the level of satisfaction of AID and universities in the relationship.

are under heavy accountability pressure from Congress and AlD/Washington, tend to rely on these “

activity.

AID formalizes the remaining one-fourth of its business agreements with universities under g
cooperative agreements. Both of these mechanisms--used mainly by AID’s Bureau for Science and
(AID/S&T) for research serviegesferms of assistance to an organization. AID/S&T directs approximately most
of its agriculture funds to universities through grants, which are the main instrument used by the Collaborative
Research Support Program and the programs of AID/S&T's Office of Research and University Relations. The bulk
of remaining AID/S&T agricultura activities with universities is carried out under cooperative agreements.

Recipients of grants and cooperative agreements may be required to contribute a specified percentage of
funding to the project to demonstrate their commitment. Cooperative agreements, however, alow AID to participate
in project planning, while grants provide the recipient with more freedom in carrying out the activity and provide
for minimal AID involvement.

Universities seem to prefer the relationships established under grants and cooperative agreements to those
established under contracts because the former allow more flexibility and create more of a partnership or
joint-ventureship between the university and AID. Grants and cooperative agreements do not place the universities

Three-fourths of university business with AID occurs under the framework of contracts. Mission directgrs, who

enforceable

instruments’ over grants and cooperative agreements that do not necessarily provide Mission directors with the
ability to enforce effective performance by universities, Mission directors also choose to work under comtracts whet
guidelines do not deem grants or cooperative agreements the most appropriate mechanisms for carrying out the

rants and
Technolog

survey” [cf: 52] and recent evaluation of Program
Support Grants [51].

(see figure I-I).
Research and Technology Generation

AID provided nearly $50 million for research and
technology development at 42 universities in 1988

U.S. universities have participated in research

Research and technology generation have played
varying roles in U.S. foreign assistance programs.
The Point Four program, established under President
Truman, placed heavy emphasis on the United
States' strength in science and technology (see table
[-1). Although through the 1960s and most of the
1970s research was not the top priority of universi-
ties working in development assistance, enactment
of Title XII in 1975 reemphasized university re-
search. Estimated AID funding for agricultura
research and technology generation rose during the
early 1980s, reaching a peak of nearly $200 million
in 1985, and then returned to the level of the early
1980s—approximately $130 million annually [59].

related to development assistance in severa ways
(see app. B). The Collaborative Research Support
Program and the International Agricultural Research
Centers provide forums for scientists, researchers,
and graduate students from U.S. institutions to work
in conjunction with other experts on global issues
affecting development. AID also has generated a
special collaborative program between land-grant
colleges (' 1862 institutions with Historicaly
Black Colleges and Universities (* 1890 institu-
tions' ‘). Moreover, U.S. university faculty work on
AID Mission project research, which usually entails
supporting a nationa agricultural research organiza
tion in the host country.
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in a typical business arrangement based on demands, results, and payments-an arrangement that at times seems
incompatible with traditional university activities such as education and research, where timeframes can be
unpredictable and results subjective.

Cooperative agreements also are not subject to the same open competition requirements that govern a contract.
Federal Acquisition Regulations require that all goods and services, such as a request for technical assistance, be
procured through a competitive process. Cooperative agreements, however, are governed by the Federal Grants and
Cooperative Agreement Act of 1982 and Office of Management and Budget Circular 110, according them a certain
degree of flexibility in competition requirements. AID requires competition to the “maximum practicable extent”
for grants and cooperative agreements, but the authorized exceptions to this requirement are such that many grants
and cooperative agreements are not allocated competitively [71]. This flexibility has allowed AID and universities
to negotiate a significantly different type of relationship than that obtained through a contract-one that places more
emphasis on partnership and focuses lesson the exchange of services for funding.

Several mechanisms have been developed to involve U.S. universities in various stages of AID project
development, but these are rarely used. The Board on International Food and Agricultural Development (BIFAD)
promoted the Collaborative Assistance Mode of contracting to involve universities in project design as well as
implementation. In the past 5 years, only 5 projects have been so designated, yet the mechanism remains BIFAD's
preferred contracting method. Universities and consortia also may enter into Indefinite Quantity Contracts (1QC),
instruments through which universities agree to provide an unspecific quantity of technical services up to a specific
maximum dollar amount. Private firms also may compete for 1QCs.

Finally, AID created the Joint Career Corps (JCC) as a means of sharing university technical expertise with
Mission personnel and increasing universities' familiarity with and knowledge about AID. University personnel
participating in the JCC may devote one-third of their career time to AID and two-thirds to the university by
aternative 4-year stays at their home campus with 2-year AID assignments abroad. The JCC program aso has
provisions for a “reverse exchange” program, whereby AID personnel work at universities for specified time
periods, usualy |-year assignments. Through these exchanges, AlD officials would be able to share their
international knowledge with the university community, reestablish their professional credentials, and broaden their
areas of expertise. Despite its popularity with AID employees, the JCC program has been little promoted and has
generated no long-term relationships [25].

SOURCE: Unless otherwise noted, adapted from John G. Stovall, “’ The Role of U.S. Universities in Development Assistance: What Have We

Learned from Experience?’ contractor report prepared for the Office of Technology Assessment August 1989.

AID Bureau for Science & Technology has
focused support in recent years for creating ‘‘ centers
of excellence’: strengthening a U.S. university
department or institute linked to particular subject
areas or geographical regions. These commonly
consisted of cooperative agreements with universi-
ties for a core research program and provision for
Missions to draw on university expertise as needed
for technical services in specialized areas such as
seed technology, aquiculture, post-harvest technol-
ogy, land tenure, and food security [59]. Some of
these U.S. university centers of excellence have
become world-reknowned in their specialties, play-
ing an important role in acquiring, assimilating, and
analyzing knowledge from around the world and
integrating this information into solutions for devel-
oping societies' problems. As such, they are unique
components of the U.S. and international develop-
ment assistance community.

A growing number of organizations outside the
university community also have developed strong
research programs relevant to development assist-
ance. While responses to the 1986 McPherson survey
revealed a positive perception among Mission Direc-
tors of U.S. universities work in research, a large
number of respondants indicated that the Interna-
tional Agricultural Research Centers (IARCs) were
at least equal to U.S. universities in conducting
research [52]. Private firms and research institutes
(e.g., Appropriate Technology International) also
have developed far-reaching research programs.

AID environment and natural resource activities
have focused more on field-project implementation
than on research and institution-building and, there-
fore, have not meshed as well with U.S. university
strengths. Individual university scientists have con-
ducted most of their developing country environ-
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Figure |-l —AID Supported R&D at U.S. Universities by
Field of Study, Fiscal Year 1988 (Total funding=
$48.454 million at 442 universities)

Social
science**
Other 7.8%
1.5% T
s I
I
Medical
science Agricultural
28.2% H science
38.3%

Biological
science*

24.2%

e includes Biological Science and Environmental Biology.
e *includes Social Science, sociology, and Economics *“

SOURCE: National science Foundation, “Federal Support to Universities,

Colleges, and Select Non-Profit Institutions: FY 1988,” NSF
89-325 (Washington, DC: 1989).

mental research under the auspices of non-AID
organizations, such as the National Science Founda-
tion, Smithsonian, World Wildlife Fund, and Mis-
souri Botanical Gardens. Recently, however, AID
and universities have shown increasing interest in
research on environmental and natural resource
issues, potentially expanding opportunities for uni-
versity involvement in research and technology
generation for development assistance [cf: 62].

Extension and Technology Transfer

Attempts to translate the U.S. land-grant univer-
sity extension system model to lesser developed
countries (LDCs) have met with numerous difficul-
ties [59]. AID's support of land-grant style extension
services has declined over the past two decades

because of disappointing results, a desire for rapid
payoffs, and the high costs of supporting large
extension systems. One AID budget data analysis
shows obligations for such extension projects de-
clining from $113 million in 1979 to $18 million in
1989—an 84 percent drop in one decade [96]. Fewer
than 10 current university projects (8 percent of all
current university projects) involve direct AID
support to public sector extension services.

AID has relied on an eclectic approach to technol-
ogy transfer since the early 1980s, involving the
private sector, mass media communications, and
“innovative approaches to public extension. ” Al-
though AID has given increased attention to technol-
ogy transfer activities, expanding their funding from
$152 million in 1984 to $218 million in 1989,
university participation in these types of projects is
minimal [59]. AID commonly hires nonuniversity
contractors, including private voluntary organiza-
tions, to carry out technology transfer projects.’

Education and Training

A major emphasis of U.S. university participation
in international development assistance has been
training and educating LDC students. Approxi-
mately 200,000 LDC students today attend about
2,000 U.S. universities [20]. The preferred fields of
study for foreign students attending U.S. universities
in descending order are:

1. engineering,

business management,
natural and life sciences,
social sciences,
humanities, and
agriculture [1].

Only 2.8 percent of the 326,300 foreign students
attending U.S. universities in the 1981-82 academic
year were enrolled in agricultural programs [6]. The
percentage of AID-supported students enrolled in
agriculture and natural resource programs is signifi-

Sk own

4A recent AID review identifies general weaknesses in AID’S extension activities:

« few innovative and creative extension activities in LDCs and a general overdependence on outdated extension methods,
« lack of contact with LDC farmers and few attempts to work through farmer organizations,

. insufficient contact between extension actors and research organizations,

. fallurein tying extension activities to the overall development strategies of the LDCS,

. little practical technology to offeLDC farmers, and
. disregard for the significance of women's roles in extension.

Recommendations from reviewers include: improving communications, coordination% and cooperation among researchers and farmers; improving
the mix of extension methods and complementing traditional one-on-one extension agent/farmer contacts, and organizing farmers to help themselves

through various organimations in which farmers participate [13].
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cantly higher, reaching approximately 30 percent in
1988 [103].

U.S. universities participate in training LDC
students through several arrangements. Most foreign
students are supported by personal funds, university
assistantships, and other such arrangements. Some
students enroll in U.S. universities as a part of an
AID project, others do so with AID financial support.
For example, Collaborative Research Support Pro-
grams (CRSP) provide graduate training for LDC
scientists in fields related to their area of research.
The Sorghum and Millet CRSP provided 77 foreign
students with advanced degree training in areas
related to research of those crops over a 4-year
period [59].

Although the effectiveness of LDC student educa-
tion and training has not been determined, universi-
ties generally are credited with contributing signifi-
cantly to building up the technical and research
capacity of many LDCs. Thus, the AID Mission
practice of separating training components from
technical components in projects, and AID’s in-
creased reliance on private contractors for student
placements, have emerged as significant points of
contention between U.S. universities and AID.

A recurring criticism of AlD/university education
and training focuses on the relevance of the material
taught [cf: 16]. To improve the relevance of U.S.
training of LDC students, thesis research might be
conducted in the home country, preferably in con-
junction with specific development projects in the
home countries [59]. In addition, education and
training programs could emphasize training in
operating and modifying tools and techniques to
complement LDC conditions. Such programs should
view farming systems research and development in
the context of small farm size, farm enterprise
diversity, inclement agroecological conditions, and
scarce or costly inputs [16]. Other recommendations
for improving training and education programs
include: eliminating institutional barriers that hinder
LDC student performance, such as inadequate advis-
ing programs and inflexible curricula, and increas-
ing the enrollment of women from LDCS in U.S.
university programs [20]. Regular evaluations of
foreign student education and training programs
could lead to improved curricula and opportunities
and help justify the funds invested in their training.

LDC Institution Building

One major task of U.S. universities working in
development assistance has been to help develop
higher education and research institutions in devel-
oping countries. Key elements of institution build-
ing include: modernization of curricula, develop-
ment of research programs, creation of extension
activities, and training of new and current faculty.

Institution-building is a long-term process: train-
ing and developing a critical mass of faculty can take
10 to 15 years, and developing effective research
programs can take an additional 10 years. Long-term
collaborations in institution building have been
formed by linking a U.S. university or university
consortium with one or more LDC universities, a
government ministry, or a research institute in a
developing nation (see table 1-2). Development of
these “twinning” or “sister university” relation-
ships have facilitated faculty exchange, training, and
other AID-financed support.

One of the largest institution-building projects,
and in quantitative terms perhaps one of the most
successful, linked six U.S. universities to nine State
agricultural universities in India beginning in 1952,
AID spent $31 million over a 20-year period on this
project, which provided at least 1,000 U.S.-trained
Indian students with advanced degrees and sent 337
U.S. faculty members to serve at Indian institutions.
A 1974 evaluation of the India Project found that the
number of Indian staff members with Ph.D.s at
participating universities increased from 251 to
1,234, the number of professors granted advanced
degrees from U.S. universities increased from 140 to
486, and enrollments at the participating Indian
universities more than doubled, rising from 9,790 to
23,213 [45]. The study also revealed that compara-
tively little progress had been made at unassisted
Indian universities over the same period.

LDC institution building through institutional
linkages commonly is perceived to be U.S. universi-
ties’ strongest achievement [cf: 51,52]. However,
surveys have revealed an AID preference to use
private firms to assist in private sector institution-
building activities, and private voluntary organiza-
tions for local level institution building (e.g., coop-
eratives and grassroots organizations).

A 1989 study by AID’s Center for Development
Information and Evaluation included examples of
U.S. university efforts in institution building activi-
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Table [-2—AID-Supported U.S. University and Host Country Organization
Agricultural Institution Building Projects Initiated Since 1950

Host university U.S. university Dates
Karaj College (lran) .. .............ovnn... Utah State University .. ............ 1951-58
Agricultural College at Aba-Ghraib (Iraq) . . ... .. University of Arizona .. ............ 1951-59
National Institute of Agriculture (Panama). . . ... University of Arkansas . ............ 1951-57
University of The Philippines . ................ Cornell University .. ............... 1952-65
Alemaya University of Agriculture (Ethiopia) . ... Oklahoma State University.......... 1952-68
Kasesart University (Thailand) . .............. Oregon State University. .. ......... 1954-60
University of Hawaii .. ............. 1962-65
Seoul National University (Korea)............ University of Minnesota . ........... 1954-62
Kabul University (Afghanistan)............... University of Wyoming ............. 1954-57
Ataturk University (Turkey) . ................. University of Nebraska. ............ 1954-57
University of Conception (Chile).............. University of California............. 1954-57
University of Quito and Guayaquil (Ecuador) ... University ofldaho................. 1954-57
Superior Institute of Agriculture (Mexico). ... ... Texas A&M University ............. 1954-56
National Agrarian University (Peru) . .......... North Carolina State. . ............. 1954-68
University. . ........... .. ... .. 1982-88
Hariyana Agricultural University (India) ........ Ohio State University .............. 1955-72
University of Udaipur (India) . ................ Ohio State University .. ............ 1955-72
G.P. Pant Agricultural University (India). ....... University of lllinois ................ 1955-72
Andhra Pradesh Agricultural University (India) .. Kansas State University. . .......... 1956-72

Mysore Agricultural University, Bangalore

(Indi@) . ..o University of Tennessee .. .......... 1957-72
Orissa University of Agriculture (India) . ........ University of Missouri.............. 1957-72
Bandung Institute of Agriculture (Indonesia) . ... University of Kentucky ............. 1957-67
MUCIA ... 1969-81
University of Wisconsin............ 1980-85
Hokkaido University (Japan) ................. University of Massachusetts .. ....... 1957-61
University of San Carlos (Guatemala) . ........ University of Kentucky ............. 1957-63
Peshawar University (Pakistan) . ............. Colorado State University . .......... 1958-64
Bangladesh Agricultural University . ........... Texas A&M University ............. 1958-73
Hebrew University (Israel) . .................. State University of New York. ....... 1958-62
National College of Agriculture (Cambodia). . ... University of Georgia. . ............. 1960-63
National Taiwan University .................. Michigan State University........... 1960-64
Chung Hsing University (Taiwan) ............. Michigan State University . .......... 1960-64
University of Nigeria........................ Michigan State University........... 1960-67
National College of Agriculture (Vietnam) ... ... University of Georgia. . ............. 1960-63
National University of Asuncion (Paraguay) . ..,. Montana State University ........... 1960-63
New Mexico State University . ....... 1964-67
Punjab University (Pakistan). ................ Washington State University . ....... 1961-69
Universidad de la Republica (Uruguay) .. ...... lowa State University .. ............ 1962-68
Egerton Agricultural College (Kenya) .......... West Virginia University . ........... 1962-72
Sokoine University of Agriculture (Tanzania). ... West Virginia University ............ 1962-72
University of Ceara (Brazil) . ................. University of Arizona .. ............ 1964-73
University of San Paulo (Brazil) ............... Ohio State University .............. 1964-73
University of Rio Grande do Sul (Brazil)........ University of Wisconsin ............ 1964-73
University of Vicosa (Brazil) . ................. Purdue University ................. 1964-73
University of CostaRica. .................... University of Florida. .. ............ 1965-70

tiesin 23 countries representing each major develop-
ing country region [32]. This assessment found that
a majority of LDC faculty trained by U.S. institu-
tions returned to their host countries and emerged as
university leaders, development of LDC undergrad-
uate training programs led to a considerably ex-
panded supply of trained agriculturalists, and many
LDC universities have been able to develop new
technologies for the agricultural sector.

Weaknesses in the institution-building process
also were identified, among them: overproduction of

manpower in LDCs in areas without sufficient jobs
to support the graduates; an insufficient LDC
university role in extension practices; a tendency for
social science programs to lag behind agricultural
and other scientific fields; and a tendency to sever
institutional support prematurely. In addition, the
study recognized that LDC institutions need to form
close linkages with ministries of agriculture in the
developing countries and must cultivate political
and financial support from farm groups, agricultural
fins, and other local organizations [32,59].
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Table [-2-Continued
Host university U.S. university Dates
Superior Institute of Agriculture (Dominican
Republic) ....... ... .. . Texas A&M University . ............ 1965-73
Punjab Agricultural University (India) . ......... Ohio State University . ............. 1955-72
Makerere University (Uganda) . .............. West Virginia University . ........... 1964-73
Ohio State University .............. 1984-93
Ahmadu Bello University (Nigeria) ............ Kansas State University. .. ........ 1962-78
University of Ife (Nigeria) . .................. University of Wisconsin ............ 1964-75
Bunda College of Agriculture (Malawi) . ........ University of Massachusetts. . .. ... .. 1963-70
Njala Agricultural University (Sierra Leone) . . . .. University of lllinois. ............... 1963-71
Madhya Pradesh Agricultural University (India).. University of lllinois ................ 1964-73
Maharashtra Agricultural University (India) . . . .. Pennsylvania State University. . ... .. 1967-72
Institute of Agricultural and Veterinary Sciences University of Minnesota . ........... 1969-90
(MOroCCO) . v oot
Brazilian Agricultural Faculties .. ............. Michigan State University . .......... 1973-78
University of Jordan University. . ............. Washington State University . ....... 1975-79
Peredenia University (Sri Lanka) .. ........... Penn State/Texas A&GM .. .......... 1979-85
Eastern Regional Universities (Indonesia) . ... .. Washington State University . ....... 1980-85
Western Regional Universities (Indonesia) . . . .. University of Kentucky ............. 1980-90
Visayas College of Agriculture (Philippines).... Cornell University ................. 1981-87
Agriculture University at Dschang (Cameroon) .. University of Florida. . ............. 1982-90
Northwest Frontier Agri. University (Pakistan) . .. University of lllinois ................ 1983-92
University of Ouagadougou (Burkina Faso) . . ... University of Georgia. . ............. 1983-90
University of Zimbabwe .. ................... Michigan State University . .......... 1984-89
University of Sanaa (Yemen) ................ Oregon State University. . .......... 1985-96
Jamaica College of Agriculture .. ............. Louisiana State University. . ........ 1986-90
School of Agriculture for Tropics California Polytechnic and State 1986-88
Humid Regions (CostaRica)............... University . ..............o ..
Rutgers University . ................ 1986-88
University of Nebraska . ............ 1986-88
Virginia Polytechnic Academy of 1986-88
Educational Development . .......
Edgerton Agricultural College (Kenya) ........ University of lllinois.. . ............. 1986-91

SOURCE: G.E. Hansen, “AID Evaluation Highlights-The Impact of Investments on Agricultural Higher Education,”
prepared for the U.S. Agency for International Development, Washington, DC, 1989.

Capacity Building of U.S. Universities

Since the enactment of 211(d) of the Foreign
Assistance Act in 1966, AID has formally attempted
to strengthen the capacity of U.S. universities
working in international development. The 211(d)
grants initially provided funds to improve university
competence across a broad spectrum of areas, but
over the following two decades the capacity-
building program became more focused. Evolution
of the 21 I(d) program into the Strengthening Grant
Program and, in the mid-1980s, into the Program
Support Grant/Joint Memorandum of Understand-
ing project (PSG/JMOU) presaged a new approach
to strengthening U.S. universities. AID provided
approximately $26 million to some 57 U.S. universi-
ties between 1979 and 1986 under the Title XII
Strengthening Grants program. Subsequent to criti-
cism that funds were allocated to uses only peripher-
ally related to AID objectives and activities, the
successor PSG/JMOU program focused funding on

U.S. university capabilities in certain specific geo-
graphic and subject areas to develop expertise
related to one or more specific AID projects.

Through the Joint Memorandum of Understand-
ing, partnerships formed between 12 land-grant
universities that had “graduated” from the termi-
nated Strengthening Grants program, and 12 Histori-
cally Black Colleges and Universities (HBCU).
Each university then became eligible for a 5-year
Program Support Grant to develop faculty skills.
Receiving a PSG did not guarantee receipt of AID
contracts, it only assisted universities’ to develop
capabilities for AID work.

The PSG/JMOU program was terminated in 1991
subsequent to a determination that it not a cost-
effective means to involve U.S. universities with
AID programs [51]. The evaluation report recom-
mended, instead, that AID:
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Table 1-3-AlD/University Programs and Projects by Development Sector, Region,
and Amount Cumulative, 1960-66

Number of Number of Total dollar
Region Projects universities amount
Agriculture
Africa. .. 57 34 139,898,662
ASia . . 79 41 114,235,549
Latin America. . .........ovuiiininnin..n 71 24 89,815,845
North Africa/Near East. . ................... 25 16 58,243,986
Total ..o 232 115 402,194,042
Development Planning and Economics
Africa. ... 11 10 8,450,653
ASia . oo 1 8 14,978,914
Latin America. . ... 21 15 14,317,723
North Africa/Near East. . ................... 3 3 13,359,717
Total .. 46 36 51,107,007
Health and Population
Africa. .. 20 12 33,682,323
ASia . oo 16 12 12,284,076
Latin America. . ... o 23 16 6,328,577
North Africa/Near East. . ................... 5 5 2,049,119
Total . ... 64 45 54,544,095
Human/Resources
Africa. . ... 54 29 108,088,834
Asia. ... 40 24 61,101,544
Latin America. . ... 56 28 26,795,932
North Africa/Near East. . ................... 20 15 55.043.890
Total ..o 170 96 251,030,200
Natural Resources
All 10 8 14,325,437
Sciences and Engineering
All 37 22 57,860,557
Total ... 559 322 831,062,338

SOURCE: E.J. Long and F. Campbell, "’Reflections on the Role of AID and the U.S. Universities in international
Agricultural Development” (Rockville, MD: Statistica, Inc., 1989).

1. encourage noncontractual, long-term linkages
between U.S. universities and LDC institu-

account for most university development assistance
work (table I-3). At least half of Mission-sponsored

tions,

2. finance university services through contracts
or individually tailored grants (with the excep-
tion of certain “strengthening elements” for
HBCUs),

3. open AID use of university services to a wider
range of universities, and

4. encourage collaboration between U.S. univer-
sities and the private sector.

RECENT TRENDS IN AlD/
UNIVERSITY COLLABORATION

Agricultural development assistance has been the
focus of U.S. university involvement in develop-
ment assistance from the start and continues to

university contracts since 1960 have been agricul-
turally oriented.’

AID conducts and sponsors environment and
natural resources related activities, but these have
been minor foci of U.S. land-grant university
activity[cf: 109], even at a time of rapidly increasing
national and international attention to these issues.
They inevitably have been overshadowed by agri-
cultural production activities. Increased attention to
natural resource and environment in foreign assist-
ance policy and programs suggests that these areas
could figure more prominently in future U.S. univer-
sity work.

University development assistance activities,
however, have declined as a whole. A review of AID

SHuman Resources have also been an important area representing almost one-third of these university contracts. University sectoral support in
development plarming and economics, health andpopulation, and science and engineering have been supported to some extent but will not be reviewed

inthisreport.
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Figure 1-2—Title XII-Type Projects by Year of Start
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SOURCE: U.S. Congress, General Accounting Office, “Foreign Aid: Issues Concerning U.S. University Participation,” GAO/NSAID-89-38, report to the
Chairman, Committee on Foreign Affairs, House of Representatives, U.S. Congress, Washington, DC, April 1989.

Mission-sponsored university agricultural projects
between 1951 and 1988 shows that such activities
are now at their lowest level in 37 years [41]. A 1989
General Accounting Office (GAO) audit of Title XII
activities reports that, after the 1975 enactment of
the Title XII legislation, the number and dollar value
of new Title XII contracts and grants for technical
assistance grew, peaked in 1982, and subsequently
declined (see figure 1-2).°Centrally funded AID/
university programs, such as the Collaborative
Research Support Programs (CRSPs) also have
declined, concomitant with overall reductions in
AID Agriculture, Rural Development, and Nutrition
budgets.

The number of active projects and the number of
universities involved will probably continue to fall.
Universities implemented 96 new projects from
fiscal year 1979 through fiscal year 1981, with a total
value of $513 million-an average of $171 million
annually. New university projects totaled 12 for
fiscal year 1987 through fiscal year 1989, with an
annual average value of $47 million. University
projects represented 19 percent of the total AID
obligations for all agricultural projects from 1979 to
1981, but only 4 percent from 1987 to 1989 [59].

The decline in Title XII projects is commonly
attributed to four causes:

1. decline in AID involvement in large institu-
tion-building activities,

2. decline in the Agriculture, Rural Develop-
ment, and Nutrition budget and earmarking of
those funds for other purposes,

3. growing Mission management of programs
involving private sector development and mar-
keting elements for which private sector con-
tractors tend to be preferred, and

4. preference by “AID managers and host coun-
try project leadership for fully open competi-
tion in procurement of services and strong
resistance to ‘set-asides’ “ [51].

Almost 75 percent of active projects terminated by
the end of fiscal year 1990. The number of universi-
ties implementing Title XII projects drops with the
number of active projects. In 1988, 72 universities
were participating in Title XII contracts or coopera-
tive agreements. The GAO estimates that the num-
ber may drop to 35 universities after fiscal year 1990
[106]?

®Neither AID nor BIFAD adopted an official definition of a“Title XI¥ project.” The term is sometimes used to refer to projects that are “set aside”

for Title Xm universities. At other timesalt agricultural projects awarded to universities are referred to as TitleXII projects, regardless of the contracting
mode. The GAO used an unofficid list of projects maintained by BIFAD staff that includes all “Title X11-type” projects implemented by universities.

7TThese fires do not take into aCCOUNt university participation jn non-Title XTI type projects and contracts, SUCh SSin health and engineering [33].
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Trends in AID Policies, Programs, and Funds

The U.S. Agency for International Development
(AID) is the primary Federal agency in international
development assistance and the focus for university
involvement in such assistance. Thus, directions
taken by the agency will influence, to a large degree,
the level and areas of future university participation.
Existing agency and regional bureau policies and
strategies, as well as funding and program trends,
have significant implications for future university
involvement in AID-supported technical assistance.

AID STRATEGIESFOR
AGRICULTURE, NATURAL
RESOURCES, AND
ENVIRONMENT

AID has a range of agency and bureau strategies
and policies that help define the ways the agency
expects to achieve development goals. These strate-
gies may not specify programs or projects, but they
have a strong indirect impact on program and project
development. They can:

e consolidate AID support for a specific area of
assistance,

o influence Mission Country Development Strat-
egy Statements,

e stimulate Missions to develop projects relevant
to the strategy,

e help in review of ongoing or proposed projects,
and

e establish funding targets.

The following section outlines the agricultural,
natural resources, and environment strategies for the
Agency overall, as well as for each of four bureaus
that work most directly with universities in the
provision of technical assistance. The Bureaus
include: Bureau for Latin America and the Carib-
bean, Bureau for Asia and the Near East, Bureau for
Africa, and Bureau for Science and Technology.'
The latter plays perhaps the most prominent role in
university involvement in technical assistance.

General AID Strategies

AlID’s development strategy today emphasizes
national economic growth based on the free market
and development of the private sector. In part, this
strategy is based on the view that developing
countries commonly have overemphasized the role
of the public sector and restricted the role of the
private sector to the detriment of the LDC economy
and development.

In the 1980s, AID established four components or
“pillars of development” for supporting economic
growth through development assistance:

« policy dialogue and reform;

« Private sector development;

. institutional development; and

. technology research, development,
and transfer.

AID established three goals for agricultural assist-
ance: 1) enable countries to become food self-
reliant, 2) ensure the food security of their popula-
tions, and 3) contribute to broadly based economic
growth. These goals were to be reached through
approaches based on the “four pillars” of develop-
ment [98,105]. An additional agricultural goal—
commitment to natural resource and environmental
maintenance and enhancement-was added under
the 1987 agricultural focus statement [72], nearly 20
years after recognition of the importance of main-
taining environmental quality by the U.S. Govern-
ment.

Reorganization and redirection of AID’s pro-
grams was announced by AID Administrator Ronald
W. Roskens in early 1991, citing concerns with the
U.S. budget deficit, increasing scarcity of foreign
assistance funds, and proliferating legislative objec-
tives.

The much-amended Foreign Assistance Act
(FAA) of 1961, with its 30-plus objectives for U.S.
assistance, should be recast. It is simply too diverse
in its directions to provide a manageable framework
for assistance in the current and future environment
[55].

1Regional Bureau names and missions Were changed jn ATD’s 1990 reorganization just prior to publication of this document. The new regional
Bureaus are: Bureau for Africa, Bureau for Europe and the Near East, Bureau for Latin America and the Caribbean, and the Bureau for Asia, Private

Enterprise, and Housing.
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The new mission is to “do fewer things, and do them
very well” [63]. To achieve this, four strategic
initiatives have been proposed to focus AID activi-
ties [64,65,66,67], and funds will be allocated on the
basis of progress toward democratization, progress
in economic reforms, and establishment of a market-
oriented economy [64]. While a blend of project and
nonproject assistance will continue, increasing
weight will be devoted to economic and democratic
policy reform and dialogue.

Mutual benefits—for LDCs and the United
States—are a prominent focus of the new initiatives:
the overall goal of AID is now to “administer
economic assistance programs that combine an
American tradition of international concern and
generosity with the active promotion of America’s
national interest. * As such, four new “pillars” of
development assistance have been defined:

e The Democracy Initiative: “to help promote
and consolidate democracy as the legitimate
organizing principle for political systems
throughout the world,” [64]

e The Partnership for Business and Develop-
ment. “to engage American private sector
participation in the effort to develop and sustain
free-market principles and broad-based eco-
nomic growth in developing countries,” [65]

e Family and Development: “to use the fam-
ily. . .as a starting point for analysis of what
people need, how they use the resources they
have, and as an organizing principle for mobi-
lizing the energy of people to create progress,’
[66] and

e Environment: ‘‘toguide the Agency’s environ-
mental and natural resource ‘interventions to
areas where. . assistance will have the greatest
impact” [67].

Agriculture

Agriculture is addressed in large part under the
Family and Development Initiative:

Food production is a family enterprise. . . . Family
land and labor determine agricultural productivity,
and the way in which the land and labor are used
affects the natural resource base. . . . Understanding
and appreciating the contribution that families make
to a farm-system agricultural approach [and] to
encouraging the use of safe, clean water. . can be the
factor that spells success for a development project
or program [66].

Activities that AID plans to emphasize in its Family
and Development Initiative include:

» consideration of LDC family food security
goals, strategies, and constraints in formulating
development policies;

« “supporting the family’s role in coping with or
balancing the often competing needs for eco-
nomic productivity and sound management of
natural resources;

* designing development activities based on
studies of resource allocation within families
and the impact on individual members (e.g., the
impact of cash cropping on the nutritional
status of various family members); and

« investigation of the relationship between envi-
ronmental problems and family stability, “in-
cluding the short-term potentially negative
impact on families’ access to food and fuel
resulting from long-term measures to protect
the environment. ” [66].

Environment and Natural Resources

Although stewardship of natural resources is
mentioned in several new AID Initiatives, primary
attention is given to environment and natural re-
source issues in the new Environment Initiative.
Under this initiative, AID is expanding its environ-
mental activities given encouragement by “the
Congress, the Administration, a vocal environ-
mental NGO [nongovernmental organization] com-
munity, and by a growing number of developing
countries” [62]. AID projects total environmental
obligations to grow from $408 million in fiscal year
1990 to $460 million in fiscal year 1992, and a
method of tracking these obligations currently is
under development. Each bureau has been directed
to devote 75 percent of all new environmental
resources to:

1. assistance in developing sound economic and
environmental policies;

2. strengthening host country environmental in-
stitutions; and

3. projects related to priority environmental
problems areas in each region.

Regional problems areas identified are: loss of
tropical forests, loss of biological diversity, unsound
agricultural practices, poor management of coastal
resources, poor management of watersheds, ineffi-
cient use of energy, and urban and industrial
pollution. These problem areas show remarkable
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similarity across regions; all three regional bureaus
list tropical forests, biological diversity, and aspects
of sustainable agriculture as priority environmental
problem areas.

AID's Environment Initiative is based on a 1988
Policy Paper on Environment and Natural Resources
that identifies three program areas for AID support:
sustainable production (including sustainable agri-
culture), maintenance of natural ecosystems, and
improving environmental quality for human health
needs [97]. Since the early 1980s, AID focused
projects on management of natural resources, to aid
the small-scale farmer growing food crops on poor
farmland and to limit loss of tropical forests and
hillside erosion. Support for this work has included
development and dissemination of technologies to
increase agricultural production while reducing
degradation of land (e.g., agroforestry), improved
management of natural forests, and support for
natural resource management education at regional
education and training centers.

Roles for universities are cited in many of AID’s
direction-setting documents; participation in re-
search, developing human resources through educa-
tion and training, institution building, and provision
of technical assistance [74,75,79,82,98]. Whereas
AID strategy recognizes a substantial role for the
type of work that universities have traditionally
carried out, concerns exist that this work has
received a disproportionately small share of AID’s
funding. For example, the Board for International
Food and Agricultural Development (BIFAD)
Budget Panel has argued that “programming guid-
ance’ sent by AID to its Missions emphasized
policy reform and private sector development while
virtually ignoring institution building and technol-
ogy generation [84].

Under the new organization and directions, enti-
tlements to specific types of organizations seem
effectively over, and matching commitments-in
initiatives, in staff, and in funds, are expected:

[AID's] work is becoming a cluster of partner-
ships with recipient countries, with other donors,
with many U.S. Federal and State agencies, and with
the American private sector. . . . In the future we will
not be working with recipient countries but with
partner countries. We will not use various private
sector entities as agents, but enroll the energies of
private voluntary agencies, universities and profit-

making enterprises in the development challenge
[55].

In turn, these organizations will be encouraged by
AID to develop linkages among themselves (see box
2-A).

AID Regional Bureau Strategies

Each of AID’s three regional bureaus has estab-
lished different development objectives for its re-
gion and, thus, has different implications for univer-
sity collaboration in development assistance. Re-
gional bureaus have varying foci in line with their
strategies (see app. C). The Bureau for Africa
concentrates on private sector support as part of its
policy reform strategy. Technology development,
technology transfer, and construction receive less
emphasis. The Bureau for Asia and Near East
focuses primarily on construction, credit, technol-
ogy transfer, and private sector support. The Bureau
for Latin America and Caribbean focuses on credit,
marketing, technology transfer, construction, and
export promotion as part of its strategies in nontradi-
tional exports and private sector development.

Bureau for Science & Technology

Prior to the recent reorganization and mission
redefinition, the Bureau for Science and Technology
(AID/S&T) identified two primary functions: to
encourage research, development, and use of new
technology to promote LDC economic develop-
ment; and to plan and carry out scientific activities
that are more efficiently conducted by a centralized
organization or that are outside the capacity of an
individual Mission. Such activities have included
[99]:

- basic and applied research to develop new or
improved technology that is not location-
Specific;

« research and development of new and improved
technology conducted in the LDC in collabora-
tion with the host country, Mission, regional
bureau, or other donor; and

« technical field support for Mission projects.

AID/S&T identified five priority problem areas
for its work: inadequate income growth, hunger,
health deficiency, illiteracy and inadequate educa-
tion, and unmanageable population pressure. At
least two-thirds of the Bureau’s resources were
directed to the latter two problem areas in 1989;
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Box 2-A—The Role of U.S. Universities Under the New AID Mission

Competitiveness Through Universities
AlD’sgod isto assist the movement in U.S. universities toward internationalization by developing
partnerships between academic institutions in the United States and in developing countries.

The non-profit sector, particularly U.S. universities, can contribute as significantly as U.S. corporations to the
long-term competitiveness of the United States in the world of the 1990s. The broad, historic engagement of U.S.
centers of intellectual excellence with the world at large has positioned them well if a sustained effort is made. The
influence of American scientists on the disciplines, the role of English as a universal language of intellectuals and
scientists, and the continuing innovation pursued by U.S. institutions all create favorable conditions. But
universities of other countries can now seethe opportunities created by the U.S. precedent. The global playing field
will be a crowded one, so U.S. institutions will not be able to rest on past glory.

For AID, the health and vigor of U.S. universities are of great importance as well. To respond to new
challenges, AID needs new ideas and technologies. As the core cadre of scientists and technologists in AID declines,
the need for strong, healthy linkages with the university sector grows. But the need is not simply for linkages
between AID and U.S. universities. They, in turn, need to be linked with U.S corporations active in developing
countries. And over the long term, strong support for the development process will come from linkages between
U.S. universities and counterpart institutions in developing countries. The transfer of technical knowledge essential
for development, both in terms of hardware as well as training key developing country nationals, is a multiyear
process where AID can best facilitate the process. AID has extensive experience in this regard in the agricultural
sector. It is now time to extend that comprehensive effort to other sectors; natural resources and the environment,
health and family planning, enterprise management, and the management of increasingly free-enterprise economies.

The universe of U.S. universities, already embarked on increasing internationalization, can work more closely with
AID.

No longer can AID afford exclusive, entitlement-style relations with U.S. universities. We need to create
processes that are inclusive and competitive, able to adapt to rapidly changing times and requirements, and to grow
with the dynamic change occurring in the developing countries. AID will focus on two mechanisms for this activity:

(A) Creation of the Center for University Cooperation in Development, This center will serve to build,
promote, and strengthen mutually beneficial development cooperation and partnerships among AID, U.S.
institutions of higher education and their counterpart institutions in developing countries.

(B) Creation of ties between schools of business and management in the United States and in developing
countries. These linkages well be permissible within the center described in Proposal A but may be desirable on
a broader scale than developed in the center. The linkages could involve students, faculty and research projects.

SOURCE: Excerpted from U.S. Agency for International Development\ “The Partnership for Business and Development-One of a Series of

Initiatives of the U.S. Agency for International Development” December 1990.

agricultural activities made up approximately one-
fourth of AID/S&T's appropriations [68].

Agriculture activities have been carried out by
severa officesin AID/S&T. The Office of Agricul-
ture is the primary funding source for agricultural
activities, supplying approximately 50 percent of the
funds allocated to the Agriculture, Rural Develop-
ment, and Nutrition (ARDN) account. Nearly one-
third of the Office of Agriculture's projects focused
on soil and water management for agriculture
between 1977 and 1988 (table 2-1). Other offices
carrying out ARDN-type work have included: Nutri-
tion, Forestry and Environment and Natural Re-
sources, Energy, and Rural and Institutional Devel-
opment.

The AID/S&T Office of Agriculture established
three primary responsibilitiesin 1989: 1) managing
the U.S. core contribution to the International
Agricultural Research Centers (IARCs), 2) oversee-
ing the Collaborative Research Support Programs
(CRSPs) that operate semi-autonomously, both
technically and administratively, and 3) projects
directly managed by AID/S&T through contracts
and cooperative agreements. Over time the CRSPs
have become increasingly important components of
the Office’ s work and, in 1988, received 46 percent
of itsobligations [101].

The Office of Agriculture has one of the closest
relationships with U.S. universities of any office
within AID. In its purpose, its emphasis on research
and technology development, and the academic
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Table 2-I—Project Portfolio Categories of Office of
Agriculture’s Activities, 1977-88

Percentage of

Category project portfolio
Soil and water management (primarily soils

and fertilizer) ........ ... o 30
Crop production (primarily sorghum/millet and

beans/cowpeas) ............oiiiiiiiiiiiiia 26
Livestock productionand health . .................. 12
Economic planning and policy ... ................. 8
Fisheries and aquiculture .. ...................... 7
Biotechnology ...t 6
Pest management .......... ... .. i 6
Reducing post-harvest losses, storage and

utilization .. ... 4

SOURCE: U.S. Agency for International Development, Bureau for Science
and Technology, Office of Agriculture, “Statistical Overview of
S&T/AGR Project Portfolio FY 77-FY 8S,” 1989.

background of its personnel, it is similar to the
agricultural universities and therefore collaboration
is facilitated. The Title XIlI mandate, and its precur-
sors, strengthened these ties, particularly through the
CRSP program. The majority of the Office’s non-
CRSP projects are also with universities.

AID/S&T does not seem to suffer disillusionment
with AlID/university relationships as do AID Mis-
sions and regional bureaus. This is reflected in the
consolidation of the Board for International Food
and Development support staff and the Office of
Research and University Relations into the Center
for University Cooperation in Development within
AID/S&T. The goal of this consolidation is to
“develop programs which optimize the contribu-
tions of U.S. universities” to achievement of AID
goals [56]. Most domestic funding for agricultural
and natural resources research currently is directed
at nonland-grant universities and private organiza-
tions [108]. Thus, the future of AID/S&T's relations
with universities is likely to be concerned more with
expanding access to nonland-grant schools as priori-
ties change and with preventing budget cuts from
straining existing university work, than with the
current debate over the extent to which universities
should be favored in development assistance.

TRENDSIN AID FUNDING
AND PROGRAMS

I N conjunction with its agency and bureau strate-
gies, AID’s choice of program emphases and alloca-

tion of funds among the resulting initiatives illustrate
its commitment to agriculture, natural resources, and
environmental programs and projects. This commit-
ment and the choices it inspires will affect the type
and extent of AlD/university relationships.

Funding Trends

Funding data can help show AID’s direction and
trends in agricultural development and environment
and natural resource activities. Budgetary con-
straints have affected the international development
program as a whole, and university involvement in
particular. In fiscal year 1989, the U.S. Government
allocated $15.1 billion in foreign assistance funds to
developing nations, down from a peak of $22.6
billion in fiscal year 1979 [114].

Not only has AID’s overall budget decreased, but
so has the Agriculture, Rural Development and
Nutrition (ARDN) budget, which accounts for the
majority of university funding. Since its creation in
1973, the ARDN account has been a significant
component of development assistance and, as such,
an indicator of AID's commitment to agricultural,
natural resource, and environmental development.
The ARDN account is projected to decline as a
percentage of development assistance functional
accounts. In 1986, the ARDN account was allocated
$759.9 million, representing 47 percent of total
functional account allocations. Projections for 1990
indicated that ARDN will receive $477.7 million, or
39 percent of total functional account allocations
[83].°

Concern also has been raised over declines in the
actual buying power of the ARDN account. AID/
S&T's Office of Agriculture estimated that, after
adjusting for inflation, the 1988 ARDN budget
would purchase only about 44 percent of what the
1977 budget could buy [101].

Decline in the ARDN account reflects an overall
decline in Development Assistance (DA) as a
proportion of total foreign economic assistance,
primarily due to an increase of obligations under

2The fiscal year 1992 AID appropriation request to the Congress recommended that the eight functional accounts, including the ARDN account, be
aggregated into a single nonfictional “Development programs’ account that would provide flexibility in funding allocation. Certain priority areas,
including “the environment” are to be assured funding at levels consistent with fiscal year 1991 allocations [56].
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Economic Support Funds (ESF).’An AID response
to this trend was to use part of ESF to fund projects,
including those similar to ARDN activities. While
not originally envisioned, this use of “projectized

ESF” has helped offset downward trends in ARDN
funding.

Obligations for ARDN-type activities (funded
through both DA and ESF accounts) have been $1
billion a year since 1982, although there have been
significant fluctuations (some in the hundreds of
millions of dollars) between years. Obligations for
ARDN-type activities declined by 20 percent be-
tween 1984 and 1989 [76]. (Nonprojectized ESF and
P.L. 480-generated local currencies may also be
used for ARDN-type activities. Their use in this way
is not well documented and is not included in data on
funding of ARDN-type work.)

A recent study examined ARDN-type obligations
for the period 1984 to 1989 by breaking them down
into 12 purpose categories (table 2-2). Overall AID
has focused its efforts in five areas: construction,
credit, sector support, technology transfer, and
technology development. Only the central bureaus,
especially the Bureau for Science & Technology,
focus substantial attention on developing LDC
capacity to develop, manage, and conserve soil,
water, and other resources (Resource Development)
or on strengthening LDC capacity for conducting
research on improved technologies for production
and consumption (Technology Development). Fur-
ther, considerable uncertainty exists regarding data
on funding of natural resources and environment
activities (box 2-B).

Diminishing ARDN and ARDN-type funding,
and redirection of activities away from resource and
technology development, reduce the opportunities
for university involvement in development activities
and lead to competition over the types of activities
to be funded. Further declines in ARDN will lead to
increased tradeoffs between natural resources work
and the more traditional agricultural activities.

Program Trends

I'n addition to the type of development work that
AID supports, certain changes in the way in which
it does its work affect future university involvement.
Program trends include: agency decentralization;
emphasis on short-term results; reduced AID staff-
ing, particularly of technical personnel; increased
project size; increased use of nonuniversity contrac-
tors; and transition to a performance-based budget-
ary system. Many of these trends are reinforced in
the proposed AID guidelines “Towards Strategic
Management,” December 1990, which states:

Some planning assumptions being explored are
that AID will be a smaller bureaucracy, with most of
its staff overseas, running the same-sized or larger
program in dollar terms. AID may move toward
“wholesaling’ a set of tested development ap-
proaches in certain areas, through private, non-profit
or university organizations. . . . There may be two
main groups [of AID staff]: highly skilled managers
with a clear career path and technical specialists
employed as their skills are required. Larger blocks
of work maybe run under contracts and grants. There
will be greater autonomy for field operations within
a system of evaluation and operational/financial
auditing to assure accountability. Promotion, incen-
tives and awards will flow to those individuals and
teams who can show program impact, account for
resources and find a productive balance between
innovation and prudence.

Agency Decentralization

Decentralization of decisionmaking and a shift of
management responsibilities to the AID Missions
occurred throughout the 1980s. Mission directors
gained authority in 1985 to approve and implement
projects costing up to $2.5 million based on initial
Project Identification Documents if no major issues
are raised. The goal of decentralization was to
increase administrative efficiency and allow person-
nel with on-the-ground expertise to make decisions.

Decentralization has hindered use of centralized
programs, such as Title XII, and thus may make

3AID’s foreign assistance funds are divided into two accounts: Development Assistance (DA) funds and Economic Support Funds (ESF). Although
some ESF funding has been reditected to devel opment assistance projects, these accounts generally are allocate based on political objectives rather than
on development assistance goals, and are directed to only afew particular countries. Further, these funds cannot be accessed by central bureaus such
asthe Bureau for Science and Technology. The Development Assistance accounts are the primary source of funding for agriculture, natural resources,
and environment projects, especially throughthe Agriculture, Rural Development and Nutrition (ARDN) account. Funding for “ARDN-type” activities
may also come from functional accounts, such asthe Private Sector, Energy and Environment, and through Economic Support Funds. The new
Development Fund for Africa, created in 1988, combined all funds for Sub-Saharan Africa (including those previously funded from the ARDN account)
into asingle fund for development assistance to theregion, complicating estimates of funds and program activitiesin agriculture, natural resources, and
environment. Aggregation of funds into a single nonfunctional account also would complicate budget analysis, although AID is developing a system

to improve accountability for use of appropriated funds [56].
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Table 2-2—Percent Distribution of ARDN-Type Obligations by Purpose Category for
AID as a Whole and by Regional and Central Bureaus, 1984-89

Latin
Asia & America Central
Purpose-category AID Africa Near East & Caribbean Bureaus®
Construction . . ......... ... .. ... ... 17.5 10 24 10 0
Credit ... 17 2 20 33 14
Educational systems development . . . .. 25 4 3 0 0
Human resources development .. ...... 35 5 3 5 1
Input supply ... 2 5 3 0 0
Land tenure ............ ... 1.5 0 0 9 1
Marketing ... 25 2 0 11 0
Planning and policy analysis ........... 6 7 6 5 5
Resource development . ............... 4.5 3 4 4 13
Sectorsupport . ... 16 35 12 4 0
Technology development . ............. 115 14 6 7 64
Technology transfer . .. ................ 15.5 15 18 10 2

Totals may not add to 100 percent due to rounding.

‘The column includes data for the following AID bureaus: Science & Technology; Food for Peace and Voluntary
Assistance; and Private Enterprise. The study did not include datafrom the Bureau for Program and Policy
Coordination, which in 1985 became the source of AID’s core contribution to the International Agricultural Research
Centers of the CGIAR (> $40 million annually). The table thus undercounts the Technology Development category
(which actually represents the majority of this funding) and to a lesser extent the Technology Transfer, Resource
Development, and Human Resource Development categories.

NOTE: Between 1984 and 1989,54 percent of ARDN-type obligations were in Asia and the Near East, 25 percent in
Sub-Saharan Africa, 12 percent in Latin America and the Caribbean, and 9 percent in theCentral Bureaus.
These percentages were calculated after including AID Central Bureau contribution to the core budget of the
International Agricultural Research Centers for 1985-89.

SOURCE: U.S. Agency for International Development, AID Washington Technical Personnel, and Chemonics,
International Consulting Division, “Agriculture, Rural Development and Nutrition Portfolio Review: Analysis
and Recommendations,” prepared for AID’s Working Group of the Joint Sector Councils of Agriculture, Rural
Development, Natural Resources, and Nutrition, Dec. 30, 1988. Data for core contributions to the
International Agricultural Research Centers provided by AID, Bureau for Sdence and Technology, Office
of Agriculture, CGIiAR Staff, June 1989.

Purpose-Category Definitions

1. construction: to construct” or strengthen* the capacity to construct basic facilities/infrastructure-transport,
communications, water supply/waste disposal systems. Does not include construction undertaken as an ancillary
activity of project dassified under any other category.

2. Credit: to improve* or strengthen* the capacity to improve the delivery of credit for production and consumption.

3. Educational systems development: to develop* or strengthen* the capacity to develop education institution
structure/curricuia/operations/facilities.

4. Human resources development:to improve” or strengthen’the capacity to improve training and human resource
development.

5. input suppiy: to improve* or strengthen* the capacity to improve the deiivery of services and physicai inputs for
production and consumption.

6. Land tenure: to improve* or strengthen* the capacity to improve access to and/or ownership of land, water, and
other resources.

7. Marketing:to improve” or strengthen” the capacity to improve assernbly, handiing, processing, storage, transport,
and/or distribution of commodities and products.

8. Planning and policy analysis: to conduct* or improve* the capacity for conducting economic planning and
anaiysis of poiicy issues. inciudes data collection and processing.

9. Resource development: to deveiop’ or strengthen* the capacity to deveiop, manage, and conserve soii, water,
and other resources.

10. Sector support: to provide baiance of payments and program support primariiy for sector economic deveiopment.
Indudes Commodity import Programs, Sector Grants, and Program and Development Support funds.

11. Technoiogy development: to improve* or strengthen* the capacity for conducting research on improved
technologies for production and consumption.

12. Technology transfer: to extend* or improve” the capacity for extension/diffusion/transfer of improved
technologies for production and consumption.

.or expand, estabiish, study, organize, etc. as appropriate.

university involvement in development assistance increase their links to the Missions to keep track of
more difficult. Universities and BIFAD commonly and be prepared to respond to potential projects
depended on AID/Washington for information on [117]. In addition, increased Mission authority
upcoming Title XII projects. With authority trans- combined with current reward systems may lead to

ferred to the Missions, universities and BIFAD must decreased attention to long-term projects, such as
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Box 2-B—Funding for Environmental and Natural Resources Activities

Uncertainty and controversy surround the data on AID funding of environmental and natural resources (ENR)
activities. Concerns exist that the data significantly undercount AID’s ENR activities. Because ENR has only
recently become a mgjor issue, past funding was not broken out by ENR obligations, and trends cannot be reliably
determined with existing data. Sources of AID obligation data show that ENR obligations were increasing from the
1970s to the mid-1980s; declined in the later 1980s; and are expected to rise through the early 1990s. These sources,
however, have been criticized for their weaknesses in counting ENR obligations.

AlID’s Bureau for Program and Policy Coordination (AID/PPC) developed obligation data for 1985 to 1988
by examining individual projects, breaking out the ENR portion, and cross-checking results with individual bureaus.
AID/PPC has since established an automated system for tracking ENR obligations. Project officers a each mission
identified ENR obligations for each project, and this work is reviewed by the regiona bureaus and compiled by
AID/PPC. This system currently contains data compiled for 1989 to 1990, which has not yet been fully reviewed.
Data for both periods are combined below. However, due to the change in compilation methods, data may not be
fully compatible.

The figure shows a higher level of AID obligations for environmental and natural resources activities than other
sources show. The data indicate that AID ENR obligations reached a high point in the mid-1980s, then declined
in the latter 1980s. Despite the new Environment Initiative and other activities, such as the Forest Management
Project |1 that will provide $65 million to forestry and natural resource activities in 42 nations [47], it is unclear to
what extent ENR obligations will rise in the 1990s. If funds for such activities do not rise appreciably, then
university involvement in ENR work may not grow as projected from mid-1980"s obligation trends.

Obligations for Environment and Natural Resources Actvities: AID Total and by Bureau

Millions of dollars

160

~ Science and Technology

120 + « N /,’ d ~ Afria
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Latin America & Caribbean

l

Asia and Near East®

ii =

o
1985 1986 1987 1988 1989b 1990C
Year

aDataforthisfigure come from twodifferent colf ection systems, therefore 1985-88 data are notfully compatible with datafor 1989-90. Data for 1985-88
were developed by AID’s individual bureaus and theBureau for Program and Policy Coordination’s(PPC) reviews of individual projects. Data for
1989-90camefrom a newly implemented, automated system underwhich the project officers in the Missions provide thedatafrom each project, which

is then reviewed by the individual bureaus and compiled by PPC. The data for 1989-90 have not been fully reviewed.
bEstimated.

€Projected.
9dData displayed for the Bureau for Africa are about 50 percent lower than those calculated by the Bureau for Africa. This discrepancy is due to different
definitions of environment and natural resources activities used byPPC and the Bureau for Africa.

‘Data forthe Bureau for Asiaand the Near Eastdonot include funding forfourwastewater projects in Cairo, Egypt Whose obligations run from $85t0$250
million a year over thls period.
fincludes the Office of th.Science Adviser, the Bureau for Food and Voluntary Assistance, and the Bureau for program and Policy Coordination

(Primarily the core funding it provides the CGIAR).
SOURCE: U.S. Agency for International Development,Bureau for Program and Policy Coordination, unpublished data on environment and natural

resources management obligations for 1985-87, summer 1987; initial 1988-90 environment and natural resource management obligations
submissions from AID Missions to AID headquarters for review.
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research and institution building relative to work
that brings observable results in the short-term (see

app. E).
Reduced AID Staffing

Long-term projects are hampered by short-term
changes in AID policy and personnel. Declines in
relevant staff, such as agricultural development
officers, environmental scientists, and training offi-
cers, can restrict the number or extent of projects or
hinder reform implementation [46]. In addition to
lack of AID staff, institution-building work, often
seen as requiring 10 to 25 years to succeed, can be
hampered by staff turn-over [30]. Mission directors
and agricultural and rural development office man-
agement average 3 years or less per tour of duty [26].

Changes in personnel often result in changes in
AID policy and programs that adversely affect the
continuity required for long-term projects. Adding
to this problem is AID’s system that rewards
planning and design more than implementation,
thereby reducing the incentive to maintain continu-
ity [111,1 12]. Inability to carry out long-term work
may strongly affect the Agency’s environmental and
natural resources activities since many problems
faced in resource-poor regions are not well under-
stood and may require long-term work to develop
solutions.

Reduction in AID technical staff and increasing
focus on management may also create new opportu-
nities for university involvement. If agricultural
development, natural resource management, and
improvement of environmental quality continue as
primary foci of AID work, AID will need to draw
uncreasingly on outside technical expertise. Univer-
sities may be one source. Joint Career Corps,
Indefinite Quantity Contracts, and other such mech-

anisms could be used more to draw on university
technical capabilities (see box 1-B inch. 1).

Increased Project Size

AID has reduced its management responsibilities
by designing larger and fewer projects than in the
past. Accompanying this was a shift of project
management responsibilities to AID’s contractors.
Larger projects push universities to combine into
consortia with other schools, private fins, and
others and, as a consequence, reduce their manage-
ment autonomy.

Use of Nonuniversity Contractors

Growing numbers of organizations have become
involved in international development and have
worked with AID over the years. Currently, U.S.
universities face competition from an increased
number of nonuniversity development organiza-
tions. Some of these have direct AID or congres-
sional support. For example, AID’s emphasis on
private sector development has fostered increased
use of private U.S. fins, and Congress has placed
funding earmarks on development assistance for
private, voluntary, and minority fins. Congress
earmarked 13.5 percent of certain development and
disaster assistance for PVOs in 1981 and, in 1984,10
percent for certain minority contractors. GAO found
that 17 percent of ARDN funds went to PVOs in
1987 [106].

Increased open competition for projects has also
been stressed, and some mechanisms used to tap
universities have been withdrawn, in part, because of
their noncompetitive nature. In addition, other devel-
opment actors now compete directly for work in
which universities are considered to have strengths.
Private firms may be used to place students in
university programs. The International Agricultural
Research Centers carry out agricultural institution
building and research, and provide training. Private
firms also engage in institution building. Increased
university involvement may be constrained by that
of these other organizations, especially if develop-
ment assistance funding stabilizes or decreases
further.

Shift to a Performance-Based Budgetary Systems

In response to concerns over increased reporting
requirements and decreased program flexibility,
Congress and AID created the Development Fund
for Africa (DFA) in 1987 to provide development
assistance to Sub-Saharan Africa without earmark-
ing funding. Assistance for agricultural develop-
ment under the DFA is projected to fall from 43.7
percent of the DFA in 1988, when it was imple-
mented, to 31.8 percent in 1990 (a drop of about $60
million) [85]. Based on projections, reduction of
earmarks points to reduced emphasis at AID on
agricultural development and, thus, a correspond-
ingly reduced role for universities.



Chapter 3

Perceived Conflicts in the AID/University Relationship

Since their earliest formal involvement in foreign
assistance programs, universities have had a trou-
bled relationship with the Agency for International
Development (AID), prompting a number of evalua-
tions of joint activities. A string of reviews con-
ducted from the 1950s to the present reveal numer-
ous and persistent problems in the AlD/university
partnership. A number of recent papers, seminars,
workshops, meetings, and conferences by members
of the university community, AID, the Board for
International Food and Agricultural Development
(BIFAD), the National Association of State Univer-
sities and Land Grant Colleges (NASULGC), vari-
ous foundations, and other organizations have
probed these problems in greater depth.

HISTORICAL CONFLICTS

One of the earliest conflicts between AID and
university oflicials surfaced in 1956. Dismayed by
lack of support for institutional contracts abroad by
top AID officials, and the perceived hostility of AID
officials towards universities, the American Associ-
ation of Land Grant Colleges and Universities
(forerunner to NASULGC) threatened to withdraw
its member institutions from participation in AID
programs. A meeting by the AID Administrator with
a group of university presidents led to some changes,
most focused on the operating level. For example, a
“standard” contract format geared towards involv-
ing universities in AID projects was created. A task
force on AID/University Relations was formed in
1963 to find ways to simplify contract procedures
and to improve cooperative action by AID and the
universities. AID and the universities took few
actions on Task Force recommendations [27].

A 1968 NASULGC Task force recommended
establishment of a new development assistance
agency outside the aegis of the State Department to
reduce conflict between development assistance and
foreign policy objectives [7]. The proposed agency
would support scientific and academic technical
assistance, institution building, and international
institution-to-institution relationships. The Task
Force believed that an agency isolated from foreign
policy crises would eliminate some of the conflicts
troubling AlD/university relations.
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AID and NASULGC formed a Joint Committee
that subsequently issued the following eight criteria
for Optimizing the effectiveness of the AlD/university
relationship:

1. proper matching of universities with develop-
ment assistance activities,

joint planning,

improved program evaluation and feedback,
flexible implementation authority,

effective management by the universities,
employment of qualified personnel,

strengthening of U.S. universities’ ability to
support development assistance activities, and
enhancement of host institutions' capacities to
induce and sustain changes in the host country

[71.

Other recommendations included developing long-
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term commitments from universities and broadening

professional opportunities for university faculty
under AID contracts. This study served as a founda-
tion for the Title XII legislation in 1975.

Although U.S. universities had high expectations
of Title XII, these were not met. The U.S. General
Accounting Office’s (GAO) 1981 evaluation con-
cluded that AID and the universities had not yet
forged an effective partnership. Blurred lines of
authority within AID made implementation of
projects difficult and caused numerous misunder-
standings. University policies regarding promotion,
tenure, and salaries were incompatible with foster-
ing faculty participation in development assistance.
Thus, GAO contended that U.S. universities com-
monly lack the capacity to make significant contri-
butions to AID’s development program [107]. The
1986 McPherson survey also revealed dissatisfac-
tion with university performance and expressed
concerns that BIFAD, the entity responsible for
intermediating between AID and universities, acted
more as an advocate for university involvement than
as a mediator in the partnership [40].

Various AID officials and AID Mission directors
expressed disillusionment with the Title XII pro-
gram, and specifically with the limited competition
for Title XII projects. A top AID official upon
reading the responses of 39 Missions and 14
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universities to the 1986 McPherson survey on Title
X1l commented:

My reading of the responses, frankly, leads to a
conclusion that many USAID Mission directors and
USAID staff are becoming somewhat disenchanted
with Title XII universities due to weaknesses in past
performance. This growing disenchantment is re-
flected by a growing reluctance to set aside projects
for Title X1l universities and a desire for more
private sector-Title XIl competition. There also
appears to be some erosion of the previously held
assumption that Title XIls have a predominant
capacity in agricultural research, technology transfer
and institution-building activities. The universities,
however, still feel they have predominant capability
in these areas. . . .

The perceived weakness (of performance by
universities) needs to be dealt with, and most
Missions feel that they can be dealt with so that in the
future they will feel more comfortable in choosing to
work with a Title XII university. Most Missions
recognize the marvelous resource base which exists
inthe U.S. university community and want to use
Title XII. Performance has not, however, lived up to
potential [14].

One university administrator commented:

A central problem which limits the effectiveness
of Title XII progress is the inability of AID
professionals in the field to accept and take advan-
tage of the university’s role. Suspicion has evolved
in the system and too many stories of university
inadequacy go unverified and uncontested [119].

GAO reevaluated the Title XII program in 1989
and found a significant decline in university involve-
ment in development assistance activities. The
report attributed the decline to budget decreases in
AID’s agricultural development account, decreasing
emphasis on institution-building, increased AID
emphasis on private sector initiatives, and a reluc-
tance on the part of certain AID officials to designate
projects as Title XII.

RECURRENT CONFLICTS

Among the AID/university conflicts are some that
recur largely due to differences in development
assistance philosophy between the two types of
organizations, and differences in organizational
structure and goals (see also app. E). These include:
conflicts between humanitarian development assist-
ance objectives and political foreign policy objec-
tives, shifting AID policies and priorities, difficul-

ties in communication, mismatched personnel goals
and systems, and conflicting personnel timeframes.
In addition, the growing AID preference for open
contract competition is giving rise to new conflicts
between AID and universities with which it has
historically worked. Few of these conflicts are likely
to be resolved without substantial revision of
organizational policies and structures.

Subordination of Development Assistance
Objectives to Foreign Policy Objectives

Although universities successfully maintained an
apolitical stance in their initial forays into develop-
ment assistance, formal collaboration with the U.S.
Government inevitably politicized the nature of their
work. U.S. development assistance is inherently
political: although humanitarian motives spurred the
creation of the Point Four Program in 1949, strong
political antecedents as well as powerful economic
objectives were also involved.

Blurring of boundaries between U.S. develop-
ment assistance programs and U.S. foreign policy
initiatives and objectives is a persistent problem
from the university perspective.

Probably no issue more profoundly affects the
AlD/university collaboration than that posed by the
juxtaposition of political sponsorship, on the one
hand, and the tradition of academic institutional
independence, on the other. American universities
have historically resisted domination by the publics
they serve. The marked increase in the interdepend-
ence between government and the universities dur-
ing the last decade in particular has not deadened the
sensitivity of the academic community to the prob-
lem of political control [35].

In 1989, the House Foreign Affairs Committee
sponsored the International Cooperation Act of 1989
that proposed repealing Title XII and establishing a
university-oriented development assistance organi-
zation separate from the State Department [3]. The
presumption was that this autonomy would shelter
the development assistance program from foreign
policy, would provide a stronger role for the
universities in the areas of research, extension, and
education, and could involve all related disciplinary
programs in the universities. Programmatic and
budget management authority would be given to the
Center for programs in all centrally funded areas; the
Center also would have had authority to oversee
programs developed and funded by AID'’s country
Missions.
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The International Cooperation Act of 1989, how-
ever, was not passed. Under the current restructur-
ing, AID and the newly established Center for
University Cooperation in Development remain
under the aegis of the Department of State.

Shifting AID Policy

From universities’ perspectives, numerous shifts
in AID policy have also hindered university per-
formance in overseas development. AID has
changed its priorities over the years, sometimes
deeming university activities to be outside the realm
of their current area of interest. Universities have
had difficulty identifying AID priorities and under-
standing apparent contradictions in AID policy.
Universities dislike shifting their own activities in
the direction of changing AID policies and often find
it difficult to do so.

Substantial decreases in government funding for
development activities has forced AID to identify
and focus on specific priority areas. Proliferation of
unranked objectives and congressional earmarks for
specific development assistance programs, geo-
graphical regions, and types of development assist-
ance organizations reduces long-term consistency
and has forced AID to use resources on mandates
that may not be relevant in specific cases or whose
goals may not be clear [1 10]. The lack of consistency
and clarity of objectives has reduced Congress'’
ability to maintain and mod@ the direction of U.S.
assistance, and also limits the monies allocated to
U.S. universities.

AID has placed great emphasis on two priorities:
policy dialogue and reform and private sector
development. Universities have not participated
actively in these two areas. The few universities that
have participated in AlID-supported policy work
have tended to be nonland-grant institutions. Fur-
ther, the focus on private sector development has
redirected assistance from host country public insti-
tutions, such as national agricultural research sys-
tems, with which universities have worked in the
past, to private organizations, with which universi-
ties have not traditionally worked. In addition, AID
has interpreted private sector development to mean

an increased focus on the provision of assistance
through private organizations, such as private firms
and private voluntary organizations.

The other two “pillars’ '-institutional develop-
ment (including human resource development), and
technology research, development, and transfer—
include activities more suited to university capabili-
ties, but have not received as much attention.
Personnel training, institution building, and technol-
ogy development nonetheless are cited commonly as
major AID accomplishments. For example, the
World Bank recently identified the United States as
the only donor playing an effective role in building
African agricultural scientific manpower [39]. And
yet, Agency commitment to these two pillars does
not appear as strong as AID documents suggest. For
example, support for human resource development
and educational system development constitute a
small part of AID's ARDN-type work (see table 2-2
in ch. 2). Although concern has been focused on
Sub-Saharan Africa where the lack of trained
personnel and functional institutions is seen as
especially detrimental to development [21], AID’s
Plan for Supporting Agricultural Research and
Faculties of Agriculture in Africa remains under-
funded, especially for the faculties of agriculture
[89].

Obligations for technology development declined
about $40 million between 1986 and 1988, and
technology development as a percentage of ARDN-
type obligations fell about 2 percent'[76]. Opportu-
nities may exist to increase funding of this work. For
example, the Latin America and Caribbean Bureau
has concluded that its nontraditional, export-led
strategy will require research and technology devel-
opment or adaptation; the Asia and Near East Bureau
is stressing increased cereal grain production in
low-income countries; and the Africa Bureau has
had a plan for agricultural research since 1985 (see
app. C). Obligations for technology transfer have
been increasing in all regions, although in some
cases, such as nontraditional crops in Latin America
and the Caribbean, AID may not be turning to U.S.
universities for this work.

1These figures are calculated Without the inclusion of the U.S. core contribution to the International Agricultural Research Centers, the majority of
which could be classified under technology development. Core obligations for the centers dropped over $6 million during this period (about 13.5 percent

of the contribution of 1986, the peak year).
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Communication Constraints

Universities have centralized collegiate bureauc-
racies that commonly conflict with AID's decentral-
ized, hierarchical bureaucracy. AID's decentralized
structure places a great deal of control in the hands
of Mission directors-too much, according to some
university participants in joint projects. Misunder-
standings and poor communication between univer-
sity personnel and AID Mission directors are com-
mon, and little opportunity exists for face-to-face
discussion, nor are there other mechanisms to broach
this long-acknowledged gap between university
personnel and Mission directors. One university
participant commented:

The pattern of decentralization at USAID has been
likened to an octopus with each tentacle having its
own power. The decisions and actions by country
Missions and Mission directors vary so that it is
becoming extremely difficult and nonrewarding for
universities to be involved in international develop-
ment contracts [120].

Conversely, university bureaucracies may hinder
Mission directors in AlD/university transactions.
For example, some universities may resist allocating
control of AlD/university contracts to their represen-
tatives in LDCs; instead, universities prefer, or may
be obligated by law, to manage contracts from their
U.S. campuses. Remoteness of decisionmakers from
development assistance activities can slow organiz-
ational and decisionmaking processes.

Convicting Personnel Systems

Another barrier to successful AlD/university col-
laborations is conflicts inherent in AID’s and
universities' personnel systems. AID project staff
turnover and misplacement of technical experts may
hinder achievement of project goals [111]. Con-
versely, university staff turnover, tenure obligations,
and dearth of financial support or professional
rewards deters some faculty from participation in
development assistance programs.

Rapid turnover of AID staff, particularly of
Mission directors, has led to discontinuity in AID
programs. New AID personnel entering an ongoing
project also may have different project goals and
expectations than their predecessors. For one univer-
sity project, there were over a 36-month period ‘two
Agricultural Development Officers and seven proj-
ect managers, each wishing to put his or her imprint
on the project outcome” [118]. Moreover, project

managers may be junior AID employees with little
technical expertise or training to support participa-
tion in the projects that they manage [2].

Frequent turnover also may hinder university staff
effectiveness in development assistance programs.
Some in AID contend that about the time that
university personnel are becoming effective, they
are rotated back home and another faculty member
comes into begin a' ‘learning process. ' On the other
hand, universities contend that while personnel may
inevitably change, there is continuity of leadership,
understanding and commitment to the project
through stable university structure [119].

Some AID employees assert that universities do
not contain sufficient numbers of adequately trained
and interested staff to just@ favoring universities in
AID contracts. The perceived lack of U.S. university
commitment to international development is evi-
denced, it is argued, by:

« inadequate integration of international pro-
grams in university departments,

+ dearth of support for faculty and student
research in foreign countries and with interna-
tional organizations,

« inadequate university investment in develop-
ment assistance initiatives,

« inability of university staff to commit to
long-term projects, and

« deficient university capabilities in areas inte-
gral to international development work [cf: 25].

Obligations associated with the tenure system and
the general lack of rewards and incentives for
university personnel working in the international
development field discourage university staff from
becoming involved in development assistance activ-
ities. University faculty may focus on subjects that
lead to generation of publications and other forms of
peer or public recognition to achieve tenure. Much
of the research needed in LDCs is of an applied
nature and may not appeal to university researchers,
or be more readily conducted by nonuniversity
organizations. Thus, university personnel participat-
ing in AID-funded projects overseas may be older
faculty members with secured tenure that may not be
up-to-date with current scientific or technological
advances, or young faculty members with little
experience. Further, difficulties in finding replace-
ments for faculty sent overseas potentially lead
university administrators to discourage faculty
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wishing to participate in development assistance
work.

Adverse reactions by the primary constituents of
land-grant universities-farmers and other agricul-
turalists-also may induce some university faculty
to avoid work in international development assist-
ance. Farmers are generally characterized as per-
ceiving international agricultural development ac-
tivities as a threat: by stimulating production in
LDCs, they promote competition for markets [60]
(figure 3-1).

An argument commonly used to convince U.S.
farmers to support the land-grant universities’ par-
ticipation in international development work is that
returns will directly benefit American society and
U.S. farmers (box 3-A). This argument fails to
completely convince agricultural audiences, largely
because the rewards of overseas work tend to be
unpredictable and do not solely benefit the farmers
of the individual State supporting the development
assistance activity. Even State legislators prepared
to accept the reverse technology transfer argument
may find it “more convenient to let another State
pay the bills” [38]. A general belief exists among
many U.S. agriculturalists that State funding should
be devoted to domestic or State-related programs,
whereas Federal funding may be allocated for
international purposes [58].

Conflicting Development Assistance
Timeframes

Historically AID has aimed at short-term solu-
tions to development problems and universities have
preferred long-term involvement, with ensuing con-
flict. Congressional pressure accounts for much of
AID’s emphasis on short-term results, as does AID’s
reward system [111].

Whereas university personnel arrange their sched-
ules in terms of the academic year, AID personnel
have a much more flexible but less predictable
calendar. AID projects are subject to delays, and
university personnel may not have the freedom to
coordinate their schedules with a revised project
schedule.

Conversely, universities bring stability to interna-
tional activities. Unlike many private firms, which
are subject to fluctuations of the economy, and
PVOs (particularly smaller ones), which are vulnera-
ble to abrupt changes in funding and constituent

Figure 3-1-U.S. Farmer Views on Whether the United
States Should Assist Developing Countries
Increase Their Agricultural Productivity
and Trade Potential

Strongly disagree
10%:

Strongly agree

4%
Not sure
21%
No reply Disagree
10% 25%

‘Based on 21-State composite.

SOURCE: H.D. Guither et al., “U.S. Farmers’ Preferences for Agricultural
and Food Policy in the 1990s,” North Central Regional Exten-
sion Publication 361, North Central Regional Research Publica-
tion 321, lllinois Agricultural Experiment Station Bulletin 787,
University of lllinois at Urbana-Champaign, November 1989.

support, universities largely are organizations with
long histories and reasonably assured futures. Once
established, relationships and collaboration between
U.S. faculty and LDC colleagues can endure
despite periods of strained political relations be-
tween countries. Mechanisms such as the tenure
process, often seen as interfering with university
involvement in development assistance activities,
can also be viewed as a force contributing to
long-term continuity of faculty. As a result, the
objectives and overall philosophy of a university
tend to remain consistent over long periods of time,
promoting concomitant consistency in the quality
and objectives of the work university personnel
perform.

AID Preference for Open Contract
Competition

AID personnel tend to prefer open competition for
projects, which may promote selection of the most
competent available contractor for a given project.
Private firms are playing a growing role in the AID
development assistance program. Some believe that
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Box 3-A—Building a Domestic Agricultural Constituency for International
Agricultural Development

University involvement in foreign agricultural assistance has been plagued by strained relations between
land-grant universities and U.S. agricultural interest groups. Farmers may oppose agricultural assistance as a result
of more general critica attitudes towards foreign affairs and, in particular, foreign aid. Surveys comparing the
attitudes of farmers to those of the general public on foreign aid have found that U.S. farmers: 1) felt more strongly
that economic aid to other nations hurts the U.S. economy, 2) felt the U.S. should restrict imports from Third World
countries until the U.S. trade deficit is lowered (83 percent v. 60 percent), and 3) were less supportive of opening
U.S. markets to assist developing countries (17 percent v. 32 percent).

Moreover, some U.S. farmers together with producer organizations and their representatives in the U.S.
Government, perceive the participation of the land-grants and other public agricultural research organizations in
development assistance programs as contrary to the interests of U.S. agriculture. Opponents argue that
production-oriented agricultura aid operates as a subsidy that unfairly strengthens their international competitors,
assisting developing countries to produce and export larger volumes of commodities a a lower cost than they could
without U.S. aid. Critical U.S. farmers argue that publicly owned technica resources, which farmers themselves
help support through taxes, should not be used to their own economic detriment.

In response to these criticisms, U.S. universities and the broader development assistance community have
developed severd lines of reasoning to convince farmers of the merits of land-grant involvement in devel opment
assistance abroad, and its benefits to U.S. agriculture. The primary argument for continued aid is based on the
expansion of markets for U.S. agricultura products resulting from increasing Third World incomes. In the long run,
growth in the agricultural sector of lesser developed countries (LDCs) stimulates aggregate agricultural imports into
those countries. This somewhat paradoxical effect occurs because Third World farmers' disposable income grows
faster than indigenous agricultural production. In particular, as incomes rise, LDC farmers buy more meat and dairy
products, but do not generally produce enough feed to satisfy these changing tastes. Producers of feedgrains and

soybean meal, among which the United States is the largest, would tend to benefit from the increased foreign
demand.

Despite historical evidence supporting this argument, it is no longer universaly applicable. Patterns of
economic development vary from developing country to developing country: U.S. commodity producers are not
all affected the same way by Third World economic growth. High national debts also have tended to negate much
of the value to U.S. farmers of foreign agricultural development: debtor countries are forced to spend their added
income on debt repayment rather than additional imports. Nonetheless, this argument, when propounded by
individuals whom farmers trust, has been moderately effective in building constituencies for land-grant university
foreign assistance programs in some States.

Other arguments for aid include:

* Increasing LDC consumption of even competitive commodities will potentially increase demand for U.S.
production, especialy if U.S. products have higher quality.

« U.S. scientists participating in foreign agricultural assistance, and particularly international agricultural
research, can incorporate research results into ongoing U.S. research programs. Research results can then
be transferred to U.S. farmers for use in domestic production.

+ Research may focus on improving pest control, nutrient management, or storage practices, potentially
reducing U.S. production costs.

+ Accessto LDC germplasm can improve cultivars available to U.S. farmers through breeding programs for
characteristics such as drought tolerance or virus resistance.

+ International research may provide faculty and students with a global perspective, beneficia in an
increasingly interdependent ‘world, and can contribute to the land-grant university’s reputation and
subsequent ability to attract high-quality personnel.

Land-grant universities have undertaken a variety of programs to counter opposition and strengthen support
for their development assistance programs. A crucial element in all of these constituency-building programs seems
to be the trust that farmers have in the expertise of land-grant faculty and staff, and their socia identification with
these land-grant personnel. Because extension personnel work most closely with U.S. farmers, they may be a
particularly valuable asset in university attempts to build constituencies for agricultural development assistance
programs.
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Box 3-A--Continued

While long-standing personal relationships between land-grant experts and farmers may be the most effective
means to communicate the benefits of land-grant development assistance programs, land-grant universities have
also employed more formal means to gain farmer support for international programs. Most land-grant Title XII
offices publish newdletters on the universities' agricultural assistance programs, highlighting the benefits of these
programs for farmers of a State or region. The University of 1llinois' International Agriculture Update is perhaps
the most ambitious of these newsletters. In addition, faculty working on AID grants often hold field days, during
which farmers can examine research projects intended to assist developing countries, ask questions, and air concerns
about the projects.

Most land-grant universities receive some funds from State- and National-level producers organizations for
commodity-specific research. Use of these funds commonly is determined by committees composed of land-grant
personnel and members of the commodity association’s research committees. Faculty involved with international
programs periodically use these committee meetings to inform farmers about the programs and to answer questions.

The principal organizations representing land-grant faculty active in agricultural development assistance
programs-the National Association of State Universities and Land Grant Colleges (NASULGC.) and the
Association of International Agriculture and Rural Development (previously the Association of U.S. University
Directors of International Agricultural Programs)---have produced educational materials intended to educate
farmers and other traditional land-grant constituencies about the value of their work for U.S. agriculture. For
example, the latter ingtitution recently published a brochure that clearly explains how “technical assistance to
developing countries expands the world markets in which U.S. agriculture must compete” [5]. Since at least the
mid-1980s, when farmer opposition to publicly funded agricultural research and technical assistance for
development reached its peak, land-grant experts also have used the annual meetings of these two organizations to
discuss ways to build support within the farm community for development assistance programs.

Some universities have indirectly used AID’s Biden-Pell program, begun in 1982 for educating the U.S. public
about development assistance. Biden-Pell monies are intended for the use of private voluntary organizations
(PVOs), but some of these PVOs have worked with universities to educate farmers about developing countries and
development assistance programs. Little forma evaluation of Biden-Pell educational projects has been undertaken
by AID, and it is difficult to ascertain the impact of the program in the farm community. However, AID and
internationally oriented agricultural experts in land-grant schools generally believe that the program has helped
aleviate opposition to foreign agricultural assistance.

The Biden-Pell program that was perhaps most closely associated with the universities was conducted by the
Consortium for International Cooperation in Higher Education (CICHE) during the mid-1980s. The creation of
CICHE was inspired by NASULGC personnel and was “designed to mobilize the resources of the Cooperative
Extension Service (housed on land-grant campuses) to enhance citizen understanding of. . . the stake of the U.S. in
international development. * CICHE, in cooperation with Extension personnel in four states (Georgia, Michigan,
Rhode Idland, and Utah), produced a variety of educationa materials, primarily focusing on the benefits to the
United States of agricultural assistance. These materials were then distributed to internationally oriented extension
leaders throughout the country.

Another way the Cooperative Extension Service has built constituencies for land-grant development assistance
programs is through a farmer-to-farmer assistance program. Funds for the program, obtained through the “P.L.
480" food aid program, also were intended for use by PVOs. However, the international office of USDA’s
Extension Service (the Federal arm of the Cooperative Extension Service) is attempting to obtain authority to
disburse some of the farmer-to-farmer funds to State extension services. Part of the office’s intent is to employ U.S.
farmers returning from short-term consultancies in developing countries, together with internationally oriented

extension personnel, to convey to other U.S. farmers the vaue of agricultural development assistance for LDC
farmers and U.S. agriculture.

SOURCE: Based on Robert C. Stowe, **U.S. Universities and Constituency Building Development Assistance,” contractor report prepared for
the Office of Technology Assessment, August 1989.
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AID’s current emphasis on the private sector under-
mines the Title XII program because private consult-
ing firms operate under competitive, but less restric-
tive, regulations and may use university personnel to
staff projects [119]. Others fear that private consult-
ing firms operated by ex-AID staff will receive an
unfair advantage in contract competition deriving
from previous personal connections [2].

AID preference for private firm contracts may
reflect dissatisfaction with university performance
in private sector development activities, or may
indicate recognition that private firms are more
suited for participation in private sector develop-
ment activities than universities. AID personnel
have encountered various difficulties managing
university contracts. Among the complaints lodged

by Missions: universities tend to be less cost-
conscious and university personnel tend to be less
familiar and have less experience working with AID
than private sector fins. Universities are also
perceived as being less responsive to AID project
needs [4,52].

Continuity of many U.S. university/LDC institu-
tion relationships probably will not be sustained
(i.e., continue when AID financing is no longer
forthcoming), however, without AID resources [51].
Thus, AID is supporting an Institutional Linkage
program based on encouragement of noncontractual
linkages between U.S. universities and LDC institu-
tions, and of collaboration between universities and
the private sector.



Chapter 4

Opportunities for U.S. University Participation in

Development Assistance

Changes in development assistance policy have
affected every member of the development commu-
nity. Significant constraints on funds allocated to
U.S. development assistance activities, and the
resulting cutbacks in U.S. Agency for International
Development (AID) management staff, have led to
a decrease in the number of AID-supported develop-
ment projects. As the number of projects has
decreased, individual projects have grown larger,
demanding different types of management skills and
participation. Simultaneously, increasing numbers of
development assistance enterprises have emerged.
Thus, while opportunities for involvement have
diminished, the number of parties eager to partici-
pate have grown. These shifts have sparked in-
creased competition-for projects and for funds—
for which U.S. universities, because of the Title XII
program, were not prepared.

Opportunities may exist for increased university
involvement in international activities promulgated
by Federal agencies other than AID. AID’s changes
also may open opportunities for collaboration
among U.S. universities and between universities
and private voluntary organizations, private sector
firms, agribusiness, and International Agricultural
Research Centers. Land-grant universities have had
some success in collaborating with other U.S.
organizations; the potential exists for extending this
experience to their international work.

COLLABORATION AMONG
UNIVERSITIES AND OTHER
DEVELOPMENT
ORGANIZATIONS

Effective marshaling of resources has become a
crucial issue given depletion of the foreign assist-
ance budget. Members of the development commu-
nity have long acknowledged that pooling and
sharing resources may offer advantages to the U.S.
development assistance program.

There is a pressing need to develop new national
partnerships in international agriculture, ones that
maximize the return to U.S. agriculture by coordi-
nating the missions of our institutions. AID, USDA,

other Federal agencies, universities, private institu-
tions and producers can all benefit through improved
cooperation [25].

Analysis of the complementary strengths and
weaknesses of the different development actors
reveals that, in many instances, potential for suc-
cessful collaboration does exist and may provide a
route to a more economical and effective develop-
ment assistance program.

Constraints posed by certain elements of the AID
structure, by dearth of interest on the part of
universities and other development actors, and by
competition and animosity among various organiza-
tions, have hampered past efforts to carry out
collaborative ventures. AID has attempted to boost
the capabilities of individual actors, but has not
addressed the possibility of building complementary
capacities necessary for joint undertakings. In fact,
AID’s efforts to establish separate entities to address
each sector—the Board for International Food and
Agricultural Development (BIFAD) to represent
universities, the Private Enterprise Bureau to work
with the private sector, and the Office of Private and
Voluntary Cooperation to assist private voluntary
organizations (PVOs)-without promoting efforts
to link them, may hinder collaboration.

U.S. universities have successfully pooled their
resources and skills to address a variety of domestic
concerns, but few collaborative activities have been
extended to the international domain. While link-
ages between universities and other development
actors must in many cases be developed from
scratch, a number of extant mechanisms and pro-
grams might support cooperative efforts between
universities. Programs may have to be modified to
stimulate cooperative efforts. Competition for de-
velopment assistance contracts may not ensure
access to sufficient expertise.

Successful collaboration between U.S. universi-
ties and other development actors will depend on a
number of different factors including: magnitude of
interest demonstrated by organizations, degree to
which participants perceive joint efforts to contrib-
ute to their self-interest, and quality of incentives
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offered to participants. Initiating fruitful collabora-
tive relationships will involve two important steps:
1) discerning when collaboration will prove benefi-
cia and when it will prove ineffectual, and 2)
developing mechanisms and incentives for organiza-
tiona collaboration.

University-to-University Linkages

Some of the most successful university develop-
ment work has been generated by university-to-
university links. Collaborative Research Support
Programs (see app. B), for example, commonly
involve U.S. universities from different crop grow-
ing regions and with differing developing country
experiences. This program operates on a wide range
of agricultural production problemsin most regions
of the world.

Single universities often cannot provide the criti-
cal mass necessary for complex projects. Multi-
institutional efforts in training and research can unite
resources from a diversity of disciplines, experi-
ences, and backgrounds. This type of collaboration
is particularly valuable in an era when development
assistance programs are leaning towards multidisci-
plinary approaches and solutions.

In addition to providing a broader spectrum of
resources and, thus, improved university perform-
ance, joint university efforts can aso generate
political support for development assistance that
single university undertakings sometimes under-
mine. Lack of understanding and visibility tend to
limit the popularity of U.S. universities' interna
tional activities. Collaborative programs serve to
reinforce each university commitment to participa-
tion and performance. Cost sharing for international
activities among universities also may appease
constituents who otherwise fault U.S. universities
involvement in overseas work for attenuating re-
sources that should be channeled to the universities
domestic responsihilities.

U.S. universities also benefit from sharing risks.
Financial and persona risks involved with univer-
sity participation in overseas work have increased
due to factors such as political instability in coun-
tries and regions, international terrorism, and larger
project size that calls for increased fiscal invest-
ments.

Developing countries have reacted favorably to
contracts with multiple-university entities. Joining

of university forces has often provided host coun-
tries with a large stock of resources and commonly
permits more flexibility than contracts with single
universities. Accessing the right mix of qualfied
staff at appropriate times has proved easier when
host country governments have the reservoir of
talent available under multiuniversity contracts.

Universities linked to consortia, and small institu-
tions linked to larger ones, can benefit from pooling
expertise and experience to win contracts. Internal
reviews of collaborative projects also could lead to
improved university performance. The Consortium
for International Development (CID) has initiated a
policy of reviewing all projects within the first year
to identify and correct problems.

Collaborative efforts also may provide more effec-
tive predeparture orientations than single institutions
tend to offer. Many universities have effectively
administered training programs for a development
project. AID has used the U.S. Department of
Agriculture (USDA) to administer general training
programs in agriculture and assigned a similar role
to private firms in other areas. A broad collaborative
effort could allow universities to participate in AID
training in agriculture, natural resources, and envi-
ronment. For example, a single training unit repre-
senting all five regional consortia could marsha a
unique set of resources and link the educational
systems of virtualy every State.

Short training courses oriented to development
assistance have been devel oped and offered without
coordination except for the small number coordi-
nated by USDA. CID has recently created a cata-
logue of short courses for its members. Analysis of
that information indicates many opportunities to
enhance performance and save money through
greater collaboration, by merging courses, sharing
resources, and reducing duplication.

Constraints on University Linkages

Constraints to multiuniversity development as-
sistance activities vary according to the ‘ mechanism
through which the universities are joined and the
nature of the particular institutions involved. Certain
problems, however, seem common to joint univer-
sity work.

Diffusion of responsibilities and communication
inherent in multiuniversity projects sometimes
causes difficulty for donor agencies and participants.
Donor agencies may have difficulty determining or
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assigning responsibility within development proj-
ects where severa universities are involved. Con-
fused channels of communication also lead to
miscommunications between university partici-
pants.

Complexities in contracting have plagued multi-
university arrangements. Most university partici-
pation in development assistance occurs under some
form of contract or agreement with the donor
agency. For a single university program, these
arrangements generally are straightforward. Exist-
ing procurement/contracting processes for work
with multiple organizations generally are designed
for activities in which private sector firms serve as
lead institutions and other organizations serve as
subcontractors. Such processes do not support co-
equal collaborative efforts involving several univer-
sities working together.

Approaches Used in University-to-University
Linkages

Universities in the past have formed various
formal and informal linkage mechanisms to perform
work together, including simple agreements, ad hoc
membership in consortia, subcontracting activities
to other universities, development of transitory or
long-standing specific-purpose linkages, and formal
consortia. Universities commonly base their joint
work on simple agreements to work together on
programs of common interest, such as Memoranda
of Agreement or Understanding, which do not create
an entity that can contractor implement programs on
behalf of the partners.

Ad Hoc Membership in Consortia-Institutional
agreements to facilitate access to individual staff
members and to incorporate institutions into consor-
tia on an ad hoc basis allow unique program
resources to be shared. For instance, a number of
institutions have benefited from Mississippi State
University’s seed technology program using this
form of collaboration.

Subcontracting With Other Universities- Univer-
sities often enter into contracts to carry out a specific
set of predefine activities related to an AID project,
commonly in response to AID Requests for Propos-
als. While collaborative decisionmaking and man-
agement may occur, one partner tends to act as the
prime contractor in legal/financial matters, subcon-
tracting specific program elements to other institu-
tions. In this way a combination of universities,

tailored to the needs of a particular project, can
contribute to an AID program [12].

Specific Purpose Collaboration-Long-standing
specific-purpose networks of universities also exist
to address particular development concerns. CRSPs
have proved particularly successful specific-purpose
collaborative arrangements. Further, the Consortium
for International Crop Protection and the Farming
Systems Support Project involve a number of
universities that provide staff and other services to
AID through a lead institution. The mgjority of the
specific-purpose linkages are transitory, functioning
for a defined period and subsequently dissolving
[17].

Consortia-Formal consortia have been used
mostly for implementation of development projects
(see app. D). Although each of six such consortia has
developed an individual management style, organi-
zational structure, underlying philosophy, and disci-
plinary expertise, they share some features [12].
Each, for example, has aboard of directors or similar
mechanism by which university members direct the
organization’s activities as well as a central execu-
tive office and staff [17]. Most commonly, a
consortium often assigns primary implementation
responsibility to a single lead institution, while the
other participating institutions contribute staff,
training, and other inputs. In other cases, universities
divide responsibilities among members by func-
tions, such as training, or by subject matter or
discipline.

Host governments identified university consortia
as their preferred type of contractor in one analysis
of alternative technical assistance delivery systems
[12]. Host country government's would have diffi-
culty replicating, let alone improving on, advantages
offered by access to a number of high qualify U.S.
universities.

Linking Large and Small Universities-The
major motivation for developing linkages between
small and large universities is to help the smaller
institutions build their capacities to participate in
development assistance projects. Through these
linkages, AID and universities also hope to ensure
access to all relevant resources. To date, partnerships
have aimed at pairing universities based on shared
interest in the same substantive field.

AID and universities have used a variety of
methods to support