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Preface

This report was prepared to provide background for a more general study by the
Operations Evaluation Department (OED) at the World Bank on the Bank’s Special
Grant Program (SGP).! The SGP was recently brought under the aegis of the newly estab-
lished Development Grant Facility. Grants are a small but growing proportion of the Bank’s
operations. The general evaluation was designed to provide information for the Board’s
discussion of funding for grant programs in advance of FY 1999.

The Consultative Group on International Agricultural Research (CGIAR) represented
the first substantial grant made by the Bank aside from transfers to IDA. The initial contri-
bution was made in 1972 and grew steadily until the mid-1990s, when it leveled out. It is
the largest single grant by a wide margin, but it has been dropping in relative importance as
other grant activities have expanded. However, in 1997 it still represented 56 percent of the
total Special Grant Program and 37 percent of Special Programs in general.

Because of the size, complexity, and importance of the CGIAR program, and because of
some timing issues at our end, we thought that it would be best to start with a general
background document, which could be used as a resource for more specific issues to be
raised in the review (and which were being shaped as this was written from January through
September 1998). We also thought that such a document might be of broader interest and
use.

We recognize, however, that only a few may read the document from cover to cover.
Therefore we have tried to make the individual chapters, which may be of varying interest,
relatively self-contained. One result is that the more omnivorous readers may find some
themes repeated from time to time, especially in the final chapters, in spite of our attempts
to reduce this to a reasonably tolerable level.
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successor program supported through the Bank’s Development Grant Facility (DGF). The
Bank and the Consultative Group on International Agricultural Research (the CGIAR)
have had a long and close relationship. The Bank took the lead role in establishing the
CGIAR. The first Bank contribution to the CGIAR in 1972 was its first major grant (ex-
cluding IDA transfers) and was a precursor of the SGP, which was established in 1982.

CGIAR has remamed the major rec1plent of SGP funds, although its relative role has de-

O

At the establishment of the CGIAR in 1971 by the Bank and other international devel-
opment agencies, it sponsored four International Agricuitural Research Centers established
by the Ford and Rockefeller Foundations. Today, it has evolved into a 16-Center System,
which not only carries out technical and policy research relating to the major food com-
modities consumed by the world’s poor, but is also concerned with natural resources and
blologlcal diversity. The System is dedlcated to allev1at1ng poverty, improving food secu-

rity. and prot
T
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oping countries. It does this by p
international public goods in collaboration with other research organizations. The CGIAR
is at the heart of an international system linking developing and industrial nations. In
responding to the needs of developing nations, it is of immense importance.

The Bank plays two major roles in the CGIAR: cosponsor and donor. It is one of four
international organizations that sponsor the System. It is more than an equal partner in this
process in that it prov1des the chairman of the Group, funds the CGIAR Secretariat at the
£ the Te of the CGIAR,

which provides ongoing programmatic advice and scrutiny. It has also contributed an aver-
age of slightly less than 15 percent of the funding for the Centers and is the largest of some
44 donors. By virtue of these diverse roles, the Bank is unquestionably the key player in the
System.

The broader study of SGP/DGF is concerned with three main subjects: (a} alignment
with Bank goals and programs; (b) implementation of supervision, leverage, and evalua—

tion; and (c) accomplishments in grant efficacy and program effe
1

can be difficult to answer for an individual grant of modest size, are especially difficult to
deal with for a long-standing international mulitilateral enterprise with many components
spread around the globe. Hence we have attempted to provide a reasonably comprehensive
review of the System and the Bank’s relationship to it.

Our view is that the CGIAR System and Centers rank high on all three SGP issues. The
System has proven surprlslngly flexible for an 1nternat10nal entity. It is closely ahgned with
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implemented in supervision, evaluation, and leverage, and it is giving substantially increased

The CGIAR is at
the heart of an
international
system linking
the developing
and industrial
nations.

vii



THE WoORLD BaANK, THE GRANT PrRoOGrRAM, AaND THE CGIAR

The CGIAR is a
proven and
highly useful

institution.

vill

attention to further dimensions of evaluation. It has made notable accomplishments at
both the System and Center level, although the record is somewhat uneven among the
Centers because of differences in age, type, and difficulty of task (in some cases, more
attention might usefully be given to assessing factors hindering adoption). But overall, the
System itself is a remarkable and long-standing example of voluntary international
cooperation.

Three follow-up questions are addressed in the body of this report. These are: (a) the
need for the CGIAR in the future; (b) the continuing importance of the Bank’s role in
CGIAR; and (c) possible improvements in the Bank’s relationship with the CGIAR. First,
there will be a definite and continuing need for the international public goods produced by
CGIAR in the future. Second, the Bank plays vital roles in sponsoring the apparatus of the
System, providing leadership, and funding the Centers. How this support might best be
sustained in the context of the guidelines for the Bank’s DGF is an important policy issue
that must be addressed. Third, the Bank, for all its virtues with respect to the CGIAR, has
been less than fully effective in building links between its own programs in agriculture and
natural resources, particularly loans for agricultural research, and the CGIAR Centers.

The Bank could, and we think should, become more involved with the CGIAR at the
technical level. Some of the involvement hinges on staffing and administrative arrange-
ments in the Bank’s central units with oversight responsibilities for agricultural research
investments. In addition, it may be useful to consider an earlier suggestion to designate a
small proportion of the Bank’s contribution to the CGIAR as a Synergy Fund to help build
links between Bank programs and staff and the Centers.

In sum, the CGIAR is a proven and highly useful institution. The vital goals it is pursu-
ing in food security, poverty alleviation, and improved management of natural resources
will become more difficult to attain in the future. While the CGIAR System is focused first
and foremost on the needs of developing nations, the work of the Centers is often of broader
value. The entire world—both more- and less-developed—benefits. Bank participation has
been essential to bringing the System and the Centers to their current levels of contribution
to development. Yet for all of this, it is a rather fragile institution, especially in its funding.
New ways need to be explored to ensure the CGIAR’s sustainability in the future.
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Chapter 1

The CGIAR:
An Introduction

The Consultative Group on International Agricultural Research (CGIAR), established
in 1971, is a unique organization with a vital and formidable task. Its mission is to
contribute, through research, to promoting sustainable agricuiture for food security in de-
veloping countries. Its goals are to alleviate poverty and protect natural resources in order
to achieve sustainable food security (TAC Secretariat 1997, pp. 3-4).!

Composition of the System

The CGIAR System has two principal components: the sponsoring organizatiomn,
referred to as the Group, and 16 International Agricultural and Natural Resource
Research Centers (IARCs). The Group consists of a chairman, cosponsors, donor mem-
bers, and regional representatives from developing nations. The chairman is a vice-presi-
dent of the World Bank. Cosponsors include, in addition to the Bank, the Food and
Agricultural Organization (FAQ); the United Nations Development Programme (UNDP);
and, recently, the United Nations Environment Programme (UNEP). In 1997, contribu-
tions were received from 50 donor members representing industrial nations (20), develop-
ing nations (16), international and regional organizations (11), and foundations (3). At
International Centers Week (ICW) 97, three more nations declared their intention to join
the Group, and some others are expected to join in 1998. Total funding in 1997 was about
$320 million.?

Of the 16 IARCs, 13 are located in 11 developing nations and 3 are in industrial nations
(table 1.1). The Centers in developing nations are devoted to a wide range of agricultural
and natural resource research; the latter category extends to water management, fish, and
forestry. The Centers in industrial nations are oriented to policy research, institutional
development, and genetic resources. In geographic distribution of activities, as measured
by expenditures, the breakdown was as follows in 1996: Sub-Saharan Africa, 38 percent;
Asia, 33 percent; Latin America and the Caribbean, 18 percent; and West Asia and North
Africa, 11 percent (CGIAR Secretariat 1997, p. 44).3 In 1996, the international staff to-
taled 887, while other (locally recruited) staff totaled 9,416 (CGIAR Secretariat 1997, p.
46). The CGIAR, while modest in size in many ways, is still one of the largest public
international research organizations.

The System and Centers are served by several groups. CGIAR Secretariat at the World
Bank carries out three main functions: it (1) assists the chairman; (2) coordinates donor
relations, resource mobilization, and financial matters; and (3) provides management assis-
tance and informational services. The Technical Advisory Committee (TAC) is composed

The CGIAR’s
mission is to
contribute to the
promotion of
sustainable
agriculture in
developing
countries.
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of a chairman and 12 members from industrial and developing nations and is backed up by
a Secretariat at the FAO in Rome; it provides a wide range of scientific and technical advice
to the Group, arranges special studies and regular Centers reviews, and reviews the balance
between existing programs and new areas of research. The Group also has several standing
committees composed of CGIAR donors: the first two were Oversight and Finance; they
have been joined by a committee addressing policy on genetic resources. Two advisory
committees composed of members from outside the System are concerned with the private
sector and nongovernmental organizations (NGOs). The System is also supported by an
Impact Assessment and Evaluation Group (IAEG).

Table 1.1. CGIAR-Sponsored Centers, 1998

Joined
Center Headguarters® Founded CGIAR
CIAT - Centro Internacional de Agricultura Tropical Cali, Colombia 1967 1971
{International Center for Tropical Agriculture)
CIFOR - Center for International Forestry Research Bogor, Indonesia 1992 1992
CIMMYT - Centro Internacional de Mejoramiento de Maiz y Trigo El Batan, Mexico 1966 1971
(International Center for the Improvement of Maize and Wheat)
CIP - Centro Internacional de la Papa (International Potato Center) Lima, Peru 1971 1973
ICARDA - International Center for Agricultural Research Aleppo, Syria 1977 1978
in the Dry Areas
ICLARM - International Center Metro Manila, Philippines 1977 1992
for Living Aquatic Resources Management
ICRAF - International Center for Research in Agroforestry Nairobi, Kenya 1977 1991
JICRISAT - International Crops Research Institute Patancheru, Andhra Pradesh, India® 1972 1972
for the Semi-Arid Tropics
IFPRI - International Food Policy Research Institute Washington, D.C. 1975 1980
1IMI - International Irrigation Management Institute® Colombo, Sri Lanka 1984 1991
IITA - International Institute of Tropical Agriculture Ibadan, Nigeria 1967 1971
ILRI ~ International Livestock Research Instituted Nairobi, Kenya 1995 1995
IPGRI - International Plant Genetic Resources Institute Rome, Italy 1974 1974
IRRI - International Rice Research Institute Manila, Philippines 1960 1971
ISNAR - International Service for National Agricultural Research The Hague, Netherlands 1979 1980
WARDA - West African Rice Development Association Bouaké, Cote d’Ivoire 1970 1975

a. In several cases, the Center is located well outside of the city listed (CIAT, CIMMYT, ICARDA, ILRI, IRR], and WARDA).

b. A major station servicing the Africa region is near Niamey, Niger.

c. Recently renamed the International Water Management Institute.

d. Represents an integration of the International Laboratory for Research on Animal Diseases (ILRAD, founded and joined CGIAR in 1974) and the International
Livestock Centre for Africa (ILCA, also founded and joined in 1974).
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Characteristics of the System and the Centers

Four key overall characteristics of the System are: (a) the global perspective of mandates

s that cut across national borders

and programs, which facilitates a clear focus on problem
and lend themselves to 1nternational solutions; (b) the international status of the Centers
and their governance, staffing, program design, and resource support, which protect their
mandates and programs from undue political pressures and from purely national or re-
gional influences; (c) the international mobility of germplasm, Center staff, and knowl-
edge; and (d) the principles of universality, which have as their aspiration the accessibility

of research results to all interested parties and the openness of Centers to all partners

The Group itself is a loosely knit, decentralized structure based on voluntary contribu-
tions. It has no constitution, by-laws, or written rules of procedure, although it has a frame-
work of extensive informal procedural guidelines. The Group reaches its decisions by
consensus, articulated by the chair. The Technical Advisory Committee reports directly to
the Group, as do the various committees.

The CGIAR supported Centers are autonomous organizations with independent legal
A'Lb\—l—\/d b'y’ its

he research policies and
own board and management. Scientific and managerial staff are recruited internationally.
Members of boards are mainly leading scientists, serving as individuals, and for the most
part, not as representatives of any institution. Some 535 nationalities are represented on the
various boards of trustees and more than 60 nationalities on the internationally recruited
staffs of the Centers.

A Canadian description (IDRC 1983, p. 27) aptly summarizes the System and its setting:

The international agricultural research system is a web supported by contacts and
commitments, ideas and ideals, inspiration and perspiration. Above all, it is a net-
work of people—not just the scientists and administrators who staff the international
centers, but the scientists, technicians, and the extension workers who make up the
national programs. And beyond them the farmers themselves.

Operations of the System and the Centers

The System’s various components operate in different ways. The Group itself, which includes
the donor members, serves as a sort of overall board of directors, whose decisions are quite
influential but not always binding on all concerned. It holds two meetings a year: a Mid-Term
meeting (MTM), generally held in a developing country in late May, and International Centers
Week (ICW) held in Washington in late October and early November In addition to cospon-

tives. TAC members. v
tives

nare nnal ra < Arin
i< s L MCIMOLCTS, varioul

onors, regional
tatives of CGIAR Centers and programs and representatives of many other groups are present.
The business session is the heart of the meeting, but it is surrounded by many committee
meetings and related activities. The MTM is generally smaller and incorporates a host-country
day. The ICW is larger and incorporates reports by each Center and more surrounding events.
Both have become the meetings to attend for a wide variety of organizations and individuals
concerned with international agricultural research.

The research
policies and

management.
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In response to a
series of funding
difficulties, the
new chairman
initiated a
renewal process
for the CGIAR.

The business sessions are, unlike those of other international organizations, relatively
informal. Votes are seldom taken and decisions are made by consensus—which places the
chairman in a powerful yet challenging and delicate position, for he is the one who declares
and articulates the consensus position. Most of the time this is not a problem, but some-
times issues are sufficiently complex and/or the discussion so mixed that it is difficult to tell
where the Group stands; in a few cases, the calls have been very close and somewhat
contentious. A more routine challenge is to keep the meetings participatory, and yet mov-
ing and on target. It is during CGIAR meetings that the absolutely vital role played by the
chairman becomes evident. He is, of course, backed up by many others—the casponsors,
the CGIAR Secretariat, and TAC. But the final responsibility is his.

The Centers operate differently. Each has an internationally selected board, generally
half from developing and half from industrial countries (including representatives of the
host government), which meets once or twice a year. Usually each Center has executive,
program, audit, and nominating committees, some of which may meet several times a year.
Since some of the broad parameters of a Center’s operations are set by the CGIAR System,
the board is concerned with the operation of the Center within the context of the System.
Selection of the Center director is the single most important task of the board, and has been
an increasingly challenging one of late.

Evolution of Programs and Renewal of the System

When the CGIAR was first established, it supported four previously established Centers
largely devoted to production research on basic food crops. Over the years, 14 more Cen-
ters and programs were added, which deepened and broadened the CGIAR’s efforts.* The
initial additions included basic food crops, but also went on to policy, a broader effort on
genetic resources, and assistance to national research systems. Subsequent additions in the
early 1990s moved the System deeper into natural resources, specifically forestry,
agroforestry, water management, and aquatic resources. Training has always been part of
the agenda.

Thus it might be said that the CGIAR supports research and related activities under six
broad program thrusts: (a) research to increase productivity of resources committed to
farmers’ food production; (b) management of natural resources; (c} improvement of the
policy environment by assisting countries in formulating and implementing food, agricul-
tural, and research policies; (d) capacity building by training and strengthening national
agricultural research systems; (e) germplasm conservation by collecting and classifying ge-
netic resources and maintaining genebanks and other means of conservation; and, increas-
ingly, (f) building linkages between institutions in the national systems and other components
of the global agricultural research system.

In the mid-1990s, in response to a series of funding difficulties, the new chairman initi-
ated a renewal process for the CGIAR. The process spread over a year and a half from May
1994 (MTM) to November 1995 (ICW). A special part of the process was a “Ministerial-
level” meeting in Lucerne in February 1995, which was the highest level meeting of the
Group since it was founded in 1971. The basic purposes of the renewal process were to
stimulate the donors and to initiate some changes in the System. As more formally stated,
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the intention was to “clarify the vision, refocus its research agenda, create greater openness
and transparency, strengthen its partnerships, ensure its efficiency and effectiveness, and
tighten its governance and operations.” Progress was made on each of these fronts, but the
broadening of membership, which made the Group more of an “integrated South-North
enterprise based on a shared vision” (Serageldin 1996, p. vii), was perhaps the most no-
table feature of the process.’



Chapter 2

The Role of the CGIAR

in Development

he CGIAR plays a major role in development in the developing regions of the world.

It does so by providing a technological and policy base for improving agricultural
productivity and better management of natural resources. Low-income producers and con-
sumers benefit through lower food costs, and society benefits from improved management
of natural resources.

Role of the Rural Sector in Development and the Strategy

of the World Bank

The importance of agriculture in economic development has long been established in Bank
economic and sector work and research efforts, explicitly recognized in Bank operations,
and most recently articulated in the Bank’s Rural Development: From Vision to Action
(World Bank 1997a), the latest sector strategy developed as part of the forging of the
Bank’s 1997 Strategic Compact.

The Bank’s objectives of poverty reduction, along with widely shared growth, food secu-
rity, and sustainable natural resources management, cannot be met unless rural develop-
ment, especially in agrarian societies, is nurtured and improved. This principle forms the
essence of the agreed strategy for improving the rural economy. Despite rapidly increasing
urbanization and all the difficulties that entails, the great majority of the world’s poor will
continue to live in rural areas well through the next century, so it is imperative to address
rural poverty now. In doing so, it is also possible to help ameliorate some urban problems.

Future increases in food supplies must come primarily from rising agricultural yields,
rather than from crop-area and irrigation expansion. Indeed, production on existing land
must nearly double over the next few decades. The challenge is worldwide, and involves
policy, institutional, and technological elements. The technological challenge is consider-
able, requiring the development of high-productivity and environmentally sustainable pro-
duction systems, especially in the many parts of the agricultural world that have thus far
benefited little from the Green Revolution.

Within this context, the key elements of the current rural development strategy of the
Bank are:

= Reduction of poverty and hunger. Unless opportunities for rural people are improved,
poverty and hunger will remain widespread. Rural growth also helps raise wages for
unskilled workers in cities by reducing rural-to-urban migration and lowering prices for
food, a large component of the budgets of poor people.

Production must
nearly double
over the next few
decades.
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= Fostering agricultural growth. Agricultural growth stimulates economic growth in gen-
eral by freeing resources for investment in industry and services. Few countries have
achieved strong economic growth without having first attained significant agricultural
growth.

w Securing agricultural capacity for future generations. Agricultural growth is also critical
if rising food demands are to be met without degrading the environment. Increases in
food supplies must come mainly from rising yields. This will require major improvements
in soil and water management in all regions of the world.

= Reversing natural resource degradation. Rural development is also essential to improve
the management of natural resources underpinning the rural sector. Improvements in
yields will reduce the conversion to cropping of presently uncultivated areas, especially
those under moist tropical forests. Improvements in use of water and agricultural chemi-
cals will reduce pollution and conserve water for nonagricultural uses.

Meeting the goals of the Bank’s rural development strategy in terms of agricultural growth,
food security, and poverty reduction will depend heavily on the continued availability of
appropriate technology. To feed future generations and at the same time sustain the natural
resource base will, as noted, not be easy and implies a significant shift from input-intensive
monocrop agriculture to the application of knowledge-intensive practices within increas-
ingly complex and diversified farming systems. Recent advances in science, especially in
biotechnology and informational technologies, have been especially rapid, but most of the
Bank’s borrowing countries do not yet have the capacity to undertake the needed research
without strong international support and partnerships. The products of much of such re-
search are international public goods that have high applicability across countries. They
will not be produced at optimal levels by individual countries alone or by the private sector
anywhere, especially for many tropical crops and livestock. Changes in technology and in
the role of the public sector will also require new methods for dissemination of these tech-
nologies. Thus, gaps in the global agricultural knowledge system could too easily compro-
mise the implementation of the rural strategy.

Past experience has clearly shown that rural development also requires strong public
institutions to deliver public goods and services, as well as strong stakeholder participation
in these institutions. The Bank is thus seeking innovative ways to more effectively link to
elements of civil society, as well as to its traditional government partners. Some important
components of these linkage mechanisms involve, naturally, the providers of agricultural
services, including agricultural research, and these are addressed next.
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IN DEVELOPMENT

Role of Research and Technology in Agricultural Development

The role of research and technology in development, following such original insights as
thnon L Calacininntne nmd Waimmars o wmrall simdovatand i thh o Wnld Paels ac hofita nm _
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tution with Keynesian roots, and is one articulated at length in the 1998 World Develop-
ment Report (World Bank 1998). The Bank itself was quick to recognize that technology is
an important aspect of development, and its commitment to technology continues unabated.

When it comes to the agricultural sectors of the developing world, the primacy of the
role of technological advance has been mirrored in Bank operations and other activities,

LS e 1l edm b Tk OLRCtY

such as various programs funded by the Grant Program, the production of a policy paper
on agrlculturdl I'CSCdI'LII \ W()rlu DaHK 170 l), dIl(.l SquCunI t strate y pape‘ s [Of t}_le OVefaH
sector (for example, World Bank 1992; Anderson 1994).

Agricultural technology involves so many links to other aspects of agricultural develop-
ment that it is better not to consider it in isolation. Broadly speaking, it is driven by invest-

ments in research and extension, but it is also conditioned by other policy aspects, including

prices for frar“ed apd ngptradg inputs a r] outnu ts, aorl ‘ nra] nnllr 188 s that }\vqr nPC!ﬁ
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cally on these prices, and other incentives or disincentives for adoption of improved agri-
cuitural techniques. Agricultural technology is also influenced by infrastructural investments,
including, most important, irrigation, transport systems such as rural road and rail links,
and manufacturing capacity for fertilizer and other major agricultural inputs.

The World Bank, from the outset of its operations, has been centrally involved in all the
activities that are linked, sometimes indirectly, to agricultural technology. It has partici-

aned hv assisting its members to invest in all the dpve]nnmenfql components that drive and

condition agricultural technology improvement, and has done so adaptively with appropri-
ately changing emphasis over time. In earlier phases, major atiention was given, for in-
stance, to large-scale irrigation schemes. Provision of key complementary inputs was also
supported, especially improved access to fertilizer and to the research-based modern culti-
vars, particularly of rice and wheat, which were much more responsive to the fertilizer and
water. Together these fueled the Green Revolution, a phenomenon initially centered prima-
and Fast Asia

Much of the developing world is still in the throes of different stages of the adoption of
modern cultivars that began in the mid-1960s. Certainly, the impact of these varieties and
hybrids has not been uniform across national boundaries, and especially not across
agroecological boundaries. In most countries with well-managed irrigation for rice, or
relatively favorable growing conditions for other cereals such as wheat, the adoption of

contemporary improved cultivars is just about complete, in the sense that nearly all farm-

ers in such circumstances have chosen to grow such materials and have nrnﬁfpd accord-

ingly. In other agroecologies, however, farmers still find it to their advantage to sow varieties
fﬂa[ (10 not IlaVC au [HC Cnaractcrlstlcs typlcal OI tﬂﬁ IIIUUCIH VCrSIOHS, SuCn as rCQuCCU
plant stature, photoperiod insensitivity, and strong responsiveness to nitrogenous fertil-
izer application.

Even where adoption rates in particular agroecologies are relatively high, national yields
have been continuing to increase through improvements in other crop-management prac-
tices. Msmv nf theqe pra ctices COT‘ISUU] e lrther intensi 1(_‘at10n and mcrease pressure ont h

land resource; this is causing great concern in some areas, particularly in Southeast Asia.

The Bank’s
commitment to
technology
continues
unabated.

In
progress in
boosting yield
potential has
been slow.
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Most nations still
do not have
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capacity for
research work.

Some observers, however, are becoming increasingly worried that progress in boosting
yield potential has been so slow that farmers, especially the most progressive ones, are
quickly closing the gap between what they can produce under commercial conditions and
what research workers can produce under the most favored experimental conditions. If so,
there is some reason for concern about the potential for future yield increases.

But major developments are in train. The era of biotechnology has yet to reach the
major foodcrops, but it is almost inevitable that major new gains will be made through
genetic manipulation in advanced molecular biology laboratories that will “engineer” de-
sired genes in new ways that will greatly accelerate progress in strong crop-improvement
programs. The World Bank and others, including the CGIAR, have articulated a position
on the exploitation of biotechnology for agricultural development purposes in the develop-
ing countries (World Bank and others 1991). This will progressively be translated into new
research programs with the international research centers and private sector partners and
direct involvement in national biotechnology research programs. Such national endeavors
can really be successful, however, only when they are combined with already strong crop-
improvement programs.

Notwithstanding considerable Bank support for investment in national agricultural re-
search systems, most nations still do not have adequate capacity for research work. This is
one of the reasons for the importance of the International Network of Agricultural Re-
search Centers, fostering of a global agricultural research system, and the regional coop-
eration being developed in several areas, particularly in Sub-Saharan Africa with the
assistance of SPAAR. It also lies behind the efforts to establish a Global Forum on Agricul-
tural Research, which is intended to link more effectively research programs in developing
nations with “advanced” research institutes, wherever they may be.

An aspect of the total picture that is receiving increasing—and deserved—importance is
the public versus private “balance.” It certainly seems likely that there is a larger and
probably increasing role for private sector contributions in agricultural technology genera-
tion, and this is likely to move increasingly to work linked to biotechnology, and thus away
from the traditional private sector emphases on mechanical and chemical inputs to agricul-
ture. There will, of course, continue to be major and important public sector roles in tech-
nology generation, although, as discussed in the recent OED study of agricultural research
(Purcell and Anderson 1997), within these roles there is considerable scope for improving
institutional performance.

Agricultural technology provides the key to much needed development in the developing
world and, in pursuing its possibilities, all the many components—from research and tech-
nology transfer to implementation by the farmers themselves—must be carefully appraised,
and appropriate interventions sought by all the concerned development-oriented institu-
tions. The World Bank is among those most actively involved. So are other agencies of
many types, national and international, official and unofficial.
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Role of the CGIAR in Agricultural and Natural Resources Research

The role of the CGIAR may be viewed both in an international perspective and in consid-
eration of programs.

International Perspective

The CGIAR clearly represents an international approach to agricultural and natural re-
sources research, in contrast with a very localized approach, although there have been
some recent efforts to meld the two. The international approach holds that, rather than
reinvent the wheel in every country, there are some things that can be done more efficiently
in well-ordered facilities at the international level. International Centers can more easily
draw on knowledge from around the world, build on it in cooperation with other nations,
and feed it back to the world.

In short, research is helping to create international public goods. These goods can be
used in many countries. In current economic jargon, the “spillover” from one country to
another provides “spillins” for the countries that receive them. Generally, further research
must be carried out to select or tailor the technology for local conditions, but still, the final
product is likely to be better and cheaper than if it had to be created by each country on its
own. This is not at all an unnatural process, as improved agricultural technologies have
been criss-crossing the globe in more informal ways for centuries. It merely enhances and
systematizes the flow.

The CGIAR, moreover, is able to partly straddle both the industrial and developing
worlds. While its research facilities are located in developing nations, it is in a good posi-
tion to interact with more advanced facilities in industrial nations. Most of the interna-
tional scientists in the Centers have been trained in the industrial world and have their own
set of contacts. They are able to make use of these linkages—sometimes with the assistance
of donor organizations—to more efficiently and effectively carry out their own research
work for developing nations.

The System and the Centers are playing an increasing role in linking the developing nations
together and in fostering a global agricultural research system. The System is also seeking to
pursue this through its involvement in the Global Forum, an activity that encourages closer
regional and other association of research institutions and their interaction at the international
level.! It is encouraging, often with project support from donors and regional networks of
researchers. ESDAR has contributed to this process (Petit and others 1996).

The System has been giving increased attention to ecoregional research activities—stud-
ies that involve complex regional agricultural and ecological interactions, which may pro-
duce generalizable results of value to other regions. Studies are also being done using
participatory research, which engages farmers more fully in the research process. There are
limits to how far an international organization can or should go in these activities, but they
are being tested.

Thus, while the CGIAR represents only a small portion of the international agricultural
research network, its importance is much greater because it sits at the heart of this network.
This importance stems from the extent of international spillovers, the efficiencies of work-
ing across national boundaries for many research products, and the productivity-boosting

The CGIAR is at
the heart of the
international
agricultural
research
network.
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materials, while foster-

collegiality and cost-reducing benefits of sharing information and

ing the advance of agricultural science generally (Anderson 1998).

Programmatic Emphases

In its early years, the CGIAR gave highest priority to varietal improvement research on the
food staples of the poor, particularly cereals. About two-thirds of CGIAR resources were
allocated to research on rice, maize, and wheat. High priority was also given to improving
the quality of diets through research on food legumes and ruminant livestock. Research on
starchy food sources, including roots and tubers, was also prioritized, because of their
dietary significance in developing countries, their potential for producing high outputs of
food energy, and the prospects for yield increases.

Resource allocation has shifted significantly over the years (Gryseels and Anderson 1991,
p. 320). From 1993 to 1997, the proportion of CGIAR resources spent on increasing
productivity declined from 49 percent to 40 percent, while the proportions spent on pro-
tecting the environment rose from 14 percent to 17 percent and on saving biodiversity from
6 percent to 11 percent. The proportions spent on improving policies and strengthening
institutions remained about the same (CGIAR Secretariat, 1998e, p. 50).

The regional allocation of CGIAR resources has been fairly stable since the mid-1980s,
with about 40 percent going to Sub-Saharan Africa and the remainder distributed to Asia
(32 percent), Latin America and the Caribbean (17 percent), and West Asia and North
Africa (12 percent) ( Gryseels and Anderson 1991, p. 323; CGIAR Secretariat 1996). Whether
the large allocation to Sub-Saharan Africa is appropriate is one policy question not yet
satisfactorily addressed (Diouf 1989, External Panel 1994).

The overriding significance of alleviating poverty has recently been given renewed and
strengthened emphasis in the CGIAR, as well as in the Bank (TAC Secretariat 1997a, p. 3).
The major purpose of the CGIAR can thus now be described as enhancing sustainable
agriculture and poverty alleviation through resource conservation and management, in-
creasing the productivity of commodity production systems, improving the policy environ-
ment, and strengthening national research capacities. This is very much in line with the
attention given to poverty in the Bank’s 1998 paper on strategic issues in agricultural re-
search (Byerlee and Alex 1998, Box 3.4), where particular emphasis is given to developing
technologies that favor the poor—especially labor-intensive technologies.

The link between agricultural research and poverty reduction is complex (Byerlee and
Alex 1998). Research that generates broad-based productivity increases is one of the most
effective means of reducing poverty: first (and most directly) by enhancing rural employ-
ment and income generation, and second (and less directly) by boosting production, and
thus reducing prices of basic foods. One of the major impacts of successful agricultural
research is increased supply and lower prices for food, which is especially beneficial to the
poor, who spend a large share of their income on food. Research orientation can also be
modified by choice of regions and/or commodities that are assessed as offering good pros-
pects of pro-poor productivity improvements, including research on the staples consumed
by the poor. Research may also directly address the particular needs of women or disadvan-

taged groups.
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A focus on rural poverty alleviation may lead to an efficiency tradeoff with research that
could procure the greatest total economic return at the farm level. The emphasis of the
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best way to attain the greatest return. Other commodities, higher-value food crops, and

nonfood commodities for domestic consumption and export may offer greater promise of

raising farm income. Evidently, the poverty-alleviation policy and agricultural research
policy issues are interconnected, but complex. First, it is not certain that the CGIAR has a
comparative advantage in conducting research on these other commodities. Second, there

is a question whether such a shift in emphasis would increase the System’s overall contribu-
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programs comes from their effect on helping hold down the prices of food purchased by
low-income consumers, both in rural and urban areas. A shift to higher-income or export
commodities would not do this. Hence, while more than farm income needs to be consid-

ered, there may be some possibilities (certainly recognized in the System’s farming systems
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In many cases, concerned policymakers call for more research on marginal areas as a

71

way of reducing poverty and arresting resource degradation. While this may be appropri-
ate, the situation is usually quite complex ( TAC 1997a; Malik 1998). In some of the most
difficult situations, the rate of gain from improved technology may be very slow. Agricul-
tural intensification in areas that have both high production risk and a fragile resource base
may not be an effective form of intervention. A complicating factor is that there are often

spillover effects from hrnr‘hn‘fnnfv oains in the more favored areas, such
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food supplies noted above, and through the migration of workers from marginal to more
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favored areas \KCI’IKOW 1725, David and Otsuka 1774)

Special Characteristics of Agricultural and Natural
Resources Research

Researc ch bv its nature takgg time
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activity for which patience is required. The reason that investors have in so many cases

in outcome, and is thus
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demonstrated the requisite patience is that it has, typically, proved to be a highly profitable
form of investment. Agricultural research, predominantly conducted in the public sector, is
no exception to these generalizations, and a large literature documents a consistent record
of returns to investment, of the order of a 50 percent and more internal rate of return on a
program basis (Purcell and Anderson 1997 p- 116).2 This means that, on average, the high

mpc from successes more than outw h the losses on failures.

Thus, high social returns are one good reason for investing in public agricultural re-
search. But there are others. One is the “protection” of research gains through mainte-
nance research, As pests and diseases evolve, new cultivars tend to lose their resistance.
Thus in crop improvement programs, which have been the mainstay of CGIAR research,
there is an ongoing need to continue breeding efforts to maintain productivity. Especially
for open- or self-pollinated crops, such as most cultivars of the major cereals, gains from

crop improvement cannot be appropri ated hv the agency respon sible for the work, and the
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research products thus have many of the characteristics of a public good. The private sector
has little incentive to engage in such work, which is surely needed to underpin productivity
gains for feeding the world in the decades to come. Public intervention is thus potentially
justified in this arena.

There are, moreover, considerable economies of size and scope in such crop improve-
ment work, and this must be taken into account in organizing research. One proven method
is the international model noted in the previous section. This arrangement generates spillover
benefits to many countries. Indeed, the recognition of organizational needs and economic
benefits explains the long-run support by the Bank for both national and international
research efforts. The same thinking has surely also influenced the expansion of such inter-
national efforts into other research areas within the CGIAR.

Some fields of research are, however, intrinsically specific to local situations. For ex-
ample, research on soil-plant interactions elsewhere may have little direct relevance to a
particular agroecology. And when specific local socioeconomic circumstances are also taken
into account, there may be no real substitute for locally conducted R&D. Whether ad-
equate resources and capacity are available for this task, however, is another question.

Clearly, a balance of international and local research efforts is needed. One can only
substitute for the other to a limited extent. Providing adequate resources for both, along
with other needed support, is one of the great challenges of our time.



T “he World Bank was very heavily involved in the establishment of the CGIAR in 1971

1 and has played a major role ever since. The early story, up through the mid-1980s, is
well and fully told by Warren Baum, a former Vice President of the Bank and former
Chairman of the CGIAR, in Partners Against Hunger: The Consultative Group on Interna-

tional Agricultural Research (Baum 1986). We will not attempt to retell it here, except to
refer to the historic base for some specific points that have continued on into the present.
The subsequent story of World Bank involvement is rather complex, as the reader will soon
find out.

Multiple Roles of th

The key points that must be made at the outset are that the Bank, as a development agency,
plays two essential roles in the CGIAR: as a very active cospornsor of the Group, along with
FAQ, UNDP, and, recently, UNEP; and as the current major donor to both the System and
the Centers. As a donor, it also has the opportunity to play a third role—client or consumer.

= In its cosponsor role, the Bank makes two major contributions to the CGIAR System:
leadership and operational support. The chairman of the CGIAR has, except for the first
incumbent, been a vice president of the Bank.! The amount of time devoted to the System
by the chairman is thought to have varied from 2 percent to 10 percent or more, depend-
ing on the individual. In terms of System operational support, the Bank provides the full
cost of the CGIAR Secretariat and a significant contribution toward the cost of the Tech-
nical Advisory Committee (one-third of the cost through 19985; less in proportional terms

with the arrival of UNEP as a cosponsor]}.
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= The Bank as a donor provided an average of 14.4 percent o unding from
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to 1996. (For many years, USAID [U.S. Agency for International Development] was the
major donor, providing up to 25 percent of the total; its overall proportion for the same
period was 19.9 peercent.)

= Some other donors, through other funding mechanisms, are in a sense clients or custom-
ers of the Centers. Services are effectively purchased from the Centers, which comple-
ment or support other bilateral programs sponsored by the donors. The Bank, as the
major provider of loans for agricultural research in developing nations, would seem likely
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to be a major customer, but this role has not—for reasons to be discussed later in this
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man/vice president, but in somewhat different though intertwined ways. The principal ve-
hicle for Bank involvement in either case is the CGIAR Secretariat, which is housed in the
Bank. The Secretariat is headed by an executive secretary, who reports directly to the chair-
man/vice president. The Secretariat is divided into three main teams: finance, management,
and information. It also has a science adviser. The finance team not only handles Systemwide
issues, but is also responsible for the distribution of the Bank contribution {in cooperation
with the CGIAR Finance Committee).

Beyond the CGIAR Secretariat, the situation is more complex. Until recently (March 25,
1998), the chairman, in his vice presidential role, also oversaw (among other units) the
Agriculture and Natural Resources Department, AGR (now the Rural Development De-
partment, RDV) and an Agricultural Research and Extension Group, ESDAR. These units

now fall under the purview of the head of the Environme rq”v and Sociallv Sustainable
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Development Network (ESSD). Both RDV and ESDAR are headed by directors.

The institutional base of the Bank representative to the CGIAR has changed over time.
Through the Mid-Term Meeting of the CGIAR in 1994, the Bank was represented by the
director of AGR. With the appointment of a new director of AGR in mid-1994, the repre-
sentational role was shifted to the director of ESDAR (who had also been serving as chair
of the CGIAR Finance Committee), and he has continued to hold that position.? Thus,

RDYV, lnng the center for Bank involvement in the CGIAR, has no formal res nnnclhrhneq

in this area.

The director of ESDAR does have responsibilities, but his group, despite its title, has few
direct-hire staff and its linkage with Bank agricultural research operations was, until 1998,
mainly through cross-support activities of its staff. One forum in which both RDV anchor
and ESDAR staff are active, along with interested colleagues from Operations, is the Agri-
cultural Knowledge and Information Systems (AKIS) Thematic Team of the Rural Sector
Board, a component of the ESSD Network. This Team (of about 100 staff) reviews prac-
tices and processes dealing with Bank operations in agricultural education, extension and
research, and manages some Network funds for advancing knowledge in areas judged of
high-priority need.

In any case, the role of the Bank representative has been challenging. This is because one
person has had to play three somewhat different roles under an individual who himself
plays two roles. The representative’s roles are as a (a) member of the cosponsors, which
entails thinking about the System; (b) donor representative, which entails representing the
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interests of the Bank; and (c) member and chalrpers on of the Finance Committee, which
involves both dimensions. In each case, the r ntative h:
the chairman/vice president. The representative has also ha
retary of the CGIAR, who reports to the same person. While this arrangement appears
complicated, it has worked out reasonably well. The biggest challenge is to function as a
Bank spokesperson in the face of higher authority, a Bank vice president. With the recent

(March 23, 1998) change in the portfolio of the chairman in his vice presidential role, the

D..

to relate to the executive sec-

Bank representative is now in a separate organizational structure. This shift may prov1de
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tional subordination to the chairman.
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At the policy level, the Bank’s several roles could lead to conflicts of interest, real or per-
ceived, but the basic pattern has also had its advantages. The leadership and cosponsor role
has inclined it to the high road of thinking about the welfare of the System. The donor role has
been used to back-up the leadership/cosponsor role. The question that has come up from time
to time, and which will be discussed later in this report, is whether the donor role has been
played in too altruistic a manner and whether the Bank should pay a little more attention to its
own interests and programs. There is also the question, apart from either of the roles, of
whether the Bank has given sufficient attention to linking its programs with the Centers it
helps to sponsor. We will return to this subject later in this report.

Bank Role in System and Center Finance

The Bank has played a critical role in the funding of the CGIAR System, both in its grants
to individual Centers and its support for the CGIAR Secretariat (and through it, support The Bank has

for the TAC Secretariat). Recently, support for some related activities under the category of played a critical
partnership development has also been added. role in the

All but the last had been envisaged from the start of the CGIAR System in 1971. Presi- funding of the
dent McNamara announced the Bank’s willingness to contribute up to $3 million, not to CGIAR System.

exceed 10 percent of total contributions, at the first meeting of the CGIAR on May 19,
1971 (Baum 1986). The Bank would also provide the CGIAR Secretariat and share the cost
of the Technical Advisory Committee equally with the then other two cosponsors.

Contributions to CGIAR Centers and Secretariats

In this section we will provide documentation of the Bank’s contributions to the CGIAR
Centers and the Secretariats. Data on Center grants are published regularly and are readily
available, Data on the Secretariat contributions are found only in internal documents, and
statistics for the early years remain elusive. The Bank has also provided grant funding to
non-CGIAR centers, and this program is briefly summarized in the Annex of this report.

CGIAR Centers
Bank grants, both in nominal dollars and as a proportion of total contributions to the
Centers for the 1972 to 1997 period, are summarized in table 3.1. The contribution in
dollar terms rose fairly gradually through 1993, when it reached $40 million, and jumped
rather sharply to $50 million in 1994 and 1995 when the Bank responded to a financial
crisis in the System,® and then dropped back to a level of $45 million in 1996 and 1997.

The Bank contribution as a percentage stayed at about the 10 percent level through
1980 (averaging 9.1 percent on an unweighted basis and 9.6 percent on a weighted basis).
Then it began to increase, first into the 11 percent range, and then jumped into the 14
percent range for the 1984 to 1990 period (apart from a spike of 16.5 percent in 1985).
From 1991 to 1995 the proportion rose, reaching peaks of 18.6 percent and 18.5 percent in
1994 and 1995 respectively. In 1996, 1997, and 1998, the proportions dropped below 15
percent. The overall average for the 25-year period was 14.3 percent.

The changes in the Bank proportion reflected changes in Bank policy. The initial policy
established by Mr. McNamara of holding the contribution at 10 percent was “So that other

17
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Tahle 3.1: Bank Contributions to CGIAR Centers, 1972-98
Bank Contribution Total Contributions Bank Proportion

Fiscal Year (in millions of nominal dollars)  (in millions of nominal dollars) (percentage)
1972 1.3 20.7 6.3
1973 2.8 25.0 11.2
1974 2.4 34.5 7.0
1975 3.2 47.5 6.7
1976 6.5 62.9 10.3
1977 7.9 77.2 10.2
1978 8.7 85.0 10.2
1979 10.2 99.5 10.3
1980 12.0 119.6 10.0
1981 14.6 130.9 11.2
1982 16.3 143.8 11.3
1983 19.0 164.7 11.5
1984 243 173.2 14.0
1985 28.1 170.1 16.5
1986 28.4 192.2 14.8
1987 30.0 201.6 14.9
1988 30.0 211.5 14.2
1989 33.3 224.5 14.8
1990 34.3 234.9 14.6
1991 351 232.0 15.1
1992 37.6 247.3 15.2
1993 40.0 234.9 17.0
1994 50.0 268.1 18.6
1995 50.0 269.6 18.5
1996 44.9 304.1 14.8
1997 45.0° 319.6 14.1
1998 (prelim.) 45.0° 334.9 13.4
Total (1972-97) 615.9 4,294.7 14.3

a. Qut of this amount, $44.3 million was allocated to CGIAR Centers, $0.3 million to CGIAR committees, and $0.5 million
to the CGIAR reserve.

b. Out of this amount, $40.1 million was aiiocated to Centers, $4.9 to other CGIAR activities ($2.0 million to initiate a joint
Center program in Central Asia and the Caucasus, $1.0 million for the System Review, $1.0 million for partnership costs
[principally CGIAR committees], $0.5 million to establish a legal reference center on intellectual property rights), and $0.4
million to the CGIAR reserve.

Source: 1972-96: CGIAR Secretariat, 1997, p. 27; 1997, 1998: Estimates provided by financial staff, CGIAR Secretariat;
May 22 and June 19, 1998.
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donors would have to provide their share,” which they did at first. But with the growth in
size and number of the Centers, funding became more difficult, and under subsequent
presidents the level was raised to 15 percent. The events of the mid-1990s—involving the
financial problems of 1993, 1994, and 1995—provided a special challenge. It is not antici-
pated that the Bank’s contributions will exceed 15 percent in the future, and they could
continue to fall below that level if the other donor contributions stay about the same.

It should be noted that the Bank contribution is more important to the Centers than the
numerical level might suggest, because it is unrestricted in use; it is not limited to a specific
activity in the Centers’ approved program of work. Untargeted funds are desirable because
they provide the Centers with flexibility. In 1996, targeted funds represented 36 percent of
the total funds available to the Centers, meaning that only 64 percent of the total funds
were untargeted. The Bank’s contributions, therefore, make up a higher proportion of the
untargeted category than is true overall. (This point is quantified to a greater degree in
Chapter 6.)

CGIAR Secretariat
Bank contributions—as best we could track them—to the CGIAR Secretariat, and in part
through it to the TAC and its Secretariat, are provided for 1978 to 1997 in table 3.2.
They, too, rose gradually. Over the 20-year period, on a weighted basis they were equiva-
lent to about 12 percent of the CGIAR contribution. The portion of the Secretariat budget
passed on to the TAC budget—the costs of which are shared by other cosponsors—has
grown in several stages in dollar amounts, but has dropped in proportion (from about 20
percent in 1984 to 15 percent in 1997). From 1995 to 1998, some funds were also trans-
ferred to ESDAR for the support of that group. In 1998 the Secretariat received, for the
first time in recent years, a cut in its budget (of about 10 percent).

Reliance on Special Grant Program Funding

The establishment of the CGIAR involved the first Bank grant to a multilateral activity.
Technical assistance grants were first introduced in 1960-61, but were tied to loan pack-
ages to individual countries.* The first Bank grant to the CGIAR in 1972 was for $1.26
million. Subsequent years have seen other types of grants added to the Bank’s portfolio,’
but the CGIAR contribution has remained the largest single item in the grant portfolio.
This predominance has not gone unnoticed by supporters of other programs in the Bank
who would like to tap the grant funds.

Thus, while the Bank’s Special Grant Program traces its origins to the establishment of
the CGIAR, there is increasing crowding and competition at the grant table. To put this in
fuller perspective, we will briefly review the relevant portions of the Bank’s grant funding
mechanism.

Sources and Management of Grant Funds
The sources of Bank funding have varied over the years—from the administrative budget at
the outset, to net income, and then operating income.

According to accounts of the Board meeting on January 13, 1972, when a proposal for
“Grants to Various International Research Centers” (R72-7) was first considered:

The Bank
contribution is
more important
to the Centers
than the
numerical level
might suggest.
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Table 3.2: Estimates of Bank Contributions to Support
the CGIAR Secretariat and Related Activities, 1978-972

(1) (2) (3) (4)
Reported Contributions  Passed to TAC Secretariat  Passed to “Net” for CGIAR
FY  to CGIAR Secretariat(Adj.)>  (millions of dollars) ESDAR  Secretariat Operations®

1978 0.40 NA — NA
1979 0.60 NA — NA
1980 0.90 NA — NA
1981 1.20 NA — NA
1982 1.40 NA — NA
1983 2.00 NA — NA
1984 2.20 0.40 — 1.80
19835 2.30 {2.41) 0.45 — 1.85 (1.96)
1986 2.20 (2.31) 0.375 — 1.825 (1.935)
1987 2.47 (2.59) 0.375 — 2.095 (2.215)
1988 2.66 (2.81) 0.45 — 2.21 (2.36)
1989 2.82 (2.90) 0.45 — 2.37 (2.45)
1990 2.96 (3.73) 0.60 — 2.36 (3.13)
1991 3.44 (4.98) 0.75 — 2.69 (4.23)
1992 3.44 (4.98) 0.75 — 2.69 (4.23)
1993 3.61 (5.21) 0.75 - 2.86 (4.46)
1994 4.85 (5.21) 0.75 — 4.10 (4.46)
1995 5.05 {5.33) 0.75 0.20 4.10 (4.38)
1996 5.36 {5.36) 0.75 0.30 4.31 (4.31)
1997 {requ.) 5.51(5.51) 0.75 0.20 4,56 {4.56)
1997 (final) 5.09 0.75 0.20 4.14

a. This table provided some complexities in preparation, which carry over into interpretation. The data have evidently not
been pulled together for more than a few years at a time, and the various references are not entirely consistent. There are three
basic problems: (1) no data have yet been found for the 1971-78 period; (2) the data reported for 1978-84 do not explicitly
state whether funding was included for the TAC Secretariat (presumably it was) or how much this was; (3) the data reported in
the left side of columm 1 for the 1985-95 period do not appear to include provision for (a) overhead and benefits and (b) office
occupancy costs—both of which have been included in recent years (it is not known what the situation was before 1985).

b. In view of the consistency problem noted in item (3) in the previous footnote, the CGIAR financial staff made the following
adjustments: item (a) added 38.1 percent for the 1985-93 period; item (b} added 5 percent for the 1985-95 period. The base
numbers used for the evaluations for the 1985-90 period, however, were taken from a different source than used in column 1,
and v ary SOmew rhat.

c. Residual derived by subtracting columns (2) and (3) from column (1).

Source:

Column 1: Unadjusted Data~—1978-87. Memorandum from W. David Hopper (SVPPR) to B. Conable, Feb. 4, 1988. 1987—
89: “Review of Special Grants Program,” memorandum from W. David Hopper (SVPPR) to Barber Conable, April 28, 1988,

Qe_gm il »
p. 18. 1990-97: CGIAR Secreiariat Business rldllh, annual. nujubtcu Data—1985-97. “World Bank \.A)llulULll.LUllb, 17OJ‘—//

CGIAR Secretariat, January 12, 1998 (the preparation of this new table drew on data for 1986-90 in the World Bank FY90
Budget document, p. 160 [Annex B. 11]; attachment to memorandum from Curtis Farrar, CGIAR Secretariat, May 19, 1989).

Column 2: 1984-88. “Examination of the Roles and Performance of the CGIAR Secretariat,” Report of the CGIAR
Oversight Committee, July 21, 1988, p. 18. 1989-97, “World Bank Contributions,” op. cit. Also CGIAR Secretariat Business
Plans, annual. Data provided by the TAC Secretariat suggest a figure of 0.45 in 1989.
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At least two executive directors strongly urged management to seek funding from net
income, requiring authorization of the governors. However, the chairman of the Board

“ »
argued that the amount involved was “modest” and ¢

up with the governors. He suggested that it would be more practical to provide the
funds out of the administrative budget than from net income, and the Board endorsed
his recommendation with a tacit understanding that in subsequent years, grants to
the CGIAR should be charged against net income.

Later in 1972, when consideration was being given to the Bank’s contribution for 1973,
b oA daboe el €2 Tl o Cab €110 million francfer to the Traterna.
LEIC PLCbluCllL PJ.UL)UDCU Liiat uP [1e] gDJ lllllllul O1 tic DLLYU IHIIIOLNL LLallslolr LU Lllc 111LCE na
tional Development Association (IDA) be used to finance grants to the CGIAR Centers.
He went on to indicate that he planned to “recommend specific grants for the approval of
the executive directors from time to time, after ascertaining in each case that the requisite
funds were not available elsewhere.” Thereafter, through FY81, the CGIAR grants contin-
ued to be made out of the IDA transfer.®

In FY82, the Bank accepted the recommendation of its auditors that transfers of funds

<1
to CIlI.lllC jus

tnat IldVC a buUde[lUduy Ul].].Cl'C“lt IIlCIIlUCbellP IIU' t ne DdilK bnoulu UC LICdICU
as expenses and would fit more properly under administrative support (therefore, special
grants were shown as a deduction from operating income before arriving at net income).”

With the change in accounting procedures in FY82, a Special Grant Program (SGP) was
created to provide a planning and oversight function for all grants. In reporting, the “tra-
ditional” SGP grants are packaged with some other grant-funded activities under the more

general category of Special Programs in the administrative budget. The SGP was followed
Y the establishment, in November 1997, of the Deveiopllleﬂt Grant Facil 1ty‘ (DGF), a
broader umbrella group. It has absorbed the Special Programs as well as other activities

funded out of net income.®

Role of Center Funding

The relative role of Center fu ndm_g7 e

xcluding Secretariat support in these two settings

from fiscal years 1985 to 199 ,is shown in table 3.3. The Center funding, which accounted
for 100 percent of the “iraditional” SGP funding in 1372, declined to 72.1 percentin 1985,
to 64.9 percent in 1988, and then averaged 56.6 percent during the nine-year period from
1989 to 1997. In the larger context of Special Programs, the proportions remained virtually
identical through 1992, and then dropped to an average of 39.9 percent for the five-year
period from 1993 to 1997.

When the allocation for the CGIAR Secretariat and related activities is included

proportion would be expected to rise. Another reference provides these data for the FY93—
[0 Loy AUGRIR-PRpS - N PREJIES LRSI AUNRPIN RN . PRERRY SVl I 7S LSS &I oF gnl 5 [RSNGB |
l. 1 s/ pCLIUU 1T Inqicates taft tne dVCldsC PIUPUI LlUll OI e traditioiiail” d\ulr was raiscd
to 63.8 percent, compared with a comparable figure of 57.7 percent derived from table 3.3.
The comparable proportion of the more inclusive category of Special Programs was 44.1
percent compared with 39.8 percent.
Any way one looks at it, the CGIAR represents a sizable proportion of World Bank
grant funds. This presents a problem for both the CGIAR and others who would wish to

obtain grant funds. This issue became apparent as early as 1988 in the larger context of the

e CCITA
11\, AL FESLN

represents a
sizable

World Bank
grant funds.
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Should the Bank
withdraw
support from the
CGIAR, there is
clear potential
for collapse.
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Table 3.3: CGIAR Center Funding in the Context
of the Special Grant Program, 1985-97

CGIAR Proportion of Special Proportion
Center Funding” Grant Program of Special Programs

Fiscal Year (millions of dollars) (percentage) (percentage)
1985 28.1 72.1 71.9
1986 28.9 66.1 66.0
1987 30.0 63.6 63.4
1988 32.0 64.9 64.8
1989 33.3 54.8 54.7
1990 34.3 56.4 56.3
1991 35.2 54.2 54.2
1992 36.5 55.6 55.6
1993 40.0 58.8 35.4
1994 53.0 61.6 47.7
1995 50.3 58.2 42.2
1996 41.5 533 36.7
1997 45.0 56.3 37.4
1990-97 335.8 57.0 47.3

a. Excludes Secretariat support.
Source: “The Development Grant Facility: A Proposal,” Strategy and Resource Management Partnerships Group, July 18,
1997, p. 6 (table 3.1).

“graduation” issue. It had been noted that the activities sponsored by grants, probably
most notably the CGIAR, did not graduate and become self-supporting. Hopper put the
situation in these terms on April 28, 1988:

The “graduation” issue is difficult to resolve. The Bank created institutions like the
CGIAR, and its presence has ensured stability and helped to attract additional donor
support. The CGIAR and other agricultural research centers are totally dependent on
these donations; they sell nothing and are unable to generate any significant revenues
on their own. Should the Bank withdraw support from the CGIAR, there is a clear
potential of the collapse of the Consultative Group itself and, therefore, an end to the
research work of the system.°

The subject came up again in 1990 as part of a “Review of the Special Grants Program.”"
The arguments advanced to explain the Bank’s limited resort to “exit” from grant pro-
grams were reviewed. In order to allow for the addition of new programs, it was proposed
that “existing programs must be regularly scrutinized to see if Bank contributions should
be continued.” At the outset of new programs, it was suggested that the Bank should,
“where appropriate,” include a disengagement strategy. The report also stated that “based
on the outcome of the periodic examinations [of ongoing projects], decisions should be
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taken to maintain, expand, gradually phase out, or terminate Bank involvement.” It does
not appear that any such review program was ever estabhshed

that a speaker:

Suggested that management should consider recommending to the Board that the
CGIAR grant be funded separately from the SGP . . . if the Bank was serious about
supporting international agricultural research, alternative methods of funding the
CGIAR grant should be tabled for Board consideration. Separate funding of CGIAR

Arcide tha COOD o nas 1d Alen avaid ano noygel hla o an tha availahilisy ~F
outsiac tnc S’ would aiso avoia any possioic a O tne avauaoiity o1

resources for other special grants.'?

Another speaker noted that the committee was unable to devote sufficient attention to
the CGIAR grant commensurate with its size, and that it would be more effective for the
group to focus on the large number of small grants. Nothing was reported about possible

alternative sources, and the issue was not mentioned in subsequent Committee reports.

Allocation of Bank Grants to Individual Centers

The process of allocating Bank grants to Centers is basically handled by the CGIAR Sec-
retariat. Through 1993 the Secretariat carried out this process by itself; it followed CGIAR
priorities but essentially utilized a mechanistic procedure. With the establishment of the
CGIAR Finance Committee following the May 1993 meeting of the CGIAR, the process

was done in consultatron with that group, which is composed of donors. A mechanistic

___________________ JRUNREUN, [N D SRR, PR 5 -
Process LUMLIIIUCU to UC CIIIploycad, but

B SRR, i o 1

W itn SoIme lldllgcb, 'uuur a 1u11uulg Lliblb Chguucu
some Centers in 1996 and 1997. Three main stages can be identified for the 1972 to 1997
period.

Donor of Last Resort/Balancing Donor
For over 20 years, from 1972 to 1993, the Secreta

=95

riat al
that would cover shortfalls in Center fund1 n light o
reviewed and appro’v'ed 'D‘y‘ TAC and, in a cursor Iy way, “y“ e Group. The logic was that
because donors made their own decisions on how to allocate their own funding, there
could well be a gap between what was approved and what was actually received by a
Center. And indeed such gaps materialized, sometimes as a result of routine decisions, and
sometimes as a result of unexpected events. The Bank funding was not always adequate to
fill gaps, but it went a long way toward ameliorating the situation. Nearly from the start,
the Secretarrat set an upper hrmt of 25 percent on the proportion of funding it would
i i at Center )—41t1‘10u;5u the
final proportions did not always turn out thls way (see table 3.4), because of unexpected
changes in funding by other donors.
The Bank was not entirely alone in the gap-filling process: for virtually all of this period,
USAID representatives would consult with the Secretariat and take shortfalls and over-

For over 20
years, the
Secretariat
allocated Bank
resources in a
way that would
cover shortfalls.
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Table 3.4: Bank Funding as a Percentage of Center Funding, 1988-97

(A) Balancing Donor (B) Combination Policy* (C) DFR®
Center 1988 1989 1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997
CIAT 2 11 11 17 23 23 21 18 i6 i5
CIFOR * 19 — 19 27 7 9
CIMMYT 8 12 15 19 16 23 22 16 13
CIP 17 9 14 11 7 7 14 8 7 8
ICARDA 28 23 22 21 21 20 28 24 16 13
ICLARM * * 11 13 8 12 16 14
ICRAF # 6 6 7 8 9 9
ICRISAT 8 6 12 9 i4 20 21 22 19 25
IFPRI 19 15 20 17 9 15 12 9 8 9
1IMI * * # * 9 17 23 21 17 13
IITA 26 20 17 15 17 20 24 24 17 14
ILRI 15 19 21 21 24 22 28 26 25 21
IPGRI — 6 4 — 8 8 7 9 1 11
IRRI 7 1 10 9 4 12 12 1 16
ISNAR 23 24 26 13 19 25 30 25 14 13
WARDA 19 21 25 23 26 26 — 11 7 10
Total 13 13 16 15 16 16 19 18 15 14
Not a member of the CGIAR system during this period.

a. A combination of balancing donor and donor of first resort.

b. Donor of first resort. Preliminary data.

¢. A combination of figures for ILCA and ILRAD from 1988 to 1994.
Source: 1988-97, CGIAR Financial Report, annual, 1992-97, annex tables.
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ubscriptions into account when allocating their funds. Between t

provided 35 to 40 percent of total system funding, which permitted a fairly strong resource
base and played a helpfui role in stabilizing the System.

The gap-filling process, however, had some limitations, which are discussed in detail
elsewhere.!® The primary ones were a stifling of Center initiatives in raising funds and an
insulation of some Centers from economic realities. As a result, the Bank ended up provid-
ing more funding for some Centers over a longer time than might otherwise have been the

case (fhe Bank’s contributions as a nrnnnrrlnn of total contributions are repgr‘red in part A

of Table 3.4). Another major limitation of the process involved the classification of what
was Ulen Laucu Core anu noncore Lunulng l IlC DdIlK L()Iltrl[)ull()n was UCblgIlCU to IIldLLIl
core funding. When the Centers began to encounter tighter budgets in the early 1980s, they
found it advantageous to reclassify some projects previously considered core as noncore;
this brought down their core funding levels and qualified them for more Bank funds. This
process matched the interests of some donors. But at the System level the cumulative effect

accentuated the apparent overall shortfall i
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The gap-filling or stabilization process also faced one other problem that required addi-
tional measures to address: large and unexpected changes in exchange rates and inflation.
nter this, a Stabilization Fund was establish
Bank (from some unmatched CGIAR funds) and operated in a fairly active way through
1989, when it began to decline; it essentially disappeared by 1991. The idea was that Bank
funds would be withheld from Centers that had experienced windfall gains, and that unex-
pected or exceptional gains received by Centers would be returned to the fund, and used to
support less financially fortunate Centers. It was a good idea in theory, but it required
discipline to manage. The outflow soon exceeded the inflow; Centers Were—durmg a pe—
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were to admit to positive changes and return money to the Secretariat.’® The Secretarlat

met with a representative of the Centers’ Directors in June 1991 about revitalizing the fund

through borrowing from the Bank, but this was not pursued.

By contrast, in the early 1990s the Secretariat, in cooperation with the Centers, estab-
d

F a\n ng at the

lished a new policy relati

1no to the nnh T ‘F‘V el of 1 1ts

nnfributlnn

el of its contribution. Instea
25 percent level for a long period of time at Centers that were chronically short of funds, it
was decided to reduce this proportion after three years to 15 percent {over a three-year
period). The policy was duly noted in several references in 1993 and implemented in the
case of at least two Centers (ICARDA, ILCA).'* However, it was soon overtaken by events
that led to the second phase in the allocation process.

The balancing or donor of last resort policy did not go without some
Bank. T annqrv 1993. the anr

;;;;;; 17724 UG cial

within the

SGO) Committee considered:

L USO8 8R88 110

criticism

w7l

Whether the Bank’s grant should continue to be treated as the balancing contribution;
this practice results in Bank funds flowing to those international centers which re-
ceive much lower contributions from other donors than their funding requirements,
thus precluding “internal exit” from centers or programs within the CGIAR

System.!”

It suggested that in the coming 12 months, an examination should be conducted on the
most effective way of allocating the Bank’s contributions among the Centers. Similarly, at
the April 1993 meeting, it was noted that “as the balancing donor to CGIAR, the Bank did
not exert much influence on the overall direction of system activities,”#

In May of 1993, the CGIAR received a proposal from a “Working Group on Deliberation

and Decisionmaking Process,” which, among other things, called for the establishment of a
standine committee

standin s ¢

on flnance er the fu‘st tu’ﬂP 19 T]’\F‘ hmlno of this hrnpnca] was, n retro-

spect, very appropriate in light of the concerns expressed by the SGO Committee.

A Transition Policy

Presumably as a follow-up to the recommendation of the SGO Committee, the Secretariat
prepared a detailed paper titled “Resource Allocation in the CGIAR—Does the Balancing
Donor Concept Need Adjusting?”? The paper recognized the need “for maintaining some

criticism.
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The Committee
considered that a
change in the
role of the
“balancing

»

donor” was
desirable in

principle.

individual Centers and to stabilize resource flows in the
short run.” And “for the remainder, the facility could apply part of its funds to match
Centers’ successful efforts in raising core funding in order to set a positive incentive to
mobilize resources.” One way to do this would be to provide “a fixed percentage of CGIAR
approved Center requirements as a donor of first resort.” In summary, it stated that “A
combination of gap- -filling and up- front distribution (first-donor option) may be the most

41O U AT o ol L e 1110

appropriate use of the facility in the current overall fundmg situation of the CGIAR” (p. 2).

The Finance Committee, composed of nine donor members of the CGIAR and chaired
by the then director of the Agriculture and Rural Development Department of the Bank,
first met in October 1993, The first item of business, not surprisingly, was “The Future
Role of the Balancing Donor.” The report of the meeting indicates that “the option of most

interest to the committee was a “donor of first resort” option consisting of three compo-

nents: (1) nrooram fundine. (2) some contincency. and (3 a small syvnerov fund” (r\ 2\ 21 In
nents: (1) program unding, (L) some contingency, and (3 a smail synergy rand in
the case of the contingency funds in 1994, it was proposed that they

Be used for a transition phase to minimize disruptions in funding for those Centers
presently receiving a substantial allocation of World Bank funds. In subsequent years
this transition role would be reduced and the contingency funds would be used pri-
marily for adjustments such as hyperinflation and exchange rate fluctuations.

The Synergy Fund was a new idea:

A small percentage of the Bank funds would be used to support TAC-approved initia-
tives of potential synergy with the Bank’s operations, and especially where there was
an opportunity to leverage investments from other sources, including Bank loans and
credits [p. 3].

In the end, the committee considered that a change in the role of the “balancing donor”
was desirable in principle, but recommended that the Bank continue to provide a fixed
percentage of the approved program. It also thought that some portion of Bank funds
should be retained for contingency and synergy purposes {2 percent was mentioned for the
Synergy Fund at one point—p. 8).

In the more specific case of 1994, which was viewed as a transition year, it was recom-
mended that one-half of the Bank’s contribution be used for contingency purposes such as
gap-filling in order to minimize the disruptions in the funding of individual Centers as the

new policy took hold. It was expected that the proportion of donor-of-first-resort funding
would increase in subsequent years. In the case of the Synergy Fund, the committee pro-
posed to make recommendations on its creation, criteria, and use to the CGIAR in May
1994 (p. 4).

During the following months, the financial situation of the CGIAR worsened, and ques-
tions of gap-filling became more important. As a result, the 50/50 balance as an interim or

transition measure was contmued in 1995 nd 1996.22 The results, in the Bank’s contribu-
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different (see part B of table 3.4). Aside from brief mention at the second meeting of the
Finance Committee, nothing more appeared to have been said about the Synergy Fund

during this period.

One complication that arose during this period concerned the balance between the fund-
ing of approved agenda and nonagenda activities (sometimes known as special projects). The challenge
While nonagenda funding plays a very useful role in carrying out the development side of was to increase
the CGIAR agenda, it does not substitute for the core research program. During the mid- funding for the
1990s, the financial squeeze faced by the System put severe pressure on the research bud- research agenda.

gets of many Centers. Yet nonagenda budgets remained relatively high (for example, $59
million in 1995). The challenge for the chairman was to increase funding for the research
agenda. This led, in 1996, to a decision to continue the shift in utilization of Bank funds to
the donor-of-first-resort role; it was thought that this would increase the incentive for do-
nors to direct funds to the approved agenda, in part by reclassifying appropriate activities
that were formerly in the nonagenda category.”

Emphasis on Donor-of-First-Resort Role

By 1996, the 50/50 policy—which had been intended as an interim measure for 1994—had
been in place for three years. At the May 1996 meeting of the Finance Committee it was
clear that the CGIAR chairman was interested in resuming the shift to a greater emphasis
on the donor-of-first-resort (DFR) role in 1997. He proposed that a larger portion (80 to 87
percent) of the Bank funds be allocated on a DFR basis, while the remainder (13 to 20
percent) would go toward competitive grants and a reserve fund. The year 1997 would be
a transition year: the DFR proportion would be raised to 60 percent. The proposed figure
of 80 to 87 percent would be reached in 1998.2

After a vigorous discussion in the committee, it was proposed that the allocation for
1997 would be: DFR, 60 percent; transition payments to the most seriously affected Cen-
ters, 26.7 percent; competitive grants, 6.7 percent; and Systemwide reserve, 6.7 percent.®
The transition payments were necessary because it became evident at the meeting that
several of the larger and older Centers (especially CIAT and ICRISAT) were experiencing
very severe financial problems.

At the next meeting of the Finance Committee, in October 1997, some further modifica-
tions were discussed in the last two categories, which together accounted for 13.3 percent
of the total.?® The reserve level was raised to 11.6 percent ($5.2 million) and the competi-
tive grants were reduced to 1.1 percent ($500,000) and were joined by a grant of compa-
rable size for CGIAR committees and a smaller grant for twenty-fifth anniversary expenses
($200,000). The latter two grants were not large, but represented a significant change from
past funding patterns; heretofore such expenses were covered in the Secretariat budget or
by donor subscription.?” This change was to become more apparent in 1998.

Further modifications were made in a subsequent meeting of the Finance Committee.?®
The reserve fund of $5.2 million was essentially distributed to five Centers in need, and
$500,000 of that amount was earmarked for Systemwide activities and other funding short-

falls. The outcome in the World Bank proportion of Center funding is shown in section C of
table 3.4.
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The distribution
of Bank funds is
increasingly
being determined
by the pattern of
funding of other
donors.

In the case of 1998, the committee generally agreed to recommend the following pre-
liminary distribution: ¥

Category USS$ million Percent
DFR matching funds 33.0 73.3
Transition costs 5.5 12.2
Addition to the reserve and special financial needs 4.0 8.9
Partnership costs and the System review 2.5 5.6
Total 45.0 100.0

The third and fourth items were taken up at the May 1998 meeting of the Finance
Committee. Under the third item, $0.4 million was added to the reserve; the remaining
funds were distributed as follows: $2 million for initiating a CGIAR program in Central
Asia and the Caucasus, $1.6 million for special assistance to ICARDA, and $0.5 million to
start a central unit to help Centers fund legal advice on intellectual property questions.
Under the fourth item, the allocation for partnership costs totaled $1.0 million (NGO
Committee, $350,000; biotechnology panels, $250,000; Global Forum, $200,000; Genetic
Resources Policy Committee, $120,000; and Private Sector Committee, $80,000); the Sys-
temn review cost was reduced to $1.0 million to reflect the rate of expenditures, and the
remaining $0.5 million was deferred until 1999. Clearly, the partnership costs, which are
annual, and other activities are now becoming a significant expense and reduce the Bank
funds available to the Centers by a corresponding amount, Whether all these activities
justify their expense remains to be seen.

Thus progress is being made toward the goal of increasing the proportion of Bank fund-
ing allocated through the DFR mechanism. There is, however, some concern about the
tradeoffs that this process entails and how far it should be carried. The shift to the DFR
process means that the distribution of Bank funds is increasingly determined by the pattern
of funding of other donors-—which in some cases is increasingly directed to popular pro-
grams rather than institutional support.?® While flexibility and adaptability are to be de-
sired, the other side of the coin is that less stylish, although vital, long-term strategic elements
of the System may be relatively neglected or diminished in the process.’! Similarly, it is
more difficult to follow through on TAC recommendations with respect to the distribution
of resources. In the fine-tuning of the process of allocating Bank funds, it may be desirable
to give further attention to balancing these dimensions.

Technical Relationships with Bank Agricultural Staff

and Research Loans

The Bank has several hundred staff members who are involved in making loans for agricul-
tural and rural development projects. Within this category there is a substantial component
devoted to agricultural research. The Bank has also supported some complementary pro-
grams and activities. The degree of linkage with the CGIAR System and Centers is, how-
ever, variable.
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Bank Technical Staff
The technical staff are found in both central units and in regional ofﬁces The central units
include the Rural D

include the Rural Develop
and Extension Group (ESDAR), both formerly within the Environmentally and Socially
Sustainable Development Vice Presidency (ESSD); and a Rural Development Research Group
in the Development Economics Vice Presidency (DEC). Each of the Bank’s Regional Of-
fices has a staff group devoted to matters relating to the rural sector (and usually the
“green” environmental subsector also), and this is supported by other groups in central
units. All told, there are some 450 staff members presently working in the rural sector,

Al wwnhaller 1aco oo &N have am active snunluvamant grth aogricileaeal wa wnh 3
aitnoug 1.) oDaply less than 50 have an active involvement with 3511Cu1tui'al researcn 1s-

=

sues. These, along with other staff interested in aspects of the agricultural knowledge and
information systems (AKIS), are networked in a collegial assembly under the aegis of the
Rural Sector Board, chaired by the director of Rural Development.

The links between these several Bank units and the CGIAR System are many and varied.
Some 20 present Bank staff are former staff members of CGIAR Centers, and they natu-
rally retain fairly active collegial links. Traditionally, line responsibility for CGIAR mat-
ters, from the World Bank perspeciive, rested with the vice president who chaired the Group,
along with the predecessor to RDV (variously the Agriculture and Rural Development
Department or the Agriculture and Natural Resources Department), but with the creation
of ESDAR in 1995, this was mostly transferred to the more specialized small unit, whose
head has also served as chair of the Finance Committee of CGIAR.

While some staff members continue relatively strong and active involvement with one or
more Centers, this is the exception. Why? One factor mlght be that there is no particular

i e Mol Sat r any PRUUIII [P of s | .
warice ur UCL LIC Ddlllﬁb ugCL Pld.ll 10 an 1y Ulllldl Sldll HIVOLVe-

ment with the System beyond that of the chalrman, the director of ESDAR, and the CGIAR
Secretariat staff. Another might be that many staff members are simply not very familiar

o acement o ~1
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with the Centers and the possible contributions the Centers might make to the programs
supported in their Bank work. It is thus unsurprising that the connections between the
Bank and the Centers are not particularly close or effective. The extent to which this is a
less than an ideal situation is taken up in Chapters 7 and 8.

Loans to National Programs

The Bank has had an active program of loans for agricuitural research in developing
countries. These have been discussed and reviewed in detail elsewhere (Pritchard 1990,
1994, pp. 45-58; Purcell and Anderson 1997; Byerlee and Alex 1998, pp. 57-70) and we
will only mention some of the major characteristics. Bank loans are provided both for
free-standing agricultural research projects and as components of other agricultural and
rural development or education and industrial projects. Two sets of estimates of the num-
ber and value of these types of loans are provided in table 3.5. Parts A and B are organized
by somewhat different time periods. Differences arise from interpretations of major project
intentions and changing classification procedures over time. While the annual funding has
varied from year to year, which is not surprising, it was quite significant in total. The free-
standing projects have represented the largest share of funding, but are expected to be-

Centers mlght
make to Bank
work.
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Nearly all the
country projects
now have a
component to

finance links and

Allakaratrion
collaboration

with the Centers.

Table 3.5: Bank Lending for Agricultural Research, 1977-96

A. Purcell and J.R. Anderson 1997

n 1~ A . sq ¥ 54 1
DANR LOMPUIMErnts (B miilion)

Approval Years Free-Standing Component Total
1977-80 105.5 119.4 224.9
1981-84 382.3 241.4 623.7
1985-88 279.7 231.9 S11.5
1989-92 546.3 253.2 800.0
1993-96* 666.5 309.0 975.5
Total 1,980.3 1,154.9 3,135.2
Proportion 63.2% 36.8% 100.0%

n

B.D. Byeriee and G. Alex 1998

Free-Standing Research Projecis with Research Total Research Funding
Year Projects (number) Component (number) ($ million)
1981 7 29 362.36
1982 5 23 199.75
1983 4 34 211.09
1984 S 30 134.00
1985 11 35 203.70
1986 7 26 156.90
1987 i0 32 212.70
1988 8 18 344.76
1989 12 21 232.58
1990 15 23 280.07
1991 8 18 193.25
1992 10 23 343.34
1993 9 22 240.61
1994 12 26 205.45
1995 11 23 391.81
1996 11 25 155.97
Total 145 408 3,868.34

* Esti; mate
;;;;;;;

Source: A. Purcell and Anderson {1997, pp. 94, 208); B. Byerlee and Alex (1998, pp. 58, 76-77).

come relatively less important in the future as the component type of funding becomes
+ Tho Aata awa meahallo ~nmonmorasiva that thoy mmav ne + irneliids enme
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related activities in, for example, natural resources, which might also qualify in a broader
classification.
The general nature of the loans might be characterized as institutional development, giving
particular emphasis to human resources, research facilities, and management. Nearly all of the
country projects now have a component to finance links and collaboration with the Centers.

One Center (ISNAR) is particularly well placed to contribute to the 1nst1tut10nal s1de of this

nraceas
pLriiioo.
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assist and collaborate in the development vf new s
1mproved policies at the country level, and provide research training.*> As a former Bank

/

agricultural research adviser put it (Pritchard 1994, p. 48):
They have been the source of technology, mainly for food commodities, that could be

adapted for use in Bank-supported development projects. The {Centers] also act as a
source of techmcal expertlse and guidance for Bank projects and provide training

The relationship with ISNAR has been two-way. ISNAR has been called upon at the coun-

try level to participate in a number of ways: program review, diagnostic analyses, planning, Centers are a
information systems, outposting of experts, human resources, and special studies. One re- source of
viewer noted that during the 1980s, Bank loans to NARSs in Africa were often conditional technical
upon prior involvement by ISNAR And ISNAR has been able to draw on the experience of

expertise and

re rocently ISNAR hag hoon

ATy TAng o
LULLS. IVIULC TCLLLILLY, LOANLLIN Llas DUl

LhL Country effort in guidance and
asked to participate in mid-term reviews of research projects, and there have been a consider-

g A ; T A provide training
able number of ditferent types of contact (Purcell and Anderson 1997/, p. 210). Whule the Bank . ©

has used a lot of ISNAR products in research management, especially in priority setting, moni- for research staff
toring, and evaluation, one staff member felt that the Bank did not really get “big picture stuff in developing
from ISNAR on best practice in research policy, financing of research, competitive grants, countries.

handling spillovers and spillins, decentralization, organizational and governance issues, etc.”

TCNTAD o v in +ha e
LOINA 1S TOW 11 1€ Process o

reorganizing its program.

While some of the other Centers may be involved in institutional development, their
participation may well be less formal and is more likely to come at the scientist-to-scientist
level in collaborative and cooperative research programs. These interactions may come
after the institutional development stage, when the main involvement of Bank program

officers is phasing down, and hence may not be fully observed.

o a
The Bank funds two closely related units in Washington (Byerlee and Alex 1998, p. 61) that
also have linkages both with the Centers and with country programs: ESDAR and SPAAR
(see Annex B). ESDAR was established in 1994 to promote synergies among the elements
of the global agricultural research system, especially between the CGIAR Centers and na-
tional programs. The staff has included a number of individuals who have been involved
with the CGIAR System in different capacities (some on secondment or terminal study
leaves from the Centers). SPAAR was established in 1985 to promote regional activities
and strengthen agricultural research in Africa. It has been largely funded through the Spe-
cial Grant Program. There are also other units in which the Bank is involved, such as the
Global Environmental Facility (GEF), where greater interaction might be useful.

Views on Extent of Relationships

A former agricultural research adviser of the Bank, cited earlier, has commented on Bank
relatinnching with the CCIAR in twa nanere. In arne Pritchard (1000 n £V aheorvad:
bealelloxxlt}o ¥VAILEL LLILG NOONTILIOXAN 111 LYY U Pat}\/l.o. 11 Vll\/’ Linviialu \l// \.’, P- U/ wVUOLL YL,
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The IARCs were involved in providing technology, technical assistance

i ST

to many of the Bank-supported “free standing” agricultural research projects, but

J ST, TR S J U S U S R
L invoivement 11 Lne CoOIponcit rypce project was
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small.

He went on to add that “where Centers have been involved in Bank-supported agricul-

tural research projects it has been at the request of the countries themselves rather than
rhrmmh Bank initiatives.” He noted {p. 11) that the Bank had not at ‘emptgd to link the

TARC:s directly with Bank-supported activities.

In a subsequent paper, Pritchard (1594, p. 53) went on to state that “there is a need to
develop a system of interaction between Bank staff and the IARCs.” He suggested four
possible avenues:

= Appointment of Bank staff to IARC Boards
& [Jee of Rank sta pr the

isl n
Use or bank star il p AXlliial P

= Joint seminars, workshops, and training sessions
= Regular interinstitutional visits.

There have subsequently been some examples of each of these, but not many.
He also noted that, in the early 1990s, AGR staff members were asked to administer six
pr01ects fmanced by UNDP at five IARCs. “The 1mpos1t10n of Bank accountmg and ad-

been resolved. A related d as for reg10nal staff to become involved.
only lasted a few years.

Another former activity, which was not mentioned, was a half-day meeting of Center
representatives with Bank staff held before ICW. This was modeled on an “International
Centers Day” (ICD), which had been, and still is, held by USAID. ICD was reduced to half
a day at USAID so that the Bank could hold a comparable effort in the afternoon. At the

time it was nngrat ve (rnnoh]v the ea ]v to mid- TQQQQ\ the Bank nnrﬁnn did not—evi-

dently because of apathy on the part of Bank staff—work out very well. At quite a different
level, there has been an informal annual meeting between Center directors and the execu-
tive directors of the Bank in recent years in conjunction with ICW,

tation and evaluation. This is probably partly the result of the close relationship at the
management and administrative level and the extensive program of priority setting, review,
and evaluation carried out by the CGIAR System (discussed in the next chapter).
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Business Plans
Each year the CGIAR Secretariat has pr epared a business

“O

lan for Special Grant Funding.
it is updated each year for a
three-year period). It is composed of an introductory narrative outlining recent develop-
ments and changes in focus, responses to a standard SGP questionnaire, and attached tables
and other materials. The material is sent to the CGIAR chairman’s office (who in his sub-
stantial other life is a vice president of the Bank, until recently, for Environmeantally and
Socially Sustainable Development, and since early 1998, for Special Programs) and then
forwarded to the SGP Secretariat, and then to the SGP Committee. In years when substan-
tial changes in the System or budget were involved {such as 1994 and 1925), considerably
more documentation and substantial consultation was involved. In years when there is
little change, the process appears to have been fairly routine. However, the SGP Commit-
tee, as we have seen, sometimes provides suggestions that lead to substantial changes—
such as the switch in the allocation process for Bank funding. And with the establishment

of the Development Grant Facility, the process ma

v get more involved an
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more competmve.

Audit Reports on the CGIAR

From time to time, the CGIAR is reviewed by the Internal Auditing Department of the
Bank. One audit was evidently issued on June 21, 1991. A more recent report was issued on
June 29,1995, and was titled, “Report on an Audit of CGIAR Reporting Arrangements.”3

It rPnreQPand a detailed investigation hv two auditors between November 1994 and March

19935 and involved visits to six Centers and a meeting with staff members of another Cen-

< [t e P 1.1 1
TCr. 1 Nn¢ report conciuaea:

CGIAR-wide financial reporting policies, systems, and procedures, either already in
place or being introduced as part of the CGIAR’s current financial re-engineering

should: [i] adequately support the new planning, budgeting, and funding arrange-
nts of the CGIAR .. ; 1ii] promote the nh ectives of financia [nrprlmraklhfv trans-

ment € LUisl A profiloie e vis O 14 CQILia Dy ralls

parency, and accountablhty for the CGIAR System

T ATD

m;
overview OI CGIAR activities across centers (p 1)

[iii] al reliable and meaningful

Some specific recommendations were also made.

Reviews of the Special Grant Program

One of the attachments to the FY98 Business Plan of the CGIAR Secretariat states that

“within the Bank, the CGIAR was most recently reviewed as part of the SGP review con-
10014 __ 1 [Vl s Wal 9 24 A

uuctcu lll 1771 WHILH ICQ to IHC Lreauon OI Iﬂe Sl \J()mmlttee 234 Fa Y perusal OI tne aOCU'

ment, however, revealed that, while it discussed a number of interesting general issues, it
contained only a few descriptive and passing references to the CGIAR.** More was said in

There is a need
to develop a
system of
interaction
between Bank

ota£f 4 ,1 a
Starr ana lC

TARC:s.

The CGIAR is
reviewed by the
Internal Auditing
Department of
the Bank.
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an audit of the SGP in 1995, which contained a short section on “CGIAR Monitoring and
Evaluation” and referred to the above audit report of the CGIAR system.’ An earlier
review of the SGP had more to say about the CGIAR, but was largely descriptive
in nature.”’

Special Documentation

We were not able to find much in this category, although there may be more than meets the
eye. The most notable case we are aware of concerned the request for additional funding
for CGIAR during the funding crisis of 1994-93: This involved two memoranda to the
executive directors, one in May and the other in June 1994.3#

The story of Bank involvement with CGIAR has been, as promised, a rather complex
one. But at the same time it has been extraordinary; there are probably few parallels. The
Bank has had to juggle three very demanding international roles, and these have, at times,
stretched even its very substantial capabilities. We shall return to an evaluation of its per-
formance and that of the CGIAR in subsequent chapters.



Chapter 4
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and the Evaluation Process

he CGIAR System has long had a rather elaborate system of planning and review. The CGIAR

Evaluation has received attention from time to time, but has only recently become a
regular part of the fabric of the system. The latest extension of this work has included
explicit attention to impact assessment. had a rather

elaborate system

ﬁ“: h]qnnlno CI‘I"I('I

Priority Setting and the Resource Allocation Process review_

This process has evolved and grown over time. It has both technical/program dimensions

and three temporal dimensions: long-term, medium-term, and annual. There are four ba-

sic documents involved that have played varying roles over time. The first is a periodic

report on system priorities and strategies (P&S) prepared by TAC approximately every

five years: 1973, 1976, 1979, 1986, 1992, and 1997. The process of preparing these plans
a

has become increasingly complex, and the reports correspondingly more detailed. The
second category is composed of long-term strategy plans issued approximately every 10
years. The first batch of such plans appeared in 1979-81" and were not a formal require-
ment of the CGIAR System; thus they were prepared independently of TAC. The third
category is composed of medium-term plans, initially for five years, which were first pre-
pared in 1987 as a result of CGIAR action. The fourth component is made up of annual

program and budget plans.

» Process through 1986. Initially, the Center program and budgets were drawn up in the
context of the TAC P&S document and the Centers’ own long-term strategies. While
focused on one year, they contained multi-year projections. These were reviewed by TAC
and approved by the Group. During this period, three documents commented on the
priorities and budget process: the first and the second reviews of the System (1977 and
1981) and a special study on budgeting and financial management (1985).2 The first

review recommended the prep aration of 2 biennial hnr‘mnf and a further two-vear indica-

1 AICRC Lpalal 1O & DI A a Ll yeal LAGI0

tive plan {p. 99); the second review recommended that Centers produce “rolling flve-year
projections of their financial requirements as part of their annual budget submissions”
{p- 73).

= Process from 1986 to 1992. In 1987 the CGIAR decided that the Centers should adopt
medium-term plans (MTPs) as a basis for resource decisions covering a five-year period
in addition to the traditional annual budget statements. The new process was “expected
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to provide Centers with a longer-term
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priorities and strategies of the CGIAR system as a whole.” A review of this process was
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conducted in 1990, and some sugges

= Process since 1992. The 1992 TAC P&S study took up the linkage between its recom-

mendations and the allocation of resources in earnest, devoting a chapter to the subject.
A five-year planning horizon was retained and special emphasis was given to linkages
with the MTPs and the annual plans (TAC Secretariat 1994). The 1997 P&S paper,

reviewed in draft form in 1996, proposed a new framework for the

MTPs and suggested a three-year rolling horizon (the current annual process is outlined

in box 4.1).* More generally, the 1997 review represented an extensive consultative pro-
cess and attempted to take a broad and analytical view of contemporary issues. A sum-

mary of the table of contents is included as box 4.2.

Box 4.1: The CGIAR’s Annual Financial Decisionmaking Process and Schedule

Setting the Agenda

FRATTAL

(IVI 1ivi, May/ At the Mid-

Term Meeting, the CGIAR

Technical Advu:nrv

Committee proposes the
research agenda for the
following year, based on
interactions with the
Centers. Center proposals
are based on the research
directions aglccu upon
during a triennial
consideration of Center
medium-term plans
(effective 1998). The
Group debates TAC’s
recommendations, taking
into consideration advice
from the Finance
Committee on funding
prospects, and endorses
the proposed research
agenda and financial
allocations, with or
without modification.
Following the Mid-Term
Meeting, the Centers and
the CGIAR Secretariat

solicit overall ann{‘;ng

indications from
members.

Preparation of
Financing Plans (June—

September). Centers

International Centers

<7

differences for

prepare their individual
financing plans for the
F(\I]n‘ll‘no vVear, ]'\QCPA on

following vear, baged on
specific
financing information
solicited through bilateral
contracts with members
and past trends. World
Bank funding is included
01 4 percentage basis of
funding secured by Centers
from other members.
Confirmation of
Program Content (mid-
September). Centers
indicate to TAC and the
CGIAR Secretariat any
changes in expected
funding for the researc
agenda, as determined
through Center interactions
with individual members,
and the implications of
these changes on program
content. TAC compares the
program content of the

research agenda approved
hv the Fr(\np in ]\/fav \xnf]’\

Ry UAC fzIoup In OV 1tn

o

the implications of
subsequent funding actions
by individual donors and
highlights any significant

consideration by the Group
at International Centers
Weel

Review of Financing
Plans (end-September—
October). Following the
confirmation of program
content by TAC, the
Finance Committee reviews
Center uﬁancmg pldllh,
including the contribution
of the World Bank, for
consistency and fea51b111ty,
based on funding
information solicited by
the CGIAR Secretariat.

Approval of the
Research Agenda and

Lios ass miszer Plazg (TOW
LIRARCING 1 td7 (1. W,

October). At International
Centers Week, the Group
considers the finalized
researched agenda and
financing plan for the
following year, leading to
approval of financing and
implementation of the

research acenda

rescarcn agendaa.

Disbursement and
Implementation (January—
December). Following
approval by the Group at

Source: CGIAR 1996 Financial Report, July 1997, p. 3 (paragraph 3 modified for greater clarity).

Week (in the previous
year) of the research

acenda and F1nanr~1nn
agellGa and rnandcin g

plan, Centers commence
implementation of the
agenda on January 1 of
the current year, and
members disburse funds
to the Centers. Of the

w711 mn .
WOrlidg Dd[lK lLlllUb

half
are distributed in
January; the remaining
half are disbursed in
June, following a review
of updated Center
financing plans by the
Finance Committee at the
Mid-Term Meeting.

A mrtisn tabilitay I Vaqs
Accountacuily ( rear-

End). At the end of the
current year, Centers
prepare financial
statements showing the
use of the funds received
in support of the research
agenda. Centers also

confirm the use of the
funds prr\v;r]pr] bv the

uuuuuu FoviaeQ Dy 1acg

World Bank and refund
to the Bank any funds
provided beyond the
agreed formula.
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Tune CGIAR: PLANNING, REVIEW,

AND THE EvAaALUuATION PROCESS

The preparation of the most recent P&S document by TAC overlapped with the prepa-
ration of the 1998-2000 MTPs of the Centers. TAC reviewed the proposed MTPs in March
1997 and provided a detailed comparison of its recommendations and proposals by Center
(and overall) to the MTM of the CGIAR in May 1997.° It provided a supplementary set of
comments concerning 1998 at the October 1997 meeting of the CGIAR.¢

The priority-setting work at the System level can be described in its latest approach as a
formalized and partly quantified analysis of the allocation of the resources available to the
System. It involves consideration of the multiple objectives of the Group, and has endeav-
ored to quantify many of the dimensions of the research needs and opportunities through a
spreadsheet-based approach and the assignment of scores to combine otherwise disparate
elements of the assessment.” The sheer size and complexity of the research challenge make
this a demanding exercise, and one that is made considerably more difficult by the current
desire to take resource degradation and poverty incidence explicitly into account. One
evaluation specialist has questioned whether sufficient attention has been given to evidence
of past success in resource allocation, and therein lies part of the rationale for completing
the evaluation loop by ensuring that the new impact assessment work links back to the
planning and strategic work in the System.

The analytic methods used will doubtless continue to evolve and add greater depth to
the priority-setting results. Meanwhile, albeit imperfectly, the process serves a useful role in
analyzing and directing the scarce resources of the System toward an overall research pro-
gram that is relevant to the stated objectives of the Group. The resource allocation methods

The size and
complexity of the
research
challenge make
setting priorities
a demanding
exercise.

Aliocation during 1998-2000

Box 4.2: Abridged Contents Page: TAC Priorities and Strategies Paper for Resource

1.Introduction

Implementation of 1992 Recommendations
Framework for Priority Setting: 1998-2000
CGIAR Mission and Goals
2.Environments Influencing the CGIAR
Socioeconomic and Ecological
Scientific
Institutional
3.Analytical Framework
Agricultural Research, Productivity, and Income
Growth
Economic Growth and Poverty Alleviation
Agricultural Research and the Conservation
of Natural Resources
Methods for Setting Priorities
in Agricultural Research
Element in Priority Setting: Poverty, Efficiency, Other
4.NARS Regional Fora and TAC Strategic Studies
Regional Fora and Global Forum
TAC Commissioned Studies
5.Analytical Process: Activities
Increasing Productivity

Protecting the Environment
Saving Biodiversity
Improving Policies
Strengthening National Programs
6.Analytical Process: Production Sectors
and Commodities
Sectors
Commodities
7.Analytical Process: Systemwide Programs
Overview of CGIAR Experience
Classification of the CGIAR’s Systemwide Activities
Evaluation and Future of Systemwide Activities
8.Implications for 1998-2000 Resource Allocations
TAC’s Views on Activities
Commodities
Concluding Remarks
Annexes
Activities and Their Definitions
Quantitative Analysis of CGIAR Commodities
Overview of Production Sectors and Commodities

Source: TAC Secretariat 1997, pp. vii—x.

37



THE WoRr1tpD Bangkg, THE GRANT PrRoOGrRAM, AND THE CGIAR

38

The CGIAR has

rev

an extensive

IF‘W hl‘ﬂ(‘EQQ

much more specificity and direct effect on research program formulation.
In addition to this formal process, at ICW 1993 the CGIAR commissioned an expert
group to prepare a future vision of international agricultural research (External Panel 1994).

The report was widely distributed and well received.

ew Process

The CGIAR has an extensive external review system-—one that was built into the System
virtually from the start. There are three main components: Center reviews, cross-cutting or
program reviews, and System reviews. Essentially all components of the System are regu-

larly reviewed, but in somewhat different ways and with different frequencies.

Center Reviews
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five years. Altogether, over 70 reviews have been conducted through 1997.2 The purpose of
a review Is to:

Monitor the institutional health and contributions of a Center from both a retrospec-

tive and prospective perspective. The reviews comment on the continuing appropri-
ateness of a Center S mandate its outputs and impact, strategies and plans, organization

Both the research and management sides of the Center are covered. The research com-
ponent also includes an assessment of the quality of science.

General Pattern of the Reviews
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The overall pattern of the Center reviews has been much of the
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many modifications in process. The teams and the team chair are chosen
international in composition. The members—usually four to six—are chosen for their pro-
fessional expertise in one or more areas of work conducted by the Center. The team spends
perhaps four weeks on the job (more for the chair), usually split into two portions. The
team normally visits the main campus at the beginning and end of the process, and works
in visits to field stations and to developing country institutions around this schedule. Dur-
ing the visits they interview staff visit laboratories and field plots, and review Center docu-
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discussed with Center management (and sometimes the Center Board) before the team
disbands. The Center is allowed to prepare a written response. Both the report and the
Center response are then considered by TAC, which prepares its own commentary. Finally,
the whole package is presented to the CGIAR as an agenda item and further discussed. The
process is thorough and challenging,'® and despite some limitations, is one of the definite

strengths of the System.
The rev
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True CGIAR: PLANNING, REVIEW, AND THE EVALUATION PROCESS

1. Quinquennial reviews: research focus.

2.Addition of external management reviews, which in the early days were conducted by a
separate team.

3.Combined program and management reviews (EPMRs), more recently known as Exter-
nal Reviews (ERs).

4.1996-Present. ERs supported by Center Commissioned External Reviews {CCERs).

Management reviews were added in response to a recommendation of the second Sys-
tem review in 1981. The first was undertaken in 1983 (CIP). They were managed by the
CGIAR Secretariat, which has continued to provide oversight to this side of the review
process. '

The 1981 System review also recommended that the review package should include
“internal reviews of the Institutions, commissioned by the Boards of Trustees.”'? They
provide a way of overcoming some of the deficiencies of the traditional reviews with re-
spect to lack of depth in scrutiny and inadequate feedback to the reviewed personnel. The
internal reviews, especially of management, are often held before the external review in
order to “tidy-up” and to have documentation to provide to the review team. The two
types of reviews are highly complementary, and the dual process appears to be working
fairly well.

As a result of these and other changes, it might be said that the focus of the reviews has
gone through a cumulative evolution, involving the following steps: (1) quantity and qual-
ity of research, (2) research results, (3) management efficiency, (4) strategic directions,
(5} impact, and (6) science quality.?® The latter phases are still being implemented.

Comments on the Review Process

Although the Center review process is now quite refined, the teams do face some important
constraints. One is time. As intensive as it is, the time scale does not offer much opportunity
for detailed review of individual research activities and research products such as articles
and reports, nor for critical examination of actual field work, whether on experiment sta-
tions or farmers’ fields. Another constraint is the human element. As Ozgediz notes: “Each
panel is unique in composition, leadership, and approach to the review. This introduces an
inevitable element of variance in perspective, capacity, and rigor among reviews.” Hence,
each review can only be said to represent “a periodic check-up covering key performance
areas that contribute to the Center’s health and vigor.”

A rather comprehensive external evaluation of the Systems’ Center review process was

undertaken in the mid-1980s under the direction of Professor Vernon Ruttan. The study Management
was commissioned by the CGIAR and TAC Secretariats and involved extensive interaction problems can
with the Centers, TAC, and the Group. The final report was in two rather distinct parts: flare up very
first, a fairly concise general report containing ten recommendations, and second, a highly rapidly and can
detailed annex. It was presented to MTM 1987, and four of the key recommendations have a serious

eventually became a part of the CGIAR review procedure.”
Ozgediz subsequently studied the management side of the Center review system at length,
but no further general assessments of the review structure have been made.'¢

effect on the
Center.
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role in the
development of
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The impacts of the reviews on the Centers are somewhat variable. As viewed from the
outside, the effects usually appear to be more subtle on the scientific side than on the
management side. Scientific issues tend to be relatively long-term and often involve profes-
sional differences of opinion. Management problems, in contrast, can flare up very rapidly
and can have a serious effect on the Center. Most of the Centers have had substantial
management difficulties at some point in their history. Ozgediz has identified five Centers
where the reviews have led or contributed to major changes in programs or management
over the first 12 years.!”

The Center review process plays a critical role in the CGIAR System. Individual donors
generally require periodic project reviews, and the reviews serve the purpose; if they did not
exist, many donors would have to do their own, which would be difficult for the donors
and a nightmare for the Centers. Nevertheless, as we argue here, the review process should
be made more efficient and effective.

Cross-Center and Program Reviews

There is a large and varied category of cross-Center reviews, which are usually initiated by
TAC. At first they were known as “stripe reviews,” in that they approached a ribbon of
activities common to all Centers.!® The first was a review of farming systems research
(1978). It was followed by reviews of the Centers’ off-campus activities (1980), and in
1984, by training in the System (TAC Secretariat 1986). Since then a number of others have
followed (such as rice research in the system, 1993; CGIAR activities in West Africa, 1995;
root and tuber crops, 1997; policy and management, 1997; institutional strengthening re-
search and service, 1997; soil and water aspects of NRM research, 1997). These are usually
published in the same format as the Center reviews, but are not necessarily subject to the
same degree of System scrutiny.

Reviews of the CGIAR System

This, by contrast, is a small category in number, but a large one in complexity. As must be
evident by now, two comprehensive System reviews were done in the early years of the
CGIAR, in 1976 and 1981.% A third was in process during 1998.

The first two reviews, which have been admirably discussed by Baum (1986, pp. 99—
105, 144-51, respectively), played a very important role in the development of the System.
In doing this study, we have been struck by how many important decisions can be traced
back to these reviews. Why, then, such a long gap—some 15 years—between reviews? Part
of the reason is that they did such a good job that they did not require an immediate follow-
up. The ensuing problems were less Systemwide and more specialized in nature and could
be handled by more specific studies. Also, it must be recognized that the System reviews
consume significant resources—in the neighborhood of $450,000 for the second review—
and that they were largely funded by earmarked donor subscription.?

Consideration was given to a third review as early as 1984 {ICW 1984, Agenda item 7),
but it kept getting pushed back, in part by the need for more specialized reviews (such as
the impact study discussed below).?! The idea was revived at the time of the Lucerne meet-
ing in February 1995. It was primarily pushed by some nongovernmental organizations.*
It evidently was discussed during the meeting, but is not mentioned in the official summa-
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ries. One view is that an understanding was reached that a review would be conducted at
the end of the renewal process.

In any case, the current System review got under way in late 1997, and a p
was presented at ICW 1997.2 The review team is divided into two panels: Science and
Strategy and Governance, Structure, and Finance. A number of regional meetings were
conducted and the report is on the agenda for ICW 1998.2* The review—reflecting the
times and stage of development of the CGIAR—is more outward in its orientation than the
first two reviews. It deals with many issues, and has many more constituencies to serve,

than the first two reviews. The cost is currently placed at about $1.5 million, and it is, as
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While the System reviews are best known of the reviews, it should also be noted that
separate reviews of two key components of the System—the CGIAR and TAC Secretari-
ats—were conducted in 1988 and 1989, respectively.?® It may be appropriate to think of

another review of each of these components at some point in the future.

Impact assessment is now a major concern of the CGIAR System and is receiving increased
attention at the Center level. It is, however, considerably easier for donors to espouse than
for Centers to carry out, especially in an era of tight budgets. In this section, we will discuss

some of the inherent difficulties of the process, and then briefly review progress to date in
CGIAR.

Certain types of impact assessment are more difficult than others. We will illustrate this by
starting with some of the least difficult, and then moving up the ladder. The problems are
noted so that one can gain a better appreciation of what can and cannot be expected from
the process.

Cultivar releases are perhaps the most straightforward elements of an impact assess-

ment to describe, even though such an assessment is not particularly straightforward. A
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development with others, such as national research enterprises (see, for example, Pardey
and Alston 1996). Another complication is the dispersed nature of the information on who
uses the improved materials once they are released, at what intensity, under which circum-
stances, and to what effect on quantity and quality of production. The costs of gathering
such information, particularly on any wide geographical scale, are considerable. Any care-
ful impact assessment is thus potentially a costly matter.

The problems are greatl
methods that may be traceable to the research activities such as crop husbandry. Many
agents are involved in advising farmers how to better manage their farm resources, includ-
ing new cultivars. The private sector, for one, is usually heavily engaged through its desire
to sell inputs to farmers. Perhaps these difficulties explain the rather limited documentation
of the effectiveness of “crop-management research.” This is not to say, however, that such

work is unimportant. Indeed, some have argued that crop-management research will be the
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Impact
assessment 1s
now a major
concern of the
CGIAR System.
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1998; Morris and Byerlee 1998). This intensifies the need to document successes.

1 1

The difficulties become even greater when estimating and assessing the effects of re-

i

search in crop management and soil and water management on the productivity of the
agricultural resource base. To see this, one has only to reflect, for example, on the technical
difficulties of measuring soil loss under alternative crop-management and land-manage-
ment practnces or the pollutlon of groundwater and downstream flows through i mappro-

assessing the real impacts of any productivity-enhancing research, to the extent that some
of the gains apparently made may be at the expense of reductions in the quality of the
resource base (Alston, Anderson, and Pardey 1995).

Dealing with what economists refer to as the “equity issue” presents substantial addi-
tional challenges, for which the efforts of Lipton with Longhurst (1989) provide a signifi-
cant illustration. Many factors determine the extent to which the work of agricultural
ific groups, and it is not easy to ascertain precisely whether the
effects of research are equitably distributed. Observers need to be humble about the actual
possibilities of assessing “research impact™ holistically. This is particularly the case in mea-
suring the effect of research on poverty. Still, the System and the Centers could do more to
demonstrate the link between their work and poverty alleviation, and to this end, CIAT is
organizing a major conference on this theme in September 1999.%¢

Needless to say, to the extent that research is truly participatory, attribution involving
the properly acknowledged role of all the participants will probably continue to be diffi-
cult. At least with crop improvement, however, recent efforts at attribution have gone some
way toward making concrete progress in methods of attribution, especially in the situation
of valuing spillover (or spillin) benefits to the affected parties. Such work is rather demand-
ing of detailed information on the genetic composition of the materials being studied for
their impact consequences, not to mention other aspects of the use of the materials, by
whom, where, and so on.
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even more challenging in the fields of p hcy research and institutional change.

Prior to the Mid-1980s
The CGIAR System and the Centers paid relatively little attention to impact assessment
from the time of their establishment until the mid-1980s. The Green Revolution and the
role of IRRI and CIMMYT in increasing rice and wheat production were well known. And

the award of the Nobel Peac to N ug (of CIMMYT) in 1970
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celebrity note not normally found in agricultural research. Other Centers were soon estab-
lished, based in part on the success of the Green Revolution, but it would take a whiie (and
continues to do so in some cases) before much could be said about their impact.

Still, it was important to begin to quantify at least some of the information in hand and
to begin to think about the future. One of the authors of this report began to gather and

pubhsh information on the development and extent of adoption of the high-yielding variet-
o day ve r] ho IRRT and CIMMYT in 1940 nd ¢ Onf do 5 thra oug oh the mid-
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1980s. A further impetus to this process was provided by a conference, Resource Allocation
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and Productivity and International Research, held at Airlie House in Virginia in January
1975 (Arndt, Dalrymple, and Ruttan 1977). The conference was organized by the Agricul-
tural Development Council of New York (now absorbed into Winrock International), with
assistance from USAID. The record of productivity of national systems at that point was
based on the papers presented, and was rather more extensive for the national than for the
international centers, where most of the attention was devoted to wheat and rice.

At the conclusion of a wheat and rice paper, one of the present authors (Dalrymple
1977, pp. 171-208) provided some general comments on future information needs:

For the moment, the accomplishments of the early Centers are well known. They have
produced striking technologies whose worth is readily understood. Past studies have
shown that investment in research yields high returns. And indeed this study . . . suggests
that the returns to international wheat and rice must have been very high. Perhaps these
findings will be adequate for the future.

At some point, however, it is likely that more quantitative evidence will be re-
quested. Of all aid recipients, a research organization should be in a good position to
provide some measure of its worth.

Sponsors need to have some understanding of what can and can not be readily

measured . . . some research activities might show considerably less quantitative ef-
fect than others. Such results might not always be well received, but they ought to be .
known if resources are to be allocated most effectively. It should be realized . . . of app ?OaCh used in
course, that quantitative techniques can not measure everything. the impact study
The evaluation task, therefore, is broad and challenging. But an enlightened and was to take a

effective program of international agricultural research requires research on the sys- client’s

tem itself. It is time to consider a modest but enduring organizational mechanism that
can carry out the job.

The main

perspective.

Relatively little attention, however, was given to this subject by the System until the
mid-1980s. A few scattered studies were done at the Center level, but they were certainly
an exception rather than the rule (for example, Scobie and Posada 1977).

The Impact Study

A group of donors, led by Sweden, concerned about the insufficient documentation of the
impact of the System to that time, initiated an impact study in 1983. It was advised by a
high-level Advisory Committee chaired by the president of the National Academy of Sci-
ence of the United States, and was conducted by some 72 independent consultants with a
director {one of the authors, JRA} based in the CGIAR Secretariat for more than a year (in
1984-85).

The main approach used in the study was to take a client perspective from the point of
view of a country that had been a recipient or collaborative partner in using research prod-
ucts from the System. More than 30 countries were studied, mostly under the direction of
a national of the respective nations. They were chosen to be broadly representative of a
range of ecological and policy settings.
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The range of research products was wide, encompassing not only the conventional im-
proved varieties associated in some way with a Center, but also the less-conventional items
such as policy advice, institution-building assistance, and new methods of research directed
to the circumstances of resource-poor farmers. In short, the full range of activities covered
by the then 13 Centers was addressed.

By taking the client view, it was not surprising that the findings included much on na-
tional perceptions of failings of the System, such as a lack of equality in partnership ar-
rangements; lack of complete coverage of important and relevant commodities by the
international Centers, such as forests and fisheries; and resource management work more
generally.

The extensive documentation did, however, manage to quantify the spread of major
products through the developing world, and to assess the aggregate and some of the distri-
butional consequences of the modern cereal varieties associated with the Centers (or their
predecessors). The work was presented in several summary forms and a book (Anderson,
Herdt, and Scobie 1988), as well as a large main report and 25 published study papers.

Subsequent CGIAR Center Activities
The System impact study passed the evaluation torch back to individual Centers, where in
a few cases it was given considerable attention, in others modest attention, and in others
little or none. Part of the reason for the variability in response lay in the nature and matu-
rity of the work done by the Center, in the importance of such work as judged by the
economics staff, and in the professional background and interests of the Center director.
Following the CGIAR impact study, the next most significant effort at a Systemwide
level was a workshop on agricultural technology management at Rutgers University in July
1988, cosponsored by ISNAR. Half of the papers were, in the final reporting, related to
diagnosing constraints, and half to assessing the impact of agricultural research (Echeverria
1990). Another conference, with much more substantial Center involvement, was held at
Cornell University in June 1991 (Lee, Kearl, and Uphoff 1992). Both ex post and ex ante
assessment issues were discussed. During this period, economists at ISNAR had been gath-
ering data on research programs and issues, which resulted in the publication of a book
(Pardey, Roseboom, and Anderson 1991). The CGIAR subsequently issued a comprehen-
sive bulletin on impact analysis in the international Centers (Collinson and Tollens 1994).
Thereafter, the amount of impact work at the Centers began to increase appreciably,
although the emphasis given to the subject varied by Center, and at different times within a
Center.?”

Recent TAEG Effort

Early in the 1990s, the donor community became more concerned with impact evaluation. A
study panel, established in July 1993 to examine the long-term governance and finance struc-
ture of the CGIAR, recommended “the mounting of a systemwide effort . . . to develop sys-

2]

tematic and continuous processes for impact assessment.”?® The panel’s recommendation was
endorsed at ICW 1994. The issue was also discussed at the Lucerne Ministerial Meeting in
February 1995, which called for the establishment of an independent evaluation function,

reporting to the CGIAR as a whole. An intensified systemwide evaluation effort was under-
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taken in the mid-1990s. Prior to the May 1995 MTM of the CGIAR, a widely attended
workshop was held on impact assessment, for which the previously noted (endnote 27) docu-
ment by Alston and Pardey was a key background paper. The subject was taken up in the
CGIAR meeting, and a decision was made to create an independent Impact Assessment and
Evaluation Group (IAEG).” The IAEG was established at the 1995 ICW meeting of the
CGIAR.* It was composed of a chair plus three members of the group, all serving on a part-
time basis, with a small secretariat at CSIRO in Canberra, the institutional base of the first
chair. The expertise on the team included biological science, evaluation, agricultural econom-
ics, and agricultural research administration.

The IAEG was busy durng its first two years of existence, among other things, trying to
best-guess what it was that the Group had charged it with doing. In presenting the First
Annual Impacts Report in October 1997, members of the Group were explicitly charged
with responding to how well, or not, it accords with intentions, imperatives, and the like,
although these reactions have not yet been made available. The costs of gathering impact
information and of assembling the other reports were not inconsiderable (about $300,000
a year to start). Several different types of reports were commissioned, primarily through
independent agencies.

Annual Impacts Report. This report was presented as the first in a series that will
“include evaluations on the extent that intermediate CGIAR objectives are being met”
(IAEG 1997, p. 1), but there was virtually none of this sort of evaluation in the pilot
edition. It is proposed to report each year on a “selective sample™ of impacts, given the
evident impossibility of an encyclopedic approach. All the information reported on the first
occasion, with its tight schedule, was drawn from available Center documents. It appeared
to be a good and broad selection, attractively presented, conveniently summarized in com-
pact form, and was generally informative to readers not closely familiar with the System. It
probably does represent good value for money.

Early IAEG Reports. The initial TAEG reports were prepared by a Florida State Univer-
sity team. The first report (Cooksy 1997a) was a review of Center documents on impact
assessment, and the second (Cooksy 1997b) was an analysis of ex post documents. A con-
stant theme in both reports is a quest for meta-evaluation across the system within a consis-
tent framework, and a complaint that even within a Center’s documents, there is an evident
reluctance to look across the span of Center efforts and effects.

In the first report, it was noted that 265 documents had been received for possible re-
view. It was judged that only 87, or about one-third, of these were done by Centers them-
selves and “presented evidence on Center effects,” and thus became eligible for further
scrutiny. Earlier impact study documents were apparently put aside on principle. Appar-
ently (p. 3) the major reason for the sharp reduction in the number of documents finally
given some scrutiny was the perceived lack of clearly articulated links to a claimed effect on
Center activities. In many of these and other cases, it was judged that data issues were
insufficiently or unclearly handled in the reports examined. Most of the Centers’ formal
impact study documents do provide adequate description of the nature and quality of the
data used, although the messy details are sometimes to be found in unpublished back-
ground reports. What is clear is that a large majority of Center impact documents were
never intended to portray “a comprehensive picture of effectiveness,” and many are overtly
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location-specific case studies not intended to be generalized to larger populations or differ-
ent geographical areas.

The second report presented a detailed analysis of the 11 Center documents, whittled
down from the 87, that were identified as being worthy of review. This involved the work
of 10 Centers. The analysis hinged on a logical framework developed in a TAC/DSE work-
shop. The TAC logframe was based on a process interpretation of the CGIAR Mission
Statement. The creative activities that enter into the articulation of a logframe are such that
the result is bound to be a reflection of the world view of the contributors. This report,
oddly, had no mention of the market effects of new technologies that may be associated
with Center products, but this has been revised (publication is pending) during 1998. The
report contained many statements about “plausibility” and the reviewer-perceived short-
age of it in the reviewed Center documents on impact. The inherent subjectivity in these
types of comments seems to be great, and it remains to be seen how the case material stacks
up to the lofty evaluative intentions when it is completed and formally presented.

More recently, a University of Arizona team has been working with 8 Centers in 10 case
studies intended to inform the Group and all concerned on matters of adoption and impact.
This work is seeded by support from IAEG for some of the activities, but involves “leverag-
ing” rather larger resource commitments by the Centers themselves, as well as others. To
take the case of Study 1, involving CIMMY T-linked improved maize in Ghana, IAEG has
provided $20,000, and CIMMYT, CIDA, the Ghanaian CRI, and ODI some $150,000.

The work of the TAEG is thus still at a fairly early stage of development. The approach
taken of emphasizing impact studies through external independent agents has some virtues,
but these do not include a major commitment to foster self-evaluation capacity within the
System itself, which the present authors see as key to real and sustainable progress in this
domain. It may be that the case studies launched will have a useful demonstration effect for
the Centers. The function is to be further institutionalized by a staff appointment through
UNDP, and this may help to boost concern with the issues within the Centers, but it will
represent yet another overhead cost for the System to bear on a possibly continuing basis.
Whether the TAEG agenda will be cost-effective is uncertain and must be closely observed.
The alternatives for implementing more mainstream self-evaluation processes within the
Centers thus seem to have been insufficiently explored to this point.

Overplanned and Overreviewed?

The Centers frequently complain that they are overplanned and overreviewed.”! Centers
from the pre-CGIAR period and supported by two foundations looked back on that period
as the good old days after the CGIAR System, with its more elaborate ways, was estab-
lished. And newer, smaller Centers that have joined CGIAR experience a certain amount of
“system shock.” It is true that the cost of transactions for a small Center in the CGIAR
System is relatively higher than that for larger Centers (for example, they must meet the
same reporting requirements, and external reviews cost nearly as much as for the larger
Centers). In addition, Centers that receive targeted/restricted/special-project funding gener-
ally have to report separately on such work to the respective donors.
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From a “System” point of view—the donors and the Secretariats—the planning and
reviewing processes are likely to be seen as a normal cost of domg business. As funds

possible way. Planning, review, and evaluation are key elements in that process. Moreover,
as noted, if the System did not sponsor and arrange the reviews, the donors would have to
do something of this nature on their own, and this could be difficult for them, and a
nightmare for the Centers. The costs could be much higher than they are for the current
system. There really is no other choice—but there certainly is room for improvement in the
existing processes.

This being said, it must be acknow
process are probably substantial. It is not possible to sort out the planning costs, but the
out-of-pocket costs of recent Center reviews averaged about $300,000.*? The costs to the
Centers in staff time and related expenses are not known precisely, but may be in the
neighborhood of 75 percent or more of direct costs.® Just how one counts the cost of the
Center-commissioned external reviews is uncertain; some would be done by the Centers in
any case, and some are done with an eye toward the external review. But it is clear that they
are Lyp 1y better t targe ted in thematic coverage, and have prODamy greater Cost effective-
ness in their implementation. Similarly, the inter-Center review costs would have multiple
payoffs. In each case, a mitigating factor is that these reviews are only done about every
five years, so they can be amortized over that period. The Systemwide activities are also
not inexpensive. The IAEG budget as of 1998 was about $800,000 a year (through a

budget separately authorized by the cosponsors) and is an ann

nal expense, The im

study of the mid-1980s reported to cost $1 1 million, the second system review in 98
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If the total Center and Systemwide costs of the external review and evaluation system
could be sorted and added up, the number would probably seem high by itself, but not
nearly so high in the context of the total size of the CGIAR budget. While the Center-level
costs could probably not be reduced much, the price tag of the Systemwide reviews may be

getting to the point where they will be difficult to repeat on the same level in the future

Still, most comparable groups now give considerable emphasis to review and evaluatlon,
and if th ney spe nd, for cx&rﬂplc, one percent of their uuugct in this way (the cost of the
Operations Evaluation Department in the World Bank represents about this fraction of the
Bank’s administration budget), the CGIAR may be getting by fairly reasonably. The CGIAR
Secretariat and TAC are currently trying to obtain more comprehensive information about
costs of evaluation. It is quite possible that the process, or some modification of it, could be
carried out more efficiently and at lower cost.

Are the Centers overplanned and overreviewed? It seems unlikely that there will ever be
ready objective criteria to determine whether this is true or not. Much depends on where you

are sitting. It is easy to understand the concerns of those working in the Centers, but these
must be balanced with the needs of the donors. Overall, given these needs, the CGIAR System
and Centers may not be overreviewed. The whole question of the benefits of more intensive
review is one of the many important issues being addressed by the current system review.




Chapter 5§

Assessing Achievements

of the CGIAR

The CGIAR System and Centers have numerous achievements in many areas. Some are
obvious, and others are subtle. Some came relatively quickly, others took a long time.
Rather than attempt to provide a comprehensive catalogue, which would be very difficult
to do in a few pages, we have elected to provide a framework for viewing achievements,
along with some examples.

Considerations

The CGIAR Centers are primarily biological research organizations that give some atten-
tion to social science. Three have specialized functions of a broader nature: policy research,
genetic resources, and institutional development, all of which complement activities car-
ried out at the other Centers.

In viewing achievements, especially in biological research, five levels might be consid-
ered: (1) accomplishments of a scientific technical nature at the research level, (2) adoption
by farmers, (3) changes in yields, (4) impact on producers and consumers, and (5) broader
social implications. Each step brings advantages and difficulties to the assessment process.
Step 1 is the necessary, but not sufficient, condition. It is the most undiluted indicator of the
basic task of the Center. Step 2, of course, is the essential next step and can be fairly readily
measured for some technologies, especially improved crop varieties. Step 3 is readily mea-
sured, but can be influenced by several factors. Step 4 can partly be measured by changes in
commodity prices, and partly by changes in producers’ incomes. Step 5 gets into broader
social measures of accomplishment, which are what we are after, but which are influenced
by so many other factors that it is difficult to delineate the specific contribution of the
Center. In other words, as one moves out from the first step, there is a growing attribution
problem. The measures become more important, but the connection with the Centers’ ac-
tivities becomes more attenuated.

The paths for the other types of research and effort may follow different and less obvious
routes. Policy research, of course, does not emanate from the laboratory but may involve field
research. The audience is more likely to be government officials—economists and administra-
tors. The products of CGIAR policy research do not carry genetic markers. Links may be
visible to those up-front and involved, but perhaps not to those at a distance and at a different
time. This is true of both food and agricultural policy research, but also, and perhaps even
more so, for natural resource research that has a high policy component. Institutional develop-
ment also presents measurement challenges. One component, the number of individuals trained,
is easily measured, but does not get into the effect or impact of training.

The CGIAR
Centers are
primarily
biological
research
organizations.

The products of
CGIAR policy
research do not
carry genetic
markers.
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research is successful, although this may vary somewhat with the eye of the beholder.
Some research may be considered successful from the point of view of the scientist but not
from the perspective of the donor because it may not, for any one of many reasons, find its
way into immediate use. CIMMYT’s work on quality protein maize is a case in point.' It
was a fine scientific accomplishment with much promise for the improvement of human
and livestock nutrition, but did not begin to fmd much adoptlon until recently in Africa

nd China. Rather than

views awva PeY Lo
anda Lnina. atner than view Laaiip 16

me
prefertot hmk of them as promising technologies that are on the shelf, but may someday
find their niche. Other efforts hold less promise, and their day may never come. Some
research efforts were undertaken with insufficient understanding of realities at the farm
level, especially at the earlier stages of development of the System. This is less likely to
occur now, with the much greater degree of collaboration with other researchers and with
farmers. Participatory research, which has certain cost limitations, is also now more com-
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allocat1on of research resources. But even so, some research efforts will continue to be
more successful than others.

Table 5.1: CGIAR Research Agenda Invesiments by Activity, 1992-96

1992 1993 1994 1995 1996
Tnvestment $m % S % S % $m % Sm %
Increasing Productivity 127.5 49 1234 49 1243 47 1344 47 129.1 40
Germplasm Enhancement & Breeding 61.3 24 59.8 24 61.9 23 64.0 22 58.8 1
Production Systems Development & Management 66.1 26 63.7 25 62.4 24 705 25 70.2 22
Cropping Systems 40.0 1§ 37.5 15 41.6 16 38.5 13 40.5 12
Livestock Systems 21.1 8 20.3 8 15.7 6 21.1 7 18.4 6
Tree Systems 3.9 2 4.9 2 3.9 1 8.9 3 9.2 3
Fish Systems 1.1 0 1.0 0 1.2 0 1.9 1 2.2 1
Protecting the Environment 29.7 11 358 14 401 15 453 16 53.7 17
Saving Biodiversity 19.9 8 14.7 6 226 9 28.5 10 346 11
Improving Policies 25.5 10 248 10 26.0 10 25.2 9 38.9 12
Strengthening NARS 56.1 22 554 22 51.7 20 52.6 18 68.7 21
Training 22.4 9 19.5 8 17.5 7 21.3 7 24.6 8
Documentation/Publication/Information 19.9 8 22.3 9 19.2 7 16.2 6 18.3 6
Institution Building/Advice to NARS 5.8 2 7.5 3 6.9 3 6.0 2 12.2 4
Institution Building Networks 8.0 3 6.0 2 8.1 3 9.1 3 13.7 4
TOTAL 258.7 254.1 264.0 286.0 325.0

Source: CGIAR 1997, p. 42.
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Allocation of System Resources

Assessment of achievements should take place against a backdrop of information about
how the System allocates its resources. The CGIAR, through TAC, groups its activities into
five major categories and some subcategories, as shown in table 5.1. Increasing productiv-
ity represented about 40 percent of the total in 1996, followed by strengthening NARSs (a
collection of activities), 21 percent; protecting the environment, 17 percent; improving
policies, 12 percent; and saving biodiversity, 11 percent.?

It may be seen that the major activity continues to be increasing productivity, but that
this has declined in relative importance, aithough not in dollar terms. The drop is found in
both subcategories in percentage, but is more pronounced in germplasm enhancement and
breeding. Protecting the environment, which encompasses natural resource work, and
saving biodiversity (which to some extent represents another side of the germplasm cat-
egory noted above) have grown gradually. Improving policies and strengthening NARSs
have remained relatively constant.

Since two of the productivity categories include sector investments, which are only partially
broken down, it may be useful to mention another tabulation (p. 43}, which shows the follow-
ing distribution for the productivity categories more generally in 1996: crops, 72 percent;
livestock, 18 percent; trees, 8 percent; and fish, 2 percent. The proportions in 1995 were
essentially the same. A different calculation suggests that of the 40 percent going to produc-
tion, about 2 percent went for post-harvest activities (TAC Secretariat 1997a, Annex III).

As it turns out, many of the achievements for which the System is best known fall in the crop
production category, which represented about 30 percent of System funding in 1996. (Counter-
part work in saving biodiversity, which is largely focused on crops, but would not show up
immediately in terms of effect, added another 11 percent in 1996.) Some other activities, while
all of importance in one way or another, are less likely to be found in current lists of accomplish-
ments, and are in any case more difficult to measure. We will hear more about them in the future,
particularly as some of the newer programs become more established.

Aggregate Measures of Accomplishment

We have noted that there is a dilemma in reporting research accomplishments. The basic
problems are aggregation and attribution. While on the one hand, highly aggregate num-
bers are useful in illuminating important overall trends, on the other hand, they are influ-
enced by so many factors that it is difficult to attribute credit to any one component, even
a likely contributon such as research. The challenge is to build links between the highly
aggregate and more specific project- or program-level information.

The aggregate data can at least be disaggregated to some extent, Some of the more
relevant output indexes that are provided annually by FAQO for developing countries are
summarized in table 5.2. It can be seen that the indexes of food production have grown
substantially in all three regions, but that when population growth was taken into ac-
count, they dropped in Africa. Similarly, yields of the major food crops, most of which are
covered by the CGIAR, also rose noticeably.

Another important aggregate measure has to do with changes in food prices. One of the
aims of agricultural research is to bring about a decline in food prices. This has happened

Many of the
system’s best-
known
achievements are
in crop
production.

In reporting
research
accomplishments,
the basic
problems are
aggregation and
attribution.
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at the global level for grains. Compared with 1980, international export price indexes in
1995 dropped as follows: wheat, 38.2 percent; rice, 52.9 percent; maize, 40.6 percent; and
grain sorghum, 44.3 percent (World Bank 1997b, p. 302). Data on real price changes
within developing countries are more difficult to obtain and summarize, but some such
information has been gathered by CIMMYT and IRRI and reveals a similar pattern.

Table 5.2: Changes in Food Production and Yields, Developing Countries,
1970-97

A. Indexes of Food Production, Developing Nations (1989 — 91 = 100)

(1) Total

All Developing
Period Africa Asia Latin America® Countries
1970-74 66.6 51.4 591 54.6
1975-79 72.2 60.3 71.4 63.7
1980-84 77.4 73.4 82.9 75.6
1985-89 90.4 89.6 93.9 90.5
1990-94 104.4 109.5 104.6 108.0
1995-97 114.1 133.4 118.6 128.5
(2) Per Capita Production Index

All Developing
Period Africa Asia Latin America® Countries
1970-74 109.5 73.4 86.9 79.8
1975-79 104.0 77.3 93.0 83.2
1980-84 96.9 85.5 96.8 89.2
1985-89 98.2 94.7 99.3 96.1
1990-94 98.9 105.8 101.0 104.1
1995-97 97.2 121.3 107.2 115.6
B. Yields of Major Food Crops, Developing Nations (kg/ha)
Period Cereals® Coarse Grain® Root Crops? Pulses®
1970-74 1,523.8 1,114.4 9,393.5 586.6
1975-79 1,744.4 1,307.8 9,976.2 613.2
1980-84 2,056.4 1,498.0 10,472.5 616.0
1985-89 2,259.8 1,558.9 10,868.5 629.1
1990-94 2,486.5 1,753.0 11,201.5 639.4
1995-97 2,673.8 1,930.6 11,653.7 648.8
Changef +75.47% +73.25% +24.06% +10.60%

a. Includes the Caribbean.

b. Wheat, rice, other.

c. Corn, barley, rye, oats, millet, sorghum, other.

d. Potatoes, sweet potatoes, cassava, taro, yams.

e. Dry beans, broadbeans, dry peas, chickpeas, cowpeas, pigeon peas, lentils, other.
f. Percentage change from 1970-74 to 1995-97.

Source: Derived from FAOSTAT [htip://www.fao.org], February 1998.
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® Producer prices for wheat in India, Pakistan, and Mexico declined from 1960 through
1989 (CIMMYT 1991, p. 24). The reduction in producer prices in India (Punjab) from
1968 through 1989 was paralleled by a similar, but not quite as pronounced, drop in
consumer prices; producer prices fell by more than 3 percent yearly, while consumer
prices fell over 2 percent yearly (CIMMYT 1992, p. 27).}

» Data on changes in both yields and retail prices for rice in Bangladesh, India, and the
Philippines from 1961 to 1993 are presented in index form in figure 5.1. In general,
increases in yield (which closely paralleled changes in production) were associated with
decreases in retail prices.* More recent data for rice in Bangladesh indicate a decline of
0.23 percent annually in wholesale rice prices from 1986 to 1996.°

Figure 5.1: Changes in Rice Yields and Domestic Retail Prices:
Philippines, India, and Bangladesh, 1961-93
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Note: Index prices deflated by consumer price index for country.

Source: Yields: FAOSTAT, April 1998. Prices: calculated from data provided in IRRI 1995.
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Many factors mfluence food prices, but food supply is certainly a major element, Re-
search undoubtedly played a role in increasing yields and food supplies, and hence in
reducing prices. While it cannot be said how significant the CGIAR Centers were in the
process, the linkage is probably closest in the case of wheat, maize, and rice. Table 5.3
provides some estimates for wheat and maize.

The aggregate contributions noted refer mainly to the supply-side effects. The same
technologies can also contribute to strengthening demand through their direct effect on
farm income and spin-off effects on local employment and industry, and the subsequent
marketing chain. No aggregate data are available on these important impacts, although
some of them may be treated in Center case studies.

Table 5.3: Estimates of Adoption and Impact of Improved Germplasm of Wheat and Maize
Developed by CIMMYT: 1990, 1997

Wheat® Maize®

Indicator 1990 1997 1990 1997

1. Proportion of varieties released by national programs derived >80%* >80%° >70% nr. 80%
from CIMMYT material

2. Area planted to varieties with CIMMY T-related germplasm 41+ 51+ or. 14 204
(million ha)

3. Proportion of total production represented by CIMMYT-related 65%*¢ 68%*¢ i b
varieties

4. Additional yield per year (kg/ha) >200 >200 ! ?

5. Additional production per vear (million metric tons) of 11f ? ?

6. Value of additional production per year (billions of 1990 dollars; $1.5¢ 1.87%s $0.7 b» $1.0 b

1989/90 prices)

Code: > = greater than; nr. = near; + = about.

a. This table had its origins in some data extracted from a leaflet prepared by the External Relations Department of CIMMYT for the CGIAR meeting in October 1997
{see source}. These data were then checked with the Economics Department at CIMMY'T, where they were subjected to further analysis, which in some cases produced
additional or moderately different figures. The latter figures have been used where available and are marked by an asterisk {*). In these cases, the original data are repeated
in the footnotes below. Further data are being gathered for 1997, which will provide more information at the farm level.

b. Utilizes a strict definition of CIMMYT-related varieties: crosses in which at least one parent comes from CIMMYT. A looser “any ancestor” definition could be taken,
which would result in higher figures.

c. Excludes China. If China is included {which would involve relaxing the definition of CIMMY T-related varieties to involve grandparents), the proportion in 1997 would
probably be in the range of 60-70 percent.*

d. Includes China. The originally reported figures were 45 percent and 53 percent.

e. Excludes China. If China is included, the figures would be reduced to about 40 percent and 49 percent, respectively.” The originally reported figures (excluding China)
were 70 percent and 80 percent.

f. Includes China.

g. Includes China. If 1996 prices were utilized, the figures would be $1.3 and $1.8 billion.*

h. The definition of CIMMYT-related is looser for maize than for wheat. The data reported here exclude temperate China.

1. A recent analysis provided a figure of 10 million ha in Latin America alone.”

j. The proportion of all non-temperate maize area planted rto CIMMY T-related varieties is placed at about 23 percent.”

k. The proportion of total maize area in Latin America currently planted to CIMMY T-related varieties is placed at about 37 percent.”

1. The original report provided a figure of 500, but this was presumably a breeder’s guesstimate of the average difference in yields between unimproved and improved
materials weighted by environments. The comparable figure for wheat was 700, whereas the figure reported in the table was 200.* Clearly more precise information is
needed on yield changes before the remainder of the table can be completed.

m. The original report provided figures of $0.7b and $10b, but these probably utilized the probably-too-high yield figure cited in fn. a.*

Somrce: “A Sampling of CIMMYT Impacts,” 1997, pp. 3-4. E-mail from Paul Heisey, Economics Department, CIMMYT, February 23, 1998 (we are indebted to Dr.
Heisey for undertaking what turned out to be a more substantial task than was anticipated).
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The System has had impacts in other related areas. In terms of protecting the environ-
ment, it has been estimated by TAC that the land saved (that is not brought into cultiva-
tion) globally by the intensive use of modern varieties and the use of intensive new
technologies pioneered by the CGIAR is some 300 million ha. Natural means of pest
control and integrated pest management have vastly reduced the use of agricultural
chemicals. In saving biodiversity, the Centers have assembled the world’s largest ex situ
collection of plant genetic resources of food and fiber crops of importance to developing
countries, comprising some 500,000 accessions. And in capacity building, over 50,000
{about one-third of) developing country scientists have been trained through CGIAR
programs.®

Center-Level Accomplishments

Center accomplishments, as noted, can fall into several categories: scientific, farm level,
consumer level, and society level. Accomplishments are not necessarily impacts. The Cen-
ters have generally focused their own analyses at the farm level, but have also reported on
new scientific accomplishments and their potential at the farm level (sometimes in a conjec-
tural way, and more recently through more formal ex ante analysis). As we have noted,
virtually all of the Center research is conducted in cooperation with other groups, particu-
larly national research systems, which must share any credit. Thus we are talking about a
joint product.

One of the most common measures for assessing the impact of agricultural research, as well
as other projects, is the economic rate of return. This provides a means not only to assess the
return from individual projects but also to compare them with those of other projects. As of
the late 1980s, only a few such studies had been done for Center-related work. Since then, the
number of such studies has grown significantly. The reports, however, have been rather widely
scattered. Fortunately, Pardey and colleagues, in the course of preparing an updated review of
rate of return studies (the last such summary was done in 1988 by Echeverria; see Echeverria
1990), have put together a section on Center research. It reveals that the returns on Center
research compare favorably with those found elsewhere.”

Rate of return studies are, however, only one of the more formal ways of measuring accom-
plishments. Other less formal measures are available. Some idea of the diversity of approaches
was revealed at the October 1997 meeting of the CGIAR (ICW), when each Center was asked
to report on their activities and findings. The reports varied widely in coverage. One reviewer
divided them into four categories: impact reports, impact staterents, program commentaries,
and conceptual struggles. They may also be divided between new and promising developments
{in two cases rather closely examined in an ex ante analysis) and technologies that have been
adopted. Most of the cases fell into the production category, with a few related to policy,
natural resources, and information systems. More careful preparation would have enhanced
the story in several cases. The Secretariat has subsequently gone further and summarized the
highlights of the presentations in the formal report of the meeting (CGIAR Secretariat 1998a,
pp. 13-24) and in a separate report (CGIAR Secretariat 1998b). Two examples of these pre-
sentations are provided in box 5.1. We would suggest that some variant of this reporting
process be continued in future years.

The Centers have
assembled the
world’s largest ex
situ collection of
plant genetic
resources of food
and fiber crops
of importance to
developing
countries.
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Center activity in impact analysis has been augmented by the activities of the Impact
Assessment and Evaluation Group, which is currently working with several Centers on
evaluation projects, in addition to its own activities (reported earlier). The pace will likely
increase in the future.

System-Level Achievements

Emphasis on the particular should not close our eyes to the related but somewhat different
nature of System accomplishments. These are not as amenable to formal measure, but are
important to the CGIAR Centers and to agricultural research more generally. The CGIAR
has become a point of focus for an increasing number of issues of fairly broad interest and
importance. These issues are sometimes pondered and sometimes incorporated into its own
operations and policies. Recent or current topics that fall in the former category include

Box 5.1: Summaries of Center Presentations of Accomplishments, ICRISAT and CIP

International Crop
Research Center for the
Semi-Arid Tropics
(ICRISAT)

ICRISAT’s research has
increased the knowledge
base of one of the most
fragile ecologies in the
developing world—the
semi-arid tropics. Home
to almost 850 million
people, including many of
the world’s poorest, this
region has not attracted
commercial investments
in agricultural technology
improvements because the
markets are small and
water scarcity, coupled
with harsh climate, limits
plant growth. ICRISAT
works on the most
important food crops in
the diets of the poor in
these dry areas—cereals,
including sorghum and
millet, and the legumes,
including groundnut
(peanut), chickpea
{garbanzo bean), and
pigeonpea. By combining
cereals and legumes in
their cropping systems,
farmers reap such benefits
of diversification as
increased and stabilized

income, reduced risk,
improved soil fertility, the
disruption of pest cycles,
and improved human
nutrition and many others.
ICRISAT, in
collaboration with its
national and international
partners, has made
significant progress in
developing technologies
that are lifting the living
standards of the rural poor.
For example, ICRISAT,
along with ICARDA, is
making a special effort to
meet the needs of these
dryland farmers by
developing new
technologies for dryland
agriculture. Over the past
25 years, ICRISAT partners
in 70 countries have
released 365 improved
varieties based on
germplasm supplied by
ICRISAT. ICRISAT’s
greatest impact to date has
occurred in India and Sub-
Saharan Africa. Chickpea
impact has been greatest in
West Asia and North
Africa through
collaboration with
ICARDA; it has also been

substantial in India.

Pigeonpea research has had
its largest impact in the
crop’s home country, India.
Concerted efforts are now
in progress to tailor this
crop to the needs of
Eastern and Southern
Africa. ICRISAT’s
groundnut improvement
research in Africa is
beginning to show signs
that high impact will be
forthcoming over the next
decade.

One of ICRISAT’s most
significant achievements to
date has been the
introduction of resistance
in pearl millet to the
downy mildew fungus that
causes a disease so severe
that it threatened to make
farmers abandon
production of the crop in
India. This is a story with
many dimensions,
including a huge payoff to
strong partnerships among
the international, national,
and private sector research
communities; the effective
use of the global gene pool
to solve a national
problem; and the
application of cutting-edge
science using molecular

markers to make major
gains in breeding
efficiency in the future. In
recognition of this
achievement, the CGIAR
granted its highest
accolade, the King
Baudouin Award, to
ICRISAT in 1996.
Economists measure
the benefit streams
generated by new
technologies much as a
banker would express
interest on cash deposited
in a bank—as an annual
percentage return. The
internal rate of return to
society generated by
ICRISAT’s investments in
crop improvement, for a
number of cases studied
to date, ranges from 11 to
65 percent. These are
extremely attractive rates
of return and compare
favorably to alternative
investments in rural
development. A pooling
of the income streams
estimated from the studies
of the impacts of just 20
of the improved crop
varieties released to date
yields the conclusion that
the benefits accruing are
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plant genetic resources, intellectual property rights and global warming. And the System
has moved to engage non-governmental organizations and the private sector in its activities
through the establishment of committees for each. It has supported a more international
approach to research and in particular, the establishment of the Global Forum (CGIAR
Secretariat 1998a, pp. 35-36). The System also does much to promote the visibility of
agricultural research. Six of the 14 World Food Prize laureates have come out of or been

closely involved in the CGIAR System at the Center level.

Improving Performance

We have noted that CGIAR Center achievements can come in many different forms. This is
good on the one hand, in that it reflects the range and diversity of work underway, both for
immediate and longer-term needs. On the other hand, it does make it difficult to compare

worth more than 10 times
ICRISAT’s annual budget.
This does not take into
account the benefits
accruing to society from
the remainder of the 3635
released lines; the
resource management
technologies; the
noneconomic benefits
from sustainability,
equity, and other
intangible gains; nor the
global acceleration of
research progress
resulting from the
expanded knowledge base
created by 25 years of
effort at ICRISAT.

ICRISAT has trained
3,200 scientists and
technicians from Africa,
Asia, Latin America, and
other regions, built an
extensive research facility
in the Sahel where none
existed before, and
introduced new crops to
traditional cropping
systems.

International

Potato Center (CIP)

CIP focuses on increasing
agricultural production
while taking into account

environmental concerns
and the needs of poor
farmers. Impact has been
achieved through a
combination of yield
increases, an expansion of
area planted, the
development of superior
seed systems, and the
availability of technologies
that allow farmers to
reduce pesticide use.

Ten case studies of CIP
projects since 1992 show
that the majority of new
potato varieties released in
developing countries now
have CIP parentage. This
reflects the value of using
locally adapted breeding
materials and indicates that
CIP efforts to broaden the
genetic base of potatoes in
developing countries is
succeeding. CIP distributed
breeding materials
developed by Argentina’s
national potato program to
China, where the breeding
materials are now some of
the most widely grown
potato varieties, with
annual area in such
varieties exceeding 400,000
hectares. In Peru’s coastal
valleys, spreading to the

highlands, CIP-developed

breeding materials now
dominate much of the
production, which is
valued at $70 million
annually.

In Asia, farmers produce
close to 70 million tons of
potatoes today because
short-duration cereal
varieties (the high-yielding,
early-maturing rice and
wheat varieties resulting
from NARS and IRRI and
CIMMYT work) have
opened a niche in the
cropping calendar. As a
result, farmers not only
harvest more rice and
wheat, but can sandwich in
a potato crop. In
Bangladesh, farmers grow
more than 17 million tons
of potatoes this way.

In Peru, CIP’s true
potato seed hybrid is
providing farmers with a
strategic reserve of potato
seed that can counteract
the possible effects of the
El Nifio emergency on
potato seed supplies.
Similarly, farmers using the
new Chacasina seeds are
producing an average
$4,000 more per hectare

than farmers who use
traditional seed. This is
taking place in a region
where family income
averages less than $400
per year.

CIP, in cooperation
with more than 3,000
farm families, has field-
tested an integrated pest
management program in
southern Peru with
excellent results. Farmers
reduced sprays from six to
Zero in two years,
equivalent to cost savings
of $250 per hectare.

CIP has produced user-
friendly, low-cost kits for
detecting potato viruses.
It has distributed sets of
antibodies to 15 national
programs that tested
about 400,000 samples
for 6 viruses in the
Andean region, and 4 in
the rest of the world.

Source: CGIAR Secretariat 1998,
pp. 14-15, 20.
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Assessing and
improving
research
performance is a

difficult task.

the productivity of different types of programs and Centers. Some are clearly extraordinar-
ily productive by any measure; others are less so; and some have probably been relative
failures. The latter are to be expected in any research activity.

Clearly the CGIAR successes have been more thoroughly reported than the less effective
or marginally productive efforts. While individuals closely associated with the System may
have their own lists of candidates for the latter category, these cases have generally not
been given much attention by the CGIAR System and Centers. There are, however, some
significant exceptions and some changes are under way, which indicate that the System is
paying more attention to these issues and to learning from them.

Program Level. The change in attitude is perhaps most visible at the program level.
Some examples were provided at a session on impact assessment at International Centers
Week in October 1997. The ICRISAT presentation, for instance, reviewed constraints to
adoption of some of the technologies it had developed. In one case, it was acknowledged
that one technology developed for India (broad bed and furrow) was introduced where it
did not respond to the main problem, involved expensive equipment that was unaffordable
for resource-poor farmers, and entailed high labor costs. However, “better targeting in
design has resulted in a more successful uptake of the same technology in Ethiopia.” An-
other case, on high-yielding groundnuts, which were not taken up because farmers placed
a high premium on early maturity, especially in drought-prone areas, led their scientists to
refocus on early-marturing germplasm.®

In the case of another Center, CIP, which has carried out a number of case studies, it was
reported that they:

Actually have proven infinitely more useful to us than was first envisioned. For one
thing, they taught us which things have not lived up to expectations. More impor-
tantly, they have helped us to make mid-course corrections. . . . They have also taught
us to evaluate our work in the future.”

The external reviews have also been giving increased attention to similar questions. The
recent review of CIMMYT, for instance, recommended that its maize program “thoroughly
investigate the reason for lack of adoption of improved maize OPVs [open pollinated vari-
eties] and hybrids on more than 40 percent of the maize area in developing countries.”?
One might feel that getting over 50 percent adoption is quite an accomplishment, but
obviously the review team felt that there is more to learn.

Center Level. It is a more difficult task to assess and improve research performance at
the Center level than at the program level. It is likely to arise from a complex combination
of management and other problems. And it may reflect the special difficulty of carrying out
research on some topics and in some areas, particularly in Africa. Nevertheless, some sig-
nificant changes have been made to revitalize research centers and to make them more
productive. More generally, greater effort needs to be made to complete a culture whereby
lessons distilled in evaluation and impact measurement processes enter explicitly into the
planning processes of respective Centers.

The clearest case of a major change is WARDA, which was in decline through 1987.
TAC commissioned a special review that presented a bleak picture.!* Some donors had lost
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faith in the organization but were reluctant to pull back from a needed African institution.
Fortunately, circumstances involving the addition of two very gifted leaders allowed WARDA
to almost completely reinvent itself—with a new Center in a new country with an almost
completely new staff—and to initiate a promising new research program in the course of a
few years. A detailed account of this transformation has recently been written, but has not
yet been published.!?

The System has also responded in other ways, in part to meet changing needs. In 19935,
it elected to merge two existing livestock research centers in Africa into one (ILRI); existing
facilities were maintained, but the research focus was modified. More recently, a small
Center, ISNAR, has chosen to rather substantially modify its overall line of work.'> More
such changes are likely in the future.

System Level. The CGIAR Oversight Committee, at its May 1998 meeting, discussed
the need for an overall performance assessment and impact system that would incorporate
the work of TAC, the Centers, and IAEG. It will consider whether the CGIAR might estab- world food
lish such a system at its October 1998 meeting.' supply have
assumed that
research will
continue at past
levels.

Projections of

Assumptions in Food Projections

Virtually all of the projections of the world food situation have assumed that research will
continue at past levels of investment. This is a hazardous assumption given the tenuous

position of public funding for agricultural research by both donors and developing coun-
tries. The CGIAR has been able to hold on, but not without some shrinkage, as we have
seen. What if, as alerted by Crosson and Anderson (1992, p. 105, 1994, p. 118), overall
funding for research declined significantly?

The only study that we are aware of that has factored this in was a projection by IFPRI
relating to likely levels of child malnutrition in developing countries in 2020. In a low-
investment option, they allowed for a “significant weakening,” involving the elimination
of international investment by developing countries and international Centers ($1.5 bil-
lion), along with a 25 percent reduction in nonagricultural GDP and a 20 percent reduction
in heath, education, and sanitation. According to the model, the consequence would be a
11.3 percent (20.8 million) increase in the number of malnourished children compared
with 1990. Of the variables, research was shown to account for 90 percent or more of the
total increase in cereal production that underpinned improved nutrition.'* Additional em-
phasis is now being given by FAO and IFPRI to measuring the impact of a reduction of
research investment. More consideration clearly needs to be given to the research variable
in evaluating food prospects in developing nations.
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Constraints and Challenges
Facing the CGIAR

T-\e CGIAR System has a big task and moderate resources. And although substantial
progress has been made on many fronts, the nature of biological processes is that they
continue to change and generate new problems. Just maintaining past levels of productivity, let
alone increasing them, can require a considerable research effort. Natural resource problems
can add to supply-side problems. On the demand side, population continues to increase at an
alarming rate in the poorest regions of the world. The job is never done, especially where
poverty prevails. As research systems go, the CGIAR is modest in budget and size—a current
budget of only some $330 million and about 600 to 700 senior scientists! —considering that it
has much of the globe, and many of the more challenging areas, to cover.

Considerations

In viewing constraints and challenges, it may be useful to start by trying to sort out longer-
term structural issues from shorter-term human/individual issues. The former are of more
importance for this review. The latter exist in every organization and are of primary inter-
est here insofar as they are an important characteristic of the System.

Key structural characteristics of the System are that it is small in a global context and
relies heavily on synergistic interactions with research organizations in industrial countries
for cooperation and collaboration in carrying out applied research programs. While the
Centers are public organizations, as are most of the groups they work with in developing
countries, interaction with private research entities is increasingly important in industrial
nations {especially as it concerns biotechnology) and will probably grow in importance in
the developing world. But for now, much of the research in developing countries relies on
public institutions, and their health and vigor are of great importance in determining the
success of the CGIAR Centers. Moreover, national policies can be of major importance in
determining the adoption and impact of agricultural research and development activities.

One special challenge faced by the System is that expectations of what it can or should
deliver, when aggregated, exceed its capabilities at its current resource base. Successes in
some areas can lead to the belief that the System or Centers can be equally successful in
other areas. And with new needs, or perceptions of needs, constantly emerging, the System
could easily be drawn in too many directions and become less successful in the areas where
it has a comparative advantage. Fortunately, the System has a very useful governor in the
form of its Technical Advisory Committee (TAC), which is charged with reviewing pro-
spective and proposed new areas of work. While TAC is only advisory and its advice is not
always followed, it usually provides the breathing room and scientific perspective needed

The System relies
heavily on
synergistic
interactions with
research
organizations in
industrial
countries.
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most important
constraint.
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to help the System make informed judgments. Balancing needed change against excessive
expectations is an important and continuing challenge for the CGIAR.

On the human/individual side, it should be recognized that the System is truly interna-
tional. Both the System and the Centers strive for balance between industrial (North) and
developing (South) country staff and board members. A wide range of nationalities is rep-
resented. Some of the Centers are located in areas that entail substantial operational diffi-
culties and personal risk (especially in times of civil unrest). Considerable international
travel is usually required of senior staff, and family life may move to a different rhythm.
Many scientists from industrial countries find that a decade or so is enough for them and
their families; those from developing countries sometimes find the Centers more attractive
than domestic alternatives.

Constraints

Any research enterprise operates under a series of constraints, and the CGIAR is no different.
It may differ, however, in that the ranks of its donors are so deep, the scope of its coverage so
wide, and the extent of its operations so far flung. It is somewhat of a wonder that it operates
at all, and somewhat of a miracle that it operates as well as it does. In such a setting it is not
difficult to identify constraints. Three groupings particularly come to mind.

Funding

This 1s the most important constraint. The CGIAR is a voluntary organization and donors
are not bound by treaty or other international convention. There is nothing to permit them
from coming and going. CGIAR funding is most definitely not an entitlement (“a right to
benefits specified especially by law or contract™). Funding comes only as long as the System
performs. But other factors are also at work: the principal one is that most of the funding
comes from multilateral pockets of national and regional assistance agencies, and these are
increasingly constrained by factors such as the end of the Cold War for some, donor fa-
tigue, or the emergence of other important areas of concern. For example, unrestricted core
funding from USAID, long the leading donor, dropped from a peak of $46.25 million in
1986 to $26 million in 1997, putting it in third place. Over the course of the history of the
CGIAR, the focus and interests of donors have waxed and waned, but usually the declines
were temporary and were offset by other, more positive, developments.

But the events of the early 1990s placed more of a stress than usual on the System and,
while overall funding levels were maintained by vigorous actions of the CGIAR chairman,
the real (rather than nominal) budgets of many Centers declined, partially as a result of
inflation. The effect of this situation can perhaps most readily be seen by examining changes
in employment at the 12 Centers that were in the System through the 1988-95 period. The
number of international staff declined gradually, from 785 in 1989 to 692 in 19935, a cut of
93, or 11.9 percent. The decline in local staff was even more pronounced: from 10,929 in
1989 to 8,677 in 1995, a drop of 2,252, or 20.6 percent.? A few Centers will show further
declines, especially in the local staff category, in 1996. The international staff category is
largely (perhaps 75 percent) composed of scientists; to the extent that their numbers were
cut, the total research program shrank. The decline in numbers is larger for local employ-
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ees, but may have been partially the consequence of relatively generous staffing at some
Centers. The four new Centers experienced a mild growth in both categories from 1992 to
1998: from 81 t0 127.

Another side of the funding picture that is of particular importance to the Centers con-
cerns the changing nature of funding. The CGIAR Secretariat, in a recent exercise, divided
agreed agenda funding into three categories: unrestricted, restricted attribution, and spe-
cific restriction (sometimes termed special-project funding). During the four-year period
from 1993 to 1997, unrestricted funding declined as a proportion of the System total from
68 percent to 45 percent, restricted attribution funding increased from 15 to nearly 19
percent, and fun u1i‘1g jith a SpeCIfLL restriction increased from 17 percent to nea Ll‘y’ 37
percent. Preliminary data for 1998 suggest a clear continuation of these trends.* Funding
with specific restrictions has some advantages (it is, for example, generally multi-year in
nature), but it has higher transaction costs for the Center, both in securing the projects and
reporting on the work, and may not pay sufficient overhead Some of the newer natural
resource Centers have faced this problem for some time, but it is now being felt by the older
and larger Centers.* The increase in restricted funding may also make it more difficult to
adhere to the TAC recommendations concerning allocation of research funds by program
area. A further complicating factor is finding adequate funding for Systemwide or multi-
Center initiatives. These initiatives have been endorsed by TAC and the CGIAR as a whole
but have not drawn strong support. Some of the World Bank funding was designated for

this purpose in 1998.

Although the chairman has been very successful in recruiting new donor members, espe-
cially from developmg countries, they generally come in at or near (or sometimes below)
IDC b[dt@u Hllnlmum annual LOHIIlDu[lOIl ICVCI (_)I $J UO 0 Som€ Hlay not glVe evcry year.

Stabilizing large-donor support is thus also an important task. At times it must seem like a
case of constant running to stay even.

The CGIAR System has long lived under the implicit threat that one day budget short-
falls might make it necessary to go beyond program reductions and actually cut off one or

more Centers. This prospect was first raised, in a not too serious way, in 19825 TAC began
to look at this prospect in the early 1990s, but that process was sidetracked when the
renewal process took hold. The need to close a Center, however, could return. The mecha-
nisms for doing this are not clearly in place.

Governance/Management

As the system grows larger in members/donors (if not in actual funding in real terms), the

governance/management issues multiply. The CGIAR System has responded over the years As the System

by modifying the way meetings are run (that is, the use of parallel sessions at some points), grows larger in
establishing a number of u)mmitu:cs, supporting the Global Forum, and through other members/donor S,
mechanisms. These changes have worked well, and in some ways—such as the Finance the governance/

Committee—represent a significant improvement. Others steps have represented a way of

i i management
reaching out to other constituencies, such as NGOs and the private sector. These efforts are

more complicated because they represent such a wide variety of groups and views (espe-

cially in the case of the NGQs). Moreover, the views of some of these groups are at odds

with those of another (particularly in the case of intellectual property rights). Finding com-
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can be a very challenging task for the CGIAR chairman.

Broadening partnerships also entails financial costs. In the past it was possible to carry
most of these enterprises under the Secretariat budget and by soliciting special contribu-
tions from donors. With the 10 percent cut in the Secretariat budget in 1998 and the ex-
pected expansion in committee costs and Global Forum costs in 1998, we have noted that
it was judged necessary to take the needed funds—which total $1 million—out of the Bank
IUIlUb Iliat WULll(.l ()tn(:rWlbc ﬂdVC gOIlC to IﬂC bcnterb lVlOfCOVCf, Wltﬂ an auultlonal $l
million on a one-time basis for the cost of the System review, this adds up to a total of $2.5
million out of the Bank’s contribution that will not go for research as such. Attempts are
being made to solicit contributions for some of these efforts, but such funds are no longer

found easily.

Political Dimensions

The CGIAR prides itself on being relatively free of political constraints compared with
other international multilateral organizations. This is largely true, but the qualifiers are
important. Politics does rear its head from time to time. The most notable case is the exclu-
sion of the Asian Vegetable Research and Development Center (AVRDC)—which works

on a very important area largely neglected by CGIAR—-from CGIAR support because of its

nificant but arise often enough to

location in Taiwan. China. Other examples ar ugh to

on in van, Ch ther examples ar
remind those involved in CGIAR affairs that politics is generally not far away. And, as
more members join the Group—which was once largely the province of only a few do-
nors—the political dimensions will not diminish. This is particularly true of genetic re-
sources and intellectual property rights. A more subtle influence is that political cotrectness
becomes an important consideration, both in public utterances and in appointments to

various components of the System.
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At the program level, new challenges of all sorts are constantly emerging. Many can be
handled by the System’s Technical Advisory Committee (TAC) process for analysis and
priority setting.

But some problems are larger than both TAC and the CGIAR System and will require

new annr(\ar‘hpc R‘nfprhnnlnov 'J\ﬂ(‘ }'ﬂﬂ@ﬂﬁ\nPPfH’\O (\{" transgenic Cro

1RCVY approatiito, DIODICLIEOIOE) a1 DIVCARAILCIEY L ialispllilic

(Kendall and others 1997; CGIAR Secretariat 1998c¢, pp. 30-36) The

1.
WIU'I UlC PI'IVaIC sector anu abbULlaICU qlleUOIlb ()I lﬂ[CllCLludl pIUpCIly IlgIILb UlU[)dl Lll-

involve engagement

mate change will undoubtedly also have many implications for the CGIAR (CGIAR Secre-
tariat 1998c, pp. 28-29). In some cases, such as potato late blight, which is a global problem,
there will be a need for expanded cooperative activities with a wide range of advanced
research organizations. Post-harvest and marketing research which will become increasing
important with the growth of urbanization

tariat 1997b).
. LN R |

RN PR R I ', oty PRI
But for other mportar i 1ISsues witn nota

ore local approach (TAC Secre-
pPPr

sions, the path is less clear. Poverty alleviation—a most worthy goal—is a case in point.
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While the System is doing much more through its effects on food supplies for all low-
income consumers than may be realized by those who think only in terms of producers or

more glamorous there will be nt need to enhance effectiveness and

of more glamorous crops, there will be a contin mng

develop improved measures of impact. Plant genetic resources and intellectual property
rights have proved to be particularly difficult issues for the System, and will no doubt
continue to be so.

These are all important issues for society and worthy issues for the CGIAR. It is vital that
the CGIAR exist to play a role in taking them on. The need for the System will undoubtedly
become greater, not lessen; equally, the need for the System to change and adjust will expand
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enlarged. These factors will certainly provide more than adequate challenge in the future.

Dependence on the World Bank
The Bank plays a major role in all aspects of the CGIAR System, as has been documented
in earlier chapters. Aside from the vital leadershlp role played by the chairman, the Bank is

; f the CGIAR System and i

he CGIAR System an
for its core.

As we have seen, at the System level, the Bank provides the full cost of the CGIAR
Secretariat and has traditionally provided one-third of the cost of the TAC Secretariat (a
proportion that began to decrease in 1997 as UNEP came in as a fourth cosponsor). At the
Center level, the burden is more evenly spread; the Bank gives no more than 15 percent of
the total But even here, its importance is greater than this share implies, because it provides

- . ided 22 ont of actrictad Firnding Ling i+ half
d fuﬁdS, in 1996 it Proviacea 25 PCI'C(,uL of unrestricted Tunaing, maxing it half

again as significant in this category.® These funds are extremely important for the System
and the Centers because they provide strategic flexibility. And, as we have just noted, in
1998 it will be providing support for various participation activities and the System review.

How do the other cosponsors and donors compare? They are approximately equal in
TAC support but more variable in Center funding. In 1996, UNDP contributed $6.5 mil-
lion in targeted support to the Centers, and UNEP contributed $0.3 million in the same
category. UNDP has taken
contributed in kind to this effort.” It is, however, doubtful that any of the other cosponsors
will be in a position to do much more. And it is unlikely that many of the donor members
of the System would be able to provide any significant funding toward the costs of the
Secretariats without dipping into the funds that go to the Centers. The fact that they do not
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have to provide overhead costs of running the System and thus can assure their leaders and
parliaments that all of their funds go directly to research and development programs for

the develonine n
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appealing to write a check to a Center than to the Bank or other multilateral organization.

Thus the Bank emerges as the unquestionable kingpin of the System. Without it, there
would be no CGIAR System, and there would be fewer and more impoverished Centers. It
is obviously not a healthy situation for the System to be so dependent in so many ways on
one donor. But there does not seem to be any alternative if the System (as distinct from a
few Centers) is to survive.

The need for the
System will
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become greater.
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facility may be
one of increasing
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decreasing
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Building a More Sustainable Funding Base in the Bank

The present Bank funding system has worked efficiently and well, but there are real ques-
tions about its future sustainability. The Bank grants are derived from Bank earnings and
are provided through a new and evolving Development Grant Facility (DGF). Bank earn-
ings in the late 1990s are down from previous levels, and this is placing pressure on a wide
array of activities financed from those earnings, most notably grants. The DGF is develop-
ing policies and procedures that, among other things, call for an exit strategy for each
grant. The exit strategy does not necessarily mean that the Bank is seeking to totally with-
draw support, but it certainly does raise the specter of phasing down funding or shifting to
other means of financial support.

All of this places the CGIAR in a vulnerable position because of the size of its grant.® But
it also stems from the long-term nature of research, which requires fairly stable levels of
funding over long periods of time, a need that may never end. In an organization that tends
to think of grants as being of a relatively short-term start-up in nature, research-—and
particularly agricultural research-—may be an uncomfortable fit. This discomfort is un-
likely to lessen. Hence, the future outlook for CGIAR funding within the DGF facility may
be one of increasing difficulty and decreasing sustainability.

What options are available? Two quite different alternatives have come to our attention,
although further thought might suggest others: (a) shift CGIAR funding to the Bank’s regu-
lar administrative budget’ or (b) consider establishing a CGIAR foundation within the
Bank to provide a source for at least some of the CGIAR funding. Each has strengths and
weaknesses. Detailed analyses of these and other alternatives must be made.



n this chapter, we attempt to assess the performance of the CGIAR System/Centers, the
A Bank, and other participants through criteria normally utilized by OED in appraising

projects. A liberal interpretation will be made of the criteria in light of the rather complex
and unusual nature of the subject.

CGIAR System and Centers

The Bank grants are being made, as we have noted before, for both the operation of the
\J\Jlﬂl\ Dystem ana to 1nalV1(1ual benterb. l HC DyS[Cm lh HCCGCU to attract dn(l ICIaIIl ()[nCI
donors who, aside from the cosponsors, provide essentially all of their funding directly to
the CGIAR Centers.

Considerations

The CGIAR System is oriented toward the production of international public goods—
goods that beneﬁt a number of nations and are freely transferable from one nation to
another and to all members of society. The CGIAR itself is only a small part of the global
agricultural research system, representing less than 4 percent of total public expenditures in
and for developing nations, and considerably less than that if public expenditures in indus-
trial nations are considered (and still less if the considerable expenditures by private firms

in these nations are factored in). Although the CGIAR proportion is small, the System

works with all other maior components of the glnhal agricu ultural and natural reson

major components u 1d natu u
research system, especially developing countries. In this way, it both draws from and ben-
efits them.

This interaction has many advantages, but it also means that it is often difficult to sort
out the unique contribution of the CGIAR System and Centers. In addition, many other
factors influence the potential productivity and implementation of agricultural and natural
resources research—varying from international trade policies to national trade, develop-

ment and food paolicies, the degree of public support for the national research and outreach
programs, to the climate for both the private sector and nongovernmental organizations.
Thus, we are dealing with a relatively modest program in financial terms, which is caught
up in a much larger scheme. Formal quantitative analysis can only take us so far in such a
context: we must also rely on qualitative judgments.

Development Results
We will briefly consider three com

ciency. Before dom s0, it might be well to represent the mission and goals of the CGIAR

The CGIAR

produces
international
public goods that
are freely
transferable from
one nation to
another and to
all members of

soclety.
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The CGIAR
System scores
well in its
relevance to the
goals of
development
generally, and of
the Bank more

particularly.

® Mission. To contribute. througo i o
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food security in developing countries.

a Goals. To alleviate poverty and protect natural resources to achieve sustainable food

security.
Relevance
Relevance is defined here as the consistency of goals with the country’s overall develop-
ment strategy. We congider it in three catecnries
diivaiL u.a 6 YYLU LVULLOEUEL L AL 11l Ll Ve LQLMBULI\'O

» Economic development. Clearly, the immediate focus here is to reduce poverty. CGIAR,
and indeed all research organizations, attempt to do this by maintaining past gains and
developing more productive technologies and policies, which reduce the cost of produc-
tion and lower the price of food to the consumer (both urban and rural). This process
results in increased incomes for farmers who are first to adopt the new practices (al-
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hem) and for all consumers of that product. Since a large

portion of the income of poor people is taken up by expenditures for food, the lowering

of food costs is of special benefit to them. The lower costs for both groups is the equiva-

lent of an increase in income; this increase is, in turn, spun off to the rest of the economy

in the form of expanded purchases of other goods and services, thus providing a further

stimulus to develooment

ial d *rlopmcnt: a reduction in und nutriti
to improvements in individual health and productivity. These factors, combined with
economic development, can contribute to reduced population growth rates. In some cases,
these contributions can reduce civil tensions (such as those that emerge in food riots')
and lead to a more stable society.

» Preservation of natural resonrces. The CGIAR Centers now cover a wide sphere of natural

resource interests. In the orgamc or 11V1ng resource category, it makes a umque contribution
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While the emphasis is on food crops, the System now embraces forestry and tree crops, as
well as aquatic resources. On the inorganic or physical side, the System is heavily invoived
with soil and water resources, and to some extent, with the atmosphere. It is becoming
increasingly involved in climate change issues. Natural resource preservation is not only a
goal in its own right, but also a contributor to economic and social development.
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goals of development generally, and of the Bank more particularly.
Effectiveness

Effectiveness is defined here as “Producing a decided, decisive or desired effect” (Webster).
This was in part the subject of Chapter 5. As before, there are two components to be
Judged the System and the Centers. Aside from fundlng difficulties faced by some donors,
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ASSESSMENT

very effective overall, although it is too soon to judge some of the newer participation
efforts. The Centers have varied from extraordinarily effective to somewhat uncertain in
their effectiveness, in part from differences in age, mission, and funding. It is easier to show
the effectiveness of the biologically oriented Centers (totaling 13) as a group than it is for
the Centers concerned with policy (IFPRI), genetic resources (IPGRI), and institutional
development (ISNAR). This does not mean that the latter three are less effective, only that
it is more difficult to demonstrate the effects of the kind of work they do. Moreover, the 13
biological research Centers vary in their demonstrable effectiveness to date: Centers or
programs focusing on varietal improvement have more to show than those working on
natural resource management, which is newer to the CGIAR and longer-term in nature.
This variability means that there is room for both improved effectiveness and methods of
demonstrating effectiveness in some Centers.

Efficiency
Efficiency is defined as an assessment of results in relation to inputs, including costs, imple-

The Centers can

mentation times, and economic and financial returns. One of the main reasons for having A
simply do many

an international research system is to increase efficiency (Winkelmann 1994). The TARCs

provide an essential link between research in both industrial and developing countries that things better and
benefits both. Through their resources, particularly their genebanks and other stores of more efficiently
science and technology, they can simply do many things better and more efficiently than than they could
they could be done in individual country programs. This has been demonstrated most clearly be done in
in a recent study of international wheat research that concluded (Maredia and Byerlee individual
1996, pp. 179-80): country

The comparisons of various measures of research efficiency indicate that the interna- programs.

tional research system (CIMMYT in collaboration with NARSs) has a cost advan-
tage in wheat improvement research . . . In general, the cost per unit of research
output of the international research system is lower than the NARS systems’ average
on all the efficiency indicators except in large NARSs (nearly all of which are in Asia)

. small NARSs depend relatively more on direct spillins {from the international
system . . . However . . . large NARSs, reap the largest absolute gains . . . The results
suggest that there are considerable economies of (market) size and specialization in
wheat breeding research. These economies result from the geographic aggregation of
the crossing and early generation selection activities by CIMMYT and . . . from
CIMMYT ability to gather germplasm from many sources, wide-scale testing, and
in providing critical mass for given diseases and operating basic research programs
such as wide crossing and biotechnology.

These efforts may be most evident for the major crop Centers, but the general principle
should also apply—if in somewhat different form—at the other Centers.

It is more difficult to appraise the efficiency of the operation of the CGIAR System.
Compared with other international organizations, it seems to be efficient and well regarded.
And while recent efforts to broaden membership may reduce pure efficiency to some ex-
tent, they are thought to have other offsetting benefits.

69



N T ATy

WoritDdD BANK, THE GRANT PrograM, anNnD THuE CGIAR

70

Bank
involvement in
the System
reassures donors.

Institutional Impact
This important category has not always been included in impact studies, probably because of
the difficulty in measuring it. The System is thought to have had considerable impact in raising
consciousness about agricultural research among donors in other international organizations
and in developing countries. It is extremely important in providing scientific leadership. While
only one Center (ISNAR) has institutional development as its primary charge, all contribute to
institutional development through their training programs for scientists from developing coun-
tries and through their cooperative and collaborative research activities.

More generally, it might be said that the CGIAR has been using an organizational
model for 27 years that is now beginning to become fashionable in development circles:
constructing networks of decentralized institutions rather than building hierarchical in-

ternal bureaucracies.

Sustainability and Leverage
We have already noted, in Chapter 6, that one of the main constraints/challenges of the
CGIAR System and Centers is their high degree of dependence on the World Bank.

The Bank provides much of the leadership for the System and most {(roughly 80 percent)
of the funding for the coordination of the System (the chairman; the CGIAR Secretariat;
one-third to one-fourth of the cost of TAC; the recent participation efforts; and the System
review, which, unlike the other items, can be conceptually spread over a number of years).
The Bank also provides a very important intangible contribution: its involvement in the
System reassures donors, and particularly their treasuries, that their contributions are prop-
erly managed. No other organization could play these multiple roles. Thus there would not
be much, if any, stability at the System level without the Bank.

The story is somewhat different on the Center side, where the Bank now contributes less
than 15 percent of the total funding—but half as much again if one considers the amount
it provides to the unrestricted funding category. The Bank is the leading donor and, as
such, is important in both financial and psychological terms to the Centers. While the
Centers probably have a higher sustainability rating than the System, their fortunes would
be much reduced if the Bank were to play a lesser role.

The other side of the sustainability issue is a well-known Bank term: leverage. It might
be stated that the Bank, through its $50 million in grants to the System and the Centers, is
leveraging up to another $280 million (agreed agenda and nonagenda) in voluntary grants
for international agricultural research. This is no minor accomplishment.

Bank and Other Participant Performance

Bank Performance

The Bank involvement with the CGIAR System as a cosponsor and donor is exemplary. It
provides strong leadership, significant funding, and substantial support through the CGIAR
Secretariat. The principal areas where we think some further thought and effort might be
called for concern the third dimension noted in Chapter 3, the customer/client role—spe-
cifically, the management of its own involvement with the System.
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Interaction at the Technical Level

The basic problem as we see it is that the Bank’s mainline agricultural activities are rela-

tively isolated in an institutional-——and more recently, organizational—sense from the Sys- The Bank’s main
tem, although the links to ISNAR {especially on management of NARSs) and IFPRI (for agricultural
policy work on the rural sector) are fairly extensive. One former research adviser com- activities are
mented that “The project staff have only ever been involved with the CGIAR at the mar- isolated from the

gins.” While some staff members, especially those with backgrounds in a Center or experience
with the System, do maintain contacts on an individual basis, many others do not have this
background and may be insufficiently aware of what the System and the Centers may offer
their projects, such as linkages between Bank-supported agricultural research projects and
both CGIAR Centers and leading research institutes in other parts of the world. It is also

System.

important for those above them in the administration to be knowledgeabie about the Sys-
tem and Centers.

What seems to be missing is a central point for linking the CGIAR with the rest of the
Bank. This would seem a logical role for the Bank’s representative as distinct from the
chairman. Traditionally, the Bank’s representative, who also serves as a cosponsor repre-
sentative, has been the director of Agriculture and Natural Resources (AGR). This situa-
tion changed at the end of 1994 when the former director of AGR completed his tour of
duty in that position and was appointed as director of the newly established ESDAR. His
replacement at AGR (now RDV) was the former chairman of TAC. It was decided that the
new director of ESDAR should continue as Bank representative and as chairman of the
Finance Committee (a position he had held).

The role and staffing of RDV and ESDAR were complementary, but rather different.?
ESDAR was charged inter alia with developing closer links between the Centers and na-
tional agricultural research activities in developing countries. ESDAR has had a very small
staff of direct-hire professionals (two at this writing), augmented by a larger number of
individuals seconded from other organizations. RDV is more directly involved in Bank
programs at both the central and regional/country levels and has a staff of some 20 direct
hires plus consultants. Obviously, if ESDAR has been effective at the country level, there
may also be more interest in CGIAR ties in Bank loan projects.

Other things being equal, it would seem most logical to us to have the Bank represented
by the director of RDV, especially if there is active concern with improving linkages be-
tween the CGIAR and administrators and technical staff in regional programs. But the
director of RDV has many responsibilities, and therefore the matter of staff support be-
comes important. There is also some precedent here. For many years, AGR had an adviser
for agricultural research. Much of that advisory function was oriented to research loans to
national agricultural research programs. But the advisers were also involved in CGIAR
matters to some extent-—sometimes visiting Centers, attending TAC meetings, and occupy-
ing the Bank’s seat among members during CGIAR meetings (as distinct from his director,
who occupied the Bank seat among the cosponsors at the head table). With the retirement
four years ago of a long-standing adviser, the description of the position was changed
somewhat, and the CGIAR role largely diminished—paralleling the shift in CGIAR re-
sponsibility to the director of ESDAR. Obviously, if the responsibility for CGIAR matters
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were to return to the mainstream of RDV, attention should be given to attending to CGIAR
matters at the adviser level.?

The CGIAR Secretariat has long had a scicnce adviser—and for a while it had three (onc
in biophysical science, one in forestry, and one in social science). The various individuals in
these positions, however, have in general had relatively little intersection with Bank staff.
The CGIAR System can easily absorb all of the science advisers’ time, and evidently has
done so. More recently, the demands placed on the Secretariat for staff support of the
various committees has placed an additional burden on the adviser’s time. Still, there might
be ways to achieve more interaction with other Bank technical staff, and the AKIS The-
matic Team provides one convenient structure for doing this.

Even if it is possible to provide more of a focus at the RDV level, there is a way to go, for
problems existed in the past when such a nexus existed. There are two groups to be reached:
management and technical staff. To some extent, they can be kept better informed and this
is part of the challenge. But they need to be more involved. A few Bank staff members have
been, or are, connected with the System as Center Board members, external reviewers of a
Center, and a cross-Center reviewers (one has recently become a Center director). Such a
level of involvement, however, can take weeks of time, which is not easily found in current
work programs. There are lesser degrees of involvement and time commitment—such as
suggesting names for System and Center positions—but these may not reach the necessary
degree of interaction to make much of a difference. Also, most Bank staff members may be
working in areas or on projects that would not seem to have much in common with Center
programs. At the same time, some staff have had the impression that the CGIAR System
should be on call to help with Bank projects: this can be done through special projects and
individual contracts but cannot be considered a mainline gratis function of the Centers.
Finding the right balance and the correct prescription may not be easy.

The opportunity for technical involvement at the System level is somewhat limited and
indirect. The Bank has a fairly prominent place at the podium of the plenary sessions of
CGIAR meetings (chairman, Bank cosponsor representative, and executive secretary of
CGIAR). There used to be a Bank chair among the other donors, which was intermittently
filled by the research adviser or someone at that level; this person, however, spoke little,
and then on technical matters. This chair is gone now, and with it the voice for technical
issues (except as voiced by the Bank’s cosponsor representative, who in the recent past has
been an economist). There are now, however, more parallel sessions and side meetings that
provide some opportunity for greater engagement. And the Bank could, as some other
donors do and the Bank previously did, send an observer to TAC meetings.

The possibilities of technical interaction may be somewhat greater at the Center level.
Activities that might be encouraged could include expanded linkages with Center informa-
tion systems, greater use of Center meeting and training facilities for courses and work-
shops, increased interaction with scientific staff through visits and seminars, and possible
use of governmental contacts. More extensive tripartite (Bank-Center-country) arrange-
ments should be possible, but only if the arrangements work to assist Bank Task Team
Leaders in their work and do not add to their already full work programs. Increased inter-
action with Bank projects could also be of value to the Centers.



ASSESSMENT

Hence it would seem possible for the Bank to have considerably more involvement at the
technical level, but to do so would require a greater effort on its part. It would necessitate
individuals who had the time and interest to follow research efforts at the Centers, to
participate in meetings of TAC, and to be available for participation in System and Center
reviews. Those persons would be seen as being highly qualified in their own right, and not

just as spokespersons for the major donor to the System.

The Bank has certainly been a model citizen and a team player in the allocation/use of its
grant funds within the CGIAR System. These contributions have always been fully in the
coveted untargeted/unrestricted category and a good portion has been made available early
in the season. Views might and do differ on the actual allocation procedure (relating to its
earlier role as donor of last resort, and more recently donor of “first resort™), but the
overall purpose has been to better serve the System.
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“pockets” that it can readily tap to fund special project activities with Centers that would
tie in with general program emphases or country loans (independently of any funds that

might be provided in the loan). In the case of USAID, for example, other central and re- grant funds

gional bureaus have provided substantial amounts of funding (averaging $18 million per available to

year from 1985 to 1993) for special projects—usually in a specific country for a specific stimulate CGIAR
period of time.* Other donors also support similar activities.®

initiatives.
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marked a small portion of its contributions—3 percent, for example—for Centers or activi-
ties that would be of special interest (such as fostering better research management through
working with ISNAR) and that might generate further interaction with Bank projects. The
first, more formal, mention of such an idea seems to have occurred at the first meeting of
the CGIAR Finance Committee in October 1993.° In considering future funding options,
the idea of a Synergy Fund was raised and was put this way in the meeting report:

A small proportion of Bank Funds would be used to stimulate CGIAR initiatives of
priority to the World Bank, especially those which encouraged the synergies between
national and international agricultural research, and those cofinancing initiatives where
an initial modest investment would facilitate funding from other sources, including
Bank loans and credits. These initiatives would be either center or systemwide, ap-
proved initiatives which required financing. (p. 5)

The committee agreed that there would be advantages in retaining a small propor-
tion (of the order of 2 percent) of the Bank’s contribution a Synergy Fund. (p. 8)

Nothing more was found on this idea in this form. Several years later (May 1996), there
was mention of using 1 percent of the Bank funds in 1997 for competitive grants.” In the
reports of the October 1996 and May 1997 meetings, the recommendation was that $500,000
of 1997 fundmg be set aside for a small grant program.® In neither case was reference made
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A Synergy Fund could be useful in developing linkages, but it has some limitations. It
might be used, for instance, to fund some additional “larger view” activities at ISNAR that
would complement the Bank’s loan activities for national agricultural programs; to expand
collaborative policy studies with IFPRI and other Centers; and to facilitate interaction
between Bank staff and Centers. The challenge would be to keep the administration of such
a program simple and flexible; this is not always easily accomplished in a large bureau-
cracy.” Earmarking of Bank funds in this way would also run counter to the current efforts
of the chairman to reduce donor restrictions on use of their funds. Still, the idea may be
worthy of further consideration.

Possible Impact of Reorganization

The recent (March 23, 1998) redesignation of the chairman as vice president for special
programs and the retention of responsibility for RDV by the head (acting) of the Environ-
mentally and Socially Sustainable Development Network and Council will create, for the
first time, a gap between CGIAR and RDV. It is too soon to tell how this will play out in the
relations between the Bank and the CGIAR. One obvious possible effect could be a greater
distance between the chairman and the affairs of RDV, which could, on its own, lessen
linkages. It could also result in a greater degree of independence between the chairman and
the Bank’s representative to the CGIAR. These and other related issues are considerations
that must enter the Bank’s continuing analysis of how best to service its long-term commit-
ment to supporting agricultural research at both the national and international levels.*

Other Participants

The performance of other participants is particularly difficult to call in usual OED terms. It
seems to us that the cosponsors, other donors, and other participants perform remarkably
well within their financial and other administrative constraints. We think that this is true
by any standard, but particularly by the standards of international organizations.
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minds of others concerned with the relationship between the two groups.

Need for International Public Goods in Agriculture
and Natural Resoturces

There is a special need for research to provide international public goods in the agricultural
and natural resource sectors in developing countries. The biological base of both sectors
means that change is constantly taking place. Hence there is a continuing need for im-
proved technologies and policies just to maintain past levels of productivity in the face of
evolving problems. It is also necessary to increase productivity and production in order to
ensure that the prices of basic food crops do not increase in the face of population growth,
and to stimulate economic and social development in order to reduce poverty. Furthe
natural resource base must be maintained.

The public research sector is particularly important to developing nations, especially
poorer countries, in responding to these needs. The private sector is not very active in such
research, preferring to operate in areas that offer large markets, reasonably well-developed
infrastructure, and an appropriate policy and legal setting. Thus, much of the research for
the principal domestic food crops consumed by poor people, which would otherwise be

orphan crops, is done by the public sector. Since public sector research efforts are often not
well funded, or are in some cases carried out in very small countries, they need outside
assistance.

The World Bank provides relevant assistance to these nations through its loans to na-
tional research programs. But they also require support of another sort: scientific contact
and interaction with the outside world. They must, if they are to respond to their urgent
domestic needs, have access to germplasm and to the latest advances in science and tech-

nn]nav that t are rv] evant t them. Because of their hrplted resources, tbg
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1 u ey cannot do every-
thing, and if some research can be done more efficiently elsewhere, all the better. An
international agricultural research system providing freely available goods can meet this
need and round out the loan package provided by the Bank for institutional development.

There is also a temporal dimension. The loans for institutional development are for a
finite period. But the need for international public research goods will continue far beyond
the duration of any loan. An international system is needed that is of considerably longer

duration. This need is w1dp]v recoenized within the aericultural research community, but it
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s less commonly understood by those involved in providing loans, who tend to operate
with a finite life concept. There is a certain proclivity for moving from one short-term
project to another, partly to keep up with current headlines or fads. What is needed, of

The need for
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public research
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bé'y'(‘)ud LhC
duration of any
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Importance and Impact of the CGIAR System
The CGIAR System is extraordinarily important for developing nations. It also benefits the
industrial nations. The System provides a scientific link between both worlds and helps
br ing to bear,ina three- wWay combination, the best and most appropriate know 1cugc on the
problems faced by developing nations. The combination is sensible, and it has proven that
it works. It is—as we have suggested in Chapter 7—relevant, effective, and efficient. Few, if
any, public investments of some $330 million annually could provide as many benefits to so
many low-income people on a global basis. The World Bank, through its financial contri-
but and leadership, is the glue that holds the System toget i i
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retaining and attracting new donors.

Since agricultural research plays a key role in agricuitural, economic, and social devel-
opment in developing nations, and since the CGIAR plays a critical and productive role in
this process, it follows that the Bank’s investment in the CGIAR is at the heart of the
development process. Demonstrating the link between the Bank input on one end and the
output or the effect on the other is more difficult, because of the many links in the chain

and the many other partners and forces involved. Individual L“l(agvs are snb}'ecr to re-

search and verification, and it is likely that the whole is much greater than the sum of the
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CGIAR System Management
We think that the CGIAR System is, considering its nature and hallenges, well run. By

nature it is a volu tary nronan‘rlon with volunta ry contributions at a level determined b}

the donor. There is no formal structure, nor are there absolute role and regulations or
formal commitments. It is held together by performance and good will. The biological
Centers are located in developing countries and are international in leadership and compo-
sition. Each has a big job to do with modest resources.

That the System works well is testimony to a great deal of effort and devotion by indi-
viduals at many levels in the donor agencies, the CGIAR System, and cooperating govern-

ments. The System has given considerable attention to management, in part as a result of
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the first two System reviews. The subsequent addition of managemen pern to the

CGIAR Secretariat and the initiation of management reviews o
helpful in anticipating and responding to management problems. Even so, these still do
arise from time to time at individual Centers, sometimes with surprising speed. Interim
directors have been in greater demand in recent years than one would like. A better mecha-
nism is needed for monitoring Center management between reviews, but it is difficult to
think of a vehicle that is unobtrusive and does not conflict with the current structure.! The

Center review process is, in any case, under continuous review, and further modifications
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Management problems at the System leve] tend to be of a different nature. But they may
be no less important. The System reviews have helped foster better management. The ad-
vent in the 1990s of the Oversight and Finance Committees boosted the System’s capacity
to monitor progress and to solve problems. Some issues of a continuing nature that have
been noted include the need for (a) more tightly trimmed and consolidated governance; (b)
more secure funding; (c) leaner Systemwide assembly; (d) more emphasis on performance-
driven staffing, occasionally subject to deeper outside review; and (e) examination of mecha-
nisms for more competitive allocation of research resources. Other observers might well
cite other issues.

Because of the rather unusual nature of the System, it may be more concerned with
reviewing and trying to remedy its limitations than the more conventional bureaucracies
that sponsor it—some of which may seldom, if ever, have undergone an external manage-

ment review.

Bank Financial Support of the CGIAR

The Bank’s strategy for rural development was surely influenced by the early days of the
Green Revolution, especially in India. The Bank’s President at that time, Mr. Robert
McNamara, was personally involved in forging the Bank’s rural development agenda and
was familiar with the experience of the foundations in establishing the first international
agricultural research centers. Thus an early appreciation developed of the role agricultural
research could play in agricultural and rural development. This recognition extended not
only to the CGIAR System and Centers, but also led to an early commitment by the Bank
to devote loan and credit funds to developing national agricultural research capacity.

There has subsequently been consistent, firm Bank support for development activities in
this area of essential, publicly supplied agricultural services. As the recent OED study of
research and extension (Purcell and Anderson 1997) demonstrated, there is scope for im-
provement in such interventions, but fortunately Bank management is committed to doing
better, and to doing more, as noted in Chapters 2 and 3. The current clearly stated Bank
support for agricultural research in Rural Development: From Vision to Action (World
Bank 1997a), articulated as part of the 1997 Strategic Compact, is further evidence that the
influence of the CGIAR has been strong and sustained.

Bank financial support for the CGIAR, as we noted in Chapter 3, has come from Bank
earnings and has been processed through the Special Grant Program (SPG). The SPG has
recently come under the aegis of the Development Grant Facility (DGF). This shift has
come at a time of decreased Bank earnings from its loan portfolio. The result has been a
squeeze on all activities funded from earnings, including those handled through the DGE

The DGF has been establishing its own procedures and processes. Financial matters
concerning the CGIAR, which were once handled at a high level, are now one of many
items on the agenda of a group representing most parts of the Bank. Agriculture is only one
of nearly a dozen voices heard on the DGF Council. The DGF, moreover, has come into
existence with a mandate requiring that exit strategies be established for all its grants.
Emphasis is likely to be placed on smaller, shorter-term, initiating grants.

The clearly stated
Bank support for
agricultural
research in the
1997 Strategic
Compact 1s
further evidence
that the influence
of the CGIAR
has been strong
and sustained.
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Thus, the financial setring is changing—and in a way that is not likely to favor large,
long-term, institutional grants of the type provided to the CGIAR. The time has clearly
come to consider other potentially more sustainable ways of providing funding to the CGIAR.
We have briefly noted two very different approaches: (a) shifting CGIAR funds to the
regular Bank administrative budget administered by the Rural Sector Board (RSB) or to a
network such as Environmentally and Socially Sustainable Development (ESSD);> and (b)
establishing a CGIAR endowment or trust fund in the Bank. Both appear promising, but
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Other options or variants may well be possible. Any of these variants is likely to be more
complex and difficuit than the old pattern, but, unfortunately, the old pattern is probably
not sustainable under present circumstances. New funding models must be explored.

Bank Technical Interaction |th th CGIAR
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System and Centers, it is another question whether the Bank is contnbutmg as much as it
might, or in turn benefiting as much as it might, at the technical level. However, through
various mechanisms such as ESDAR and ENV/RDV activities, and those of AKIS Team
members, the connections appear to have begun to improve. Still, there appears to be more
of a disconnect between Bank programs and the Centers than is desirable.

There are probably a number of reasons for this gap, but one of the most obvious is that
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helping to expand operational bridges between the two institutions. It is not a job that can
be done by the CGIAR Secretariat; it has to be performed by someone who regularly works
with the program side of the Bank. Some of this kind of work used to be carried out by the
agricultural research adviser, but that position no longer exists in the same form.?
Another factor is that the Bank has not chosen to devote much start-up funding to
support linkage projects or programs. All of its CGIAR contribution is unrestricted, and no
other Washington-based funds appear to have been designated for linkage activities. The
only such efforts seem to come out of country loans. The CGIAR Finance Committee in
1993 favorably considered the designation of some of the Bank’s contributions for a Syn-
ergy Fund to support “TAC-approved initiatives of potential synergy with the Bank’s op-
erations” (p. 3), but the Bank does not seem to have pursued the matter. More recently,
there has been discussion of competitive or special grants, but these do not seem to have

been tied to Bank projects.

trative climate. Technicians can do a lot on their own, but they can accomplish much more
if their supervisor has a favorable view of the enterprise. This would mean building support
at the level of director and above—which, in turn, would require efforts by someone at a
comparable level in agriculture or concerned with agriculture. The recent decision of the
Bank to start recruiting new staff in agriculture, some of whom might well come from
CGIAR Centers, might encourage linkage activities.
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Looking Ahead

There will be a continuing need for public goods in the form of improved technologies and
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While scientific developments in some areas, such as biotechnology, may facilitate the pro-
cess, other developments, such as increasing concern with intellectual property rights and
national concerns about genetic resources, may complicate it further. Mother Nature, more-
over, constantly provides new biological challenges, sometimes in response to human mis-
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never show the same degree of interest in research in the poorer areas of the world as it does

in the more advanced regions.

Given the need for public research goods, the CGIAR System will continue to be of great
importance. The Centers offer an array of resources—biological {particularly the genetic
resources they hold in their genebanks), physical (laboratories, field stations, and plots),
and human (an experienced and well-trained international scientific staff). They are the
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hubsofac nated tem that has extensive ties with advanced research institutes in
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industrial countries and collaborative ties with scientists in developing countries. They deal
with both public and private sectors. The Centers’ presence in the developing nations may
stimulate entry and investment by the private sector. The System and Centers have amply
demonstrated their ability to respond to internal and external challenges.

The future capability of the System and Centers to carry out their present tasks and

adapt to new needs, however, will continue to depend to an uncomfortable degree on what
the W/nr]rl Bank does. As we have seen the
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spects of leader-
ship, management, and financing of the System. Any obvious weakening in any of these
areas could have significant implications, both in direct impact on that particular activity
or function, and indirect effects on the psychology of other donors and the other compo-
nents of the System. The Bank is the force that holds it all together.

The System provides an extraordinary resource for the betterment of society, but it can-

not be taken for granted It is very res1hent in some ways butis a “fraglle web” (IDRC
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management, and
financing of the
Weakening in
any of these
areas could have
significant
implications.
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Annex

World Bank Contributions to Non-CGIAR Centers

During the 1980s, the Bank began to contribute to several international agricultural re-
search centers and programs that were not in the CGIAR System. Some subsequently were
taken up by the CGIAR. The Special Grant Program (SGP) was the principal source of
funds, but perhaps not the only one.!

Fairly precise allocation data for the 1986 to 1992 period are provided in table A.1. It is
not certain when the first contributions were made; SGP documents list a contribution to
one of the centers (ICIPE, $1.3 million) in 1985, but do not include the others. The figures
included in SGP documents for the next five years are listed by function, rather than by
Center name, and do not exactly match. During the post-1992 period, four of the Centers
were absorbed into the CGIAR, and Bank funding appeared to continue as follows for four
of the others: ICIPE, IFDC, and IBSRAM were the same in 1992 and 1993 and showed a
slight increase in 1994 and 1995; AVRDC was listed for $550,000 in 1993 only.? The
grants appear to have ceased in 1996,

In the SGP documents, the grants were divided into two main categories: {1) an Agricul-
tural Research Linkage Fund (later informally known as a transition fund) and (2) initially

Table A.1: World Bank Contributions to Non-CGIAR Centers, 1986—-90
(thousands of dollars)

Center 1986 1987 1988 1989 1990 1991 1992
1. AVRDC 0 0 0 250 350 350 350
2. IBSRAM 0 ¢ 100 150 150 150 75
3. ICIPE 1,921 2,866 994 1,079 630 630 630
4. ICLARM 90 203 552 532 500 500 500
5. ICRAF 400 430 460 460 460 8100 CGIAR
6. IFDC 108 43 298 700 980 770 770
7. IIMI 19 850 750 614 500 500 CGIAR
8. INIBAP 0 0 0 100 100 100 CGIAR
9.1TC 0 0 0 400 400 400 400
Total 2,538 4,392 3,154 4,285 4,070 4,210 2,800

a. Includes IUFRO.

Source: 1986-20: Hennie Deboeck-De Zutter, “1986—1990 Funding of Non-Associated Centers,” (CGIAR Secretariat 1990,
pp. 10-22). 1991, 1992: Centers 1,2,4,7,8,9: Memorandum from Michel Petit and Alexander von der Osten to Winfried P.
Thalwitz (“Allocation of FY91 Linkage Fund Contributions”), December 18, 1990; memo from Shey Tata to Barbara Shear
{“FY92 Linkage Fund Commitments”), July 22, 1991. Centers 3,5,6: memo from Paul Isenman to Alexander von der Osten
(“FY91 CGIAR Budget™), July 17, 1990; memo from Zmarak Shalizi to V. Rajagopalan, L. Summers, and A. Shakow (“FY92
Special Grants Program™), June 11, 1991.
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ture (1988, 1989), and then listed as Researc h Management. The flrst group initially in-
ciuded irrigation management (Ih‘vﬂ), soils (IBSRAM), and aquaculture (ICLARM); by
1990, AVRDC, INIBAP, and ITC had been added. The second group included entomology
(ICIPE), forestry and agroforestry (ICRAF and IUFRO), fertilizer (IFDC), and a scattering
of other activities, some for only individual years. Funding provided through the Linkage

Fund, which the CGIAR Secretariat administered, was $2 million per year from 1988 to
ad tA ¢1 4 millian in 19902 €N Q 1”1 902 and a

, and then dropped to $1.4 million in 1992, $0.8 million 93, and appeare
cease in 1994. The second category averaged about $2.7 million annually from 1986 to
1991, and $2 miiiion from 1992 to 1993.

The term “transition fund” was not inappropriate. The grants were made in an effort to
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strengthen the nonassociated Centers, particularly those involved with natural resources, for
possible entry into CGIAR.? During this period, the CGIAR impact study of 1985 (Anderson,

Herdt, and Scobie 1988) and the TAC priorities and strategy paper of 1985 (TAC Secretanat
1987) had identified a number of t no ;
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meetmg, CGIAR asked TAC to undertake an examination of possible expansion in the num-
ber of Centers.* All those listed in table A.1 were included, along with TUFRO (TAC Secre-
tariat 1990). In May 1988, the Group decided to expand its work into natural resources.’ The
TAC report was first reviewed at the Fall 1990 meeting (CGIAR Secretariat 1990).
Meanwhile, the CGIAR Secretariat, in cooperation with the Office of Agriculture and

Rural Development, had not been idle. In January 1987 the Secretariat proposed the allo-
cation of SGP funds for ©

no e f1 p tn t
ation of SGP ftunds for “new WO

emporary [u
support to non-CGIAR centers whose work is judged by TAC to be vital to the success of
the Group.”¢ The fund was mentioned in a subsequent memo to the president of the Bank,
which noted that the initial three centers to be supported focused on resource management
and that their work was seen as underpinning parts of the technology-generation efforts of
the CGIAR.” Another memo nearly two vears later stated that “The CGIAR linkage fund
was estabhshed .to prov1de transitional support to non-CGIAR centers until the CGIAR
ion.”® When it did. the fund wa d out
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World Bank Contributions to SPAAR

The Special Program for African Agricultural Research (SPAAR) was conceived at the Mid-
Term Meeting of the CGIAR in Tokyo in 19835 by the Bank and a group of other donors.
concern about the weak 1nst1tut10nal capacu:y in NARSs in Sub-Sa-
es with the CGIAR
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There was growin
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rened to comnr nmic
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System, and a perception of difficulties in coordination among the concerned donors in
their many and varied interventions in this sector in Africa. The idea took concrete form in
1987 when a Reviewing Committee agreed on the objectives, and an institutional base for
the Secretariat was found in the Africa Regional Office of the World Bank. These objectives
included the strengthening of NARSs in Africa, improving donor coordination, exchanging
mformatmn and exploring collaborative research initiatives to address problems of wider

ionificance. It was recognized that there should be advantages in collabora-

LOSIIZLCC that there shou Muvm;;\—ub\/ 11 LU DO

tion among countries in producing technology for shared agroecological regions.
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SPAAR has sought to support research within a regional context and to initiate new
modes of cooperation among donors and NARSs in which the comparative advantages and
strengths of individual NARSs would be utilized. Four regional frameworks for action
have now been initiated and are beginning to make concrete contributions (Purcell and
Anderson 1997, box 9.1 , pp- 154--55). This concept is consistent wit th the proposition that
the size of agricultural sectors and the scarcity of funding and experienced staff in many
African countries prectude the independent development of complete coverage of all tech-
nology needs in each. Despite this, there is still some reticence among many donors to

adjust their support in accordance with defined priorities, rather than for the research areas

fhpv ha\m frqﬂlﬂnna“v anncnrpd Alcn fhp wﬂhnonecc nf nahmnq] governments to fu_nd_
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research outside their own borders has thus far not been as strong as it could have been,
although it seems that concrete progress is being made now.

The World Bank, through the SGP, has supported SPAAR consistently and has been the
dominant donor from the outset. The overall profile of support is set out in table A.2.
SPAAR has been subjected to two external reviews, first in 1993 and again in 1997-98.
The reviews were generally positive about the contmumg need for servicing of the type
offered kv SPA AP a]flr\r\nn'"\ thev w

ier YAL 1 they we ace of imnlementa

pace of implementa-
tion. The criticism mcluded such matters as insufficient attention being paid to articulation
of research policy in client countries and inadequate focus on gender issues in national
agricultural research efforts. The present intention is to scale back direct support for SPAAR
itself, put more focused effort into the smooth launching of the new (SPAAR-assisted)
Forum for Agricultural Research in Africa (FARA), with its greater attention to both stake-

holder engagement and greater mvolvement of universities, and to continue support for the

Table A.2: Worid Bank Cantributions to SPAAR, 1987-97

Bank Coniribution Total Contributions Bank

(in millions (in millions Proportion

Fiscal Year of nominal dollars) of nominal dollars) (percentage)
1987 0.23 0.23 98.6
1988 0.26 0.31 81.7
1989 0.39 0.39 99.3
1990 0.39 0.46 85.3
1991 0.47 0.74 63.1
1992 0.68 1.00 68.6
1993 0.88 1.60 55.0
1994 1.16 2.03 57.1
1995 1.72 1.82 94.5
1996 1.19 2.01 592
1997 0.60 1.29 46.5
Total 7.85 11.88 66.1

Sources: SPAAR Secretariat and SGP database, Worid Bank.



Endnotes

Preface

1. “Process Review of World Bank Grant Programs,” Report No. 18317, OED, July 22, 1998.

Chapter 1

1. Published sources are included in the References section at the end of this report. More informal documents and “gray” literature
items are mainly handled in footnotes. The line is fuzzy in the case of some CGIAR and TAC documents, and we may not always have
been consistent.

2. Data provided by CGIAR Secretariat, May 1998. The figure represents support for the approved research agenda. Additional
funding for nonagenda activities raised the total to $334 million.

3. Increased attention has been placed on Central Asia.
4. Two Centers, and a Center and a program, were merged, reducing the total number of Centers to 16.

5. A short summary of the major steps is provided by Serageldin (1996, p. ix). Two publications were issued after the Lucerne
Meeting under the general title of Renewal of the CGIAR: Sustainable Agriculture for Food Security in Developing Countries: Sum-
mary of Proceedings and Decisions, May 1995, and Background Documents on Major Issues, May 1993.

Chapter 2
1. For further details on the Forum, see CGIAR Secretariat 1998a, pp. 35-36.

2. A more comprehensive and up-to-date set of diverse study findings is provided in J. M. Alston, M. C. Marra, P. G. Pardey, and T.
J. Wyatt, “Research Returns Redux: A Meta-Analysis of the Returns to Agricultural R&D,” IFPRIL, EPTD Discussion Paper No. 38,
November 1998.

Chapter 3

1. The chairman is, by tradition, named by the president of the Bank, following consultation with other cosponsors and donors.

2. The incoming director of AGR was the former chairman of TAC, and the new director of ESDAR was the former director of
AGR. Conversations (there do not seem to be written records) suggest that several considerations may have been involved: the need to
reduce the heavy workload of the director of AGR; the desirability of providing an interval between service on TAC and assuming a
representational role for the Bank; and the compatibility of the representational function with the background and task of the new
director of ESDAR.
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3. The Bank made a “one-time only” additional grant of $20 million to be disbursed on a 1:2 ratio, with the new funds provided by
the donors to close an estimated gap of $60 million over 1994 and 1995. The funds came out of “savings from the 1994 budget.”
(Memoranda from Lewis Preston to the Executive Directors, May 12 and June 15, 1994.)

4. “The Development Grant Facility: A Proposal,” Strategy and Resource Management Partnerships Group, April 29, 1997 (draft),
p- 1 {fn. 1}.

5. “The Development Grant Facility: A Proposal,” op. cit., July 18, 1997 (final), p. 3. The first two additions to this category appcar
o have been: FY74, the Riverblindness (Onchocerciasis) Control Program; FY76, Research and Training in Tropical Diseases (Ibid.,
s, 32 33)
pp- 32, 33)

6. “Process Review of World Bank Grant Programs” {Report No. 18317, July 22, 1988), p. 13 (drawn from Memorandum to
Executive Directors, November 8, 1972); “The Development Grant Facility: A Proposal,” op.cit., April 29, 1997, p. 1, July 18, 1997,
p. 3; “Grant Financing of International Development Activities; Review of the Special Grants Program,” Committee on Cost Effective-
ness and Budget Practices, CEBP 91-1, January 23, 1991, p. 14; Kapur, Lewis and Webb (1997, p. 1084).

7. Ibid. Ttalics added.

Q  «Tl »

8. “The Development Grant Facility: A Proposal,” op. cit., (July 18), p.
Programs,” December 15, 1997, p. 2. The additional administratively funded grant activities include: through FY94, McNamara

o /' @y
05

Lmuatmg L\/Lernoranaum, Process Review Ol’ Grant

Fellow 'Sl" ip; EY93—FY97, Institutional D uer:lOpmf:ﬁt rund FY93, CHICIZETICY assistance to So maud, FY?S——FY‘)7 Consultative UIUUP
to Assist the Poorest, FY95, Rwanda Relief Fund, and the Preston education program. In addition, there are other basically one-time
crants from net incomelsurplus that are not mcluded. but which will be swent intg the DOE
6LCIJJ.LD LLUlll JACL ML OLLICs :ulylua tiiaL alu 11utL Lll\,luu\.u, L/l VWWILILE] VWil UG DVV\/FL ISCNSO B ELVEY SANS §

9. “Special Grant Program: FY97 Grant Allocations,” February 9, 1997, p. 2.

10. “Review of Special Grants Program,” memorandum from David W. Hopper to Barber B. Conable, April 28, 1988, p. 11. We
have also benefited from a discussion with Dr. Hopper about this matter. In his memo, he went on to comment about an alternative
course that would have the Bank “shepherd the CGIAR through an evolutionary change,” which over the longer run “should see the
emergence of a new CGIAR pattern that will need fewer resources to maintain a more focused program™ (p. 11). In reality, the Group
went on to add programs in natural resources in the early 1990s (see the Annex to this report).
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Robert Picciotto. We have discussed the report with Michel Petit, who was an alternate member of the Task Force.

11. “Grant Financing of International Development Activities: Review of the Special Grants Program,” October 9, 1990, pp. 3, 9,
JE N |
aca

o]

~

12. Memorandum from Barun Chatterjee, Secretary, SGP Oversight Committee (“Minutes of April 14 Meeting™), April 27, 1993.

13. The first known Secretariat paper on this issue is “Resource Allocation in the CGIAR—ROole of Incentives,” 12 pp. (attachment
to memorandum of May 17, 1991, from Alexander von der Osten). The fullest and most balanced treatment is provided in Wolfgang
Siebeck, Jean-Pierre Jacgmotte, and Ravi Tadvalkar, “Resource Allocation in the CGIAR—Does the Balancing Donor Concept Need
Adjusting?,” CGIAR Secretariat, September 21, 1993, 14 pp. A more limited treatment of pros and cons of the balancing concept is
provided in the “Issues Paper Prepared for the CGIAR Systems Review” on behalf of the Finance Committee (attachment § to the
“Report of the Twelfth Meeting of the CGIAR Finance Committee [October 25 and 29, 1997],” pp. 4-6).

14. We have benefited from the comments of Curtis Farrar, former Executive Secretary of the CGIAR, in drawing up the classifica-

15. Background information on the fund is provided in Baum (1986, pp. 165-66, 261); and “Principles and Policies for the
Stabilization Mechanism,” CGIAR Secretariat, March 9, 1990, 13 pp. A brief audit report of the program was prepared by Price
Waterhouse on November 29, 1994. '

16. Siebeck, Jacqmotte, and Tadvalkar, op.cit., p. 7; “Report of the First Meeting of the CGIAR Finance Committee, 20-21 October
1993,” CGIAR Secretariat, December 3, 1993, p. 3. Little information was found on the implementation of this policy.
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17. Memo from Robert Picciotto to Ernest Stern, “Special Grants Program (SGP)—FY93 Budget Envelope,” January 13, 1992,
p. 1.
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19. “Final Rep

£por
Meeting, May 23— 29,
establishment of the CGIAR (“Notes on

GIAR Secretariat, pp. 8-9. The idea of a Budget Review Committee was raised during the
Procedures and Cycles of Meetings of Consultative Group and TAC,” attachment to letter
from Harold Graves, Executive Secretary of the CGIAR to Joel Bernstein, USAID, November 22, 1971} and a proposal to establish such
a committee was considered in the second review of the CGIAR system (Second Review of the CGIAR, CGIAR, November 1981,

pp- 89-90). According to Baum, this proposal “had been the single most contentious matter of debate in the review committee™ (1986,
p. 149); much the same situation prevailed in the subsequent CGIAR meeting largely because of the question of membership. By
contrast, the establishment of the Finance Committee in 1993, when the Oversight Committee was also established, went very smoothly.
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20. Full citation in footnote 13.

21. Full citation in footnote 16.

22. “Report of the Second Meeting of the CGIAR Finance Committee, Rome, 28-29 March 1994,” CGIAR Secretariat, April 24,
1994, p. 12, “Report of the Fifth Meeting of the Finance Committee {(October 21 and 27, 1994),” CGIAR Secretariat, April 24, 1995,
p- 2, atfﬂchmnr‘t 2 (memo to Center Directors); “Report of the Eighth Meeting of the CGIAR Finance Committee (October 28 and

November 1995),” CGIAR Secretariat, March 14, 1996, p. 2.
23. This was, of course, a reversal of the policy followed by some donors in the 1980s noted earlier in the text.

24. This account draws from the “Report of the Ninth Meeting of the CGIAR Finance Committee” (May 1996), CGIAR Secre-
tariat, May 3, 1997, pp. 6-7 (“Modifications in CGIAR Financing Arrangements”) (also attached to “Chairman’s Letter to the Heads
of Delegation,” June 28, 1996). The expression of percentages has been modified here for expository purposes. At the meeting reference
was made to the 15 percent of total funding to be provided by the Bank, which in turn was divided into 12 1o 13 percent for the DFR
match and 2 to 3 percent for the remainder. The idea of a reserve fund to help cope with fluctuations in donor contributions was
presented in a Secretariat note, “Strengthening CGIAR Finances,” September 26, 1996, 2 pp.

25. Again, these percentages have been transformed from those used at the meeting: 9 percent for the DFR match, 4 percent for the
one-time payment, and 1 percent each for competitive grants and the System reserve (for a total of 15 percent).

26. “Report of the Tenth Meeting of the CGIAR Finance Committee” (October 26, November 1, 1996). CGIAR Secretariat, May

5,1997, p. 3. This report was presented in terms of some dollar figures and some percentages, and a certain amount of interpolation has
been done.

27. In 1996, the actual expenditures for CGIAR committees out of the Secretariat budget were: NGO, $73,000; private sectog,

$52,000; and genetic resources, $12,000, for a total of $137,000 (“CGIAR Business Plan, FY97-99,” CGIAR Secretariat, August 29,
1996, p. 15).

28. “Report of the Eleventh Meeting of the CGIAR Finance Committee (May 24 and 27, 1997),” CGIAR Secretariat, December 1,
1997, p. 2.

bl
29. “Report of the Twelfth Meeting of the CGIAR Finance Committee (October 25 and 29, 1997),” CGIAR Secretariat, December
1, 1997, p. 4. During the meeting, the $33 million was thought of as representing 11 percent of the Bank’s 15 percent contribution, or
the 73.3 percent reported on the table. One member of the committee felt strongly that 10 percent (or 66.7 percent) was a more
appropriate figure, and it will be the base figure for 1999 discussions.

30. This has also, to follow-up on fn. 23, encouraged a reversal of the situation experienced in the 1980s, and encouraged Centers
and donors to classify everything as “approved agenda” in order to qualify for Bank matching funds.
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31. These have been referred to as the “heartland” of the System by one donor-participant. An elaboration of this concept and an
alternative approach are provided in Robert B. Bertram, “Strengthening the Heartland: Fortifying System-Level Support of CGIAR
Strategic Research,” USAID/G/EGAD/AFS, draft, March 14, 1997, 6 pp.

32. On a more general policy level, IFPRI has had extensive interaction with the World Bank in collaborative research, consulta-
tions, and two-way movement of staff. Perhaps the best-known product of this collaboration was Krueger, Schiff, and Valdés (1991,
1992). Also, see Lipton and van der Gaag (1993). Further detail will be provided in a forthcoming history of IFPRI by Curtis Farrar.

33. “Report on an Audit of CGIAR Reporting Arrangements,” Internal Auditing Department, FY 95-53, June 29, 1995, 17 pp.,
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34. Memorandum from Alexander von der Osten to Christine Stover (“CGIAR FY 1998-2000 Business Plan’
Attachment A, p. 4.

35. “Grant Financing of International Development Activities: Review of the Special Grants Program,” Committee on Cost Effec-
tiveness and Budget Practices, October 9, 1990, pp. 6, 7, 20.

36. “Report on an Audit of the Special Grants Program,” Internal Auditing Department, FY96-06, July 31, 1995, pp. 1, 3-4, 9-13.
37. “Review of Special Grants Program,” memo from W. David Hopper (SVPPR) to Barber B Conable, April 28, 1988, p. 3-6.

38. Memoranda from Lewis Preston to the Executive Directors, May 11 and June 15, 1994.

1. The earliest examples include: CIAT in the 1980s, November 1981; CIMMYT Looks Ahead—A Planning Report for the 1980s,
July 1980; Tasks for the Eighties: A Long-Range Plan, IITA, June 1981; and IRRI Long-Range Planning Committee Report, February
1979.

2. Report of the First Review Committee, CGIAR, January 1977, pp. 98-100; Report of the [Second] Review Committee, CGIAR,
November 1981, pp. 71-76; “Budgeting, Financial Management and Reporting in the CGIAR” (the Clifford Report), October 1985
(considered as agenda item 5 at MTM in May 1986).

3. “Resource Allocation in the CGIAR,” CGIAR Secretariat, August 1990, p. 1 (the McWilliam report reviewed at ICW 1990 as
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agenda item 10). Also see: TAC/CGIAR (1994, pp. 195-96); and “CGIAR Medium-Term Resource Allocation, 1994-1598; Analysis

and Recommendations,” TAC Secretariat, September 1993, p. 3 (considered at ICW 1993 as agenda item 16).

4. “CGIAR Priorities and Strategies for Resource Allocation During 1998-2000,” TAC Secretariat, April 1997, 87 pp. plus 88 pp.
of Annexes (considered at MTM 1997). For further details on the annual process, see “CGIAR Resource Allocation: Developing and
Financing the CGIAR Research Agenda,” CGIAR Secretariat, Financial Guidelines Series No. 4, revised November 1997, 25 pp.

5. “Medium-Term Resource Allocation 1998-2000: Center Proposals and TAC Recommendations,” TAC Secretariat, April 1997,
62 pp.

6. “1998 Financing Plan: TAC Observations,” TAC Secretariat, October 1997, 7 pp.

Alston, Norton, and Pardey (1995, pp. 473-74, 494-98) have expressed some constructively critical concerns about this scoring

Drocess.
r

8. Background on the Center review process is provided in Selcuk Ozgediz, “Evaluating Research Institutions: Lessons from the
CGIAR,” January 16, 1998 (draft), and Baum (1986, pp. 96-99). The first review was of IRRI in 1976; followed by CIMMYT, 1976;
CIAT, 1977; and IITA and ICRISAT in 1978.
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Development Dialogue, 1996: 1-2, 61-64. Mooney, the most vocal proponent of the review, subsequently was appointed to one of the
panels.

23. Details are provided in “CGIAR System Review: Proceedings of the First Panel Meeting, October 27~31, 1997, Washington,
D.C.,” CGIAR System Review Secretariat, 38 pp.

24, The report (CGIAR Secretariat 1998d) was tabled as “CGIAR System Review Report,” September 30, 1998, ICW/98/06,
CGIAR Secretariat, Washington, D.C.

25. “Examination of the Roles and Performance of the CGIAR Secretariat,” Report of the CGIAR Oversight Committee, July 21,
1988, 23 pp.; “Report of the TAC Secretariat Review Team,” June 7, 1989, 48 pp. (One of the authors of this report [DGD] partici-
pated in both reviews.)

26. Another important and neglected dimension is the link between rural poverty and land degradation (e.g., Malik 1998).
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27. A useful summary is provided in Julian M. Alston and Philip G. Pardey, “Research Evaluation Reguirements in the CGIAR,” a

report commissioned by the Impact Assessment Task Force for the Public Awareness and Resource Mobilizatlo Committee of the
CGIAR, April 1995, pp. 21-25.

5 r'r

28. “Report of the Study Panel on the CGIAR’ Long-Term Governance and Financing Structure,” CGIAR Secretariat, September
30, 1994, pp. 20-21.

29. Summary of Proceedings and Decisions, CGIAR Mid-Term Meeting, Nairobi, May 22-26, 1995, CGIAR Secretariat, July
1995, p. 55.

30. Summary of Proceedings and Decisions, International Centers Week, Washington, D.C. October 30-November 3, CGIAR

31. This discussion builds on some comments by Selcuk Ozgediz in “The CGIAR Model: Principles, Challenges, Prospects,”
CGIAR Secretariat, February 4, 1993, pp. 13-14.

32. Memorandum from Selcuk Ozgediz to Donald Winkelmann and Alexander von der Osten (“External Review Process: Refine-
ments Suggested by the Secretariats™), March 6, 1998, p. 5 in “Centre-Commissioned External Reviews,” TAC Secretariat, March
1998 (agenda item 5, TAC 74). By comparison, the direct costs of 15 Center reviews conducted over the 1980-86 period averaged
$115,600 (Ruttan, op. cit., Table 3.1, p. 35; Fuglie and Ruttan 1989, p. 375).

33. Ozgediz recently estimated that the indirect costs of rganizing a review, including costs incurred by the Secretariats, are roughly
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1. Quality-Protein Maize, National Academy Press, Washington, D.C., 1988.

2. The divisions between the categories are a bit arbitrary. In the case of IFPRI, for example, all of the work is classified under policy
(88 percent in 1996) and strengthening NARSs (12 percent), whereas programs re\armg to nrndn_(‘nvlrv and protecting the environment
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exist, but are not counted. Thus, a more focused inquiry on a specific area might produce somewhat different numbers.

3. Changes in retail wheat prices in India from 1961 to 1992, as well as changes in wheat production, are summarized in a chart
presented by Pabhu Pingali and M. Shah of CIMMYT at an India Day celebration in New Delhi in April 1998; it is expected to be
published in the proceedings of that event.

4. The price data are also available for government support or procurement price, farm harvest price, and wholesale price. When the
four series were compared, they followed a generally similar pattern, but there were some notable exceptions. Similar data are provided

IOI' Colombia (altnougn for proaucer pI‘lCGS and in separate graan) for the perloa from the late 1950s to the early 17708 Dy Pachico
(1996).

5. Donald Mitchell, “Promoting Growth in Bangladesh Agriculture,” Development Prospects Group, Development Economics,
World Bank, draft, March 18, 1998, p. 6 (presents chart; back-up data provided by Mitchell).

6. “Evolution of the CGIAR: Briefing for the CGIAR System Review Working Group Meeting,” CGIAR Secretariat, August 2.5,
1997.

7. J. M. Alston, M. C. Marra, P. G. Pardey, and T. J. Wyatt, “Research Returns Redux: A Meta-Analysis of the Retarns to Agricul-

tural R&D,” IFPR], EPTD Discussion Paper No. 38, November 1998.

8. “Transcripts of Proceedings,” CGIAR, ICW 1997, October 28, 1998, pp. 38-39.
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ENDNOTES

9. Ibid., pp. 59-60

10. “Report of the Fourth External Programme and Management Review of the Centro Internacional de Mejoramiento de Maiz y
Trigo (CIMMYT),” TAC Secretariat, April 1998, p. xv (further discussion on pp. 26-27).
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1986, 97 pp., plus annexes (agenda item 6, MTM 1986).
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12. John Walsh, “Wide Crossing: WARDA in Transition, 1987-1996”. The study was done by Walsh—a former reporter for
Science who is familiar with CGTAR—on his own initiative, but with the cooperation of WARDA.

13. “ISNAR Medium-Term Plan, 1999-2001,” April 1998, 80 pp.

14. “Report of the 15th Meeting of the CGIAR Oversight Committee,” Brasilia, May 23, 24, and 27, 1998, CGIAR Secretariat,
June 22, 1998, p. 2.
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Agcaoili-Sombilla, and Perez (1995).
Chapier 6

1. It is difficult to be precise because definitions vary somewhat between Centers and because there are several different categories.
Recent data indicate that internarionally recruited staff in the research and research-support category, including both scientists hired by
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in 1997. If research-support staff are sorted out, and are estimated to average roughly 5 per Center, the total is reduced to 729. If the
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Yy Otners are ucuuLLcd, the number is reduced to 677. \ucuvcu ITom aata pi‘()'v'idi‘:d in “Financial S SUMiMmary, 1999~
Medium-Term Plans,” CGIAR Secretarla March 19,1998, table 8, p. 9; also discussions with CGIAR Secretariat, March 25,
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2. Calculated from the data provided in the annexes of the annual CGIAR Financial Report, issued by the CGIAR Secretariat. The
data are not, as mentioned in footnote 1, always fully comparable because of changes in definition of international staff, both between
Centers and from year to year within a Center (this happened in one Center in 1996, and the 1995 figure has been carried forward).

3. Based on data prepared for the CGIAR Finance Committee by the CGIAR Secretariat, May 1998. Unrestricted attribution
funding is, in practice, much more like unrestricted than specific unrestricted funding.
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dropped from 77 percent in 1993 to 48 percent in 1997. In the case of the natural resource Centers, the pattern over the same period

5. Lewin {1982 pp. 866—-67). One member of TAC was quoted as saying—prematurely as it turned out—that “We are now at a
point where we might have to contemplate closing a Center.”

6.1In 1996, total “institutional” funding available to the System was $194.9 million, of which $44.9 million, or 23.04 percent, was
provided by the World Bank. Total agenda funding was $304.1 million, of which $44.9 million, or 14.76 percent, came from the Bank.
The 23.04 percent is 1.56 times as large as the 14.76 persent. (CGIAR 1996 Financial Report, p. 32).
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8. There is one situation where the level of Bank funding could be automatically reduced under the existing rules of play. This would
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occur if the matching funds provided by other donors were reduced sufficiently to bring the Bank contribution above the 15 percent
level (it was 14.1percent in 1997 and could be as little as 13.4 percent in 1998). Presumably, the Bank contribution would then be
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lowered to keep it within the 15 percent level. This would, of course, accentuate the financial problems of the Centers, but that is the
nature of the matching fund arrangement.

9. This idea is by no means new, as alluded to earlier (in Chapter 3) in the 1993 discussion of the SGP.

1. See, for example: “To Quell Riots, Zimbabwe Plans Price Controls on Basic Foods,” New York Times, January 22, 1998, p. A9;
“Newly Jobless (and Newly Angry) Upset Indonesia,” New York Times, January 29, 1998, p. A3.

2. During FY98, ESDAR was assigned to fall within RDV for budgetary, and more recently, for administrative oversight as well,
including a review of its role and function. The review (presented to the Rural Sector Board July 20, 1998) was chaired by one of us
(JRA) and drew upon material in the draft of this section of this report.
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1 Adviser: Research in September 1998. The position description contains three
components (a) managing Bank support to the CGIAR,
er
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(b) managing policy dialogue and strategic partnerships in the global R&D
system, and {c) providing strategic input into Bank operati
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4. The figure peaked at $25.2 million in 1992 and then dropped by half to $12.8 million, in 1993. This information was compiled
from the annual audited financial reports of the Centers, with some further follow-up in a few cases. It has not been tabulated since
1993.

5. It is difficult to track the overall extent of such activities in the System from Secretariat documents because of changes in
classification and reporting over time. Currently, some such projects are counted as part of the Agreed Agenda and some are not. The
audited Center financial reports, noted above, seem to be the best source.

6. “Report of the First Meeting of the CGIAR Finance Committee, 21-22 October 1993,” CGIAR Secretariat, December 3, 1993,
pp. 4, 5,7, 8.

7. “Report of the Ninth Meeting of the CGIAR Finance Committee” (May 1996), CGIAR Secretariat, May 5, 1997, pp. 6-7.

8. “Report of the Tenth Meeting of the CGIAR Finance Committee” (October 1996), May 3, 1997, p. 3; “Report of the Eleventh
Meeting of the CGIAR Finance Committee,” May 24 and 27, 1997, p. 2.

9. One reviewer, formerly associated with the CGIAR Secretariat, expressed the concern that such a program could be “administra-
tively costly, and generate needs for appraisal and management well beyond its value.”

10. One view is that the overall situation will not change a great deal while the current chairman of the CGIAR is in place, but that
this could change When the day comes that he moves on. Then the question will arise whether the chair should continue to be the vice
president for special programs or revert back to the vice president for vxronmentally and socially sustainable development. Should
closer financial and technical ties be developed with the operations q\de of the Bank, as discussed in this repart, the latter option
would—other things being equal—appear to merit increased consideration.

Nhantas O

uvllapicl 0
1. Dana G. Dalrvmnle. “Improved Monitorine of CGIAR Center Onerations.” USAID/G/EG/AFS. draft 1. Anril 1. 1997 n. §.
1. Dana G. Dalrymple, “Improved Monitoring of CGIAR Center Operations,” USAID/G/EG/AFS, drafc 1, April 1, 1997 p. §

2. In the language of the “Process Review of World Bank Grant Programs” (Report No. 18317, July 22, 1998), this would be an
example of “mainstreaming” the grant activities into network or country programs.

3. Some key elements, however, will be restored in the new agricultural adviser: research position, which was advertised in Septem-
ber 1998.
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ENDNOTES

Annex

1. The SGP documents reviewed were: Memorandum from W. David Hopper to B. Conable (“Review of Special Grants Program”™)
February 4, 1988; memorandum from W. David Hopper to Barber B. Conable {“Review of the Special Grants Program”) February 28,
1988; memorandum from Gregory K. Ingram to Distribution (“PPR FY90 Management Contract”), August 24, 1989, p. 36; memo-
randum from Paul Isenman to Alexander von der Osten (“FY91 CGIAR Budget™), July 17, 1990; memorandum from Zmarak Shalizi
to V. Rajagopalan, L. Summers, and A. Shakow (“FY92 Special Grants Program”), June 11, 1991; memorandum from R. Picciotto to
Ernest Stern (“Special Grant Program (SGP}—FY93 Budget Envelope”); memorandum from Barun Chatterjee to Distribution (“R96
Special Grants”), September 27, 1994.

2. The summary of the April 14, 1993, meeting of the SGP Oversight Committee, contained the following entry: “AVRDC: The

7

S L [ Y b I SR _ . 11 - I R B 1 Ve Y & SN o I h 5 WP [ - Y of (e & ] 2N TT. .. 4007
€arler decCislon to disConunue tne grant, winicn wds €ndorsed Dy e UINCE OI e rresiacnt, was rédrmrmed  (p. 3). Up to 17795,

AVRDC had been included in the Linkage Fund (discussed in the next paragraph).
3. Personal communication from Curtis Farrar, April 6, 1998.

4. “Proceedings and Summary Conclusions, Consultative Group mieeting, May 16-20, 1998, Berlin,” CGIAR Secretariat, pp. i,
10-16.

5. “Summary of Proceedings and Decisions, Consultative Group Meeting, May 1-June, 1989, Canberra, CGIAR Secretariat, July
17, 1989, pp. i, 25-28. Special attention was given to forestry.

7. Memorandum from W. David Hopper to Barber B. Conable, op.cit., p. 6, para. 15.

8. Memorandum from Michel Petit and Alexander von der Osten to Wilfried P. Thalwitz (“Allocation of FY91 Linkage Fund
Contributions”}, December 18, 1990.
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