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Abstract—In the years prior to independence, farmers had access to the international market

through the production of export crops which at that time received considerable input from

reuarch. Access to export crops has dwindled, wppurl for research by national governments

g, human funding

and lhe food crhls has taken on poli! The P that direct importation

of western technology can solve the problems of Africa is no longer valid in the face of several

fallures. The challenge to national agricuitural research systems and the problems associated

with the |enernlon or adapting of 'armr-orlented, Ioc-tlon-lpcclﬂc technologles for
Pr lon are are drawn from India and an

agenda for -ctlon, Iuvolvln. national governments, the inter agricultural

centres and donors, in resolving these problems Is presented.

Key Words: Sub-Saharan Africa, agricul research, appropriate BY.
P , policies, g donors, funding, priorities, management

Résumé—Dans les années avant | P des s ont eu accés au marché
international grice i la production des cultures d’exportation qul bénéficiaient alors d’une
forte contribution de Ia recherche. Mals, maintenant, I’accés aux cultures d’exportation a
baissé, le soutien & la recherche par des puvernemenh natlonaux est peu satisfaisant, le
développement des ressources est | le fi par des balileurs de
fonds est non coordonné et la crise alimentaire revét une grande importance politique. La
supposition que I'importstion directe de la, I peut les
problémes de 1’Afrique n’est plus valable face aux plu-kurl échecs. Le défl aux systémes
nationaux de recherche agricole et les pr liés & 1a création ou & | P des
technologles lppropr“n aux r(llull spécifiques et visées aux paysans dans le cadre de la
P ag Des tirés de I'Inde et un programme
fal app 80! aux derecherche
l(rkole ainsl qu'nu ballllurl dc fonds en vue de ré ces p sont p és.

Mots Clés: Afrique sub- i gri produits, spproprice,
humai iti bailleurs de fonds, financement, priorités, gestion
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INTRODUCTION
When Paddock and Paddock (1967) published
‘their famous book, Famine — 1975! in which they
described India as a hopeless case, Africa was not
considered to have a food problem. However,
while India now has several million tonnes of
grain stocks, sub-Saharan Africa (SSA), formerly
a food-exporting region has become a net food
importer. The situation in SSA has wi d 10
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Research Centres (IARCs) and the domnor
community.

CAN AFRICA’S NARS GENERATE ITS
OWN TECHNOLOGY?

The answer 1o this question is a definite yes,
bu( the evidence dates from the years before
P . 1930-1959. However, when

the extent that donors are frantically searching for
ways and means of arresting what is seen as an
impending calamity.

The international community, spear-headed

viewed from current perspectives, and in general
for NARS of SSA, the answer is a probable no
with the following exceptions, Kenya, Nigeria
and Zimbabawe. Several African NARS were

by lhe World Bnnk g that national
de p is upon d
agricultural developmcm has sunk several
billions of dollars into various sectors of
agriculture. In recent ycars, the national
agricultural research systems (NARS) of SSA
have been the focus of this drive. National
Agricultural Research Systems include all

a4

effective p of technologies that were of
benefit not only within their own national
boundaries but served to enhance the agricultural
production of neighbouring countrics. Examples
of such success stories come from Zimbabwe,
Kenya and Zaire.

The Kenya maize programme produced high-
yielding hybrids in the late 50s and early 60s that

org ns — ag
extension services, universities and colleges —
with the capacity to conduct research, train
individuals and/or extend results that are relevant
to agricultural development.
Pracucally everyone, governments, donors,
s, policy-makers, social

lted in a significant increase in maize
production in the then East African Community.
InZi ¢, the develop of hybrid maize,
SR-52in 19601is a classic examplc of a technology
generated by NARS. The distinctive feature of the
Zimbabwe story was that this hybrid was
developed from local germplasm, whereas the

scholars on Africa, agree on the factors that have
contributed and still contribute to the African

dilemma: poorly conceived objectives,
inadequately traincd h personnel, under-
staffing and under-funding, structural

inadequacies, poor co-ordination bctween

Kenya case was a cross between a local variety
and one introduced from Ecuador.

Another example comes from Zaire, the
Belgian Congo at the time under consideration.
The success story of oil palm and rice research of
the national agricul hservice, INEAC,

research and agricultural lop
poor institutional links, absence of mcenuves.
multiple, unco-ordinated, and inappropriate
donor funding, importation of non-adaptable
technology, etc.

In recent years, the documentation on African
agricultural development and NARS has grown to

ayY bi in northern Zaire had far reaching
effects on the oil palm industry in Nigeria, Cote
d’Ivoire, Malaysia and Indonesia (Eicher, 1967;
Hartley, 1970). Ninety per cent of the upland rice
variety that is grown in Nigeria today is INEAC’s
0.S.6 variety.

Other pl lude the develop of
rust-resistant wheat in Kenya, improved tea
clones in castern Africa, cotton in Uganda and

such prop that it a significant
portion of the world’s bexl libraries.
Unfortunately most of the existi i

describe the same scenarios and prescribe the
same remedies. Therefore, rather than give the
lassical analytical di of the role of
NARS, I pose a question, In the search for an
answer. I draw on hmoncll evidence, present the

:eek llels from India and
by synth _,um.l ',uucuouplln
which add the i roles of |
governments, NARS, International Agricultural

Nigeria, gr in Nigeria and Sencgal,
soybean and cotton in Zimbabwe, coconut in Cote
d'Ivoire, sorghum in Uganda, coffee in Kenya,
Zaire and Cote d'Ivoire, cocoa in Ghana and
Nigeria and pyrethrum and sisal in Kenya and
Tanzania.

While it may be argued that the above
examples come from Africa’s colonial past, there
are NARS today whose indigenous research
personnel are generating viable technologies.
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Kenya's 1986 food policy is today structured to
provide security, export and home consumption,
to raise farm income and earn foreign exchange.
This strategy has been developed around what is
defined as seven essential commodities namely,
coffee, tea, maize, wheat, horticultural crops, milk
and meat. Along similar lines, maize production
in Zimbabwe has tripled from independence in
1980 to 1987 (Rohrbach, 1988). In Nigeria, in
spite of a reduced sup for h from the
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could possibly lay their hands on. The West Africa
Cocoa Research Institute (WACRI) in Ghana
which had served both Ghana and Nigeria until
1962 was dissolved and Nigeria established its
own Cocoa Research Institute of Nigeria (CRIN)
and WACRI became CRIG, the Cocoa Research
Institute of Ghana. CRIG later diversified its
effort into other crops: coffee and kolanuts. A
similar fate was experienced by the West African

Federal Government, sorghum cultivars for beer
production have been developed. Cowpea
cultivars developed by the Institutes of
Agricultural Research in Samaru, Zaria and
Moore Plantation, Ibadan are in high demand by
farmers. Maize hybrids from the National Cereals
Rescarch Institute in Ibadan are being widely
grown. But the successes of today do not in any
way compare with those of the colonial period.
The obv:ous quesuon is: Why are Africa’s NARS

Institute for Oil Palm Research (WAIFOR) which
after Nigeria's independ b NIFOR and
then later expanded its responsibility to cover all
sorts of palms. Both Ghana and Nigeria have paid
for this by losing the oil palm and cocoa markets
to Malaysia and Indonesia.

The dissipation of Africa’s leadership in these
vital commodities was not only the result of an
over in the of d;
crops. In NIFOR, thanks to Nigeria's crude oil
boom, staff positions increased by 2000-fold
between 1955 and 1970 with two thirds of its staff

not g logies today? The
o lhls quesuon date from the penod ding the
present political and p thathave

overtaken sub-Saharan Africa.

INSTITUTIONAL CHANGES DURING
THE POST-INDEPENDENCE PERIOD

Many African leaders in their efforts

in admini ion! Most of NIFOR's budget is

used to pay the salaries of |ls overwhelming
ive staff and h receives little or

no funding. Similarly, the East African

Agricultural and Foresl.ry Research Organization

(EAAFRO) was d led after ind d

It had become understaffed and under political

to shed all vestiges of their colonial past took
drastic steps that destroyed the foundations upon

from gover EAAFRO
recruued fresh graduates and unqualified

which their newly emerging national status could
have developed into nation-states. Nyerere in
Tanzania abolished local government and farm
co-operatives in the 70s only to admit much later
that “there are certain things 1 would not do if I
were to start again” (Nyerere, 1984). But at least
he admitted failure in this respect and was
instrumental in reversing his decision later on.
Nkrumah however scrapped Ghana's extension
service and Sckou Toure sent the French packing
out of Guinea soon after independence and
plunged their countries almost a quarter century
back in time! But the ignorance that was fostered
by misplaced enthusiasm in the fathers of Pan-
Africanism is today surpassed by the short-
nghloduenohomeof“nca sluderswhofml

di staff, The political turmoils that
overtook the East African Community saw the
death of EAAFRO.

CURRENT IN-COUNTRY SUPPORT FOR
AGRICULTURAL RESEARCH

Most African governmenls have a bmscd view

of the role of agriculture in national
and this attitude is translated into the weak suppon
that is given to agricultural research. During the
first 10 years after independence, governments
placed emphasis on industrial and urban
development, improving the literacy level and
social services. At the nme ume. the political
pport for y when
there was the need to invest in research to improve

to sec indig h as a
prerequisite to reluble food surpluses which is a
precondition for the development and expansion
of the industrial sector.

With independence, several countries vied to
establish as many research institutions and
conduct rescarch on as many commoditics as they

ivity and i in diverse farming
lymms While some support for cash crops
(coffee, tea, cocoa, oil palm, rubber and cotton)
continued, research on food crops received little
or no emphasis except for some staples (cassava
in Tanzania, rice and cassava in Zaire and maize
in Zimbabwe and Kenys).
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in SSA ranges from 0.1% o shghﬁy above 2% of
the agr | gross duct (GNP). A
urgelﬁgunofl%ls d desirable and
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and several others receive substantial funds from
donors for recurrent expenditures of their NARS.
The response of donors to Africa’s crises is

P

<0.5% as inappropriate (SPAAR, 1987). In 1980,
Mali, Senegal and Burkina Faso spent only an
average of 0.91% of their GNP on research. In
1983, the Government of Mali allocated $1.25 M
to the Institut d’Economie Rurale (IER), which
was only 40% of IER’s budget to pay salaries of
715 local staff as well as fund operational
activities and meet recurrent costs. Burkina Faso
allocated $715,000 in 1983 to the Institut
Burkinabe de Recherche Agronomique et
Zootechnique. Senegal did not set up a university
level faculty in agriculture until 19 years after
independence (Eicher, 1986). In Nigeria both
politicians and the military agree on one thing:
that university professors are intellectually
arrogant and must be subdued. The budget
allocated to research is hardly sufficient to pay
salarics. Less than 50% of Zambia's research
budget comes from government funds. Only
recently did T blish a state agri

dictable, but most p: y conditioned by
polmcal affiliations. Dnmnuc t‘ood crises send
donors vying for the “big brother” position in
tonnage of food aid. In other circumstances, there
is a frenzied response with a flood of overnight
consultants and experts,extrapolating incoherent
strategies that are unfortunately impiemented
with little or no ding of the probl
And some of these so-called cxperts may have, at
best, only spent a few weeks in Africa!

The of foreign efforts in
NARS of SSA is often beyond the management
capabilities of national systems. For example, in
1984, the USAID had approximately 1000 active
projects in 35 countries in Africa (Eicher, 1986).
In Rwanda, the World Bank in one project alone
endorsed hon 17 Many of
these projects are not mlegrated within NARS and
they distort prog! pecially when
they cease. The often cited project efficiency,

university (Eicher, 1989).

But in political rallies and government white
papers, national leaders continue to emphasize
agriculture as the “priority of priorities” and

age farmers (o p more food, withou!
they themselves, providing the basic support to
the research arm of agriculture.

DONOR ASSISTANCE — BLESSING OR
BANE!

A significant number of NARS exist only
gh donors, although it is questionable if this

h

and need for autonomy are
of less imporiance to the overall efficiency and
existence of NARS. Several donors are noted for
their short duration, over-financed projects (2- 5
years), poorly ptualized with misp
objectives, large number of commodities, quick
impact generating activities (buildings and
vehicles), multiplicity of projects at the same time
and for the same NARS and unco-ordinated
support for the same projects. The obvious effects
are that the absorptive capaci ofNARS‘
0 hed and their effi

Several NARS also recognize the obvious
failures of donor-sponsored projects which
donors th lves to fund and into

hed

is an Lage or a disi w self-reli

and development. A major drawback in the
fi ial and technical that is provided
1o Africa is that many are not requested by the
recipient countries but are undertaken at the
insistence of different donors and as such, are
often modelled after donors’ perception of what
the recipient needs (Nwanze, 1988; Uma Lele and
Goldsmith, 1989). As a result, donors are paying
for a large shxre oflm research budget in several

which they pump millions of dollars (Zurek, 1985;
Cemea, 1985; World Bank, 1988; Eicher, 1984,
1988). Half of the World Bank’s research and
devel (R&D) projects in SSA are known to
have wully failed (World Bank, 1988). This is an
unnecessary investment in inappropriate
technologies. In Malawi, small holders did not
adopt the new dent varieties of maize, because
they prefer flint types for processing and
consumption under village conditions. Dent

Afri q y several di

of NARS l‘induaneundun-ntodmnmber
than their governments to obtain extra funds and
governments in tum not only withold, but refuse
to support their own NARS ontil donor funding is
assurod. Ghana, Mali, Niger, Rwanda, Sencgal,
Zambia, Burkina Faso, Malawi, Lesotho, Gambia

maize is planted mainly on larger holdings. In
northern Nigeria, small holders did not adopt
technologies developed for sole-cropping since
they grow cereal-cowpea crop mixtures. Although
donors are pumping millions into Somalia each
year, it is not achieving the objective of building
the national capacity of Somalia’s NARS.
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But why do gover inue to
such donor projects? They are prestigious
especially when block and mortar structures are
uvolved they create jobs, stabilize their
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the more than 700 research professionals in the 8
Sahelian countries nearly one third were
expatriates. Similarly in Cote d’Ivoire, out of 201

divert and permit them to
shift funds into other sectors. But the anti-climax

hers in agriculture only 28% are Ivoirean
nationals. The others are expatriate staff. This
ﬁgm is wpped by Mozambique where 83% of

is the negative impact on NARS. are exp Very few
of the ional and in
IS HUMAN RESOURCE A CONSTRAINT Sahelun West Africa have training beyond the
TO NARS? Ag Dipl Less than 10% of

lhe 531 ional have postgrad
Many donors, African and degr This is in sharp contrast to the figures for

students on African agricultural lesearch have
argued that the overlying problem of NARS is the
shortage of well-trained staff (Uma Lele and
Goldsmith, 1989; Nwanze, 1988; World Bank,
1985, 1987; Eicher, 1986), although in some
countries new agricultural graduates are unable to
find employment (Rocheteau et al., 1988). But the
seeming uudcr-slafﬁng in some NARS is also lhe
resultof an to

10 countries in eastern and southern Africa where
in 1987, 1570 research staff had at least a B.Sc.
degree. Forty-six per cent of this number, which
does not include certificate and diploma holders,
had either an M.Sc. or Ph.D. (Mukiibi and Omari,
1989).

The issue is not only one of numbers, but also
of quality. A good proportion of NARS

into every possible commoduy (even when they
are not of sufficient national importance to
warrant any research effort) and an expansion into
non-research areas such as plantation
management, processing plants, distribution and
sale of produce. Consequently, a large proportion
of the already meagre research budget is used to
pay staff salaries at the expense of the overall
quality of research. For example, personnel
salaries accounted for 80% of the operational
budget of Kenya in 1987, 70% in Malawi in 1985
and 90% in Nigeria in 1988 (World Bank, 1985,
1987; FAO/World Bank, 1988).

One major consequence is that, not only is
there insufficient financial support for actual
research, research support services also become
totally neglected. For example, there are very

hers are mappropnale both in their skills
and to h whichrequi
high levels of expertise and commitment, In
several countries of SSA, returning home from
overseas g with a orp
degree is still “looked upon as the ulumale
and the acquisition of an

position of authority and privilege. Few Africans
recogmze that there is a gestation period of 10-15
years b the of gradi

ining and the productive h years of the
individunl. With this attitude, many are never able
to develop the ability to generate the products of
their training.

LESSONS FROM INDIA

India’s development of its research

few, if any, well-staffed, well-stocked NARS
libraries in Africa. Most hbranes are l.mable to

B and the progress in food suffici
isa cluslcal example of what can be achieved by

d long-term donor support
and commitment from the highest level of

subscribe to inter up- a ion of
to-date li . let alone p d
facilities in library sci Book shel are  gov

cither empty or stocked with “latest” issues that
due 2—10 ym ago. 1‘||¢ sad result is that NARS
d 1o p a “give up”
attitude md are \mablc w mlelhgemly discuss
recent adv in h with their

In to Africa, at independ: in 1947,
India had 17 degree-granting agricultural
institutions (Uma Lele and Goldsmith, 1989). In
Africa, there were few scattered colleges —

westemn counterparts.
‘While there is an acute shortage of experienced
lllllm re-wchen. several NARS are staffed

or ienced less qualified,

by

Mm&:mdNAﬂSmm
and academic staff in Faculties of Agriculture in
Africa are expatriate (Eicher, 1986). In 1986, of

» College in Uganda, Yangambi in Zaire,

the Umvamy College of Ibadan in Nigeria, the
Uni y of Sci and Technology, Kumasi,

Ghana, me present University of Ghana at Legon,
Njala University College, Sierra Leone and Bunda
Agricultural College in Malawi. Even then, only
Nigerian universitics had any significant aumber
of M.Sc. and Ph.D. graduates in the early 80s. At




620

independence in India, there was already an
institution with a calibre of mu:llectuals who
could at least borrow from the i | store
house of knowledge and bring about an easy
transfer of laboratory and field results onto the
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satisfy the political p from
countries of the Sahel.

The Indian food crisis of 1965 was a catalyst in
the increased support for adaptive research by the

Indian governmentand the crisis over the adoption

farm. A good ple of the opp of introduced high yielding varicties (HY V) led to
was in Zaire which at independence had only 11  thedevelop of locally adapted wheat and rice
agricul | grad ! Other promising varieties (Uma Lele and Goldsmith, 1989). In
institutions such as Makerere University were  Africa, the food crisis has resulted in massive
d d during i I political uphuvnls food aid and a disincentive for governments to
Even today, out of 28 agricul i in and support agricultural research. The

the Sahel, none offers training to M.Sc. or Ph.D.
levels (INSAH, 1984).

The Indian government was also instrumental
in encouraging its scientific sector and support
was given from the highest level. In contrast, top
level support for msurch is absent in Africa and

demnnd for research and the support for enhancing
the research capability which India has generated
are lacking in Africa. While it was the Indian
government which invited USAID, Rockefeller
and Ford Foundations, much of the effort in Africa
is the result of what the donors consider best for

this has p I develop A
distinct difference b hnical assi

to India and Africa after independence is the close
ties and long d projects that were f
by the US Agency for Inter 1 Develop

their recipient countries.

Three major lessons should be taken from the
Indian experience for Africa. First, support from
the highest level of government is required for

(USAID), the Ford and Rockefeller Foundati

building an effccuve capacny and capability for

and the Indian research sector.
Success of the long-term commitment of the

and gY. a long-term
itment from | governments and
donors, both in capital and human resource

qd

Americans in Indian agricullure was g d

devel isap for

by Lheu' involvement in only ma)or research
In collaboration with the R

Yafell

devclovmem of NARS. Tlurd actual donor

Foundauon. India embarked on adaptive rescarch
on hybrid maize. The success of maize in India
though muffled by the net retumns of rice, had
spin-offs on other crops. Through the All India
Co-ordinated system of research, sorghum and
pearl millet made major improvements in the late
60s. In Africa, the reverse occurred after
independence. In Nigeria, with the oil boom in the
70s and 80s, the agricultural sector which was

mponslble for over 70% of the country's foreign

was d and both export

crops (cotton, rubber, oil palm, cocoa and

groundnuts) and food crops research was given
very little or no atiention,

‘l‘he phcmg of Inghly qulhﬁed staff and the

in institution building across the
ulree arms of NARS — training, research and
extension should receive equal priority.

AN AGENDA FOR ACTION

From the foregoing sections, the obvious
question that must be addressed by national
governments, donors and NARS is: What should
be done to strengthen NARS so that they can

more productive in the develop and
utilization of uncultural technology?

In earlier 1 have di d the
problems of NARS in SSA within the single
context of a region, occwonully highlighting
dnf’ b zones and sub-

1 over
nvualyunmlndummommuwﬂzshon
duration tcrms and diversity of in-countsy
experience that is encouraged by bilateral donor
agencies in Africa. The USAID sponsored
Integrated Pest Management (IPM) Project of the
Institut du Sahel was mandated 10 work on five
crops — maize, rice, sorghum, peari millet and
cowpes over an initial 5 year period (Nwanze,
1988). The FAO recruited “experts” with a
diversity of experiences and in some cascs, to

8 An Africa-wide strategy for
gthening NARS is listic and cannot be
effective. An action plan should begin on the
basic knowledge that NARS are as varied and
diverse in their composition, capacities and
capabilities, performance potential and viability
as African nations themselves. They are also
influenced by the nature of international political
interests. A strategy to strengthen SSA's NARS
should first determine which NARS can
technologies (e.g. Nigeria and Zimbsbwe) and
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which can adapt or borrow technologies. There
are several countries (c.g. Mauritania, Guinea
Bissau and Cape Verde) where it will be totally
unrealistic to attempt to0 mount a research effort
without the necessary institutional capacity, nor
the commitment and political will for such an
effort. The following section should therefore be
viewed within the above context.

Action by governments and NARS

An undisputed premise for any effort to bring
about changes resides in the indigenous ability of
a people to mobilize domesuc political support
that foster the devel needed to
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rescarchers and maximize the productive use of
scarce scientific resources. This means the
creation of small but effective multidisciplinary
research teams.

(7) Along the same lines, fewer but relevant
commodities should be mandated to NARS.
Rescarch priorities should be identified, not by
policy-makers or research directors alone, but
with the full participation of researchers and
farmers. Research priorities should be matched
with realistic institutional and manpower
capabilities.

(8) Similar to determining research priorities,
resenrch thrusts should be developed and a

b farming systems research and

generate such chanxcs The l'ulure to g a dity h should be emphasized. It
problem precludes any effort at searching for should be recognized that research may be
solutions. Incremental donor fundmg for NARS | pecific. For le, while i in
without hing b y from sorghum and pearl millet production in the Sahel
governments will not generate but deter  will come mmnly from improved soil and water
P in agri 1 h. The basic )l in the more humid
requirements are therefore: coastal zone, genetic crop improvement
(1) National g should all hnologies will play a major role.
deq funds for h and ensure timely (9) Given the limitation in indigenous
disbursemenl and long-term provision for researchers, NARS should focus on applied and
ional and capital bud, adaptive research and not be unrealistic as to
(2) Thed d for musti and  wander into strategic research although there may

this must come from farmers, both small and big,
who are the pnmary beneficiaries of technology

be major technical problems thnl requlrc long-
term strategic h. Establ

and from the p | elite (p! and p with outside institutions is a better approach and
dvi ;who.‘ fully the role of several of the IARCs and international
hi y in agricultural develop This  develop in Africa have a role to
calls for rig and lenti ing of play in this area.
bolh interest groups by research managers and (10) Improve the quality of existing staff
ists, who must loshowproofof the through in-service training opportunities.
benefits that can accrue from Strengthenthe i | base of NARS through
(3) An inventory of research needs to be an expansmn of personnel in higher education
prepared by discipli 1 and ion) in order to

and capital requirements. ISNAR’s role in this
area should be exploited.
(4) Improve linkages between
stations, extension semces andfarmers Seekmd
farmer p and feedb

h

speed up humln capnal development.

(11) Identify, train and provide adequate
leadership and managerial skills for NARS and
deploy hers to their appropriate areas of

() Enma hlme between commodities for

food security and income-generating

dities for home ption and export

that will raise farm income and earm foreign
exchange.

(6) The research teams that gencrated
technologies for maize, tea, cotton and
groundnuts were small and focused. An
adjustment in the size of some NARS both in
personnel and research stations may be necessary
in order to creste 2 critical mass of good

(;2) Improve linkages between research
institutes and universitics where often there are
staff with fundamental knowledge in the natural

N and soci

NARS/IARCs— partners in development

The initial success of the first two International
Agricultural Rescarch Centres, CIMMYT and
IRRI led 1o the creation of more Centres. Several
of these (IITA, ILCA, ILRAD and WARDA) are
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located in Africa as are non-CG Centres like
ICIPE and ICRAF. ICRISAT has recently
established a regional sub-Centre in Niamey,
Niger and has two regional programmes, the West
African Sorghum Improvement Programme
(WASIP) and the SADCC/ICRISAT regional

KANAYO F. NWANZE

to assist in co g adaptive
distinct from expatriates of bilateral donot-funded
projects, these scientists receive good back-
stoppmg from the Centres, stimulate NARS
provid forengn hange for urgent
and i and traini

'y for the imp of sorghum and
pea.rl millet. Both CIAT and CIMMYT also have
Africa-based projects.

Although the results of the activities of the
IARCs in Africa are not as dramatic as those that
triggered CIMMYT and IRRI's green revolution

(3) Co-ordmme the d:ffcrem training
programmes offered by IARCs to avoid
duplication and overlap. Increase emphasis on
short- to medium-term specialized training

in specific discipli

(4) Provide opportunities for degree training

in Mexico and Asia, there have been iderabl

gains by African countries. The Nile Valley Faba
Bean Project, supported by ICARDA has led to
the release of higher yielding and disease-free
bean varieties. In the Gambia, maize acreage
tripled between 1982 and 1985 and was sustained
as a result of the IITA/SAFGRAD effort in that
country. Zimbabwe has found that varieties of
sorghum and millet from ICRISAT's programmes
in India and West Africa are performing well in
initial adaptive trials of the SADCC/ICRISAT
prog The dous staff imp:

both in numbers and quality, in Mali’s NARS
Institut d'economie rurale (IER) is the result of a
long association between ICRISAT/USAID and
IER.

The JIARCs came into existence because the
NARS were unable to and incapable of meeting
the challenges posed by food shortages. Donors
rallied around because governments were also
unable to meet the challenge. However, the
ultimate success of the IARCs will be measured
by how much and to what extent NARS
themselves are able, in the long rum, to
successfully meet this challenge and not
necessarily on the volume of technology
generated by the IARCs. This calls for equal
plnnershlp in the genenuon. adopuon and

ion of The
IARCs should:

(1) Expand training programmes to provide

opporumlues I’or NARS resenn:hen. especully

ppropriate 4

atthe level, i1y for thesis

and cut down on general group courses. There are
several NARS with technicians but no rescarchers
to direct and supervise them. The African
Regional Postgraduate Programme in Insect
Science (ARPPIS) of ICIPE is already in the
forefront in this area.

(5) Conduct strategic research that is of
relevance to NARS and the sub-Sahara African
regmn and ensure the purucnpnuon of NARS and

of fi inthe planning of
and in the transfer of lechnologles

Action by donors

The IARCs cannot operate without support
from donors. Donors should:

(1) Adopt a sub-regional approach and classify
NARS into categories based on their capabilities
and potential. Within cach sub-region, identify
NARS with the g p ial for P
and assist them into a leadership role as
technology generating NARS.

(2) Assist NARS with programme reviews,
reorganization, redesign and orientation, in order
to increase their specific capacities, capabilities
and productive efficiency. ISNAR’s role in this
activity is well recognized.

(3) Streamline bilateral projects, co-ordinate
multi-donor funding, provide long-term funding
(10-15 years), encourage longer duration of
expau'ute umunce and integrate donor-

p pate in p Pprojt into the national

fellowship over p d p "ol‘ gramme.
learning by on-the-job experience at the Centres. {4) Insist on counterpart funding (no matter
(2) Provide in-country support to NARS by how small), bility and particip by

posting experienced Centre staff for long
assignments  within  existing national
programmes. The ICRISAT-Mali Programme is a
good exampie of this strategy. This should involve
the posting of 2-3 Centre staff in appropriate
disciplines, especially in breeding and agronomy

national governments.

(5) Provide support for training and also assist
in developing a coherent long-term strategy to
shift the centre of postgraduate training from
industrial countries to selected universities in
Africa where responsibilitics on a regional



context are apparent(e.g. University of Zi

bab ‘,"‘inme-.'..k gional approach is the
ion of h networks which

for southern Africa, University of Ahmadu Bello,
Nigeria for Sudano-Sahelian West Africa). This
would involve investment in improving the
quality of faculty staff and research facilities in
such universities. In the long run, it would pay-off
when one realizes that the cost of overseas
postgraduate training in an industrialized country
ranges between $50,000-100,000.

(6) Training should lddre:s all aspects of
NARS, namely r . and

reduce costs. minimize duplication, boost
efficiency and favour the much-needed existence
of a critical mass of professionals working in the
same location or pro;ect Networks can be based
on similar ag
systems, resenrch problems. priorities or

The p of the IARCs and
snppon by donors in regional networks is
1. But networks are for NARS and should

extengion. Support for human resource
development should have along-term perspective
in view of the rapid turnover of well-trained staff
in the region.

(7) Assist in strengthening faculties of
agriculture and related academic departments
through affiliations with mentor institutions and
universities, asslgnmem of faculty and exchange

be run by NARS.

CONCLUSIONS

When and logy were mobilized
to ditional agricul into highly
productive systems of fanmng and the concept of

genotype/environment interactions was exploited

and develop of p

curncuh In the long run, these umversmes will
be able to offer high-quality postgraduate
programmes.

(8) Assist in the development of effective
regional information and documentation services.
There is an urgent need for easy access by NARS
scientists to scientific and technical information
if they are to keep abreast with the scientific

to develop new crop varieties, especially wheat
and rice, that took advantage of improved levels
of agronomic management, mankind once again
ascertained his ability to enhance natural
processes and speed-up evolution to the
betterment of the human race. While in some
countries, this phenomenal discovery was
exploited and conditions created to provide
scientists with opponunmes to explore new

world. Staff g in library and the

fronti s in agr h, resulting in

support of such libraries with adeq fundi
for the procurement of journals is particularly
important.

Joint action

A sub-regional approach calls for

ive gains in agricultural production, in
SSA an actual decli inp is a shameful
index of managerial incompelence and poor
governance.

The major constraint in SSA is the lack of the
rightattitudes in the highest levels of the decision-
lmkmg machmery torecogmze the importance of

collaboration between governments and b
NARS, co-operation with IARCS and support of
donors. This will be particularly beneficial to
countries where it will be ble to

agr h in the ic recovery,
long~term progress and future prosperity of the
region. This opinion is aptly supported by Dr. M.
Toure of Senegal: “One of the reasons perceived

to mount a full and independent ngncullurnl
research programme. While larger and viable
NARS will, more and more, take the responsibility

(in the lack of genuine and effective political
commitment to research) in many countries is the
absence of a top-notch, unified, and cohesive

of gencrating appropriate technol for their
sub-regions, smaller NARS will have the
dv ge of directly “b g" from a next
door neighbour.
There is evidence of ful regi

1 inter-

at the political, administrative and
scientific level who are convinced of the critical
role of research in development....” (Pickering,
1988).

Slmlurly. the green revoluuon that has

governmental institutions in SSA. Sub.
institutions require strong political commitment
from the participating governments and
investments should be modest and complement
ongoing programmes in order not to affect
individual country progs

P of Asia’s
rice, whwlndmuzundlomeoI‘Al'nu s large
farm-holders (Zimbabwe and Kenya) may not be
appropriate for the small farm-holder. Location-
specific tochnology for such farmers and making
it possible for them to produce more through
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chu;u in price poucxu. are key areas in sub-
African agricul (Odhiambo, 1984;
Doggett, 1984).

Almost 30 years after independence some
Africans are still moaning over the curse of their
colonial heritage. India, which had been described
as a hopeless case was feeding most of Asia and
exporting technology to the rest of the developing
world within the same time frame after
independence. SSA must wake up to its self-
imposed incompetence and inability to p

KANAYO F. NWANZE

Eicher C. K. (1989) Sustainable institutions for
African agricultural development. Working
Paper No. 19. ISNAR International Service
for National Agricultural R h, The
Hague, Netherlands.

FAO/World Bank Cooperative programme
investment center (1988) Nigeria: National
Agriculiural Research Project Working Paper
No. 2. FAO, Rome, 21 December 1988.

Hanley C W. S. (1970) Oil palm research and

with the rest of the world in producing its own
food. There is a limit to which we must continue
to rely on the international community and must
formulme pohc:es that will stimulate the
agri | sector to achi stable levels of
production. African countries should devote more
effort to ensunng polmul sublhly. consistency

in their poli and of ona
conunuous basis to agricultural research and
lop at levels with their

declared priority of achieving self-reliance and
food security (Okigbo, 1988).
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