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Golden rice—a new type of rice
with the potential to help

alleviate vitamin A deficiency among
millions of poor people—has been
hailed as a breakthrough in agricul-
tural biotechnology. By inserting three
genes—two from a soil bacterium and

one from a daffodil—into the genetic
material of rice, Ingo Potrykus of the
Swiss Federal Institute of Technology
and Peter Beyer of the University of
Freiburg succeeded in 1999 in adding
beta-carotene to the endosperm, the
part of the rice grain that is consumed.
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sustainable solutions for ending hunger and poverty

Can Public and Private
Sectors Work Together
for the Poor?
Public research institutions and private industry are increasingly joining forces to
pursue agricultural research directed toward meeting the needs of poor farmers
and consumers. Are these public-private partnerships simply a new development
fad or a promising approach to achieving agricultural advances for the poor?
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In March 2005 IFPRI greatly increased
its level of engagement in South

Asia, inaugurating a New Delhi office
and sponsoring associated activities
around the region in cooperation with
both new and old partners.The events
launched IFPRI’s plans for intensified
research and outreach efforts aimed at
addressing the challenges of poverty
and hunger in South Asia.

The March 7 ceremony marking the
opening of the New Delhi office drew
hundreds of guests, including
Manmohan Singh, the prime minister of
India. “I hope IFPRI will catalyze a new
wave of research in India and South
Asia,” said Singh at the ceremony.
“South Asia remains far behind its
potential, both in terms of human
development and in terms of agricul-
tural and industrial production. I
sincerely hope that we can all work
together to improve the quality of life
and the living standards of the people
of South Asia.”

Given IFPRI’s mission of providing
policy solutions that cut hunger and
poverty, South Asia is a natural place to
deepen and extend IFPRI’s presence.
South Asia generates less than 2
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IFPRI News

Merging East Africa’s Small Farmers
with Global Markets

Most African farmers operate on small plots of land, with seeds and labor as their main inputs.
What can decisionmakers do to help these farmers improve their livelihoods and escape poverty?

About 80 policymakers and researchers from Ethiopia, Kenya, Malawi, Mozambique,Tanzania, and Uganda
gathered in Entebbe, Uganda, on May 2–3, 2005 for a conference on “The Future of Smallholder Agriculture
in Eastern Africa:The Roles of States, Markets, and Civil Society.” Participants presented findings on a range of
topics, including agricultural productivity, trade liberalization, irrigation, and natural resource management in
more than 10 East African countries. IFPRI’s Eastern Africa Food Policy Network funded the research and
organized the conference.

“Our work has demonstrated that empowering small-scale farmers should be the top priority for
improving agriculture in the region,” said Steven Were Omamo, coordinator of the network since 2002.

Participants generally agreed that research and policy should help smallholders integrate themselves into
existing commodity production and marketing chains.“The future of smallholder agriculture will be defined
by the degree to which small farmers are able to embrace farming as a business,” noted Mulinge Mukumbu,
country director for Land O'Lakes Inc. in Kenya.

Participants agreed that improving the lot of smallholders would take concerted efforts by all actors—the
public and private sectors and civil society—working toward the common objectives of sustainable rural devel-
opment, improved food and nutrition security, and effective integration of small farmers into global markets.

These objectives will be part of the new joint research program between the Eastern and Central Africa
Programme for Agricultural Policy Analysis (ECAPAPA) and IFPRI that was launched at the conference.
Building on eight years of work by the IFPRI network, the results of research conducted in the region by
IFPRI and its partners, and the conclusions of the conference, the program will focus on trade facilitation and
the commercialization of smallholder agriculture.

For more information on the conference: www.ifpri.org/events/conferences/2005/20050502Uganda.htm, and
on the program: www.ifpri.org/themes/ecapapa.htm. ■

Over half of all Zambians lack sufficient food to
sustain a healthy life. Because maize, their principle

staple, cannot tolerate drought, and because rainfall is
erratic, Zambians regularly face food shortages. In this
uncertain agricultural environment, cassava, a hardier
crop, could help reduce food insecurity for some
Zambians.

On a hot day in March, Steve Haggblade, IFPRI senior
research fellow, led fifteen journalists to a cassava field

Farmer for a Day:
Zambian Journalists
Learn Cassava’s Value
in Fight against Hunger

(continued on page 3)

©
 2

00
5 

IF
PR

I/M
ic

he
le

 P
ie

tr
ow

sk
i

Zambian journalists harvest 46 tons of
cassava per hectare--a record for the day.



More IFPRI News

In 2002, when IFPRI and other partners
launched a collaborative process to plan a

Master’s Program in Agricultural and Applied
Economics for Eastern, Central, and Southern
Africa, it was understood from the beginning
that the program would eventually be trans-
ferred to a permanent home in Africa. Now,
after about three years of planning, consulta-
tion, and implementation, the program has
formally moved to the African Economic
Research Consortium (AERC) in Nairobi,
Kenya, where it will continue to strengthen
capacity for research and education in agri-
cultural economics in Africa.

IFPRI began the program in collaboration
with the AERC and the Eastern and Central
Africa Programme for Agricultural Policy
Analysis (ECAPAPA), with support from the
Rockefeller Foundation, to help alleviate the
shortage of African individuals trained in
analyzing, formulating, and implementing
effective agricultural policies. Given that
more than two-thirds of Sub-Saharan Africa’s
population lives in rural areas and depends
directly or indirectly on agriculture for
employment and income, broad-based agri-
cultural growth is essential to reducing
poverty and sustaining development.

“Generation of knowledge and building
of analytical skills for enhancing agricultural

productivity is central to meeting food
security concerns in Africa,” says Harris
Mule, chair of the program’s Steering
Committee. “By promoting world-class
training in agricultural economics, the
Collaborative M.Sc. Program in Agricultural
and Applied Economics in Eastern, Central,
and Southern Africa will go a long way
toward meeting this need. IFPRI has played
a critical role in initiating and steering this
program to fruition.”

The program involves 16 departments of
agricultural economics in universities in
Botswana, Ethiopia, Kenya, Malawi,
Mozambique, Rwanda, South Africa,
Swaziland,Tanzania, Uganda, Zambia, and
Zimbabwe. Representatives of the 16 univer-
sities designed and developed the program
through a body called the Agricultural
Economics Education Board (AEEB), with
financial support from a consortium of
donors.The AEEB, says its chair, Bernard
Bashaasha, developed “a shared vision and
sense of ownership over the program
through regular, informed, intensive
exchanges on issues of immediate and
longer-term concern to the collaborating
institutions.” IFPRI, as the lead facilitating
agency, provided an enabling environment
for the program and financial oversight.

The five-semester program will allow
students to undertake specialized study in
one of four fields: agriculture and rural devel-
opment, agricultural policy and trade,
agribusiness management, or environment
and natural resources management. Program
planners consulted extensively with various
stakeholders to ensure that the design of
the program would enable graduates to
meet the needs of government, agribusiness,
civil society, and international agencies.

Coursework will take place at partici-
pating universities and at a shared facility in
the region.The 16 universities are at various
stages of becoming accredited to offer the
program, and the first intake of students is
expected in September 2005.

“We at IFPRI are proud and honored to
have nurtured the program, along with our
partners at AERC, ECAPAPA, and the
Rockefeller Foundation, from its inception,”
says Rajul Pandya-Lorch, head of IFPRI’s 2020
Vision Initiative and overall project manager
for the program until the transfer. “We are
confident that this program is being trans-
ferred with a strong and exciting future and
look forward to its success.”

More information about the program is
available at www.agriculturaleconomics.net. ■

IFPRI Transfers Agricultural and Applied
Economics Program to Its African Home

near Lusaka, handed them hoes, and
asked them to dig. Why turn journal-
ists into farmers? To demonstrate the
amazing yields of new cassava
varieties, even in a drought year.

“Cassava is an ideal food security
crop,” says Haggblade. “It is high-
yielding and drought tolerant and
doesn’t require fertilizer or seeds
because farmers propagate it from

plant cuttings. Plus, it’s the only food
staple that farmers can harvest early in
the rainy season, when hunger is most
acute.”

To promote cassava production, a
variety of government and voluntary
agencies have established cassava
nurseries that supply small-scale
farmers with cuttings from high-
yielding varieties.

Cassava may not be a silver bullet
to Zambia’s complex food insecurity
problems, but if poor farmers plant
even small plots, they need never go
hungry. The journalists, who harvested
over 40 tons of cassava per hectare—
compared to the 1.5 tons per hectare
that maize farmers achieve in an
average year—are already spreading
the word. ■
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“The Commission

for Africa has

moved the

argument along in

many important

areas, for example

investing in

Africa’s 

universities, 

the importance of

building health

systems, the 

challenges 

of Africa’s infra-

structure and the

importance of

public finance for

infrastructure on 

a major scale (at

least an extra $25

billion per year), a

resurgence of

Africa’s agriculture,

and the capacity 

to trade.”

FORUM: What contribution has the Commission for Africa made to promote growth and devel-
opment in that region? What sets that contribution apart from other efforts?

Stern: This is a momentous year for international decisions on support for development—particu-
larly for Africa. With the UK in the chair of the G8 this calendar year and holding the presidency
of the European Union for six months from July 2005, the Commission for Africa (CfA) was
established by Prime Minister Tony Blair early last year with the purpose of making a clear set of
proposals for how rich countries could support African initiatives on development. A majority of
the 17 Commissioners are from Africa, including President Benjamin Mkapa of Tanzania, Prime
Minister Meles Zenawi of Ethiopia, and Finance Minister Trevor Manuel of South Africa. The CfA
reported in March 2005 (the report is available on the web at www.commissionforafrica.org). It
consulted very widely in Africa and elsewhere both before and after publishing a consultation
document in October last year. Further, in the spirit of support from Africa it worked very closely
with the New Partnership for Africa’s Development (NEPAD) (many of its proposals are tied to
those of NEPAD), the African Union, and the UN’s Economic Commission for Africa (ECA).  

The CfA is already making a powerful contribution to the build-up of momentum for strong
decisions for Africa at the G8 summit, where Prime Minister Blair has put Africa at the top of the
G8 agenda. For example, its analysis is the foundation of the prime minister’s proposal for a
doubling of aid to Africa (from $25 billion per year to $50 billion per year) between 2004 and
2010, and for a 100 percent debt cancellation. But it is not just about resources and debt. Indeed
the CfA begins with an analysis of and recommendations for supporting the building of gover-
nance and peace and security, and its report lays strong emphasis on trade and the quality of aid.
The CfA has moved the argument along in many important areas, for example investing in
Africa’s universities, the importance of building health systems, the challenges of Africa’s infra-
structure and the importance of public finance for infrastructure on a major scale (at least an
extra $25 billion per year), a resurgence of Africa’s agriculture, and the capacity to trade.

But the CfA is not an implementation organization and it will wind up after the G8 summit in
Gleneagles, Scotland. Thus its contribution is in terms of analysis, ideas, and the mobilization of
political support and action. It does, however, have a number of proposals on how to implement,
with a focus not on creating new institutions for development—indeed we have enough of those—
but rather on making existing institutions work better and scaling up action and effectiveness.

The CfA is different from other efforts in several ways: (1) its timing (linked to the G8) and
thus its focus on generating action at a key moment for decisionmaking, (2) the comprehensive-
ness of its analysis and approach, (3) its emphasis on growth and governance, (4) its close links
with NEPAD and the ECA, (5) its majority of African members, and (6) its very broad consulta-
tion. But we recognize the importance of the other efforts for Africa, for example the Millennium
Development Project of Jeffrey Sachs and his team for the UN and the G8 Africa Action Plan. It is
strongly complementary to these other efforts and we have worked closely with them. Thus we
would like to see the CfA as part of a joint effort to generate action in this crucial year, rather
than insisting on its separateness.

Sir Nicholas Stern
Sir Nicholas Stern, second permanent secretary of the UK Treasury
and director of policy and research for the Commission for Africa,
speaks to IFPRI Forum about the Blair Commission’s work and the
upcoming G8 summit in Scotland.

Interview
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FORUM: In your view, are the G8 countries
now paying sufficient attention to Africa’s
development needs?

Stern: The G8 countries have in the last four or
five years increased their emphasis on Africa,
with aid to Africa roughly doubling in that
time. There is a growing realization that Africa
is very different from 15 years ago. Many
countries are changing radically in terms of
governance, policies, and institutions and are
seeing the rewards in terms of growth and
poverty reduction. But that advance is partial
and, in parts, fragile. And with the reduction of
the numbers in poverty in Asia and the rise in
numbers in Africa, the crisis of world poverty is
clearly in Africa.  There are also severe costs to
delay in terms of Africa’s further detachment
from the world economy, the advance of
HIV/AIDS, the deteriorating physical environ-
ment, and the costs of current desperate
poverty, which fall on future generations.
Thus, while G8 action and attention to Africa
has been increasing, it is not yet sufficient, at
least in terms of the scale and urgency of action
that are necessary.  The CfA is an attempt to
increase that attention.

FORUM: In your opinion, what are the most
important steps the G8 countries can take at
their July meeting to help reduce hunger and
poverty in Africa? What are the most important
steps African countries can take? 

Stern: The most importance steps for the G8 to
take are (1) to decide to double aid between
2004 and 2010, (2) to radically improve its
quality in terms of the burdens of reporting, re-
emphasis on the accountability of Africa to their
own people relative to aid givers, more grants
and less tying, more predictability and harmo-
nization, and so on, (3) to dismantle trade
barriers beginning with the removal of all
subsidies on cotton and sugar and other agricul-
tural protectionist barriers, and (4) removing the
burden of debt for all countries with credible
commitment to fighting poverty.  All this, and
the point is absolutely crucial, should be in the
context of working to promote good governance
and peace and security and supporting NEPAD
and the African Union.  For the most part gover-
nance is made at home and Africa is shaping its

own future. It is for Africa to decide its own
actions. But outsiders can do much to support
better governance and peace and security. And
they can stop doing things like funding corrupt
payments and fueling conflict associated with
natural resources. Countries and regional and
pan-African organizations should be encouraged
to move strongly ahead with actions to promote
better governance, institutions, and policies in
Africa by helping to invest in capacity (including
through higher education) and providing
accountability to the people of Africa. Fighting
corruption should be central to this story but
better governance is, of course, much more than
fighting corruption.

FORUM: What do you see as the main
obstacles to the G8 and African countries taking
those steps and how optimistic are you that
they will succeed in overcoming the obstacles? 

Stern: The main obstacle in G8 countries is
political will. Rich countries have never been
richer. Doubling aid to Africa represents 0.1
percent of rich countries’ GDP—a dime for
every 100 dollars. And trade barriers inflict self-
harm on rich countries. We all benefit from a
stronger and more prosperous Africa. The
creation of political will requires leadership and
domestic political pressure. The CfA has played
its part in this process. African development and
development more generally must become a
domestic political issue in rich countries. The
current campaign to “Make Poverty History” is
a key part in this process.

For Africa the challenge of building better
governance, institutions, and policies and
investing in the health and education of its
people is a long haul. It is often difficult to take
on the ever-present vested interests. But many
people and leaders across Africa are taking on
the hard choices.

In nearly four decades of working on develop-
ment and Africa I have never seen a better chance
of getting strong, coherent, and constructive
action. That does not mean that the opportunity
will be taken. Much depends on the next few
months with the G8 summit in July, the Millen-
nium Summit in September, and the Hong Kong
World Trade Organization Ministerial meeting in
December. It is a time for political decision. ■

“Countries and

regional and

pan-African

organizations

should be

encouraged to

move strongly

ahead with

actions to

promote better

governance,

institutions, and

policies in

Africa by

helping to invest

in capacity

(including

through higher

education) and

providing

accountability

to the people of

Africa. ”
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IFPRI Deepens Its Presence in South Asia (continued from page 1)

percent of world income, supports 22 percent of world population, and is home to 39 percent of the
world's poor who earn less than a dollar a day. Most of the South Asian poor are dependent on agricul-
ture for their livelihood and survival. Policies affecting poverty and hunger therefore have far-reaching
implications for millions of people, especially the poor.

IFPRI is no newcomer to South Asia. “Since IFPRI’s inception 30 years ago, India and the larger South
Asia region have been a focal point of our research,” said IFPRI Director General Joachim von Braun at
the ceremony. “From now on, our commitment to the region will be solidified by our presence here, in
close proximity to our partners and colleagues.”

The opening of the new South Asia office follows the 2002 launching
of IFPRI’s South Asia Initiative, a research program designed to better
understand and analyze the emerging challenges to agriculture in this
region and their implications for food security and poverty alleviation.
IFPRI’s office in New Delhi will have representation from all of the
institute’s research divisions.The office will give IFPRI a stronger presence
on the ground, closer to its clients in South Asia and the issues that
confront them. It will also give IFPRI better access to feedback on policy
research needs in South Asia.

IFPRI’s heightened presence in South Asia is part of a wider effort to
increase the institute’s presence on the ground in the countries and
regions where its research, outreach, and capacity-strengthening efforts are
most needed.

Besides strengthening IFPRI’s ability to conduct research in South Asia,
the institute’s South Asia Initiative and office will promote communication
and mutual learning among researchers and policymakers in the countries

of the region. “Let us not underestimate the importance of people-to-people contact for building lasting
economic and political relationships,” said Ashok Gulati, director of IFPRI’s Markets,Trade, and Institutions
Division, which houses the South Asia Initiative, at the opening ceremony. “The movement of people,
goods, and services can help develop a common market on a pattern similar to that in Europe, which
will benefit everyone in the region. IFPRI’s endeavor is to capture some of such lessons and opportuni-
ties through its New Delhi office.”

In conjunction with the office opening, IFPRI released a policy paper to Indian policymakers.The
paper addressed the paradox that India’s recent agricultural growth coincides with persistent rural
poverty. In the policy paper, IFPRI senior management recommended that India increase its investments
in rural infrastructure and agricultural research; focus on education, nutrition, and the empowerment of
women; strengthen water rights and management; exploit new opportunities for high-value products,
including livestock and vegetables; and push for a rules-based approach to global liberalization of agricul-
tural trade, to provide a level playing field for developing-country farmers.

The opening of the South Asia office kicked off a full week of activities in the region, including the
annual meeting of IFPRI’s Board of Trustees in New Delhi and Rajasthan. In addition, IFPRI and other local
cosponsoring organizations held a number of meetings and seminars, beginning with two seminars in
New Delhi.

First, on March 7, IFPRI, the Confederation on Indian Industry (CII), and the National Council of
Applied Economic Research (NCAER) held an international symposium called “Towards High-Value
Agriculture and Vertical Coordination: Implications for Agri-business and Smallholders.” Rising incomes in
India have led to heightened demand for high-value agricultural products like fruits, vegetables, meat, fish,
and eggs, creating a new opportunity for farmers and agroprocessors. Panelists and participants exten-
sively discussed the switch from a staple economy to high-value agriculture, the changing structure of
agroprocessing and retailing, the vertical integration of the food industry from farmers to retailers, and
the challenges for institutions and infrastructure.

All photos this article © 2005 
Klaus von Grebmer/IFPRI



Then on March 8, IFPRI joined with the Indian Council of
Agricultural Research (ICAR) to hold a seminar entitled “Vision for
Policy Research and Capacity Strengthening in South Asia” in New
Delhi. Speakers and participants from IFPRI, ICAR, and across the
region discussed how they might work together to help inform
agricultural policy and collaborate on production, technology, and
consumption issues.

The events in New Delhi were followed by country seminars in
India, Bangladesh, and Pakistan on topics of particular interest in
those countries. From March 11 to 13, IFPRI and the M. S.
Swaminathan Research Foundation held a meeting in Chennai,
India, called “New Biotechnology: Implications on Food, Health, and
Nutrition Security,” in conjunction with other collaborators. Recent
advances in biotechnology have raised the possibility of using these
scientific tools to help meet Millennium Development Goals in
food security and health. Participants at the seminar highlighted the
issues and challenges emerging in biotechnology for health and
food and nutrition security, including how genomics can be used to
improve crop productivity and human nutrition, how biotechnology
can help address challenges in water resource management for
agriculture, what the implications of nanobiotechnology are, and
how to handle regulation of biotechnology and public-private part-
nerships in biotechnology.The seminar drew representatives of the
Indian government, research institutions, the biotech industry, and
international organizations.

On March 13, Dhaka, Bangladesh, was the site of a seminar
entitled “Food Policy in Bangladesh: Issues and Perspectives,”
sponsored by IFPRI, the Bangladesh Institute of Development
Studies, and the Bangladesh Rice Foundation. More than 90 partici-
pants from government and nongovernmental organizations,
universities and research institutions, and international organizations
attended the seminar to consider policy approaches to alleviating
this country’s chronic food insecurity. Although Bangladesh has
made commendable progress in economic development and food
production since independence in 1971, about half of the country’s
population cannot afford an adequate diet.The seminar highlighted
three types of food insecurity: (1) serious undernutrition among
the ultra poor, who make up about one-fifth of Bangladesh’s 140
million people; (2) acute food insecurity among low-income people
as a result of shocks such as floods, cyclones, and droughts; and (3)
“hidden hunger” among a large percentage of the population
owing to a poor-quality, micronutrient-deficient diet.Whereas the
price of rice has been falling in Bangladesh, the prices of other,
nutrient-rich foods are on the rise. “If policies are not undertaken
to increase the supply of noncereal, nutrient-rich foods such as

pulses, fruits, vegetables, and fish,” said IFPRI senior research fellow
Akhter Ahmed, “the prices of these foods will continue to increase
in the face of income and population growth. Consequently, the
diet quality and nutritional status of the poor are likely to deterio-
rate further.” Participants noted that IFPRI can play an important
role in Bangladesh in researching the policy angles of social safety
nets, agricultural research, education, rural infrastructure, and public
investments.

As elsewhere in South Asia, poverty remains a persistent
problem in Pakistan—in fact, the poverty rate has risen there in
recent years even as the country achieved remarkable agricultural
growth.This was the central topic discussed at a seminar on “The
Role of Agriculture in Poverty Reduction in Pakistan,” organized by
IFPRI and Beaconhouse National University with assistance from
Innovative Development Strategies (IDS) Ltd., and held in Lahore,
Pakistan, on March 12. “Why has this correlation between agricul-
tural growth and poverty reduction broken down? This is an issue
that we must seriously debate and find out whether we need a
different pattern of agricultural growth to reduce poverty,” said
Sartaj Aziz, vice chancellor of Beaconhouse National University.
Discussions at the seminar centered on four main themes: the
rising poverty trends in Pakistan, key agricultural policy issues, rural
industrialization, and Pakistan’s prospects for achieving the
Millennium Development Goals. About 120 people representing
the academic and research community, international organizations,
the federal and local government, media, and farmers’ organizations
attended the seminar. One answer to the problem of growth that
fails to reduce poverty was offered by Syed Akmal Hussain,
Distinguished Visiting Professor at Beaconhouse National University.
“The greatest potential for yield increases is in fact in the small
farm sector,” said Hussain. “If we could increase yields in this sector,
we could simultaneously accelerate growth and improve the distri-
bution of income to achieve poverty reduction.”

All of the IFPRI seminars and workshops held in South Asia,
designed in collaboration with local partners, featured free and
frank exchanges of perspectives and ideas, helping to identify key
issues for future research in the region.Through these exchanges,
IFPRI not only launched relationships with new partners, but also
deepened its contacts with existing partners. IFPRI’s concerted
effort to engage with a broad range of actors in the region sets
the foundation for a new style of interaction there, one that will, it
is hoped, enable IFPRI to provide information that can contribute
to accelerating progress in reducing poverty and hunger among
the people of South Asia. ■

www.ifpri.org 7
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More IFPRI News

Globalization's Impact on Food
and Water Security 

As stakeholders in North and Central America examined the effects and promises of free trade
under CAFTA this past April, development professionals gathered in Costa Rica to discuss

the increasing impact of globalization, trade, and climate variability on water, food, and income
in developing countries. “Globalization and Trade: Implications for Water and Food Security,” a
workshop co-organized by IFPRI, was held April 18-20 at the headquarters of the Tropical
Agricultural Research and Higher Education Center (CATIE) in Turrialba, Costa Rica. 

The workshop aimed to identify research gaps, opportunities for collaboration among disci-
plines, and avenues for policy reform. Participants presented research covering a wide variety of
topics and disciplines. In addition to discussing the legal aspects of trade and investments in the
water sector, presenters examined the impact of globalization on water pollution and fisheries
that cross national boundaries.

Research presented on virtual water trade—the water needed to produce a traded product—
concluded that trade can save irrigation water. Global water savings can occur when countries
“import” water by importing food from other countries that use water more efficiently (or use
rainwater instead of irrigation water) in the production of exported food. But water use would be
only 6 percent higher without virtual water trade. About 20 percent of total cereal trade is
thought to be water-related.

Researchers also showed that in the future rainfed production, particularly in Sub-Saharan
Africa, can be expected to fail more often than it has in the recent past, a reflection of climate
variability and change. Climate change will increase demand for water-controlled, i.e. irrigated,
agriculture and may prompt a new review of, and more emphasis on, the roles of both small and
large dams for food security.

The April workshop was organized by the International Food Policy Research Institute
(IFPRI); the Third World Centre for Water Management, Mexico; and CATIE, and was funded
by the CGIAR Challenge Program on Water and Food. Workshop presentations and paper
abstracts can be viewed online at http://theme5.waterforfood.org/events/20050418CR.asp. ■

This scientific advance, which came after 20 years of research, raised the promise of enormous nutri-
tional benefits for those poor people who subsist largely on rice.There is another reason, however, that
the golden rice project is of special interest to agricultural researchers.The creation and further devel-
opment of golden rice required not only splicing together the genetic material of separate organisms,
but also melding the efforts and resources of individuals from universities, public research institutions,
and a major multinational corporation in a public-private partnership (PPP) designed to address a
serious problem facing poor people.

After the initial breakthrough, Potrykus and Beyer entered a partnership with Syngenta (then known
as Zeneca), an international agribusiness, to advance the research.The first line of golden rice Potrykus
and Beyer developed contained relatively little beta-carotene—1.2 micrograms per gram of polished,
uncooked rice. Critics of the project suggested that an adult would need to eat 9 kilograms of cooked
rice each day to get the recommended daily allowance of vitamin A. Clearly, to make a dent in vitamin
A deficiency, golden rice would need a higher concentration of beta-carotene. So Syngenta did the

Can Public and Private Sectors Work Together for the Poor?
(continued from page 1)

(continued on page 10)



www.ifpri.org 9

Commentary

For the first time, Africans are implementing a comprehensive,
African-driven plan to strengthen their agricultural sectors, in

which most Africans earn their livelihoods.This plan has a chance
at real success in reducing poverty and improving human well-
being if African institutions and policymakers, as well as their
development partners, can effectively negotiate the challenges that
face them at this point in the plan’s implementation.

The African Union’s New Partnership for Africa’s Development
(AU/NEPAD) sees higher, sustained agricultural growth as a key
component in spurring economic development and achieving the
Millennium Development Goals across the continent. As a conse-
quence, AU/NEPAD, with the help of the Food and Agriculture
Organization of the United Nations, has developed the
Comprehensive Africa Agriculture Development Programme
(CAADP).The program has set a goal of 6 percent annual growth
for the agricultural sector over the next decade. It is articulated
around four main pillars dealing with natural resources, agribusi-
ness and trade, hunger and nutrition, and science and technology.
In addition to committing themselves to improve political and
economic governance as part of the broader NEPAD agenda,
African heads of state pledged in the 2003 Maputo Declaration to
increase allocations for agriculture to 10 percent of their national
budgets within five years. Several countries have already started
increasing the share of agriculture in their budgets.

It was decided at the outset that Africa’s regional economic
communities and their member countries would implement
programs under NEPAD.The AU/NEPAD Secretariat therefore
had to find a process for effectively transferring the ownership and
leadership of the implementation process to these regional
economic communities. After a slow start, the Secretariat has
made significant progress over the past eight months.With assis-
tance from IFPRI, it has developed and implemented a road map
to speed up implementation of the CAADP agenda.The road
map emphasizes the role of the Secretariat as a facilitator and a
mobilizer of resources and places the bulk of the implementation
process at the regional and national levels.

In the wake of five regional planning meetings between January
and April 2005, a May 2005 summit in Accra, Ghana, and a series
of consultations with the Group of Eight (G8) countries and other
leading development partners, the CAADP implementation
process has now reached a stage where it can be rapidly scaled
up.The regional economic communities and their member
countries have firmly taken ownership of the implementation

process. All major regions have identified priority investment
programs, including a set of early actions to be implemented by
December 2006.They have agreed upon basic principles and
procedures for implementation and governance.The agribusiness
and farming communities have been brought into the process.
Finally, the credibility of the implementation process has been
established among development partners, including G8 leaders,
who have endorsed CAADP as a framework for providing assis-
tance to agriculture in Africa.

Despite this significant progress, several key challenges remain.
The regional economic communities must effectively coordinate
the implementation process, starting with speedy implementation
of the early action agenda. National governments must meet the
pledges of increased funding and improved governance for the
agricultural sector, align their national strategies with the CAADP
objectives, establish effective partnerships with the private sector,
and integrate the smallholder sector in the implementation
process.The regional economic communities and their member
countries will need to set up systems for peer review, monitoring
and evaluation, and knowledge management. Finally, countries will
need to align long-term development assistance to agriculture with
CAADP objectives.The most critical step now is to rapidly
implement the early action agenda in order to test the capacity of
the regional economic communities to coordinate the process, the
commitment of national governments to do business more effec-
tively, and the willingness of development partners to align
assistance with African priorities.

In the medium to long run, other challenges will arise. National
governments will have to deal with the need to intensify cross-
border trade and advance the integration of regional agricultural
markets. Development partners will have to address the need to
liberalize international agricultural policies and create a conducive
environment for agricultural growth in Africa. A continuation of
global agricultural protectionism would undermine the long-term
success of the CAADP agenda and severely limit returns to assis-
tance to African agriculture.

These challenges are significant, but they should be manageable,
and if African countries and their development partners can meet
them, it may be their best chance in decades to make a substantial
improvement in the lives of millions of poor Africans. ■

Ousmane Badiane is IFPRI’s Africa coordinator.
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research to produce two additional lines with increasing amounts of beta-carotene. The second,
Syngenta golden rice 2, containing one gene from maize and one from a soil bacterium, now produces
up to 37 micrograms of beta-carotene per gram of polished, uncooked rice.

This combined effort shows how effective public-private partnerships can be in moving agricultural
technology forward. By combining the strengths of the two sectors, says David Spielman, an IFPRI post-
doctoral fellow, such partnerships can reap substantial rewards. “Different people and organizations have
different assets, resources, and competencies,” he says. “For example, many of the tools of agricultural
biotechnology are in the private sector, but many of the genetic materials for the crops of poor people
are in the CGIAR [Consultative Group on International Agricultural Research] genebanks.”

Public-private partnerships in agricultural research can take many forms.They may link universities
with cooperatives of small producers, or local private companies with national agricultural research insti-
tutions. Some of the most visible, and sometimes controversial, partnerships are between the large,
international life science companies and national or CGIAR institutions.

Besides offering the promise of technological advancement, public-private partnerships in agricultural
research can present pitfalls, says Spielman. Public and private institutions often have conflicting incen-
tives, given that they are each ultimately responsible to different stakeholders with often different aims.
The cost of managing relationships and achieving joint learning in such partnerships can be high. And
there are still few models of successful partnerships for others to follow.

Recently the CGIAR centers and a consortium of industries organized by the CGIAR’s Private Sector
Committee took steps to set up a Scientific and Know-how Exchange Program (SKEP) that would
transfer knowledge pertaining to research and development (R&D) between industry and the centers,
in keeping with the CGIAR mission. Staff from industry would work on well-defined CGIAR center
projects, and center staff would work in industry research programs. “Rather than just talking about
PPPs, we need more experiences and experiments with PPPs in agricultural research serving the poor.
SKEP should be established and put to the test,” says Joachim von Braun, director general of IFPRI.

Why This New Togetherness?
Over the past decade private companies have become a major source of innovations in agricultural
research. Governments worldwide are feeling budget pressures, and as a result growth in public
spending on agricultural research—through, for instance, public universities and research institutions—is
slowing. Meanwhile, private companies like Syngenta, Monsanto, Pioneer Hi-Bred, Bayer, and BASF are
spending hundreds of millions of dollars each year on R&D. Private interest in agricultural research has
arisen in part because of the advent of biotechnology. Because many of the technologies used in
biotechnology—including individual genes and the technologies used to transfer them to different
plants—can now receive patent protection, companies are able to earn higher returns from their agri-
cultural research than they could from conventional plant breeding.

Nearly all the R&D conducted by these companies goes to improve the crops and technologies
important to developed-country farmers. Adding traits like drought resistance, insect resistance, and
nutritional improvement to local varieties of the crops subsistence farmers rely upon, like cassava and
millet, simply does not have the profit potential created by improvements to the soybeans, cotton, and
corn planted by rich-country farmers. As a result the private sector tends to ignore crops important to
poor farmers. Partnerships between private companies and publicly funded research organizations are
arising as a way of getting the technological advances in agriculture to benefit poor farmers and
consumers in developing countries. Industry may also seek to improve its image by sharing know-how
that improves poor farmers’ productivity, as well as entertaining the long-term hope of developing
products that are of interest to the millions of small farmers in developing countries, who are currently
not among the clients of industry.

Are these partnerships essential to getting new agricultural technologies to poor farmers? Not
necessarily, says Howarth Bouis, director of HarvestPlus, an international alliance coordinated by IFPRI
and the International Center for Tropical Agriculture (CIAT) to develop micronutrient-rich staple crops.

Can Public and Private Sectors Work Together for the Poor?
(continued from page 8)



“The public sector can make important progress on its own if PPPs
cannot be worked out. But private companies tend to have better
equipment and facilities than the public sector, and the private
sector controls some important intellectual property.The work will
go much faster and the results will likely be more powerful—in our
case, the crops will have higher nutrient levels—if the private
sector is involved.”

Andrew Bennett, director of the Syngenta Foundation for
Sustainable Agriculture, says, “Many of the technologies—particu-
larly the ‘process’ technologies—are owned by or have a
commercial interest from the private sector. Much of the expertise
and experience in managing biosafety, dossier development, and
regulatory processes and standards lie in the private sector, as well
as much of the experience in delivery and seed systems. PPPs are
a good way to assemble the necessary technologies and expertise
to build the critical mass needed.”

The Syngenta Foundation is working in partnership with the
Kenya Agricultural Research Institute (KARI) and the International
Maize and Wheat Improvement Center (CIMMYT) to develop
insect-resistant maize for Africa, using both transgenic and traditional
breeding approaches. After five years of laboratory research, the
project has just begun field trials of maize varieties expected to be
resistant to the stem borer, a pest that causes 15 percent losses in
maize yields in Kenya. So far, says Bennett, the Syngenta Foundation
has contributed more than US$7.25 million to the insect-resistant
maize project, as well as expertise in bioregulation and business
planning. KARI houses the project and offers its experience in
genetic modification and extensive systems for research, testing, and
extension to farmers. CIMMYT provides its insect-resistant maize to
be used in the research and its scientific and training expertise.

IFPRI research fellow Frank Hartwich, who has studied more
than 100 partnerships between national research organizations and
various private sector entities in Latin America, says, “By pooling
resources, the two sectors can form critical masses in research
capacity and resource endowment that enable relevant and
successful R&D. But it is important to assure that the public
interest does not get watered down by scientists’ zeal for techno-
logical advancement.”

Hartwich’s research shows that partnerships work best when
the parties have a shared goal or interest in a particular outcome
and when the benefits of working together outweigh the costs of
conducting and collaborating on the research. For example, in 1976
Chile’s national agricultural research institute signed an agreement
with the country’s largest beer-brewing company to breed and
distribute high-quality, high-yielding barley varieties to about 500
Chilean barley producers. In this case, the public sector held the
research expertise, and the private sector communicated the
needs of an industry, and by extension, the farmers supplying that
industry.The goals of the two sectors converged:The brewery had
an interest in maintaining a constant supply of high-quality barley

from local producers, and the research institute wished to support
barley production as a source of income for farmers—though
these were not the country’s poorest farmers.Thus the brewery
paid about US$15,000 a year to fund the operational costs of the
program, which resulted in four new barley varieties created and
distributed to farmers between 1978 and 1999.

Overcoming the Hurdle of Intellectual
Property Rights
From 1995 to 1998, ICI Seeds, an American seed company, joined
in a partnership with Indonesia’s Central Research Institute for
Food Crops (CRIFC) to develop insect-resistant tropical corn.The
partnership succeeded in training the Indonesian researchers in
biotechnology techniques like genetic engineering and molecular
mapping, but when it came time to transfer the company’s tech-
nologies to CRIFC for use in the institute’s breeding programs, the
partnership foundered. Given Indonesia’s lack of patent protection
for the technologies, as well as lack of biosafety regulations for field
testing genetically engineered plants, ICI ultimately rejected the idea
of transferring them.

The lesson of this episode is clear : partners must work out the
terms of intellectual property rights in advance.These up-front
negotiations can take time, but they can also mean the difference
between a partnership that results in tangible benefits for devel-
oping-country farmers and one that does not. Unsurprisingly,
companies that have spent millions of dollars developing new agri-
cultural technologies can be reluctant to share those technologies
with public entities at no cost. But in some cases and under certain
specified terms, private companies are quite willing to license intel-
lectual property to the public sector or to poor farmers.

To develop golden rice, for instance, Potrykus and Beyer used
proprietary technologies belonging to half a dozen different
companies (not the 32 different institutions widely reported at the
time). After the initial research, therefore, the first step was to
arrange for free licenses for these technologies so that Potrykus
and Beyer could use them to further develop golden rice varieties.
Syngenta then made legal arrangements giving the intellectual
property rights associated with golden rice to a group called the
Golden Rice Humanitarian Board, chaired by Potrykus and made
up of individuals from various public and private organizations.The
Humanitarian Board grants royalty-free sublicenses to the golden
rice technology to public research institutions so they can develop
locally adapted varieties in places like Bangladesh, China, India, and
the Philippines. For developing-country farmers who generate
more than US$10,000 a year from farming, a commercial license
from Syngenta is required. Otherwise, the technology is free for
use by farmers in developing countries.Working out such an
arrangement took considerable time.
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Biosafety issues related to genetic engineering can also present roadblocks. “There is a growing
constraint arising from the provisions of the Cartagena Protocol on Biosafety, which add stewardship
responsibilities and liability and risk considerations that the technology ‘giver’ must take into account
when entering into a partnership or granting licenses,” says Bennett.

Managing Partnerships for Success
In spite of their apparent potential, successful public-private partnerships in agricultural research, says
Spielman, are still somewhat rare, especially compared with the fields of health and infrastructure, where
hundreds of such partnerships have been launched in recent years. In agricultural research, public entities
and private companies are often constrained from joining forces by their different objectives, by the high
costs of collaboration, by mutually negative perceptions, and by a lack of information on successful part-
nership models.The private sector can be frustrated by the slow pace of decisionmaking and action in
the public sector, whereas the public sector sometimes distrusts the motives of those in the private
sector, even when a private company is operating through a philanthropic arm.

Some nongovernmental organizations claim that the large corporations are engaging in public-private
partnerships in developing countries merely to help open the regulatory door for their other transgenic
products. Others are concerned that the new interest in public-private partnerships will last only until
the companies’ next downturn. “What is the agenda driving the philanthropic intent?” asks Raymond
Offenheiser, president of Oxfam America. “Is it a real concern for the welfare of the poor? Or is it about
market share and share value? We understand that for corporations, it is difficult to disentangle these
two sets of goals, and market share often dominates. Corporate foundations are not profit centers, and
funding is cut when share value declines.We have lived this reality before so we are wary.”

“Syngenta and Monsanto can engage in partnerships because there is demand for their products, but
they can also generate controversy,” says Spielman. Sometimes partnerships work better when they
include a civil society organization to help increase transparency and legitimacy, he points out. In other
cases, he says, partnerships can be more effective when they involve locally owned private firms, farmers’
organizations, or processors’ and marketers’ associations, rather than large multinationals.

But partnerships with local private companies depend on the existence of local markets and
companies that are healthy and competitive. In the Syngenta Foundation–KARI–CIMMYT project to
develop insect-resistant maize for Africa, says CIMMYT economist Hugo de Groote, local seed
companies will be needed to distribute seeds to farmers.The difficulty is that in much of East Africa,
many of the private seed companies that arose in the wake of economic liberalization in the 1990s have
limited capacity to distribute seeds or have collapsed altogether.

In China the situation is quite different—investment in agricultural research by the Chinese private
sector is growing at a breakneck pace, and the question is how to manage and guide this research
through public-private partnerships for the benefit of poor farmers. Shenggen Fan, incoming director of
IFPRI’s Development Strategy and Governance Division, suggests that one approach is to target public
agricultural spending on basic, or upstream, research, which can then be released to private firms for
further development of crops and technologies and for distribution to poor farmers. “The government
can use tax incentives, credit subsidies, and intellectual property rights to help promote certain agricul-
tural research in the private sector and then target public investment to complement private research
instead of competing with it,” says Fan.

If partnerships in agricultural research can be managed successfully, says Spielman, the next step is to
increase the impact on poor rural people by going beyond just developing new crops. “Even if you
improve a crop, it won’t help farmers if there is no one to process it and no market for it. Now we need
a lot more focus on food processing and other ways of adding value to agricultural products.This is an
area where public research facilities can work with private firms to come up with new approaches.” ■

—Reported by Heidi Fritschel 
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