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Dear Mr. Husain:

It is my pleasure to submit to you for consideration of the Group
the report on the first external management review (EMR) on the International
Food Policy Research Institute (IFPRI). This is the fifth management review
conducted within the CGIAR and was held concurrently with the external program
review of IFPRI.

The Group owes a debt to the board of trustees, the director and
the staff of IFPRI for their cooperation and assistance in conducting the two
reviews. Particular debt is also owed to Dr. Michael Arnold and Professor John
Dearden who constituted the EMR panel.

The EMR panel has conducted a comprehensive and detailed assessment
of management at IFPRI. In carrying out its review the EMR panel has worked
closely with the EPR panel, and the conclusions and recommenations of the two
panels by and large reinforce each other.

The overall 4mpression of the panel about management at IFPRI is
very positive. A number of factors have contributed to IFPRI's menagement
effectiveness: a positive relationship between the board and the director;
strong leadership; high caliber and well-motivated staff; an informal
management style appropriate for the institute's size, purpose and stage of
development; and excellent systems for accounting, reporting, financial
analysis and internal control. IFPRI should be commended for these and the
many other achievements noted in the report.

The panel's recommendations focus mainly on strengthening three
aspects of IFPRI's management:

(1) organizational structure;
(2) management of human resources; and

(3) management of financial resources.
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On organizational structure, the panel concludes that there is a
growing need for greater delegation of authority and responsibility from the
director, who has a heavy research, managerial and administrative burden,
towards other managers in the institute. To accomplish this, the panel
proposes the reestablishment of the post of deputy director, establishment of
a management group and a research, appointments and promotions committee, and
gradual delegation of responsibility for budgetary control to program directors
who wish to accept such responsibility. Under the scenario proposed by the
panel, the deputy director would be responsible for coordinating matters
relating to the administration of research and for overseeing all support
services for research.

On mnagement of human resources the panel recommends the
introduction of wmore systematic performance appraisal reviews and establishing
policies that address the concerns of research assistants. It alsc encourages
senior IFPRI staff to participate in management training programs and suggests
that more consultation and greater visibility are needed in the processes
leading to the selection and appointment of senior research staff,

In the financial management area the panel strongly emphasizes the
need to improve core funding and cash flow——by increasing the number of donors
contributing to its core program, by increasing its working capital, and by
adopting a more conservative financial strategy in the future. The panel also
illustrates the extent of IFPRI's dependence on special project funds, which in
one research program have reached sixty percent of total direct costs in 1983,

The board and the management of IFPRI have been extremely receptive
to the suggestions of the review panel. The board's response to the program
and mnagement reviews, which are attached, show that IFPRI has already set in
motion the actions necessary for implementing most of the EMR panel's
recommendations. For this, the institute's board and management should be
commended. B

In the consideration of both the program and management reviews,
and of the budget for IFPRI in 1985, the TAC came to the conclusion that it
would recommend increases in IFPRI's budget sufficient to overcome the funding
crunch to which both reviews call attention. That program, if funded, includes
provision for increasing working capital. 1In these discussions, the CG
secretariat undertook, provided that IFPRI showed a real commitment to the
building up of working capital, to use the financing facility of the World Bank
to mke up for short run liquidity problems in the meantime. We have since met
with IFPRI management on this topic and have reached an agreement on an overall
approach, under which the Bank will lend funds to IFPRI on a more flexible
basis than is usual, and IFPRI will in turn share with the secretariat its
financial plans and particularly the actions it intends to take to build up
working capital.

In conclusion, we recommend that the Group take the following
action in connection with the EMR of IFPRI:
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(1) commend the board and management of IFPRI for their past
achievements in building a well-managed institute and for
their prompt actions in response to the recommendations of
the EMR panel; and

(2) recommends to the Group to take account of IFPRI's need
to build up working capital, as well as to increase its core
program, in decisions concerning funding over the coming
years.

The IFPRI management review report clearly shows that as a research
organization grows, it needs to continuously adjust its management philosophy
and system to the changing circumstances. IFPRI has done this successfully in
the past, and, in part prompted by this review, plans to do so in the future.
With such a positive attitude IFPRI should continue to be a well-managed
institute. ‘

f}gggrglz yours,
/ \./ ‘

TSN
I3 = B
KWVJW/
Curtis Farrar

Executive Secretary
CGIAR Secretariat
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Response of the Board of the Trustees
of the
International Food Policy Research Institute

to the External Program and Management Reviews

The Board of Trustees was most gratified by the extraordinarily
high quality of the External Program Review and Management Review
Teams, their dedication to the complex task they faced, and the
thoroughness of the review they conducted. In particular we are
thankful for their willingness to participate in the long and arduous
visits to a wide range of field sites in Asia and Africa. We also
note the timing of the Reviews is propitious in terms of the stage of
development and receptivity of the Institute.

The Board of Trustees is now responding briefly and broadly to
the reviews as the first round in a continuing dialogue on these is-
sues with the Technical Advisory Committee and the donor communities.
This response deals not only with the substance of the reports but
purposefully underlines IFPRI's current extremely difficult financial
condition, the relation of this condition to the findings of the
review teams, and the additional financial requirements necessary to
preserve the achievements lauded by the review teams and to make the
additional progress called for in the reviews.

Succinctly, the current financial problem is to support an un-
economically small core senior research staff with an excessively
large proportion of special project funding. The basic need is to en-
large the core senior research staff by four persons and to provide
support for them. It is clear from the Management Review that the In-
stitute is in danger of severe retrogression without a substantial in-
crease in core support in 1985, We emphasize that this situation has
arisen from the need for IFPRI, as for any new institution, to grow
until it reaches its minimum viable size. IFPRI has managed to do so
through a level of special project funding, which is now recognized to
be unsustainable.



The Board is gratified tnat the External Program Review clearly
states the sharp focus of IFPRI's research and its substantial empha-
sis on both production and equity aspects. It also points to the
process of interactions of the members of the Board of Trustees, the
management staff, the research staff, and the user community in set-
ting specific research priorities. The Board also welcomes the team's
analysis of the geographic composition of IFPRI's research program and
the recommendation that IFPRI's current efforts on Africa of less than
10 percent of IFPRI's total effort be increased to nearly 30 percent,
while cautioning that there be no further reduction in the work on
South Asia, given the low cost of research and the immensity of the
food and poverty problems in that region. Further, the Board welcomes
the team's understanding of the complexities and subtleties of IFPRI's
outreach to and impact on policy processes, and it welcomes the team's
proposal that the Institute prepare a biennial institute report for
the CGIAR reflecting the state of food and agriculture as it pertains
to the system's mandate.

The Program Review Team has made a set of recommendations that
in effect call for a broadening of IFPRI's focus and approach. The
Board fully recognizes the importance of the interaction of the set of
issues to be accompanied by the broadening of approach. In response
it expresses the following concerns and cautions:

1. IFPRI's current clear focus has been developed slowly and
carefully to fit not only the exigencies of the food and poverty prob-
lems of developing nations but the special implications of IFPRI's
presence in the CGIAR and the tightness of funding to the system as a
whole. The Board therefore:

a) is concerned that a sense of urgency be preserved concern-
ing the critical role of accelerating growth in food production in de-
veloping countries in meeting the income, consumption, and nutritional
needs of the poorest people in those countries. In view of the spe-
cial emphasis on poor people in IFPRI's mandate, the Board reiterates
the need for research on the relation between agricultural growth and
the growth in employment and incomes of poor people. The core of that
work, in which IFPRI has been particularly innovative, needs further
strengthening and broadening;

b) wishes to emphasize the vital role of IFPRI's credibility
in maintaining the rigorous analytical approach for which it was com-
plimented by the External Program Review Team. It is important that
IFPRI not be interventionist, but rather that it play its role by add-
ing to knowledge and bringing its findings to the attention of policy-
makers and analysts in an unbiased manner.



2. The Board welcomes the suggestions for broadening the focus
of the six questions around which the research projects are organized
but, again, is concerned that the present tight focus not be lost.

3. The Board welcomes the suggestions for broadening IFPRI's
approach through staff additions assuming that IFPRI's strategic focus
is retained and the financial implications are considered. The Board
wishes to draw attention to the urgency of additions to the CG core
budget in order to maintain the existing integrated program. Thus,
the broadening of its disciplinary bases, the further outposting of
staff, the strengthening of work in Africa and on fertilizer, and the
development of the strateaqy work are all presented as broadening and
strengthening efforts to be built on existing operations that them-
selves cannot be maintained without added funds. Both the External
Program Review and the Management Review clearly state how extremely

fragile and unstable IFPRI's core research program is at the present
level of core financing.

The Program Review Team made specific recommendations concerning

IFPRI's research program. The Board concurs with these recommenda-
tions as follows:

1. The broad concept of a program concerned with development
strategy issues as they arise from and relate to food policy will add
emphasis to an area we recognize to be important and will be advanta-
geous from a management standpoint. The role this effort will have in
defining the rest of IFPRI's research program is increasingly vital.
How this area is to be defined is a complex and important issue, and
the Board looks forward to tackling this issue itself and through its
interactions with the TAC, the donors, the developing countries, and
IFPRI staff. The Board recognizes that any further expansion and ar-
ticulation of this work must be from its present well-defined focus
and that the relation of this work to each of the other programs must
also be taken into account. The Board wishes to take under advisement
a title for this program, recognizing that too broad a title may lead
to diffusion of the focus.

2. The Board concurs with the suggestion of a change in name
and focus for IFPRI's Food Trends Analysis Program. It has requested

the Director begin to explore such a shift with the various other in-
terested parties.

3. The Board fully concurs in the team's urging that the work
of the International Food Trade and Food Security Program be more
visible including its explicit inclusion in the six questions.



4. It is urgent that the work on fertilizer policy be strength-
ened.

5. The Board shares the concern of the team about the high pro-
portion of core research conducted in the Food Consumption and Nutri-
tion Policy Program that is financed from special project funds, but
views this as part of the larger problem of the need to reduce special
project financing of core research from one third of the budget to a
maximum of 25 percent. It notes that to address the recommendation
and concern of the Review, this requires increased core financing.

The bulk of the recommendations of the Management Review are so
clearly in order that the Board has fully concurred that the Diractor
proceed as quickly as possible in implementing them. In particular
the Board has requested the designation of a more explicit management
committee and its attention to personnel, staffing, and performance
appraisal. The Director will report regularly to the Board on the im-
plementation of these various recommendations.

Many of the Management Review Team's recommendations documented
the weak financial base of the Institute, which has been a continuing
concern of the Board. Earlier the Board had expressed its reservation
about leaving the position of Deputy Director vacant, but felt it nec-
essary to do so because of the even greater urgency of maintaining the
research program. The team's articulation of the role of a Deputy Di-
rector is very helpful and reinforces the Board's view of the need for
such a person.

Even more serious is the problem of working capital. The team's
documentation of the problem is welcomed. The stated need for more
capital equipment in the Information Services and Computer Services
and administrative areas as well as the observation of the cramped
space for the staff and its activities are valuable to the Board,
which will take action as soon as finances permit.

Finally, the Board feels reinforced in its concern for the high
level of special project funding, especially for key core programs.
This, however, cannot be dealt with except through a substantial in-
crease in core funding.

We Took forward to a continuation of the high level of immensely
valuable and constructive dialogue, and IFPRI's evolution to a stabi-
1ized position as a productive member of the CG system.



Chapter

70

Annexes

CONTENTS

Acknowledgments + . + & « ¢« v + « e e e e e e e i
SUMMATY v ¢« o o o o o o o o 2 o o o o s o o o o o o s o o 1
Introduction. . v v ¢ v ¢ v v vt v i e e e . R
IFPRI's Mandates and Strategies: Their Formulation

and Review . L] * . 2 * L] . » L2 1 . L] - . L] L L] . L] - L] * 8
The Board of Trustees . v ¢ ¢ ¢« ¢ o ¢ o o o ¢ o o o o « & 13
Organizational Structure and Definition

of Responsibilities « v ¢« v ¢ o o ¢ 4 ¢ ¢« ¢ o o o o o « o 18

The Management of Human Resources « « « « « ¢« o « ¢ o « & 21
Management of Financial Resources . « « « . . . e e s . 26
SUPPOrt SEPVICES v v v v 4 o 4 o o o ot e e e e e e e 31
Future Management of the Institute. . . . . . +« . . . . . 35

List of Issues -- IFPRI External Management Review. . . . 40
Biographical Information on the Panel Members . . . . . . 44

Itinerary of the IFPRI External Management Review Panel . 45

List of Individuals Interviewed at IFPRI . . . . . . . . 46
TLLUSTRATIONS

Board of Trustees -- Historical Information . . . . . . . 16

IFPRI Organizatijonal Chart . . . . « ¢« ¢ ¢ v & v v « o« . 19

Direct Research Costs by Program, 1983. . . . . . . . . . 30

Proposed Organizational Chart . . . . « v v ¢ v ¢« ¢« « « & 38

i



ACKNOWLEDGMENTS

The Panel was greatly helped in its work by the friendly recep-
tion and unstinting assistance accorded to it by the Director of IFPRI
and its staff at all levels. The thorough preparation for the Review,
undertaken by the Institute, was clearly reflected in the high quality

of the briefing documents and the excellence of the field trips organ-
jzed prior to the main review.

The Panel was assisted by Selcuk 0Ozgediz of the CGIAR Secretariat
whose thoughtful guidance was always at hand. We are especially
grateful to Marian Cole of IFPRI who so ably coped with the word pro-
cessing for all drafts of the report.

ii



SUMMARY

The Management Review Panel has concerned itself with the working
relationships, procedures and resources that enable IFPRI to function
as an effective research institute. We have locked at the mechanisms
used to determine its aims and strategies; the control over its af-
fairs exercised by the Board of Trustees; the Institute'’s organiza-
tional structure and its methods for defining responsibilities; and
the efficiency of its management of human and financial resources.

In general, we have concluded that the IFPRI staff at all levels
are highly motivated, that they benefit from working as a closely-
integrated international team, that they are well led and that the

style of management is appropriate for the Institute's size, purpose
and stage of development.

Our suggestions and recommendations are made with a view to
strengthening the mechanisms for internal review and communication
that we consider essential to ensure that the productive working en-
vironment is not gradually eroded as the Institute matures.

Mandate and Strategies

We have looked at the ways in which the mandate and strategies
were determined and are kept under review. We were able to observe
some of the processes involved at the level of the Board and at the
level of the Institute. We conclude that the Institute is doing all
that can reasonably be expected of it in order to take into account
the wide range of ideas and circumstances that affect its research
strategies; to communicate its conclusions to the developing coun-
tries; and to obtain feedback from them.

We have noted the steps that IFPRI is taking to foster good rela-
tions with other institutions both within the CGIAR system and outside
it. There is obviously more to be done in these areas but the main
requirement s for the time that it takes for the necessary process of
evolution. Consequently, we see no need for mechanisms that are addi-
tional to those already in place or projected for the future, such as

joint meetings, seminars, conferences and all the informal interaction
that develop from them.

Board of Trustees

As far as the Board of Trustees is concerned, we consider that
the Board has served the Institute very well. In general, we detected
a strong and positive relationship between the Board and the Director,



and adequate interaction between the members of the Board and the se-
nior research staff. The way in which the Board functions, as well as
‘the minutes of meetings, show that the Board gives clear guidance to
the Institute on strategies for both research and finance; and that it
maintains an appropriate distance from the Institute, in that its mem-
bers do not become involved in the day-to-day affairs of the Insti-
tute. The length of service of individual trustees is kept under
review by the Board.

Organizational Structure

The present organizational structure of IFPRI has been arrived at
through a process of evolution and is not a particularly unusual
structure for small research institutes. It involves a complex matrix
of informal working relationships that are highly dependent on person-
al initiative and goodwill. The basic organizational structure of
four programs and six support services is supplemented by numerous
Toosely-defined groupings running across the main structure. The hor-
izontal groupings do not relate directly to IFPRI's six research ques-
tions, but are influenced by them in that the questions determine the
types of research project that are undertaken.

In our opinion, the close working relationships within the Insti-
tute largely obviate the need for many of the more formal procedures
that are normal in larger institutions. Nonetheless, we detect areas
where we consider that responsibilities are inadequately defined and
areas where workloads are likely to become too great. Consequently,
we see a need to move gradually towards a somewhat more systematic
approach to communication, coordination and the definition of respon-
sibilities. .

Management of Human Resources

In the management of human resources, for example, we detected
areas where there are gaps in the procedures which, if not corrected,
might lead to discontent or frustration in the future. Our main rec-
ommendation is that performance appraisal reviews be introduced into
the management procedures of IFPRI and that they shculd cover all
staff up to and including the senior research staff. It is clear that
many of the staff are not familiar with the concept of performance ap-
praisal and confuse it with the process of annual evaluation for pur-
poses of promotion.

The more systematic and analytical approach to job satisfaction
and efficiency that is introduced by performance appraisal is not very
demanding in time, but represents a safety net for catching minor de-
ficiencies in management before they develop into major ones. Before
performance appraisal can be introduced, however, it would be neces-
sary to familiarize the staff with the concepts and to arrange train-
ing for all appraisers. We have made suggestions along these lines,
in the general context of involving some of the senior staff more gen-



erally in management training such as in the seminars on management
issues planned by the CGIAR Secretariat. The fact that not many defi-
ciencies have arisen in the present informal system of management is
reflected in the generally high motivation and job satisfaction of the
staff, although there were a few exceptions, notably among the re-
search assistants.

We detected a need for more consultation and greater visibility
in the processes leading to the selection and appointment of senior
research staff, although we consider that the final responsibility for
their appointment should remain with the director. Concerning the
terms of appointment for senior staff, we have cautioned against mov-
ing too rapidly into offering indefinite terms of appointment to se-
nior research staff. We recognize the need for continuity, but this
has to be balanced against the need for change, and we consider that
the present arrangements are appropriate having regard to the stage of
the Institute's development.

We consider that the concerns of research assistants should be
kept under review and we recommend that the Deputy Director be as-
signed responsibility for dealing with problems related to research
assistants and for establishing policies for guiding and administering
them.

Management of Financial Resources

Regarding financial management, the routine procedures for ac-
counting, reporting, analysis and internal control are excellent.
Nonetheless we have drawn attention to cash management in relation to
excess of expenditure over income; we have commented on the budgetary
process and on the costing of special projects.

Regarding cash management, steps have to be taken to improve cash
flow and to prevent the large shortfalls that occur at certain times
of the year. The position of IFPRI is different from that at most
other CGIAR institutions in that it does not have capital reserves on
which to draw in times of difficulty. This disadvantage should be
recognized by the CGIAR. We accept that some risk-taking, with regard
to core funding, has been necessary during the development of the In-
stitute to its present stage, but we consider that a somewhat more
conservative policy should be adopted in future.

The Institute needs the greater stability and security of funding
that would arise from having more donors willing to contribute to its
core funding, and by having reasonable reserves of working capital.

It should therefore augment its efforts to attract new donors and give
higher priority to increasing its working capital.

Regarding the budgetary process and control of expenditure we
consider that the Institute must move gradually towards decentralizing
the research budgets, at least to the Program level. Because heavy
involvement of the Program Directors in administrative matters would



detract from the productive working environment, we recommend that re-
sponsibility for administering the core budget for research be as-
signed to the Deputy Director and that, at his discretion, he further
delegate responsibility for budgetary control to those program direc-
tors who wish to accept such responsibility. 'As far as special proj-
ects are concerned, the problems are different and our comments relate
to the assignment of overhead costs and the effect that this can have
- on core funding.

Support Services

We looked at the support services for research and administra-
tion. These are all working efficiently and are highly praised by the
research staff, As far as the research support is concerned, there
are some problems of priority of work that are not at all unusual on
research stations. They are particularly important in relation to
services such as computing. We consider that the coordination of work
of the support services for research, and the resolution of competing
demands from research staff, should be primarily the responsibility of
the Deputy Director. For this reason we consider that the Heads of
the support services for research should report to the Deputy Direc-
tor, not to the Director as at present. Otherwise we have generally
endorsed the suggestions made by the staff themselves. Thus we recom-
mend that IFPRI employ a consultant to review the Institute's require-
ments for computing facilities and information technology and that
meeting these needs should be accorded high priority in the internal
allocation of resources. We also recommend that IFPRI formulate a
procedure for approving and reviewing its operating manuals and ensur-
ing that they are made available as soon as possible.

Future Management of the Institute

Finally, we consider the overall management of the Institute and
the implications of our proposals for the Institute as a whole. Al-
though, in general, we endorse the informal style of management and we
certainly do not want to disrupt the healthy and productive working
environment, we have detected two trends that should be averted. One
is that the Director is progressively being overloaded by involvement
in the day-to-day management of the Institute. The other is that the
Associate Director for Finance and Administration is progressively be-
ing drawn into research matters that should not be her primary con-
cern.

We see two clear alternative ways of arresting these undesirable
trends: one is to delegate far more authority and responsibility to
the Program Directors; the other is to strengthen central management
by re-installing a Deputy Director.

Because the Program Directors see themselves as research workers,
not as administrators, and because everyone is anxious to preserve the
basic style of management, we favour the second of these alternatives



-5-

rather than the first and recommend that the organizational structure
be amended so that the heads of the support services for research re-
port to the Deputy Director and that his or her responsibilities be
re-defined to include a strong coordinating role in all matters relat-
ing to the administration of research and related activities.

We see the Deputy Director as being a professional researcher in
his own right, with an involvement in the research of the Institute,
but whose primary responsibility would be to assist in the central ad-
ministration of the Institute as part of a central management group,
comprising the Director, the Deputy Director and the Director for Fi-
nance and Administration.

We also consider that a modest degree of formality should be in-
troduced into the administration and recommend that the Director's
Advisory Committee be renamed the Research, Appointments and Promotion
Committee and that it should operate on a more formal basis to resolve
issues relating to research and the management of human resources.



INTRODUCTION

This report summarizes the findings and the recommendations of
the CGIAR External Management Review Panel of the International Food
Policy Research Institute (IFPRI) in Washington, D.C. The External
Management Review (EMR) was carried out during March 26 - April 6,
1984, concurrently with the External Program Review (EPR) of IFPRI,
As the two Panels have worked closely throughout the review, the two
reports are complementary. Both should be read for gaining an under-
standing of the effectiveness of IFPRI's research program and of its
management.

Management reviews of CGIAR centers are still at an experimental
stage. Following the reviews of CIP, IITA, WARDA and CIAT, this is
the fifth management review conducted in a period of little over a
year. Consequently, an important outcome of the review has been
knowledge gained on ways of improving the methods of conducting man-
agement reviews of the institutions within the CGIAR system. This
knowledge is being communicated to the CGIAR Secretariat separately.

As in previous reviews, the management review of IFPRI attempted
to achieve the following board aims:*

(a) to provide IFPRI's Board and management with insights into
the management effectiveness of the Institute and ways of
improving the effectiveness and the efficiency of the Insti-
tute's operations;

(b} to provide the Group with information on the management
effectiveness of IFPRI and on problem areas that need to be
addressed;

{c) to ascertain whether IFPRI's management is receptive to
change and whether the administrative, financial and other
management systems are designed and operating efficiently
and in ways that enable the Instjtute's management to moni-
tor progress, discover weaknesses and introduce corrective
action;

(d) to identify management practices at IFPRI that may have
broader application in the system; and

*As outlined in “Guidelines for the Conduct of Management Reviews of
the International Agricultural Research Centers,” CGIAR Secretariat,
July 1983.



(e) to identify elements or circumstances that have important
positive or negative influences on IFPRI's efficiency and,
where appropriate, to suggest constructive change.

In meeting these regquirements, the Panel has limited its review
mainly to the examination of the specific questions compiled by the
CGIAR Secretariat in "List of Issues -- IFPRI External Management Re-
view" (see Annex 1). The structure of the report is broadly related
to the topics outlined in the List of Issues.

For the reader unfamiliar with IFPRI and its operations a de-
scriptive summary is provided at the beginning of Chapter 1. The an-
nexes contain biographical information on the panel members (Annex 2),
the itineraries of the panel members {Annex 3), and a list of individ-
uals interviewed (Annex 4).



CHAPTER 1.
IFPRI'S MANDATE AND STRATEGIES: THEIR FORMULATION AND REVIEW

Background

IFPRI was established in 1975 following discussions within the
CGIAR. Funded initially by three non-governmental donors (the IDRC,
the Ford Foundation and the Rockefeller Foundation), its primary pur-
pose was to do work in those areas of socio-economic research that
were beyond the scope of other CGIAR institutions. Two important
areas of work were identified:

(i) the analysis of world data on food and

(i1) research on governmental policies affecting the availabili-
ty of food in developing countries, particularly its avail-
ability to the poorest people.

In identifying these gaps in existing work, the founders of IFPRI
stressed the need for objective reporting, unaffected by those
political considerations that influenced the conclusions of other or-
ganizations doing similar work. The output of IFPRI was seen as a
potentially valuable source of knowledge for those who formulate poli-
cies in developing countries.

By 1978 the Institute had assembled a professional staff of 21
and, on the basis of the "undiminished need for.independent review and
analysis of critical issues related to world food policy," it was ac-
corded full sponsorship by the CGIAR. Its current mandate, which was
approved by the Board in 1980, emphasizes its role in analyzing the
effects of different policies on the availability of food, especially
in relation to the needs of the poor and the alleviation of malnutri-
tion. It describes the types of research required to fulfil this man-
date, the strategies necessary to disseminate the research findings,
and the contribution the Institute can make to training. The evolu-
tion of the mandate and strategies of IFPRI are described fully in the
Report of the External Program Review (Chapter 2).

Research at IFPRI is administered through four “progfams" or de-
partments each related to food policy and concerned respectively with:

(i) trends,
(1) production and development,

(ii1) consumption and nutrition, and



(iv) trade and security.

Each of these "disciplines" requires specialist expertise, but most of
the questions that arise in food policy reguire inputs from more than
one of them. Accordingly, the research strategy has been guided by
six guestions that relate to:

(i) the rapid growth in imports of food in the developing coun-
tries,

(ii) the policies needed to encourage technological change,

(1i1) the incentives needed to achieve growth and equity simul-
taneously,

(iv) the relative weights that should be given to different ag-
ricultural commodities,

(v) the policies needed to alleviate rural poverty, and

(vi) the strategies required for greater security of food supply
to the world's poorest people.

Selective intensification of research related to some of these
six questions forms the basis of IFPRI's development plan for the
1980s, "Lcoking Ahead." It projects an increase in professional staff
from 21 to 25 by 1986, with corresponding increases in funding for
salaries, but minimal increases in the cost of overheads.

The plan predicts that IFPRI's research will assist policy-makers
by providing:

{1) a basis for predicting rapid increases in imports of food
and for estimating their composition;

(i1) guidelines for allocating resources to agricultural re-
search among competing commodities; -
(iii) policies for stocks of fertilizer and its supply, taking
into account the needs of new technology in relation to
faster rates of growth;

(iv) policies for improving the nutrition of rural people when

the application of new technology leads to greater commerce
in agriculture and consequent increase in exports;

(v) a basis for comparing the effects of high-yielding varie-

ties on the alleviaticn of poverty, under irrigated and dry
land conditions; and

(vi) policies for ensuring access to food, by both the urban and
rural poor, that include rules for subsidizing fecod and for
initiating schemes of rural employment, in circumstances
that foster the application of new technology to food pro-
duction.
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These major aims, and the strategies designed to fulfill them, are
formulated and kept under constant review through collective discus-
sion, involving the research staff, the Director and the Board.

Observations

IFPRI's mandate and research strategies are clearly understood by
its staff and enthusiastically supported by those policy-makers whom
the Panel met in the developing countries. IFPRI has reached the
stage where it is beginning to receive wide recognition for research
of high quality that is relevant to the immediate needs of developing
countries.

Its strengths are perceived primarily as:

(i) its independence, in that it is not directly influenced by
governmental pressures,

(i1) the relevance of its work, in that its research projects
are sharply focussed on the needs of developing countries,
and

(ii1) the strength and motivation of its staff that arise from
combining, in a single international group, individuals
with a wide range of expertise and experience.

IFPRI also has opportunities for working in close association with re-
searchers at other CGIAR institutions. No other research institution
currently working on problems of food policy can muster a comparable
combination of desirable attributes.

The process of collective discussion through which IFPRI's strat-
egies are formulated is vigorous and dynamic. The strong consensus
that is developed is seen as a self-regulating mechanism on staff who
might otherwise allow their personal interests to deflect their re-
search from IFPRI's central purpose.

The mechanisms used for defining strategies are also used to pro-
vide feed-back from developing countries. Careful thought is given to
selecting members of the Board as well as individuals who are invited
to attend conferences and workshops, so that a wide range of opinions
from developing countries is continuously sampled. Moreover, the In-
stitute makes good use of its location in Washington and the opportun-
ities this provides for interacting with international personalities
in relevant fields of work, both those resident in the various insti-
tutions in Washington and those on short-term assignments or visits.

Research proposals and findings are exposed to debate and criti-
cism before initiation or publication, through internal seminars to
which external specialists are invited. These seminars, the external
seminars organized by IFPRI in the developing countries and the numer-
ous other conferences, seminars and workshops in which the research
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staff participate, all provide mechanisms whereby IFPRI remains sen-
sitive to changing perceptions and research requirenents. In addi-
tion, preparation for the External Program Review and participation in
discussion with its panel members has enabled the staff to check and
modify their insights into the problems they are tackling. Conse-
quently, IFPRI's long-range plan is seen as a forward projection of
current thinking, rather than as a project plan that must be rigidly
adhered to.

Evaluation and Conclusions

The Panel noted the complexity of the problems that IFPRI is
tackling and their wide-ranging impliications for policies affecting
the availability of food to poor people in the developing countries.
Having regard to the Institute's size and available resources, there
is a 1imit to the extent to which it can reinforce its efforts to
maintain the relevance and focus of its strategies. Against this
background, the Panel commends IFPRI for the ways in which it remains
alert to the problems it seeks to elucidate. As IFPRI gains in stat-
ure, however, it must guard against the danger of becoming authoritar-
jan in its approach and must continue to ensure that it is a good
listener as well as a good counsellor. One way of widening its con-
tacts might be to exchange information on its programs for internal
seminars with other institutions which are involved in similar and re-
lated fields of research, both outside and within the CGIAR system.

The Panel considered the question of the possible conflict of in-
terest between IFPRI and other institutions working in similar fields
of research. The management aspects of these relationships are con-
cerned with the mechanisms used to encourage desirable jnteraction and
those that might be necessary to identify and clarify possible areas
of conflict, and hence to avoid their undesirable consequences.

From the limited ways in which the Panel could study the rela-
tionships between IFPRI and other institutions, we conclude that
additional mechanisms are not required. The development of a new
institute, such as IFPRI, is inevitably viewed by the staff of other
institutions with some concern, in that they fear that the new insti-
tute may encroach on their perceived territory. Some misunderstanding
is likely to arise until the benefits of co-operation override the
fears of conflict. The Panel was told of some problems of this nature
that had arisen in the past, but relationships are steadily improving
and several areas of strong co-operation were described to the team.

Regarding relationships with other institutions within the CGIAR
system, active co-operation is clearly strongest with IRRI, where an
IFPRI member of staff is posted to the region. This mechanism is suc-
cessful and economical partly because food policy in the ASEAN coun-
tries is dominated by rice. Posting of IFPRI staff to other regions,
partly as a means of fostering closer co-operation with CGIAR insti-
tutes, is likely to be less cost-effective because of the greater
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diversity of issues relating to food policy. It could not be contem-
plated without a substantial increase in IFPRI staff.

Although the Board and the Director are fully receptive to the
need for greater cooperation with other CGIAR institutions, the reali-
ty is that the level of cooperation, as perceived by the staff them-
selves, has not yet developed very far. This comment applies, to a
greater or lesser extent, not just to the IFPRI staff but to all staff
in the CGIAR system. It arises both from the different roles of IFPRI
and the other institutes, as well as from the different staff in the
government services of the developing countries with whom the various
CGIAR institutions wish to cooperate.

The Panel considers that relationships will continue to develop
through an evolutionary process that is fostered by bringing together
CGIAR staff to discuss issues of mutual concern. Some good examples
of this process are provided by recent and proposed meetings. In
March, 1984, IFPRI organized a workshop at ILCA on International Agri-
cultural Research and Human Nutrition to which representatives from
all the CGIAR institutions were invited. Delegates consisted of an
approximately equal mix of social scientists and biologists. This
workshop is to be followed by an IFPRI paper to be discussed with the
Centre Directors at their meeting in June, 1984, with a view to trans-
mitting a document for discussion by TAC. Other meetings are planned,
such as an informal meeting at IFPRI of the CGIAR economists who will
be visiting Washington in April, 1984, in connection with the CGIAR
Impact Study. These types of meeting should assist IFPRI to clarify
where greater cooperation is needed and to plan its work and the dis-
tribution of its staff accordingly. The Panel commends IFPRI for the
action it is taking to strengthen cooperation with other CGIAR insti-
tutions.
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CHAPTER 2.
THE BOARD OF TRUSTEES

Background

The IFPRI Board of Trustees comprises 16 members, including the
Director of the Institute who is appointed ex officio. One member is
nominated by the host country and eight are appointed by the CGIAR.
The remainder are elected by a majority of the Board. The unusual
feature of the appointment of Board members, compared with other CGIAR
institutions, is the large number appointed by the CGIAR itself. This
proportion of 50 percent is necessary to fulfil the requirements under
legislation in the USA for recognition of the Institute as a "Public
International Organization Entitled to Enjoy Privileges, Exemptions
and Immunities."

Members of the Board are chosen from a wide range of disciplines
and countries. In addition to the social sciences, the biological
sciences are also strongly represented. Half the members traditional-
ly come from the developing countries and are chosen primarily for the
contribution they can make to the discussion of issues .relating to
food policy. Typically, they hold high office in their home countries
and are consequently limited in the amcunt of extra time they can de-
vote to IFPRI business, over and above their attendance at meetings.
Partly for that reason, the Board has concerned itself more with mat-
ters relating to programs than to administration. Indeed, IFPRI is
the only CGIAR institute in which the whole Board functions as the
Program Committee.

The Board meets twice a year. The February meeting, devoted
mainly to program matters, is held in a developing country and is pre-
ceded by visits and meetings aimed at facilitating interaction between
members of the Board and policy-makers in the host country. The annu-
al general meeting of the Board is usually held in Washington in Sep-
tember,

The administration of IFPRI is monitored by the Board's Execu-
tive, Finance and Audit Committee which usually meets twice & year in
association with the Board meetings., There is also a Nominating Com-
mittee and, since 1983, a Development Committee. These committees
meet once a year in conjunction with the September meeting of the
Board.

The Development Committee was established to "review IFPRI's re-
lTationship to its constituency and funding sources, and to foster in-
teraction with the donor community. Particular emphasis would be
placed on interaction with its European constituency."” The committee
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is to function for two years initially, after which its continuation
will be reviewed.

- The Bylaws of the Institute prescribe that trustees shall hold
office for three years. This statement is not amplified or qualified,

however, so that trustees may be re-elected and hold office indef-
initely. '

Observations and Conclusions

From observation of one program meeting and study of the minutes
of previous meetings, the Panel considers that discussion of program
matters by the Board, though wide ranging, is sufficiently focussed to
give strong quidance to the determination of strategies. For example,
the Board had a substantial input into the formulation of the long-
range plan. Moreover, its interaction with Program Directors and re-
search fellows is vigorous and constructive. The meetings convened in
developing countries enable members to gain a wider perspective of
food policy issues and are regarded as extremely valuable. The prac-
tice of holding Board meetings in different developing countries is
one that other Boards in the CGIAR system might consider, even though
the costs of traveling would prevent large numbers of research staff
from attending.

Discussion with members of the Board, and inspection of the min-
utes, suggest that financial and administrative matters are discussed
fully by the Executive, Finance and Audit Committee before being pre-
sented to the full Board for further discussion. The Chairman of the
Committee visits the Institute when meetings are held in Washington
and communicates by telephone at other times. His appointment as
Treasurer of the Institute was adopted by the Board in order to empha-
size his availability to the Institute.

The current finan¢ial position is reported regularly to the Board
and quarterly to the Executive, Finance and Audit Committee by the Di-
rector, with full supporting documents. The Board adopts contingency
plans for possible short-falls in funding and determines dead-lines
for implementing fall-back positions, should these become necessary.

Deficiencies in core-funding have forced the Board to accept a
relatively high proportion of funding by special projects. Members
are aware of the imbalance that funding through special projects has
caused to its perception of the optimum balance of programs. The
imbalance is particularly noticeable in the high proportion of extra-
core funding allocated to the Consumption Program. (These issues are
discussed fully in the Report of the Program Review.) The Board con-
siders that the position can be satisfactorily resolved only through
the allocation of greater core-funding.

Although from a somewhat limited study of the minutes the Panel
did not detect any gaps in communication between the Institute and the
Board on financial matters, we consider that the Board should review
whether it would be reasonable to expect the Chairman of the Execu-
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tive, Finance and Audit Committee to visit the Institute more fre-
quently in his capacity as Treasurer. In this connection the Board
might wish to review the honoraria payable to its key officers in re-
lation to the tasks expected of them, following the guidelines out-
Tined in the draft paper prepared for the CGIAR Secretariat entitled:
"Rules, Relationships and Responsibilities of Trustees of Internation-
al Agricultural Research Centres." It might also wish to formulate
guidelines for those who hold responsibilities, such as those of Trea-
-surer, in future years.

The Board attaches great importance to the work of its Nominating
Committee in identifying and attracting new Board members of high cal-
ibre. In considering the CGIAR guidelines for the term of office of
Board members, the IFPRI Board has concluded that the advantages of
continuity of membership may sometimes outweigh those of restricting
members strictly to two, three-year terms of office. Consequently,
the Board prefers to retain flexibility on this issue.

Table 2.1 1ists the members since 1975, shows their country of
origin, length of service and the composition of the various commit-
tees. It is clear that the Board has achieved a very reascnable bal-
ance between the need for continuity and the need for change in its
composition. Nonetheless, in the light of the Report of the Second
Review of the CGIAR, it would be prudent for the Board to keep this
issue under review.

Minutes of meetings of the Board and its committees were made
available to the Panel. They are comprehensive, clearly written and,
with respect at least to the meeting in February, 1984, produced

promptly.

The Board is very conscious of the need to widen its constituency
of support. In this connection, the invitation extended to members of
the CGIAR to attend a "visitors' day" preceding the Board meeting held
in Washington in September, 1983, was valuable. Staff from African
embassies in Washington were also invited and the main purpose was to
discuss the outcome of a seminar held in Zimbabwe and co-sponsored by
IFPRI and the University of Zimbabwe. The seminar formed part of a
special project funded by the UNDP and the Government of the Nether-
Tands and was entitled: "“Accelerating Agricultural Growth in Sub-
Saharan Africa.” The idea of a visitors day represents one way of
involving donors in IFPRI activities.

The Development Committee of the Board has been established spe-
cifically to strengthen IFPRI's relationships with the donor communi-
ty. From discussions with members of the donor community, the Panel
became aware of some misunderstanding that exists among them about
IFPRI's role in the CGIAR system. The establishment of the Develop-
ment Committee is therefore appropriate and timely.

The Panel sensed a strong and productive relationship between the
Board and the Director and adequate interaction between the Board and
senior research staff. It is clear that all enjoy mutual respect and
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confidence in the Institute’'s potential for success. The Board gives
c¢lear guidance to the Director on research strategies and, under ad-
vice from the Executive, Finance and Audit Committee, monitors the fi-
nancial affairs of the Institute. It does not become involved in the
detail of the administration of the Institute, however, and maintains
an appropriate distance from day-to-day management.
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CHAPTER 3.
ORGANIZATIONAL STRUCTURE AND DEFINITION OF RESPONSIBILITIES

Background

IFPRI is a relatively small institute. Practically all of its
staff, numbering about 80 individuals, are housed in somewhat re-
stricted space on two floors of a single building in Washington. Its
organizational structure and mechanisms for control and communication
have evolved in an informal manner, reflecting the strong research in-
terests and relaxed management style of the senior research staff.

The current organizational chart, prepared by the Institute, is
shown on page 19. It illustrates the line management structure for
the research programs and support activities. It does not indicate
the staff responsibilities that run across the line management struc-
ture, giving a complex matrix of organizational relationships that are
highly dependent on personal initiatives and goodwill. This matrix of
working relationships, together with the collective input into the re-
search strategies described in Chapter 1, is frequently referred to at
IFPRI as a "collegial" approach.

Under the present structure the program directors report to the
Director. The heads of the support services report, for administra-
tive matters, to the Associate Director for Administration and Fi-
nance, but to the Director for matters pertaining to research. The
Deputy Director was seconded to ISNAR in 1982 and the position has, in
effect, been vacant since that time.

The Director's Advisory Committee meets informally once a week
and forms an important part of the mechanism for communication &mong
the most senior staff. Minutes are not recorded, however, and the
Panel was not able to review the work of the committee in detail.

The individual research projects are determined in relation to
the six questions that relate the four programs to food policy (see
Chapter 1). The questions do not in themselves constitute the re-
search projects. Rather, they are used to define smaller projects,
each of which is relevant to, but does not totally embrace, one of the
questions. Conseguently the six questions do not have any direct rel-
evance to the organizational structure.

Observations

The Panel considers that the strong team approach at IFPRI con-
tributes greatly to the motivation of staff at all levels. The close
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working relationships it engenders largely obviate the need for bu-
reaucratic procedures that would inhibit prompt action and Tead to
frustration. Nonetheless, as IFPRI has expanded, a number of unde-
fined areas of responsibility have arisen that may or may not be en-
tirely filled through personal initiative and goodwill. As IFPRI
continues to mature as an Institute, it will need to review its or-
ganizational structure and procedures to ensure that any gaps in the
definition of responsibility are detected before they lead to ineffi-
ciency and discontent.

The senior research staff are strongly opposed to the introduc-
tion of procedures that imply greater bureaucracy. The majority do-
not wish to spend time on the paperwork of administration nor, in
general, do they wish to become more deeply involved in management,
even at the level of Program Director. With few exceptions, they see
the absence of delegated responsibility for the management of budgets
and expenditure as desirable and to constitute a valuable mechanism
for freeing them from concerns that might otherwise divert them from
their role of stimulating and doing research.

Conclusions

In the context of a small institution, the Panel sees the merit
of these arguments and would not suggest changing the present style of
management in any substantive way. Nevertheless, to prevent gaps in
responsibilities from arising, the Panel considers that action should
be taken to ensure a more systematic approach to mechanisms for inter-
nal communication and the definition of responsibilities. We develop
this analysis and make recommendations in subsequent chapters of this
report.
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CHAPTER 4,

THE MANAGEMENT OF HUMAN RESOURCES

Background

The management of human resources at IFPRI can best be analyzed
by examining the component parts of the organization, which are: the
senior research staff, the scientific support staff, the senior admin-
istrative staff, and the administrative support staff.

Senior Research Staff. The senior research staff include re-
search fellows and post doctoral fellows. Most decisions concerning
the senior research staff are made by the Director. The Director
makes the final decision on all senior research staff appointments,
sometimes in consultation with the program director concerned. The
Director evaluates all senior personnel and he alone determines their
compensation and merit increases. No feedback is provided on the rea-
sons for a merit increase. There is no direct performance appraisal,
in that the Director and the researchers do not meet to discuss spe-
cifically the performance of the researcher. The senior research

staff are all appointed for specific terms, ranging from one to five
years,

Communication between the research staff and the Director and
among senior research staff is informal with two exceptions: the
Director's Advisory Committee (DAC) and regularly scheduled Friday
meetings in the Consumption Program.

Scientific Support Staff. The scientific support staff include
research assistants and computer programmers. £Each senior research
fellow is entitled to one-half of a research assistant's time. Re-
search assistants are assigned to a program and, within the program,
they are assigned to individual research fellows. Research assistants
may be hired, evaluated, assigned, and terminated by the program di-
rector, in consultation with the research fellow, where abpropriate.
Research assistants are typically appointed for short periods, one or
two years. There is a formal system of annual evaluation for research
assistants, which is adequately documented.

Senior Administrative Staff. The senior administrative staff
consist of the Associate Director and the heads of the six support
services. The head of accounting services and the personnel and of-
fice manager report directly to the Associate Director, the other four
heads of services report to her only for administrative matters and to
the Director for matters pertaining to research.
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The Director makes the final decisions on appointments of the
senior administrative staff, in consultation with the Associate Direc-
tor for Finance and Administration. He evaluates them and determines
their merit increases in consultation with the Associate Director
where appropriate. As with the senior research staff, there is no
formal. system of performance appraisal.

Administrative Support Staff. Administrative support staff in-
clude editors, assistants, typesetters, word processors, accounting
assistants, secretaries, receptionists, and messengers. The adminis-
trative support staff are formally evaluated each year and this eval-
uation is documented. They are eligible for merit increases on their
anniversary and a cost of living adjustment on January 1. Their com-
pensation package is at least competitive and may be slightly above
average because of favourable fringe benefits at IFPRI.

Observations

Senior Research Staff. Everyone in the research area with whom
the Panel talked was enthusiastic about the collegial atmosphere that
exists at IFPRI. Most expressed the belief that it is conducive to
maximum output and job satisfaction. Most believe that the quality of
their fellow researchers is high, that there is free communication and
that there is little, if any, friction. Al1 believed that the re-
search atmosphere at IFPRI is a major factor in IFPRI's ability to re-
cruit and retain top research staff. All expressed a very positive
degree of job satisfaction. All indicated the highest regard for the
Director both as a researcher and as a colleague, and found him rea-
sonably available. In short, the picture presented to the Panel was
one of a highly productive and very satisfied group of researchers.

The Panel considers that responsibility for search and recruit-
ment of senior research personnel should be broadened to include, on a
formal basis, more members of the staff. Although the final decision
on employment must rest with the Director, there is a need for greater
consultation with Program Directors before the appointments are made.
Moreover, in view of the fact that vacancies are not advertised, it is

desirable that the search for new staff is seen to be wide and objec-
tive.

At present, all senior research staff are appointed for a specif-
ic term, usually between one and five years. The Director has asked
the Panel to consider the appropriateness of having some appointments
for an indefinite period of time because it is desirable to have con-
tinuity in the research staff. This policy also has an advantage in
recruiting staff because some people are reluctant to give up a per-
manent position to accept a temporary one. The disadvantage is that
it is a simple matter to terminate a person at the expiration of a
term appointment, while there can be considerable legal problems in
terminating a person hired for an indefinite term.
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On balance, the Panel considers that the disadvantages of indefi-
nite appointments outweigh the advantages at this time and that IFPRI
should maintain the present practice of offering only term appoint-
ments. Where appropriate, the Diractor can always assure a candidate
that he intends to keep him or her on indefinitely. The Panel is also
cancerned that, if an indefinite appointment were an option, many peo-
ple on term appointments would be unhappy and there would be pressure
for indefinite appointments for all staff.

Scientific Support Staff. The only group of people at IFPRI that
the Panel found to be discontented were the research assistants, a
fact that is well-known to the administration. The disatisfaction
arises from several causes. First, the scientific support staff have
an ambiguous position in the organization. They are more highly paid
than clerical staff, yet most can never hope to be promoted to re-
search fellow. There is, in effect, no clearly-defined career path.
Second, some research fellows are more satisfactory to work for than
others. Since the relationship between the researcher and the assist-
ant is the most important single factor in job satisfaction, it is in-
evitable that some of the research assistants will be unhappy. Their
condition is made worse in some instances because most research as-
sistants work for more than one researcher. Third, many of the re-
search assistants are overqualified for the particular jobs they are
asked to do. Fourth, the final resort for dealing with most of their
problems is the Director. Since it is inappropriate for the Director
to have to deal with their concerns except on a policy level, there is
a visible gap in the communication process and this creates a leader-
ship vacuum. Research assistants for the most part are not part of
the collegial atmosphere and, thus, they require a more structured
administration.

The Panel understands that methods to alleviate the problems of
the research assistants have been under consideration for over two
years. It is the opinion of the Panel that the problems have become
acute because no one in the organization, except the Director, has the
authority to address the job-related concerns of the research assist-
ants as a group. Someone on the research side of the Institute is
needed, not only to address the specific needs of the research assist-
ants, but to review policies for recruitment, promotion, compensation,
assignment and so forth.

Senior Administrative Staff. Al1l the senior administrative staff
are highly motivated and enjoy good relations with the research staff.
Direct interaction with the Director and Program Directors is variable
and some gaps in communication were detected., Job satisfaction was
generally high but might be improved in some instances by greater in-
teraction with the senior research staff.

Administrative Support Staff. There are two problems that the

Panel observed in the management of the secretarial staff. First,
each research fellow is entitled to one-quarter of a secretary's time.
This inevitably leads to problems of uneven workloads both because re-

searchers vary in the amount of secretarial time that they require
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and, also, because the timing of research effort may be uneven. This
results in periodic work overloads for some secretaries at certain
times and underloads for others. On the basis of interviews with the
staff, the Panel estimates that, on average, 75% of the secretaries'
time is spent in typing. The second difficulty occurs because the
secretaries, as a group, have no individual to address their common
problems. The circumstances are similar to those encountered by the
research assistants.

Conclusions and Recommendations

Performance Appraisal. While not wishing to disrupt the collegi-
al atmosphere (see also Chapter 7), the Panel considers that job sat-
isfaction at all levels of staff could be raised even higher through
the introduction of a modest degree of formality into the entirely in-
formal atmosphere that currently exists at IFPRI. Structured discus-
sions between staff and more senior members of management, such as
those that form the basis of “"performance appraisal review," can have
benefits that are not always achieved through entirely informal com-
munication. Concerns may be expressed during formal interviews that
might not be expressed during normal working relationships. There are
also opportunities for more penetrating analyses of ways of achieving
desired goals. In our view, the process of performance appraisal is a
necessary and positive part of management procedures.

Accordingly, we recommend that performance appraisal reviews be
introduced into the management procedures of IFPRI and that they
should cover all staff up to and including senior research staff.

In order to implement this recommendation the Panel suggests that
the Institute obtain professional assistance in setting up a system
for performance appraisal. It will also be necessary to ensure that
staff assigned the responsibility for appraisal are adequately trained
in the accepted technigues.

Management Training. The Panel noted that the Institute has no
structured program for management training. In addition to the need
for training in methods of performance appraisal, the Panel considers
that senior staff would benefit from wider exposure to management is-
sues. Senior staff should be encouraged to participate in management
seminars such as those proposed by the CGIAR Secretariat, and to at-
tend courses to improve their management skills, where appropriate.

Support Staff. The problems of job satisfaction and career de-
velopment, that were expressed to a greater or lesser extent by vari-
ous categories of support staff at IFPRI, are common to most research
institutes. There is no easy solution to them. The process of per-
formance appraisal would help to identify particular problems on a

regular basis. It is possible that some re-organization might also
‘help.
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With the secretarial staff, for example, it might be worth asses-
sing whether the problem could be alleviated by assigning one secre-
tary to each research program and organizing the remainder on the
basis of a secretarial pool. With the more general use of word proc-
essors, a scheme of this kind might have advantages in smoothing out
the demand for work and improving job satisfaction. The Panel con-
siders that the maintenance of an overview of the concerns of all
secretarial staff is desirable and that this responsibility should be
assigned to the Personnel and Office Manager.

As far as research assistants are concerned, it may be necessary
to review the standards of recruitment in relation to job prospects.
We consider that the concerns of research assistants should be kept
under review and we recommend that the Deputy Director be assigned re-
sponsibility for dealing with problems related to research assistants
and for establishing policies for guiding and administering them.
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CHAPTER 5.
MANAGEMENT OF FINANCIAL RESOURCES

Background

The Director has final authority for the management of IFPRI's
financial resources. The administration of financial affairs is the
overall responsibility of the Associate Director for Finance and Ad-
ministration, supported by the section for accounting services, which
is staffed by a controller, an accountant and a bookkeeper. The
Chairman of the Executive, Finance, and Audit Committee of the Board
serves as Treasurer.

Financial management at IFPRI includes the budgetary process,
cash management, contract management, and accounting services. The
Associate Director and the Controller prepare the budgets and finan-
cial reports that are sent to the Director and to the Board of Trust-
ees. The Controller is responsible for the accounting services and
for the supervision of the accounting staff.

The financial plan for the ensuing year is submitted for approval
to the Board in September, following the receipt of the approved core
budget from the Technical Advisory Committee of the CGIAR. Subsequent
to approval of the budget, the accounting services provide monthly
statements showing the actual expenditure compared with the budgeted
amounts assignable to the period being reported. Financial reports
analyzing the financial status in depth are reviewed by the Director
on a quarterly basis. These reports compare actual expenditure for
the period with the forecast. Each quarter the Director is provided
with an updated forecast of the balance for the year.

The controller prepares subcontracts and other agreements initi-
ated by IFPRI and is also responsible for meeting the contractual re-
quirements of special projects and for providing those responsible for
special projects with current levels of expenditure.

In addition to financial planning and contract control, the con-
troller is responsible for the usual accounting functions, such as the
maintenance of the general ledger, the preparation of financial state-
ments, cash management, and liaison with the external auditors.

Observations and Conclusions

The Panel reviewed the financial reports and procedures and
discussed the system for accounting and internal control with the
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external auditors. In former years, IFPRI has experienced problems
with both the accounting records and the system of internal control.
Beginning in 1982, corrective action was started. It is our opinion
that the problems experienced in former years have now been entirely
corrected. The Panel considers that the accounting, reporting, finan-
cial analysis, and internal control are excellent. The manning of
these functions {(a controller, an accountant and a bookkeeper) is min-
imal but adequate. Nevertheless, we identified the following areas in
which financial management could be strengthened: cash management,
particularly with respect to the excess of expenditure over income,
the budgetary process, and the costing of special projects.

Cash Management. In the Panel's opinion, cash management should
be improved and expenditure should not continue to exceed income. Be-
cause these two areas are interrelated and are the result of the same
circumstances, we discuss them together.

The problem of cash management occurs because at certain times
the required disbursements of cash exceed the amount of cash on hand.
This is particularly true in the early part of the year. For example,
in 1982 and 1983, the proportion of the core income received during
the first quarter was 17% and 16% respectively, compared with a need
of 25%. The cash shortfall amounted to $240,000 in 1982 and $300,000
in 1983, As a result, it was necessary to defer some disbursements
and to borrow money from commercial sources as well as from the World
Bank, in order to buffer the differences in timing between receipts
and payments.

Expenditure has exceeded income for the past two years by $35,943
in 1983 and $22,302 in 1982. Although these amounts are not large,
the potential for a much greater shortfall exists. Furthermore, a
shortfall can necessitate emergency measures at the end of the year to
minimize its effects.

There appear to be three reasons why expenditure has exceeded in-
come in the past two years. First, there is considerable uncertainty
with respect to the potential income in any particular year, resulting
from two causes: the relatively small number of major donors and the
heavy reliance on special project income. With a small number of
donors, a difference between the amount expected and the amount actu-
ally received could have an important impact on the funds available.
Also, as described above, the timing of the receipt of contributions
can affect the cash balance.

Second, the management at IFPRI has chosen to adopt a "risky"
financial strategy in that forecasts of income have tended to be opti-
mistic, whereas forecasts of expenditure have included little allow-
ance for unplanned commitments. This strategy has proved successful
in the past because a more conservative policy would have resulted in
less research. Further, the financial situation at IFPRI has been
carefully monitored by the Board to ensure that any shortfall would
not exceed clearly-defined limits.
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Third, compared with other CGIAR institutions, IFPRI has only a
very small capital budget. Consequently, it has negligible internal
resources that can be used to buffer the effects of variable cash
flow. Members of the CGIAR should take this into account when review-
ing IFPRI's budget. '

Although the financial strategy of IFPRI has proved successful in
the past two years, it is the opinion of the Panel that it should
gradually become more conservative. First, IFPRI should specifically
plan for income to exceed expenditure each year until it has a suffi-
cient cash reserve to buffer adequately the timing differences between
income and expenditure. Second, planned expenditure should include
greater allowances for contingencies.

In addition, IFPRI should make a concerted effort to increase the
number of donors. The Panel realizes that this is easier said than
done and we recognize that considerable effort along these lines has
- already been made. Now that IFPRI has developed to the point where
increased donor participation is feasible, however, the Panel consid-
ers that the importance of increased donor support justifies a struc-
tured plan of action with broad participation by appropriate staff and
Board members. Accordingly we support the inauguration by the Board
of a Development Committee (Chapter 2).

The Budgetary Process. The Panel considers that the budgetary
process and subsequent reports of actual receipts and payments com-
pared with budget forecasts are very good. There is, however, a some-
what unusual feature in financial management. That is the high degree
of centralization in financial planning and control.

Within the support area, Heads of sections participate in the
budget preparation and are held responsible for staying within their
budgets. For the research work, however, budgets are not even pre-
pared by program. Consequently, the Program Directors have no respon-
sibility (in fact 1ittle input) into the budgetary process for core
funding in their programs and no reports on their expenditure relative
to budgetary allocations. Most Program Directors are satisfied with
this arrangement because it minimizes the time spent on administrative
matters.

This lack of delegation is seen as part of the Director's strate-
gy to minimize the bureaucracy at IFPRI. It is the Panel's opinion,
however, that decentralization should gradually be incorporated into
the budgetary process. Consequently, we recommend that responsibility
for administering the core budget for research be assigned to the Dep-
uty Director and that, at his discretion, he further delegate respon-
sibility for budgetary control to those Program Directors who wish to
accept such responsibility. Although budgetary control of core proj-
ects may be premature at present, it is our opinion that, as budgetary
control is decentralized, IFPRI should gradually move towards analysis
and control over core funding at the level of individual research
projects.
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Control of Special Projects. In addition to the uncertainty of
the income from special projects, described in a previous section,
there is also a problem with the ailocation of overhead costs., Cost
accountants typically classify costs into three categories:

(i) "direct” costs, which include all costs that would not have
been incurred had the special project not been undertaken,
such as salaries, computer time and travel expenses;

(i) "common" costs, which include all costs that would not have
been incurred had no special projects been undertaken, such
as occupancy costs and support costs, that are related to
the level of activity; and

(ii1) "joint" costs, which include costs that are not affected by
the level of activity, such as the cost of the Director's
office.

The distinction between direct costs and common costs is in tim-
ing. The former vary immediately with the level of activity; the
latter with the level of activity over a longer period of time.

The funding of a special project should always include direct
costs, usually include common costs, and sometimes inciude joint
costs. Clearly, there is a net out-of-pocket cost if all direct costs
are not funded and this amount will have to come out of core funds.

To the extent that common costs are not funded, there will be a long-
run shortfall that will have to be covered by core funding. To the
extent that the overhead allocation includes joint costs, the special
project will contribute to core funds.

The Panel has examined the overhead allocation rates used by
IFPRI and concludes that they are reasonable approximations of common
costs. (Direct costs are charged directly.) These rates are charged
where indirect costs are accepted by the contracting organization.

One difficulty with special projects at IFPRI is that some contracting
organizations accept no overhead allocations. Superficially it might
appear that such special projects should never be undertaken. There
are, however, mitigating circumstances that make undertaking such
projects desirable. For example, in a joint project the other partic-
ipant may pay the entire amount of some direct costs such as computer
time or consulting. In other instances, a special project may direct-
ly support a core project. The merits of each project must be decided
individually and, therefore, an across-the-board policy proscribing
the acceptance of special projects that do not fund overhead costs is
inappropriate. Table 5.1. shows an analysis of direct research costs
by program. Overall, the proportion of these costs funded through
special projects in 1983 was 35%, with the highest proportion (60%) in
the consumption program. We conclude that IFPRI is justified in un-
dertaking special projects that may not fully fund common costs but
that such projects should be carefully screened to insure that core
funds are not being used to supplement them without at least a corres-
ponding benefit.
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CHAPTER 6.
SUPPORT SERVICES

Background

The six support services include accounting, personnel and of-
fice, library, computing, information and seminars. The head of ac-
counting services and the personnel and office manager report directly
to the Associate Director, the other four heads of support services
are coordinated by her for administrative matters, but report to the
Director for matters pertaining to research. The work of the account-
ing section was described in Chapter 5. The functions of the other
support services are described briefly below.

Personnel and Office Management. The section providing personnel
management and office services currently involves a staff of four.
The personnel manager is responsible for recruiting and hiring support
staff and for coordinating the hiring and relocation of senior re-
search and senior administrative staff. IFPRI's comprehensive bene-
fits program is also administered by the personnel manager. O0Office
management functions include support services to staff, such as pro-
viding supplies, equipment, office space, and other administrative
services.

Library Services. The library provides information to the staff
through interiibrary loans, current awareness and reference services,
and through the regular acquisition of publications in the fields of
agricultural economics and rural development. The 1ibrary contains
over 3000 research reports, 3000 monographs, and 165 periodicals.
Geographically, the collection covers the Third World, especially
India, China, Southeast Asia, and Sub-Saharan Africa.

Computer Services. The computer services department provides
IFPRI research personnel with computational advice and programming
assistance. Since a large part of IFPRI's work is quantitative, com-
puting services are particularly important and all programs are depen-
dent on them. Currently, a staff of three provide technical support
and training for some 28 research economists (some of whom are part-
time) and 16 research assistants. Questions of priority are deter-
mined on the basis of common sense and negotiation with the
individuals concerned.

Information Services., IFPRI publishes a series of research re-
ports, a series of abstracts of the reports, a newsletter, an annual
report, journal reprints, and other miscellaneous material. These
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publications are distributed to 6,600 individuals, government offici-
als, members of national research agencies, institutional and educa-~

tional libraries, and international organizations concerned with food
policy and agricultural development.

Information services are provided by a staff of seven, including
the department head, two editors, an editorial assistant, an informa-
tion assistant, a typesetter and a word processor. In addition to the
full-time staff there are, on a part-time basis, one free-lance
artist, two free-lance translators (Spanish and French), and a free-
lance editor.

Policy Seminars Program. IFPRI disseminates its research find-
ings to administrators and policymakers and others who influence na-
tional and international food policy by publishing important research
findings, and by convening national and international conferences,
seminars, and workshops. In June 1982, IFPRI created the Policy Semi-
nars Program with the purpose of facilitating the flow of information
generated by IFPRI research to decision-makers in developing
countries. The Policy Seminars Program has a staff of two.

Observations

The quality of the support services was universally praised by
members of the research staff in response to questions by members of
the Panel. Even where it was believed that the service was not as
prompt as would have been preferred, it was stated that the people
were good but that there were not enough of them. Regarding the ad-
ministrative services, a generally expressed need by the senior re-
search staff was for more easily accessible information on routine
administrative matters, such as travel arrangements and expense allow-
ances. '

Heads of several of the support services mentioned the potential
benefits to be derived from greater investment in computers and infor-
mation technology, for which they had already made provisional propos-
als. ,

Within the section covering personnel and office management, sep-
aration of the responsibilities of the personnel manager from those of
office supervision has been under consideration as a means of covering
gaps in the existing structure. This section carries a heavy load of
day-to-day responsibilities with the consequence that longer-term
projects, such as the preparation of administrative manuals, have not
yet been completed.

Conclusions and Recommendations

The Panel commends the staff of the support services for their
competence and dedication and for the excellent rapport they have es-
tablished with the senior research staff. Although, in the allocation
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of resources, the support services have usually taken second place to
the main research programs, the support services are now adequately,
though minimally, staffed. Nonetheless, the Panel considers that ef-
ficiency and output could be increased by a relatively modest increase
in investment in computer facilities and information technology. We
also consider that some organizational and operational changes are de-
sirable.

Computer Facilities and Information Technology. A preliminary
study has been made by IFPRI staff to evaluate the feasibility of ac-
quiring a mini-computer for the computing services, instead of hiring
computer time in a nearby building, as at present. The Librarian has
expressed a need either for a micro-computer or for access toc a com-
puter to assist with cataloging and retrieval. A similar requirement
for access to computing exists for the accounting section. An addi-
tional need in the Library is for a terminal to give access to a main
cataloging data-base.

The Panel strongly endorses all of these needs and considers that
the provision of appropriate facilities should not be unduly delayed.
A decision on how best to meet these needs would be dependent on eval-
uating a range of possible options in relation to the Institute's
overall requirements, and to the extent to which networking with other
institutions would be desirable and feasible. Accordingly, we recom-
mend that IFPRI employ a consultant to review the Institute's require-
ments for computing facilities and information technology and that
meeting these needs should be accorded high priority in the internal
allocation of resources.

Organizational and Operational Changes. In order to strengthen
the association between the research support services and the research
programs we consider that the four heads of these services should re-
port to the Deputy Director (see also Chapter 7). We would expect the
Deputy Director to have more time than the Director to maintain an
overview of the research support services and their relationships with
the senior research staff. He could also be called upon to arbitrate
on matters of priority.

We also consider that contacts with the research staff in respect
of the library and computing services should be further strengthened
by establishing two small "user" committees to be chaired by the Depu-
ty Director. tach should comprise representatives from the research
programs and should meet at least twice a year to consider priorities
and to exchange information in a more structured way than is currently
practised.

Within the administrative services, the Panel endorses the views
of the Associate Director for Finance and Administration that the sec-~
tion dealing with personnel and office management should be split into
two, to be headed by a personnel manager and office supervisor respec-
tively. The personnel department would be responsible for the usual
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personnel functions that are now being undertaken, including coordina-
tion of the secretaries, as recommended in Chapter 4. The office
supervisor would be responsible for such things as purchasing equip-
“ment and supplies, supervising the copying machine, arranging space
and furniture, dealing with vendors, assisting in logistics arrange-
ments for conferences and board meetings and in travel coordination.
This division of responsibility is required because, in the opinion of
the Panel, the personnel functions require the full-time assignment of
one administrator and the office management that of another.

The Panel noted the need, expressed by the senior research staff,
for easier access to information on travel. Travel agents have proved
unsatisfactory. And the Panel suggests that IFPRI develop a central
mechanism for providing assistance in this area.

Furthermore, IFPRI needs more structure in its administrative
procedures. This applies principally to personnel and accounting
where manuals are already in preparation. The Panel recommends that
IFPRI formulate a procedure for approving and reviewing its operating
manuals and ensuring that they are made available as soon as possible.

The space that IFPRI currently occupies is inadequate. The Panel
suggests that additional space be acquired on the fourth and eighth
floors as it becomes ava11ab1e.
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CHAPTER 7.
FUTURE MANAGEMENT OF THE INSTITUTE

Style of Management

At IFPRI, the term "collegial" is used to imply a process of ar-
riving at decisions through consensus among colleagues, rather than in
the context of its wider meaning: "of or pertaining to a college or
university."” It may be that the use of this term has contributed to
the impression of some donors and others that IFPRI's approach is too
academic and not closely related to the applied research for which the
CGIAR institutions were created. As we have seen, however, IFPRI's
research, though emphasizing strong disciplinary backing, is focused
on applied problems, and is continually subjected to scrutiny through
collective discussion (see Chapter 1).

Although the value of the informal style of management was evi-
dent in the vigour and enthusiasm of the staff, some potential dangers
were also apparent. For example, the term "bureaucratic" is used
frequently by the Director and the senior staff, but invariably in a
strongly pejorative sense. Consequently, there is a danger of dismis-
sing as unwanted bureaucracy all of the more formal aspects of manage-
ment, some of which might lead to a more systematic definition of
responsibilities and a more disciplined approach to various aspects of
management.

Management Issues

In Chapter 4 we have identified some of the gaps in the manage-
ment of human resources; in Chapter 5 financial management within the
research programs is discussed; and in Chapter 6, the need for resolv-
ing issues of priority is mentioned. There are additional needs for
monitoring and co-ordination that occur in the research programs,
whether supported by core funding or special projects. Some of these
are discussed in the Report of the Program Review. For example, in
the larger research projects, which involve individuals from several
programs, there is no formal assignment of a coordinating role in cir-
cumstances where joint action is often essential. The problem could
easily be overcome if one senior individual, such as the Deputy Direc-
tor, had responsibility for maintaining an overview of this type of
requirement and took action accordingly. There is a similar need for
monitoring coordination among the increasing number of special proj-
ects, especially when several projects are undertaken in the same
country.
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To summarize, potential gaps in communication and administration,
arising from the informal style of management, were noticed in several
areas, including the following:

(i) the appointment of senior research staff (Chapter 4),
(ii) performance appraisal of staff (Chapter 4),

(iii) the maintenance of an overview of support staff across all
research programs and support services (Chapter 4),

(iv) the a?ministration of budgets at the program level (Chap-
ter 5),

(v) the determination of priorities for the use of support
services, such as computing (Chapter 6), and

(vi) coordination within and among research projects (Report of
the Program Review).

Under the present organizational structure, the co-ordination of
research and administration places a heavy burden on the Director him-
self, in addition to his primary role of intellectual leadership. In
response to this pressure of work the Director's office has expanded
to include a special assistant, a research assistant and an adminis-
trative assistant, as well as a secretary. Consequently the individu-
als reporting to the Director include four Program Directors, four
Heads of support services (on research matters only), as well as his
own three assistants. Al]l of these contacts are additional to the di-
rect interaction it is important for the Director to maintain with the
research fellows individually.

Proposals for the Future

Our proposals for the future place considerable emphasis on re-
establishing the post of Deputy Director. Having regard to the heavy
responsibilities currently being carried by the Director and the other
senior management staff, we consider that a Deputy Director could play
a key role in the future management of IFPRI. The Deputy Director
should be either a social scientist or a natural scientist and should
have an active involvement in research. His or her primary repon-
sibility should be to monitor staff relationships and to co-ordinate
research activities.

In the spirit of IFPRI's management style, we considered re-
designating Program Directors as "co-ordinators," "“leaders" or “"chair-
persons.” However, having regard to their need to interact with
officials at relatively high levels in donor agencies and in develop-
ing countries, we thought it preferable to leave their titles as
"Program Director." Commensurate with her responsibilities, we con-
sider that the Associate Director for Finance and Administration
should be re-designated "Director of Finance and Administration.”
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Looking to the future, the Panel considers that the Institute
must move gradually towards greater delegation of authority and re-
sponsibility and Tess involvement of the Director General in day-to-
day administration. In many institutes this would be accomplished by
greater delegation to the Program Directors. For the reasons already
discussed in the previous chapters, however, we favour assigning most
of the responsibility for administration to a reinforced central man-
agement group. Because it is essential that research and administra-
tion should be closely integrated we consider that the Deputy Director
should play a central role in overseeing the administration of
research and related activities, while the Director of Finance and
Administration should continue to play a central role in the
administration of finance and personnel. Both would have strong co-
ordinating roles. They would identify gaps and allocate responsibili-
ties to re-inforce communication and coordination whenever necessary.

The Director, his Deputy and the Director of Finance and Adminis-
tration would constitute the Management Group. It would meet on an
informal basis whenever necessary. Continued communication among all
three of its members would be essential and, in order to fit meetings
into a crowded schedule, we envisage that some meetings would be
called at short notice. A preferred day and time could be reserved to
ensure that at least one meeting were held each week whether or not
all three members were present. The meetings would be kept short and
informal and each member would keep his or her own notes of items for
the agenda and action to be taken.

The revised organization chart, implied by these proposals and
others discussed in earlier chapters, is illustrated on page 38. It
also shows the changes in the organization of programs recommended by
the Program Review Panel., It does not, however, illustrate the infor-
mal working relationships discussed in Chapter 3. Many of these rela-
tionships run across the line management structure, covering both
research and administration. Our proposals do not imply that we wish
to diminish the effectiveness of these relationships nor to discourage
others from arising. Rather, we see our proposals as reinforcing the
framework within which more systematic procedures can be developed
that are designed to detect deficiencies in management before they
give rise to inefficiency and discontent.

In addition to the line-management structure, the organizational
chart shows a "Research, Appointments and Promotion Committee" similar
in composition to the existing Director's Advisory Committee (see
Chapter 3). We see this committee as functioning along somewhat more
formal lines than the existing advisory committee to discuss issues
relating to research and the management of human resources. The agen-
da should be compiled systematically and circulated before the meet-
ings. Comprehensive minutes should not be necessary, but summaries of
the main conclusions should be recorded, disseminated and acted upon.

With this type of structure, its central leadership of research,
central financial management and largely informal management within
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programs, there is clearly a 1imit to the number of senior research
personnel who could function effectively within it. We see no c¢ri-
teria that could be used to define that limit in absolute terms. The
present research group works well together and clearly a few more
senior staff would not destroy its cohesion or unity of purpose. OQOur
view is that from 20 to 30 senior research personnel is reasonable for
this type of structure. The "optimum" number would be dependent on
the personal perception of the Director and on the definition of the
future areas of research to be tackled. In this respect the recommen-
dations of the External Program Review Panel will be crucial. The
present basis of management, together with the modifications we have
proposed, could evolve in a number of different ways to meet possible
future changes in the size of the Institute and its patterns of work.

What is vitally important is that the critical mass of staff,
their international experience, their multidisciplinary mix and their
dynamic approach should be preserved. Given the critical mass at
headquarters, other groups could be built up on a de-centralized basis
as funds and opportunities permit. The administrative structure
needed at headquarters to support them might well not be substantially
greater than at present. The existing structure has the advantage of
minimal commitment to capital investment and consequent flexibility.
It could easily respond to the changes implied by building up addi-
tional, de-centralized staff.

Conclusions

The proposals brought together in this chapter are designed to
reinforce the mechanisms already in place at IFPRI and to preserve the
informal management style of its staff. The Panel commends the Asso-
ciate Director for Finance and Administration for the key role she has
played, and the heavy load of responsibility she has successfully car-
ried, in the efficient management of the Institute.

Looking to the future, we recommend that the organizational
structure be amended so that the heads of the support services for re-
search report to the Deputy Director and that his or her responsibili-
ties be redefined to include a strong coordinating role in all matters
relating to the administration of research. We further recommend that
the Director's Advisory Committee be renamed the Research, Appoint-
ments and Promotions Committee and that it should operate on a more
formal basis to resolve issues relating to research and the management
of human resources.



-40-
Annex 1

LIST OF ISSUES
IFPRI EXTERNAL MANAGEMENT REVIEW
MARCH 26 - APRIL 6, 1984

I. IFPRI's mission, objectives and strategy

0 Does IFPRI have a clear, concise, written mission statement?
Has this been communicated effectively to staff? Have areas
of conflict with other institutions within or outside the
CGIAR system been clarified and communicated to staff?

o To what extent does IFPRI's long-range plan serve as a manage-
ment tool? How were the long-term goals identified?

0 Has a clear strategy been developed to reach the long-term
goals? Have these been translated into operational, short-
term objectives for the center and for units within the cen-
ter? Are these clearly understood and accepted by the staff?
To what extent were the staff and the Board involved in their
preparation?

o Are these (i.e., mission statement, long-range plan, goals,
strategies, and objectives) reviewed periodically?

II. Board of Trustees

o What distance does the Board maintain between itself and the
Institute's management?

0 To what extent does the Board get involved with determining
the Institute's policies, long-term plans, budgets, salary
levels, and other policy and matters? To what extent is man-
agement per se left to the Board's Executive Committee? What
implications do the practices of the IFPRI Board have for the
Institute's management?

o IFPRI's Program Committee is composed of the Board as a whole.
What are the advantages and disadvantages of this arrangement?

o Each year IFPRI usually holds one of its Board meetings in a
developing country. What are the advantages and disadvantages

of this practice? What implications can be drawn for other
centers?

o What means does the Board employ to ensure accountability of
the Institute's management and staff for their performance?
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Organizational Structure

0

What pattern of internal organizational structure exists on
paper? What is the perceived pattern? What are the reporting
relationships? '

Does the organizational structure differentiate clearly be-
tween staff/line authority? Is functional responsibility pin-
pointed clearly by work unit? Is there clear delegation of

responsibility to the management layers below the Director
General?

What is the span of control of key managers? Is the distribu-
tion of managerial responsibilities balanced?

IFPRI's research is organized along the lines of the six ques-
tions noted in the long-term plan. However, the Institute is
managed along functional program lines which its projects/pro-
grams cut across. How effective is this structural arrange-
ment?

Management Style and Internal Communications

0

How is communication, trust, morale and cooperation perceived
within IFPRI? How satisfied are staff with their jobs?

How effective is communication among staff in different disci-
plines and programs?

What is the level of delegation and participation in decision-
making? Is the management style conducive to innovation, cre-
ativity and effective scientific research?

Human Resource Management

o)

Is IFPRI able to attract and retain competent senior staff?
How fast are key vacancies filled with competent staff?

The IFPRI Board beljeves that the "minimum efficient size” ne-
cessary for the Institute to best fulfill its mandate and to
meet the goals of the CGIAR system is about 25 senior re-
searchers. How strongly is this argument justified, taking
into account complementarities and management efficiency?

What is the scope for IFPRI to contract some segments of the
research it conducts to outside individuals or organizations,
rather than increasing the size of its senior staff?

Some have suggested that IFPRI seems to pick strong individ-
uals and let them largely define their own areas of work,
rather than selecting individuals who will most appropriately
fit in with IFPRI's designated lines of work. Is the selec-
tion of individual staff members sufficiently related to team
program requirements?
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What are the gaps between current skills mix and future needs?

Does IFPRI need a full~-time personnel manager? Does .it need
written personnel rules and regulations for internationally-
and locally-recruited staff? :

How attractive are IFPRI's compensation packages for staff re-
cruited from the local area?

Are appraisals and promotions based on merit and performance
(for both internationally- and locally-recruited staff)? Has
a clear link been established between incentives and perfor-
mance? How effective is the performance appraisal process?

What is the need for management training, especially among
staff occupying key management posts? Is there need for
training at the middle- and lower-management levels? What
other needs exist in the .areas of career development and staff
training?

Financial Management and Budgeting

0

How effective is the budget process? How well is budgeting
1inked with -program planning? Is the staff responsible for
budget execution involved in budget preparation? Do budgets
serve as a device for financial and managerial control?

What are the implications of the Institute's heavy dependence
on a few donors for the stability of its future funding? What
are the alternatives to expand the number of major donors?

Does IFPRI use special projects to fill out the gaps in its:
program and bring it up to the minimum critical level? How
well does this practice work? Does it allow reduction of core
requirements and their replacement with special project fi-
nance which may be easier to obtain? Should IFPRI consider
doing more special projects which do not overlap its core pro-
gram, but support it less directly?

The rigidity of IFPRI's budget structure (proportion that is
restricted), unavailability of a working capital, and funding
uncertainties the Institute faces point to the need for gener-
ating short-term sources of budget flexibility. How could
IFPRI best approach this problem?

Does IFPRI need to operate more conservatively, establishing
reserves, and enabling it to respond to crises more readily?
Or should it continue to follow the apparent high-risk policy
of starting activities before they are fully financed? How
much risk-taking is wise for IFPRI? .

How efficient is the allocation of resources between research
and support activities?
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How much progress has IFPRI made in developing a cost account-
ing system which allows costing of programs, projects, and
activities performed by the support units?

How effective is external and internal auditing? What is the
role and quality of the external auditors?

How is overhead charged to special projects calculated?

How much cost-consciousness is there among staff?

VII. Other Issues

¢

How effectively is IFPRI able to communicate the results of
its food policy research to decision-makers in developing
countries? What mechanisms exist for decision-makers in de-
veloping countries to communicate their needs and problems to
IFPRI?

How effective are IFPRI's communications and linkages with
other CGIAR centers, donors, and other related agencies? What
can be done to improve them further?

Should IFPRI consider purchasing or leasing computer hardware
for its research and administrative operations?

In what areas does IFPRI need written policies and procedures?

How appropriate is IFPRI's pricing policy for its publica-
tions?

How much performance- and efficiency-consciousness is there
throughout the Institute? What management processes have been
instituted to guard against inefficiency? Are these appropri-
ate? Is there need for more?

S0zgediz:jag
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Annex 2

BIOGRAPHICAL INFORMATION ON THE PANEL MEMBERS

Dr. Michael H. Arnold, Chairman of the panel, is the Deputy Di-
rector of the Plant Breeding Institute in Cambridge, England. He has
been closely associated with the CGIAR since 1978, first as a member
of the ICRISAT Quinquennial Review Panel, next as the Study Director
of the Second Review of the CGIAR and most recently as the Chairman of
the IITA External Program Review Panel. Dr. Arnold had a twenty-year
term with the Cotton Research Corporation (1952-72), initially as cot-
ton breeder/pathologist at lkiriguru, Tanzania and later as Deputy Di-
rector (1963-65), Director (1966-72) of the Cotton Research Station,
Namulange, Uganda. He was educated at Cambridge University, England
(BA-1952, MA-1954, PhD-1969).

Professor John Dearden, the Herman C. Krannert Professor of Busi-
ness Administration, has been on the faculty of the Harvard Business
School for the last twenty-five years. He spent two years at the In-
dian Institute of Management, Ahmedabad (1966-67) as a Ford Foundation
Consultant. Prior to his tenure at Harvard, he was on the financial
staff at the Ford Motor Company, latest as the manager of the Finan-
cial Systems Department. Professor Dearden was educated at the Ameri-
can International College and at the University of Pennsylvania. He
is the author of eleven books and many articles on management informa-
tion systems,
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Annex 3

ITINERARY OF THE IFPRI.EXTERNAL MANAGEMENT REVIEW PANEL

4-8, 1984

9-12

14

22

23

26-Apr 6

Field Trip to Manila ahd Bangkok {(Arnold)

Board of Trusiees Meeting, Bangkok (Arnold)
Briefing of the CGIAR Secretariat (Dearden)
Briefing at the CGIAR Secretariat (Arnold-Dearden)
Briefing at IFPRI (Arnold-Dearden)

Main Phase of the Review in Washington

(Arnold-Dearden)

Presentation of EMR findings to the Executive/Finance
Committee of the Board of Trustees (Arnold-Dearden)

Presentation of EMR findings to the Board of Trustees
(Arnold-Dearden)
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LIST OF INDIVIDUALS INTERVIEWED AT IFPRI

Raisuddin Ahmed, Director, Food Production Policy and Development
Strategy Program

Harold Alderman, Research Fellow

Barbara Barbiero, Head, Information Services

Romeo Bautista,-Research Fellow

Robert Bordonaro, Head, Policy Seminars Program

Matthew DeVol, Controlier

Robin Donaldson, Head, Computer Services

Neville Edirisinghe, Research Fellow

Jackie Gilpin, Personnel/Of fice Manager

Suzanne Gnaegy, Research Assistant

Loraine Halsey, Associate Director for Finance and Administration
Peter Hazell, Research Fellow

Tricia Klosky, Librarian

Darunee Kunchai, Research Assistant

John W. Mellor, Director

Cornelia Miller, Research Assistant

Leonardo Paulino, Director, Food Trends Analysis Program

Per Pinstrup-Andersen, Director, Food Consumption and Nutrition Policy
Program

J.S. Sarma, Research Fellow
Ammar Siamwalla, Research Fellow
Bruce Stone, Research Fellow
Thongjit Uy, Research Assistant

Alberto Valdes, Director, International Food Trade and Food Security
Program / ‘

Sudhir Wanmali, Research Fellow



