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Preface

During 1992-1993 the last external evaluation of the
International Foundation for Science (IFS) was carried
out, resulting in a report of September 1993 entitled:
“IFS: A Small Organization with a Large Mission”. In
2000 the IFS Board of Trustees and the Donors Group
decided to initiate a new external evaluation, and
appointed the following Evaluation Team (ET): Ana
María Cetto, Thierry A Freyvogel, Moctar Touré, and
Erik W Thulstrup (team leader); their brief CVs are
provided in Annex B. Work on the evaluation started
in the fall of 2000, and the result of this last six months’
work is reported in the present publication.
The ET was asked to “evaluate the power of IFS to
make valuable contributions to capacity building in
the developing world” and to provide guidance
concerning “the role of IFS in a future that will bring
new situations to the South” (see Annex A for the full
Terms of Reference). The ET recognises that the factors
influencing the state of science in the developing world,
as well as the international co-operation scene, are
evolving so dramatically that a review of the role and
the performance of IFS in this changing context, only
eight years after the previous evaluation, is indeed
pertinent.
An extensive analysis of relevant documents and
IFS practices was carried out during the evaluation, and
successive versions of the report were prepared as a
result of discussions among the team members. It has
been a pleasure to observe the fast, efficient reactions
of the Secretariat to our frequent suggestions and
requests for information, with the additional result that
several recommendations in the early stages of this
report have become unnecessary. The fact that IFS was
able to act with such efficiency and speed to discussions
and recommendations in earlier versions of the report
is an indication of the capacity of the organization to
adapt to changing circumstances

The ET members felt that is was extremely
important to meet and discuss with IFS grantees and
Scientific Advisers from as many parts of the world as
possible (Annex C), and have been met by these with
generous kindness and openness. This is to a large
extent due to the extensive goodwill that these scientists
have for IFS. Clearly their input has been of great value
to the ET, which is indebted to them all.
The ET has also received extensive and kind
assistance from both present and former Trustees,
Directors, and Secretariat staff, without which the task
of fully understanding IFS and its important mission
would never have been accomplished. The ET is deeply
grateful for all the support and valuable help received.
Finally, Eren Zink has worked as a part-time
assistant to the ET. He has performed this difficult task
to perfection - it could not possibly have been in better
hands - and the ET is greatly indebted to him.

Mexico, Switzerland, USA, and Denmark,
April, 2001
Ana María Cetto, Thierry A Freyvogel, Moctar Touré,
and Erik W Thulstrup (team leader).
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1. E xecutive summar y

The mandate of the International Foundation for
Science (IFS) is to contribute to a strengthening of the
capacity in developing countries to conduct relevant
and high quality research on the management, use, and
conservation of biological resources.
In today’s world, relevant, good-quality science and
technology for the proper preservation, management
and use of natural resources have become an
imperative. The function of IFS, based on its mandate,
is therefore more important than ever. Its contribution
is particularly valuable because: a) by supporting
carefully selected young promising scientists in
developing countries, IFS targets a most strategic and
at the same time sensitive group, b) IFS gives qualified
professional attention to its grantees on a personal and
continued basis, c) IFS fosters networking among its
constituents and helps establish a tradition in its areas
of competence.
Our analyses and reflections, based on numerous
documents and interviews, have led us to conclude that
IFS must continue in its unique role and strengthen its
impact by taking into account recent changes and trends
in the sciences, in society, and on the international scene.
On one hand, there are important advances in the
sciences, their applications, and science-based
technologies (in molecular science, genetics, ecological
sciences, biotechnology, etc) which may lead to an
improved knowledge, management and use of
biological resources. A wealth of information has
accumulated about the nature and distribution of
existing resources, and new theoretical methods and
practical tools are available for their study and practical
utilisation in society. Furthermore, the need for
integrated, interdisciplinary approaches has become
increasingly evident in these fields.
On the international scene, globalisation is
accelerating, favoured by modern transportation and

communication technologies, accompanied by an
ongoing complex polarization process, with
dramatically increasing contrasts between and within
countries, particularly in some parts of the South. These
events considerably influence the possibilities,
practices, and policies of international co-operation.
In addition, important shifts in international scientific
co-operation are taking place.
It is against this positive and challenging background that we present our views and suggestions,
starting from the previous evaluations and their results,
and guided by the Terms of Reference (TOR)
established for the present evaluation. Based on the
strong scientific expertise in the IFS Secretariat and
among IFS’ broad constituency, we hope that the
present external evaluation can serve as a guide to
improved policies and actions in connection with the
critical challenges IFS is facing today.
In response to the central question of the TOR, we
conclude that IFS has made valuable contributions in
its research areas to capacity strengthening in developing
countries, and that it will be able to meet the present
and future challenge: to adapt to scientific and social
developments in a way that preserves its efficiency while
maintaining its unique and important role.
Very succinctly, our responses given in this report
to the seven critical questions listed in the TOR, are:
Question 1: Is the mission that IFS has taken on
still appropriate (considering the developments that
have taken place and are likely to take place in recipient
countries)?
Answer: The basic mission is as relevant as ever.
However, policies, methods and strategies must change
with the evolution of the sciences and the changing
context.
Question 2: Which is the best way for IFS to support
capacity building in the South today and in the future?
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Answer: To provide incentives and improve
working conditions for young scientists in their own
developing country, and to encourage them to use their
knowledge and know-how in support of development.
Question 3: How were the resources allocated to
IFS since its last evaluation used with regard to its
mandate, its activities, and its staff? What is
recommended for the future?
Answer: The resources have, in general, been used
effectively and in accordance with the IFS mandate.
However, IFS would benefit from an increase in funding
to strengthen its activities and the benefits derived from
them, thanks to a well-experienced Secretariat staff, a
solid group of Scientific Advisers, an extensive
constituency, and the possibilities created by new
technologies.
Question 4: Are the past and present choices in
terms of research areas, geographical areas, and modes
of operations still relevant? What is recommended for
the future?
Answer: The research areas are continuously
changing according to scientific and social
developments. Present trends are in the direction of
integration of traditional scientific disciplines and real
life applications of the research. IFS has gracefully
followed these trends, but could become a leader in
the future. Regarding the geographical areas, the widely
different scientific capacities of individual developing
countries need to be considered. A greater emphasis
should be placed on the weakest recipient countries.
The introduction of a modified age limit for grantees
might be helpful in this respect. Some of the countries
in transition (in Eastern Europe and Central Asia) could
benefit immensely from IFS support, and their
eligibility should be reconsidered. The use of small
grants is still a highly efficient way of providing
incentives for research in developing countries, but the
weakest countries would also benefit from an increase
of supporting activities.
Question 5: Are the IFS working procedures and
modes of interaction with the different governing
bodies, Member Organizations and the Donors Group
appropriate?
Answer: The main problem area seems to be the
interaction with the Member Organizations. It is
imperative that IFS finds ways and mechanisms to take
better advantage of the local knowledge and clout of
these organizations. Local IFS alumni organizations
connected with the member Organizations might be
useful in several ways. The traditional North (donor) -

South (recipient) arrangement should be changed to
a win-win relationship, in which countries both in the
North and the South participate according to their
capacities and interests, and where all share the benefits
of IFS activities.
Question 6: What is the impact of IFS on the
building of scientific communities in developing
countries? What are the future needs?
Answer: As a science organization IFS has had a
unique impact - both on the individual scientist and
at the institutional level - through the provision of
incentives and recognition for talented young researchers and by introducing them to international networks
in their field; this will remain important in the future.
However, in the future IFS should more actively help
young researchers strengthen the role their research
plays in development. This might be accomplished by
paying particular attention to the locally based and
participatory aspects of their projects, to integrated research, and to the impact and relevance (in addition
to the quality) of their research.
Question 7: What should the role(s), priorities,
programmatic goals, resources and modes of operation
of IFS be in the next 5 years?
Answer: The basic role of IFS as a science
organization supporting development should not
change. Priorities and programmatic goals, however,
should shift in the direction of increased emphasis on
researchers, especially women, in the poorest countries
and institutions, on integrated solutions relating
interdisciplinary and participatory research to social
needs in developing countries, and on research areas of
emerging importance, such as water resources. IFS has
built up an important constituency among scientists
who generally maintain strong (vertical) links with
headquarters; IFS should in the future further promote
horizontal linking, especially South-South co-operation.
Increased resources should be attracted from larger
Donors, especially the EU, including restricted funds
targeting specific problem areas in accordance with the
principles and mandate of IFS. Increased co-operation
or co-ordination with other, especially science-based,
organizations would be useful. A greater impact would
be obtained by increasing emphasis on supporting
activities in the weakest countries, and by devoting
further attention to the results gathered by impact
studies. In this regard, it is important to further develop
to the Monitoring and Evaluation System for Impact
Assesment (MESIA) and to make full use of its results.
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1. Résumé

La mission de la Fondation Internationale pour la
Science est de contribuer au renforcement des capacités
des pays en développement à mener des recherches
pertinentes et de qualité sur la gestion, l’utilisation et
la conservation des ressources biologiques.
Aujourd’hui, la pratique d’une science et d’une
technologie de bonne qualité pour la préservation, la
gestion et l’utilisation des ressources naturelles
s’impose. Le rôle de l’IFS, découlant de sa mission, est,
de ce fait, plus important que jamais. Sa contribution
est particulièrement appréciable car :
• En aidant des jeunes scientifiques de talent
soigneusement sélectionnés dans les pays en
développement, l’IFS cible un groupe à la fois
stratégique et sensible ;
• La Fondation assure un suivi professionnel
qualifié de ses boursiers de façon individuelle
et continue;
• L’IFS encourage la mise en réseaux de ses différents
partenaires et cherche à en établir la permanence
dans ses domaines de compétences.
Nos analyses et réflexions, basées sur de nombreux
documents et interviews, nous ont amenés à conclure
que l’IFS doit persévérer dans son rôle unique et doit
renforcer son impact en tenant compte des
changements récents observés dans les sciences, la
société et sur la scène internationale.
Les importantes avancées scientifiques, ainsi que
leurs applications et les technologies qui en découlent
(en biologie moléculaire, génétique, écologie,
biotechnologie etc.) peuvent permettre un
approfondissement de la connaissance, de la gestion
et de l’utilisation des ressources biologiques. Une information d’une grande richesse a été accumulée sur
la nature et la répartition des ressources existantes. De
nouvelles méthodes théoriques ainsi que des outils

sont disponibles pour leur étude et leur utilisation. En
outre, le besoin d’approches intégrées et interdisciplinaires est devenu de plus en plus évident dans ces
domaines.
Sur la scène internationale, la globalisation
s’accélère, favorisée par les technologies modernes de
transport et de communication. Elle s’accompagne
d’un processus complexe de polarisation qui accroît
les contrastes de façon dramatique entre et à l’intérieur
des pays, principalement au Sud. Cela a des
implications majeures sur les possibilités, la pratique
et les politiques de coopération internationale. De plus,
d’importants changements sont à l’œuvre dans les
coopérations scientifiques internationales.
C’est en référence à ce contexte positif et stimulant
et en nous appuyant à la fois sur les résultats des
évaluations précédentes et sur les Termes de Références
(TDR) définis pour l’évaluation actuelle que nous
présentons nos opinions et suggestions. Nous adressant
à une audience ayant une solide expertise scientifique
(secrétariat de l’IFS et différents corps constituants de
la Fondation), nous espérons que cette évaluation
externe servira de guide et permettra d’améliorer les
politiques et les actions de la Fondation face aux défis
auxquels elle est confrontée aujourd’hui.
Pour répondre à la question centrale posée par les
TDR, nous concluons que la contribution de l’IFS au
renforcement des capacités scientifiques des pays en
développement a été tangible dans ses domaines de
recherche et que la Fondation sera capable d’affronter
les défis présents et futurs, à savoir, s’adapter aux
développements scientifiques et sociaux de façon à
préserver son efficacité tout en maintenant son rôle
unique et important.
Très succinctement, nos réponses aux sept principales questions posées dans les TDR sont :
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Question 1 : Est-ce que la mission de l’IFS est toujours appropriée (au regard des développements qui
ont eu lieu et auront lieu dans les pays destinataires de
son soutien) ?
Réponse : La mission fondamentale reste toujours
aussi pertinente. Cependant, les politiques, les
méthodes et les stratégies doivent évoluer en même
temps que la science et le contexte général.
Question 2 : Quel est le meilleur moyen pour l’IFS
de soutenir le renforcement des capacités scientifiques
au Sud, aujourd’hui et demain ?
Réponse : Fournir des opportunités et améliorer
les conditions de travail pour les jeunes chercheurs dans
leurs propres pays en développement et les encourager
à utiliser leurs connaissances et leurs compétences au
service du développement.
Question 3 : De quelle façon les ressources
confiées à l’IFS ont-elles été utilisées depuis la dernière
évaluation en regard à sa mission, ses activités et son
personnel ? Quelles sont les recommandations pour
le futur ?
Réponse : L’IFS a, d’une façon générale, utilisé ses
ressources avec efficacité conformément à sa mission.
Au demeurant, grâce à un secrétariat expérimenté, à
un solide corps de conseillers scientifiques, à un groupe
extensif de partenaires et aux possibilités offertes par
les nouvelles technologies, la Fondation aurait la
capacité d’utiliser des ressources budgétaires accrues
qui devraient lui permettre de consolider ses activités
et d’en accroître les bénéfices.
Question 4 : Est-ce que les choix passés et présents
concernant les domaines de recherche, les zones
géographiques d’intervention et les modes de
fonctionnement sont toujours pertinents ? Quelles sont
les recommandations pour le futur ?
Réponse : Les domaines de recherche changent
de façon continuelle conformément aux développements scientifiques et aux évolutions sociales. Les
tendances actuelles vont dans le sens d’une intégration
des disciplines scientifiques traditionnelles et de
l’utilisation des résultats de recherche dans la vie
quotidienne. L’IFS a suivi ces tendances avec succès,
mais pourrait devenir un leader dans le futur.
Concernant les zones géographiques d’intervention, il
faut prendre en considération les grands écarts existant
entre les pays au regard de leurs capacités scientifiques.
L’accent devrait davantage être mis sur les pays les plus
faibles. La modification de l’âge limite pour
l’attribution des bourses de recherche pourrait être
pertinente dans ce contexte. Certains pays en transition

comme les pays de l’Europe de l’Est et ceux de l’Asie
Centrale pourraient tirer un immense profit du soutien
de l’IFS. Le principe de leur éligibilité devrait être réexaminé. L’attribution de petites bourses de recherche
est un moyen qui continue de prouver son efficacité
pour stimuler la recherche dans les pays en
développement, mais les pays dont les capacités
scientifiques sont les plus faibles devraient profiter d’un
accroissement des autres activités de soutien.
Question 5 : Est-ce que les procédures et modes
d’interaction de l’IFS avec ses différentes instances
constitutives, Organisations Membres et Groupe de
Donateurs sont appropriés ?
Réponse : Le principal problème semble être celui
de l’interaction avec les Organisations Membres. L’IFS
doit impérativement trouver des moyens et des
mécanismes pour utiliser au mieux les compétences
de ces organisations en terme de connaissance du
milieu et d’influence locale. Des associations locales
de boursiers de l’IFS pourraient, en collaboration avec
les Organisations Membres, être efficaces dans ce contexte. Le schéma traditionnel : Nord (donateur) – Sud
(assisté), devrait pouvoir être transformé en une relation « gagnant - gagnant » dans laquelle les pays du
Nord et du Sud participent selon leurs capacités et leurs
intérêts et où tous bénéficient des activités de l’IFS.
Question 6 : Quel est l’impact de l’IFS sur
l’émergence et le renforcement des communautés
scientifiques dans les pays en développement ? Quels
sont les besoins futurs ?
Réponse : Comme organisation scientifique, l’IFS
a eu un impact remarquable tant au niveau individuel
qu’institutionnel, d’abord en offrant des prestations
qui ont permis la mobilisation et la reconnaissance de
jeunes chercheurs de talent, puis en les associant à des
réseaux scientifiques internationaux dans leurs
domaines respectifs. Cela reste primordial pour le futur.
Toutefois l’IFS devrait, à l’avenir, aider plus activement
les jeunes chercheurs à renforcer l’impact de leurs
recherches sur le développement. Cela peut se faire en
accordant davantage d’attention aux aspects locaux
(ancrage et participation) des projets, aux recherches
intégrées et à l’impact et la pertinence (en plus de la
qualité) de leurs recherches.
Question 7 : Quels devraient être, pour les 5
prochaines années le rôle, les priorités, les buts, les
ressources et les modes de fonctionnement de l’IFS ?
Réponse : Le rôle fondamental de l’IFS en tant
qu’organisation scientifique oeuvrant pour le
développement ne devrait pas changer. Les priorités et
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les buts devraient cependant se réorienter et mettre
particulièrement l’accent sur les chercheurs, principalement les femmes, dans les pays et les institutions les
plus pauvres ; sur des solutions intégrées établissant
des liens entre des recherches interdisciplinaires et
participatives et les besoins sociaux des pays en
développement ; et sur des recherches dans des
domaines d’importance critique tels que les ressources
en eau. L’IFS a créé un important réseau de parte-naires
scientifiques qui maintiennent de forts liens (verticaux)
avec son secrétariat ; L’IFS devrait plutôt promouvoir,
à l’avenir, des liens horizontaux, spécialement dans un
objectif de coopération Sud-Sud. La Fondation devrait
collecter davantage de fonds en provenance des grands

Translated by: Anne-Marie Gaillard, May, 2001.

bailleurs (spécialement l’Union Européenne), y
compris des fonds à affectations particulières dont les
objectifs concordent avec les principes et la mission
de l’IFS. Un accroissement de la coopération et de la
coordination avec les autres institutions à caractère
scientifique s’avèrerait utile. L’IFS devrait accroître son
efficacité en renforçant ses activités de soutien dans
les pays scientifiquement les plus faibles et en
continuant de prendre en compte les résultats des
études d’impact. A cet effet, il est important de
continuer à développer le Système d’Analyse et de
Mesure d’Impact (SAMI) et de faire plein usage de ses
résultats.
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1. Resumen

El mandato de la Fundación Internacional para la
Ciencia (IFS) es contribuir al incremento de la
capacidad de los países en desarrollo para llevar a cabo
investigación relevante y de alta calidad en el área de
manejo, uso y conservación de recursos biológicos.
Hoy en día se ha tornado esencial el contar con
ciencia y tecnología relevantes y de buena calidad para
la preservación, el manejo y el uso de los recursos
naturales. La función de la IFS, basada en su mandato,
ha cobrado por ello especial importancia. Su
contribución en el campo resulta particularmente
valiosa en virtud de que: a) al apoyar a científicos
jóvenes y promisorios, cuidadosamente seleccionados,
de países en desarrollo, la IFS dirige sus esfuerzos hacia
un grupo estratégico y especialmente susceptible; b)
la IFS proporciona a sus becarios atención profesional
y calificada, a nivel personal y de manera continuada;
c) la IFS promueve el establecimiento de redes entre
sus miembros, y ayuda a la creación de tradición en
las áreas de su competencia.
De nuestros análisis y reflexiones, basados en
numerosos documentos y entrevistas, hemos
concluido que la IFS debe continuar desempeñando
su singular función y debe reforzar su impacto,
tomando para ello en cuenta los cambios y tendencias
recientes en las ciencias, en la sociedad y en el panorama internacional.
Por un lado, hay importantes avances en las
ciencias, sus aplicaciones y las tecnologías basadas en
ellas (en los campos de las ciencias moleculares, la
genética, las ciencias ecológicas, la biotecnología, etc),
que pueden conducir a un mejor conocimiento,
manejo y uso de los recursos naturales. Se ha
acumulado una información considerable sobre la
naturaleza y distribución de los recursos existentes, y
se tienen a la mano nuevos métodos teóricos y
herramientas prácticas para su estudio y su empleo.

Asimismo, la necesidad de estudios integrados e
interdisciplinarios en estos campos es cada vez más
evidente.
En el panorama internacional, el proceso acelerado
de globalización, promovido por las tecnologías del
transporte y la comunicación, viene acompañado de
una compleja y creciente polarización y un incremento
de los contrastes tanto entre países como al interior de
ellos, especialmente en algunas regiones del Sur. Estos
acontecimientos afectan de manera importante las
posibilidades, las prácticas y las políticas de
cooperación internacional. A esto cabe agregar los
cambios importantes que se vienen dando en el terreno
de la cooperación científica internacional.
Es frente a este panorama de posibilidades y
desafíos que presentamos nuestras opiniones y
sugerencias, partiendo de las previas evaluaciones y sus
resultados, y guiados por los Lineamientos establecidos
para la presente evaluación. Dada la sólida base de
experiencia científica de la Secretaría así como de la
membresía de la IFS, confiamos en que la presente
evaluación externa puede servir de guía para el
mejoramiento de políticas y acciones en el contexto
de los retos que enfrenta hoy la Organización.
En respuesta a la pregunta central contenida en los
Lineamientos, nuestra conclusión es que la IFS ha
contribuido de manera valiosa a reforzar la capacidad
científica de países en desarrollo en sus áreas de
competencia, y que está en condiciones de enfrentar
el reto del presente y del futuro: el de adaptarse a los
cambios en las ciencias y en la sociedad de manera
que preserve a la vez su eficiencia y su muy especial e
importante función.
Sucintamente, las respuestas de nuestro informe a
las siete preguntas centrales de los Lineamientos son las
siguientes.
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Pregunta 1: ¿Es aún apropiada la misión de la
IFS, tomando en cuenta los cambios ocurridos y los
que pueden ocurrir en los países beneficiados?
Respuesta: La misión central mantiene su
relevancia. Sin embargo, las políticas, los métodos y
las estrategias deben cambiar en función de los
desarrollos que ocurren en el campo de las ciencias y
en el contexto más amplio.
Pregunta 2: ¿Cuál es la mejor manera en que la
IFS puede apoyar el desarrollo científico de los países
del Sur, hoy y en el futuro?
Respuesta: Mediante la provisión de incentivos y
el mejoramiento de las condiciones de trabajo para
los científicos jóvenes en sus propios países, y
estimulando en ellos la aplicación de sus
conocimientos y habilidades en bien del desarrollo.
Pregunta 3: ¿Cómo se destinaron los recursos de
la IFS desde la última evaluación, en relación con su
mandato, sus actividades y su personal? ¿Qué se
recomienda para el futuro?
Respuesta: En general, los recursos se emplearon
de manera efectiva y de acuerdo con el mandato. Sin
embargo, la IFS podría aprovechar un incremento de
su financiación para reforzar sus actividades y los
beneficios derivados de ellas, gracias a la experiencia
acumulada de su personal, al sólido conjunto de
Asesores Científicos, a la amplia cobertura de su
membresía, y a las posibilidades que brindan las
nuevas tecnologías.
Pregunta 4: ¿Son aún relevantes las opciones presentes en cuanto a áreas de investigación, áreas
geográficas, y modos de operación? ¿Qué se
recomienda para el futuro?
Respuesta: Las áreas de investigación cambian
continuamente de acuerdo con las evoluciones de la
ciencia y del contexto social. Hoy en día hay una tendencia a la integración de las disciplinas científicas
tradicionales, y a la aplicación práctica de los resultados
de la investigación. De alguna manera la IFS ha estado
atenta a estas tendencias, pero en el futuro podría
asumir un papel líder. En cuanto a las áreas geográficas,
debe tomarse en cuenta la diversidad de las capacidades
científicas entre los países en desarrollo. Es necesario
reforzar la atención hacia los países más débiles. En
este sentido puede ayudar una modificación del
requisito de límite de edad para los becarios. Algunos
países en transición (en Europa Oriental y Asia Central)
podrían beneficiarse enormemente del apoyo de la IFS,
y habría que reconsiderar su inclusión. El empleo de
becas de bajo monto es aún una forma eficiente de

incentivar la investigación en países en desarrollo, pero
los países más débiles se beneficiarían asimismo de
un incremento de las actividades de apoyo.
Pregunta 5: ¿Son apropiados los procedimientos
de trabajo y los modos de interacción de la IFS con sus
órganos de gobierno, Organizaciones Miembros y
Grupo de Donantes?
Respuesta: El aspecto más problemático parece ser
la interacción con las Organizaciones Miembros (OM).
La IFS debe encontrar vías y mecanismos que le permitan
sacar un mayor provecho del conocimiento y la
influencia de estas organizaciones en sus propios
entornos. Asociaciones de ex-alumnos conectadas con
las OM podrían ser de utilidad en este sentido. El arreglo
tradicional Norte (donante) - Sur (receptor) debe
transformarse para dar lugar a una relación horizontal
de mutuo provecho, en la que tanto los países del Norte
como los del Sur participen según sus capacidades e
intereses y todos compartan los beneficios de las
acciones de la IFS.
Pregunta 6: ¿Cuál es el impacto de la IFS sobre el
desarrollo de las comunidades científicas en los países
en desarrollo? ¿Cuáles son las necesidades a futuro?
Respuesta: Como organización científica, la IFS
ha tenido un impacto singular - a nivel tanto individual
como institucional - al otorgar incentivos y
reconocimiento a investigadores jóvenes con talento,
quienes son introducidos en redes internacionales en
su respectivo campo de especialidad; esto continuará
siendo importante en el futuro. Sin embargo, la IFS
debería ayudar más activamente a que el trabajo de
los jóvenes investigadores tenga una mayor incidencia
en el desarrollo local. Esto puede lograrse prestando
especial atención a los aspectos locales y participativos
de sus proyectos, a la investigación integrada, y al
impacto y la relevancia (además de la calidad) de su
trabajo.
Pregunta 7: ¿Cuáles deben ser la función, las prioridades, las metas programáticas, los recursos y los
modos de operación de la IFS en los próximos cinco
años?
Respuesta: La función básica de la IFS como
organización científica que promueve el desarrollo no
debería cambiar. Sin embargo, las prioridades y metas
programáticas deberían orientarse con más énfasis
hacia los investigadores, y especialmente investigadoras, en los países e instituciones más pobres; hacia
las soluciones integradas encaminadas a relacionar el
trabajo interdisciplinario y participativo con las
necesidades sociales en los países en desarrollo, y hacia
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áreas de investigación de importancia emergente, tales
como recursos acuáticos. La IFS ha construido una
membresía importante entre científicos que normalmente se mantienen en estrecho contacto (vertical) con
la sede; en el futuro debería promover las relaciones
horizontales, sobre todo de cooperación Sur-Sur. Debe
buscar incrementar sus recursos financieros
provenientes de donantes fuertes, en especial de la
Unión Europea, inclusive fondos restringidos con
orientación específica y acorde con los principios y el

Translated by: Ana María Cetto, May, 2001.

mandato de la Organización. Sería de utilidad una
mayor cooperación o coordinación con otras
organizaciones, especialmente de corte científico. Un
mayor énfasis en las actividades de apoyo en los países
más pobres, así como una mayor atención a los
resultados recogidos de los estudios de impacto,
parmitirán incrementar el impacto global de la IFS.
En este sentido, es importante continuar el desarrollo
de MESIA y hacer un uso extensivo de sus resultados.
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2 . Th e n e e d f o r re s e a rc h
in d e ve lopi ng count r i es

The state of the world
At a time when part of the world has achieved
unprecedented economic prosperity, to a large extent
due to advances in the sciences and their applications,
we face a complex combination of daunting challenges:
the deep poverty amid plenty, the widening economic
and educational inequality within and between nations, and overexploitation of limited biosphere
resources. It is today more clear than ever before that a
worldwide mobilisation of efforts is urgently needed
in order to make this world liveable for all, now and
in the future.
Still, basic conditions are lacking in many parts of
the world. It is estimated that almost half of our 6 billion fellow human beings must live on less than USD
2 per day, and 20% on less than USD 1 per day (Fig
2.1). Hunger is a daily problem for 15% of mankind,
malnutrition for many more, and these problems are
still growing in many parts of the world. It is the childFig. 2.1

1.2 billion people survive
on less than USD 1 per day
Sub-Saharan
Africa
East Asia
South Asia
Latin America &
the Caribbean

Source: The Rural
Poverty Report
2000/2001. IFAD.

Christina Arosenius
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ren in poor families that often suffer the most. Water
shortages, land degradation, and excessive urbanisation
have severe effects on agriculture, particularly in the
poorest countries, and AIDS is spreading fast in many
of them. Extreme weather conditions, observed in recent years, may be the first signs of a global warming
that is likely to further increase problems worldwide,

E xternal Evaluation 2000-2001

although the poorest countries are likely to be hurt
the most.
There are isolated bright spots in this picture.
Several countries, particularly in East Asia and Latin
America, have in the second half of the 20th century
experienced positive economic development; with
efficient political leadership the wealth created may
eventually also benefit the most needy in these
countries. It is remarkable that much progress in these
countries has been accomplished with the help of clever
applications of modern science in both production and
policy decisions, and that such applications on their
own often have brought about important social
changes. Still, the situation today is such that the
average personal income in the 20 poorest countries is
only about 2% of that in the 20 richest countries and
the trend is towards a fast increase in this gap. An

TABLE 2.1:.A comparison of the HDI with GDP by
geographic and economic region

HDI
value

1998 GDP
per capita
(PPP USD)

0.642

3270

Least developed countries

0.435

1064

Arab States

0.635

4140

East Asia

0.716

3564

East Asia (excluding China)

0.849

13635

Latin America and the Caribbean 0.758

6510

All developing countries

South Asia

0.560

2112

South Asia (excluding India)

0.550

2207

South-East Asia and the Pacific

0.691

3234

Sub-Saharan Africa

0.464

1607

Eastern Europe and the CIS

0.777

6200

OECD

0.893

20357

A greater HDI value indicates a higher level of human
development. The HDI measures a country's achievements in three aspects of human development: longevity,
knowledge, and a decent standard of living. Longevity is
measured by life expectancy at birth; knowledge is
measured by a combination of the adult literacy rate and
the combined gross primary, secondary, and tertiary
enrolment ratio; and standard of living, as measured by
GDP per capita (PPP USD). See http://www.undp.org/
hdr2000/english/FAQs.html for further explanation.
SOURCE: The Human Development Report 2000: Human Rights and Human
Development, UNDP, 2000, p160

important reason is the huge difference in the ability
to exploit science efficiently.
Although the present science competence of
countries is to some extent statistically related to their
per capita GNP and GDP, there are other important
intervening factors, and thus more sophisticated
measures may be necessary to take these into account.
A more complete, multidimensional measure is the
Human Develop-ment Index (HDI) developed by
UNDP that combines information on GDP with that
on longevity, education, standard of living, and
participation or exclusion in society (See Table 2.1).

A challenge to the scientific
community
How can unacceptable human suffering and
uncontrolled environmental degradation be avoided?
How can modern science be mobilised to address this
situation? Most will have to be done by the developing
countries on their own, by targeting and exploiting their
science resources, primarily human talent, much better. Industrialised countries must also contribute, not
only by direct sharing of financial resources, but also,
and especially, by sharing knowledge and experience.
This is important, since today, science and technology
knowledge and know-how count more than ever.
Although contemporary science can not insure
development on its own, the potential of scientific
knowledge and scientific applications, in particular, is
immense. At the moment, for example, new
applications of biotechnology show great promise for
increased productivity within fields like agriculture,
forestry, aquaculture, horticulture, and related industry
(the “agroindustrial complex”), and new drugs promise
cures for serious diseases. The wish to attack real
problems, not just academic ones, is growing and this
has created a need to not only integrate the natural
sciences, but also to combine them with relevant human and social sciences.
By creating and/or applying up-to-date science in
developing countries, an improved natural resource
knowledge base can be established, and productivity
and competitiveness of related industrial activities can
be enhanced. Technology imports may become less
wasteful or be replaced by technologies developed at
home, natural resources may be better managed,
environmental problems may be limited or avoided,
the spread of and suffering from disease may be
reduced, and new income opportunities, in both rural
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and urban areas, may be created. Finally, the ability to
define appropriate science related policies at the local,
national, and international levels (eg in connection
with international conventions), will be greatly
enhanced if countries have their own capacity to carry
out scientific research and high level education.
Examples of such trends are available in parts of
East Asia and Latin America, while much of Africa is
still lagging behind. Science based development is not
easy to achieve. First of all, it cannot be imported as a
package, but must always be based on skilled
manpower - scientists, engineers, medical staff, etc –
and well established institutions within each country.
Since competitive technologies today tend to be
research-based, part of the needed manpower must be
research-trained. Relying on imports of research-trained
manpower is both expensive and risky for developing
countries; thus domestically based research training
programmes in the most important fields is a necessity
for almost any country.
Thus, scientists in developing countries have at least
two different responsibilities:
•

to produce research results and provide
research-based guidance for domestic public and
private production (in agriculture, industry, etc),
and for public sector policy formation and
implementation, and

•

to train new recruits and further strengthen the
country’s science capacity. For this, basic science
plays a central role.

Traditionally these two roles have been treated
separately. Academic institutions in developing
countries have often preferred to concentrate on the
second task, and little scientific activity has been performed outside academia. However, it is becoming
increasingly clear that the two roles may be
constructively combined: it is possible to train students
and young researchers, build science capacity, and at
the same time help solve real-life, practical problems.
A more integrated approach, a system approach, is
therefore required.
Basic research plays a special role; not only does it
provide a foundation for applications, it may also in
itself be considered applied when practised at
universities where it provides an essential background
for student learning in both basic and applied fields.
Hence, basic and applied research go hand in hand;

both are needed to provide a solid science foundation
for development. Furthermore, recent technology
development has in several cases been based directly
on basic research outcomes, for example in connection
with molecular biophysics applications, bioinformatics, nanotechnologies, materials science and
several other “molecular technologies”.

Assets and obstacles
in developing countries: Talented
individuals and research opportunities
While physical facilities, laboratories, libraries, etc in
many developing countries tend to be few and
inadequate, most of these countries have considerable
numbers of talented scientists. Access to education is
not taken for granted; even faculties in science and
engineering, demanding subjects that do not attract a
sufficient number of students in many Western
countries, sometimes have an excess of talented
applicants in Third World countries. Furthermore,
many developing countries possess community and
traditional knowledge of considerable cultural,
scientific and commercial value; such knowledge is
often related to the research areas covered by IFS.
The pool of talented individuals in developing
countries currently supplies wealthy countries with the
human capital - researchers within science, engineering, and medicine - that many rich countries are
unable to mobilise on their own. This is referred to as
“brain drain”. Although there are many different
scenarios, and past episodes of brain drain may in
some cases be exploited by developing countries, the
loss of a large share of the most talented and best
educated tends to be very costly, especially for the
weakest developing countries. It is therefore essential
that these countries provide working conditions and
incentives for their young scientists that allow them to
be productive in their home countries while
simultaneously reducing the temptation to leave. This
may become increasingly difficult; the demographic
situation in several European countries is marked by
decreasing numbers of 20 year olds that together with
the “swing away from science” may create a new,
European demand for promising scientists from
developing countries. Already, the practice of applying
special immigration quotas for particularly needed
manpower appears to be spreading from North
America to Europe.
What prevents developing countries from
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establishing science policies that allow them to benefit
more from their own scientists (eg through proper
incentives and working conditions for their scientists)?
One reason is that support for scientific research serves
long-term development goals and thus is given lower
priority than actions related to immediate goals. In
addition to less satisfactory physical conditions for
research, incentive structures for research in developing
countries tend to be weak. Often, promotion depends
more on seniority than on talent or productivity, and
rewards for efficient research may be rare. Developing
country researchers are often excluded from the
informal, international networks in specialized fields
that are gaining in importance.
Although publication in international journals
might provide access to networks as well as quality
control and guidance, it is often difficult for developing
country researchers to use this opportunity effectively.
Part of the problem is that the criteria for proper
research topics and research quality are usually designed by and for researchers in industrialised countries,

and may be less suitable under other conditions. Yet,
these criteria are adopted without modifications in
many developing countries. As a result, researchers may
have to work out of context, and national investments
in science and technology may be partly wasted.
Meanwhile, developing country research that deals with
local issues is often not accepted in international
mainstream journals, and the alternative, publication
in local or even national journals, is likely to be of
secondary value, or at least considered as such.
As a result of the conditions discussed above, the
scientific expertise available in developing countries
is not used effectively to support local development.
Rather, developing country scientists are likely to become
an important exploitable resource for wealthy countries.
Hence, the globalisation process, that in some respects
offers valuable opportunities for developing countries,
has also increased the danger of brain drain.
Another common asset in developing countries,
in addition to the availability of talented scientists, is
the exciting opportunities for field research that for
decades have attracted researchers from industrialised
countries. This can lead to highly constructive cooperation with local scientists, but in other cases the
foreigners have worked without proper involvement
of the local researchers and cases of “scientific theft”
(and infringement of intellectual property rights) are
regularly reported. Furthermore, knowledge in the
form of “traditional” science and medicine, local
resource management and conservation practices, and
unexplored genetic material, are important assets of
developing countries, and have been identified as
having high value for modern (Western) science and
medicine. Particularly aware of the potential value of
those assets are the food and pharmaceutical industries.

Mind-setting: the responsibility
of scientists
Should basic scientists feel responsible for
developments that are based on their science, but take
place outside the academic environment? It is likely
to take time away from research activities that promote
their careers in “publish or perish” systems, but the
traditional gauge for basic scientific research does not
necessarily register contributions to real life
applications, co-operation with non-traditional partners (eg industry) or the fulfilment of “moral
obligations”. In the long term, however, work that only
serves individual, academic career goals is likely to be
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unsatisfactory for many. In addition, there may be
academic rewards for including practical aspects in the
research, partly because the real world actually offers
intellectually challenging problems.
Scientists in many countries are both privileged and
empowered citizens and might be expected to accept
their share of a wide range of responsibilities, from
human dignity to global, sustainable development.
Such an idealistic view is not necessarily naive;
according to Wolffers (2000) “Ideologies are
important. Not so much because we have to
accomplish the ideal, but because we need a compass
for our efforts”. Even if it has never been stated
explicitly, such a mind-set has always been – and
should remain – a foundation for IFS activities.
In addition to the potential contributions to
human well being, scientific research in developing
countries offers a range of challenges for foreign
researchers, from extreme climatic conditions to
confrontations with foreign cultures. This may help
them develop new horizons for their work. Concerns
about the fate of their own science fields are also part
of the motivation when researchers in science based
fields make contributions far away from their home. If
all of these forms of academic idealism could be
targeted more effectively towards co-operation with
researchers in the poorest countries, substantial results
might be accomplished at low or no cost. This
harnessing of the science community’s idealism is a
key aspect of the work of the International Foundation
for Science (IFS).

The role of IFS
IFS supports research in developing countries on
sustainable use of biological resources. The definition
of relevant research areas has broadened considerably
since the foundation of IFS, when the eligible research
areas were quite narrowly defined. The support is
directed to promising, young researchers in these
countries who are working on relevant subjects. The
support usually comes in the form of small grants,
primarily for equipment and supplies, access to information, invitations to workshops or courses, and
opportunities to participate in international networks.
The choice of young researchers as target group has
been made for several reasons, including:

•

they are often more innovative and willing to
explore new directions in their research,

•

often they have few opportunities and little
influence on local conditions in cultures where
seniority is a determining factor,

•

they often lack support and encouragement,

•

without support they are more likely to leave their
scientific research careers or even their country,

•

external recognition (eg from IFS) may be essential
for the early stages of their careers,

•

investing in young researchers is likely to produce
returns for many years.

In order to accomplish its mandate IFS receives
support from a group of Donors with a solid understanding of the long-term importance for development
of research capacity and, increasingly, for the local use
of this capacity. Bilateral donors, development banks,
and other similar organizations have for years been
aware of the importance of a solid local research
capacity. However, many of the capacity building efforts
by development banks have concentrated on
improving the physical facilities for research and on
overseas training of young researchers, frequently
financed by the developing country itself through
loans. Many bilateral donors tend to favour the
establishment of North - South partnerships between
researchers in industrialised and developing countries.
Many of these models have been successful, although
it has at times been difficult to identify contributions
from the research capacity created to national
development outside academia.
Another kind of support for the work of IFS comes
from an international group of well over 1000 leading
scientists in the IFS Research Areas, called the Scientific
Advisers. They review grant applications, advise
grantees (and sometimes also unsuccessful applicants)
regarding their projects, and take part in IFS organized
meetings and science and policy discussions. They also
often help introduce young researchers to international networks in their specialized field and
maintain contact with them, sometimes over many
years.
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Dr Maria Valdés
Though IFS grants are relatively small, their impact can be

During her time as a grantee, IFS travel grants enabled

considerable. IFS grants produce results at many levels: the

Valdés to supplement her scientific training in foreign

grant strengthens scientific capacity in developing countries,

laboratories, network with fellow scientists, and identify

it is a catalyst for the creation of innovative development

potential collaborators. After the completion of her second

solutions, and it can also be a key turning point in a young

renewal grant, Valdés had become an established Mexican

researcher’s career. For Professor Maria Valdés, this is self-

scientist with international credentials and membership in

evident.

the Sistema Nacional de Investigadores. She has twice been

Since her childhood in a Mexican desert town near the

elected president of national scientific societies, six times

US border, Maria Valdés has had an interest in the problems

presented with national awards (once, by the Mexican

encountered by people living in an arid environment. As an

Academy of Sciences, for results from her IFS supported

undergraduate student her specific interest in plants and

research), and received research support from numerous

erosion led her to the study of soil microbiology. Between

funding agencies.

1962 and 1964 she continued her studies at the French

In addition to being an active teacher and researcher,

public research institute for development, ORSTOM (now

Valdés is currently collaborating with other researchers at

IRD). After graduating, she returned to Mexico as a teacher

IPN and the Instituto Nacional de Investigaciones Forestales

at the Instituto Politecnico Nacional (IPN) and began research

Agricolas y Pecuarias (INIFAP) to develop a national

that culminated in a PhD from a French university in 1968.

program for biofertilization. Valdés is investigating the

Shortly thereafter, she was promoted to professor at IPN.

potential for utilising mycorrhizae to grow alternative crops

Valdés stumbled upon IFS by chance. In 1974 IFS had
just begun its operations, and Valdés had newly embarked

in order to assist farmers who do not have the means to
acquire chemical fertilizers.

upon a research career focusing on mycorrhizae (symbiotic

In retrospective, Valdés believes that the IFS grant marks

fungal-plant associations). During the same year, Professor

the real beginning of her career. And, as is the case with

Valdés met an IFS Scientific Adviser at an international

many former IFS grantees, she has maintained her

mycorrhizae conference in the USA and was encouraged

connection with IFS throughout her career. Since 1990 she

to apply for a grant. Her grant application Mycorrhizal

has contributed her time and expertise to IFS as a Scientific

innoculation and the afforestation of the deep Valley of

Adviser.

Mexico was approved, and Professor Valdés became the
39th IFS grantee and the first from Mexico.
Difficulty in arranging international money transfers
initially interrupted Valdés’ research. However, the university
made it possible to arrange temporary funding of the
project. “This was,” in Valdés words, “the first positive effect
of the grant at a time when no institutional funding was
available for research in Mexican teaching institutions.” At
that point, she says, “the IFS grant is not only US $10,000.
Receiving money from an international funding institution
gave rise to the interest of professors and the administration towards me.”
However, the interest aroused by the IFS grant would
not have been sufficient to strengthen her young reputation
if her work had not been of excellent quality. “While I had
not been publishing much after my thesis, I really began to
publish after the IFS grant.” She continues: “The Foundation
money also had secondary effects, stimulating other funding
from my institution and from other local sources. This funding
contributed to my research activities and complemented
my salary.”

Prepared by Eren Zink for the IFS External Evaluation 2000-2001 using
transcribed interviews from: IFS in Mexico, Report No 3, IFS MESIA Impact
Studies, forthcoming.
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3 . I F S at present :
P r i o ri t i e s , o rg ani zat i on, re l ev ance,
and impact
A brief history of IFS
A renewed interest for science as a vehicle for
development appeared in the international research
community during the late 1960s. As a result two science academies in Sweden, the Royal Swedish Academy
of Sciences and the Swedish Academy of Engineering
Sciences, organized a three-day meeting in July, 1970,
in co-operation with UNESCO. The 32 participants
agreed that:
•

•

future scientific leaders in developing countries
should be identified and their careers promoted
by providing research grants,

•

support should only be given for work in the
developing country,

•

only research relevant to the needs of the country
should receive support,

•

grantees should be(come) recognized members of
the international networks in their fields, and

•

developing countries need scientific research
activities and researchers,

•

talented, young scientists in these countries must
be identified and supported,

the organization to be responsible for this support
should be named the International Foundation for
Science.

•

with support in the form of small grants these
promising scientists might create a multiplier effect,
by inspiring and training other young scientists,

During the following year and a half the statutes of
IFS, as well as its organizational structure were worked
out. Fifty science academies and similar organizations

Fig.3.1

IFS Government

Donors Group

Member Organizations

Nominations &
Membership Committee

Scientific &
Grants Committee

Board of Trustees
Executive Committe

Secretariat

SAC &
Scientific Advisers

E xternal Evaluation 2000-2001

were invited to become founding members; 14 of these
accepted and in July, 1974, IFS was formally registered
in Stockholm as a non-profit organization.
The number of Member Organizations has grown
fast since 1974 and today the membership includes
118 organizations in 81 countries. The costs of IFS
management and field activities are covered by the
Donors, which are mostly located in Northern Europe
(Annex E and F). Work is still progressing according to
the 1970 agreements and, over the years, more than
3000 developing country researchers have received IFS
support, most for badly needed equipment, but also
for supplies, literature and local travel. In addition, a
range of workshops and other meetings in support of
science in developing countries have been organized.
IFS has, since the beginning, had two working languages,
English and French, although the competence in
French is far from complete in the IFS system. Today,
many of the grantees and Scientific Advisers are native
Spanish speakers, but this has not led IFS to add
another language, partly since today knowledge of English is considered almost a necessity for any scientist.
IFS has been formally evaluated twice; in 19821983 by a team led by Sagasti (1983) and in 19921993 by a team led by Castillo (1993). In addition, a
recent NORAD evaluation of several support programmes for research in developing countries also included
IFS (Tostensen, 1998). Two other important reports
on IFS activities have been prepared in the 1990s.

Gaillard produced a prospective and strategic study,
based on interviews with 32 grantees, 24 Scientific
Advisers, 26 Member Organizations, and 6 Donors
(Gaillard, 1990). And, in preparation for the External
Evaluation of 1992, Teär produced a summary of
IFS data for the period since the 1982 evaluation
(IFS, 1992).
An overview of the present structure of IFS is shown
in Figure 3.1.

Major IFS activities
Throughout its history IFS has provided the bulk of its
support in the form of small grants given to individual,
young scientists (see Figs 3.2 and 3.3). The age limit is
presently 40 years for a first grant, 30 years in China,
since this country has a very large number of young
qualified scientists. The grants may be renewed twice;
close to one third of the about 200 grants presently
awarded annually are such renewal grants. It is
remarkable that the total number of applications for
first grants by 1999 had dropped below 60% of the
number in 1995, while the overall success rate had
increased. It must be noted that a phasing out of Argentina and Uruguay as recipient countries has led to
a last minute increase in the number of applications
from these scientifically strong countries, thereby
breaking the downward trend in the number of
applications and by 2000 the number of applications
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had risen to over 70% of the number in 1995. It is
considered very important to keep or improve this level
by increasing the number of applications from
countries other than Argentina and Uruguay.
The number of new grant applicants and their
success rates vary strongly, both among the six IFS
Research Areas (see below) and between regions (see
Figs 3.4 and 3.5) – in recent years the success rate, for
example, has been twice as high for Latin American

applicants as for African ones (see Fig 3.6). In general,
middle income countries do much better in the
competition for grants than low income countries. This
clearly calls for an increase in the supporting activities,
especially in Africa, but should it also lead to a
change of the evaluation criteria for African applicants?
If one looks beyond the distribution of grants
between regions to the distribution among institutions
it is striking that a very small number (19) of strong

Fig. 3.3
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institutions with more than 20 grantees each, together
account for 20% of all IFS grantees since the start. On
the other hand, a very large number of weaker institutions have only a single grantee and many more have
none. An important question with regard to this situation is: how can the greatest impact be achieved, by
providing yet another grant to a researcher at a strong
institution, or by giving it to a talented researcher at
one of the weaker institutions, where the infrastructure

may be less supportive, but where the encouragement
from getting a grant may be felt much more strongly?
In addition to the Granting Programme, IFS
carries out a number of supporting activities. In
particular, organization of workshops and equipment
maintenance support have been important. About 100
meetings have been organized by IFS over the years,
mostly in developing countries. More recently, the IFS
budget has shifted away from meetings, but this is a

Fig. 3.4
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priority change that is still under discussion. Instead,
IFS is increasingly co-sponsoring meetings with other
organizations, thereby increasing cost-efficiency.
IFS has obtained restricted funding covering both
grants and supporting activities for a number of special
programmes. Such programmes, for example in forestry
research, are funded by targeted grants from Donors, who
also pay overhead costs to IFS. Another important
programme, not presently in operation, provided training
and advice to support the service and maintenance of
scientific equipment and regional networks of equipment
users. Finally, a number of Donor funded awards for
outstanding research by IFS grantees are given each year.
These provide further recognition and encouragement for
the most talented researchers.
The granting activities of IFS are organized
according to the following six IFS Research Areas
(together with the letters that are used to identify them
in IFS shorthand):

Applications are classified according to these research
areas (see Fig 3.7). However, as a result of developments
in the sciences and the interests and preferences of
researchers, applications are today often interdisciplinary, combining either two or more of the six
research areas or including outside fields. Environmental aspects have increasingly been introduced into
these areas, in accordance with recommendations of
the External Evaluation of 1992. In the case of
applications that cross borders between the IFS
Research Areas A-F, IFS staff decides on a proper
classification. In recent years the largest number of
applications for first grants (over 25% of the total) was
in crop science, the smallest (10-13% each) in forestry,
aquatic resources, and food science. Over the past ten
years the highest success rates (about 25%) were for
animal production, the lowest (about 16%) in crop
science (Fig 3.8)

Comparative advantages of IFS
•

Aquatic Resources (A),

•

Animal Production (B),

•

Crop Science (C),

•

Forestry/Agroforestry (D),

•

Food Science (E), and

•

Natural Products (F).

Fig. 3.6
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IFS is not only an organization supporting scientists,
as described above it was also founded by scientists, it
is “owned” and managed by scientists, and it relies
extensively on the international scientific community.
An extremely important input from this community is
the well over 1000 Scientific Advisers who provide
reviews of grant applications, guidance for individual
young researchers, assistance in networking, etc.
Today, almost 40% of the Scientific Advisers are located
in developing countries and over 15% are former
grantees. They are listed in the Secretariat database
according to their specific expertise within the IFS
Research Areas.
The work of the Scientific Advisers is a major, free
service provided for IFS. It would cause a considerable
drain on the budget of IFS if such services should be
purchased. The External Evaluation of 1992 estimated
the amount to be around USD 350,000 per year;
today it would probably be close to USD 500,000. In
return for their efforts the Scientific Advisers obtain
professional insight, eg valuable knowledge about
ongoing research in their field in other countries. Many
Scientific Advisers, especially former grantees, would
actually like to do more for IFS.
The extensive scientific expertise in fields of
importance for development makes IFS different from
essentially any other development organization,
including most bilateral donors and development
banks, where science projects often are managed by
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staff without (recent) science experience. This provides
IFS with several advantages. Misconceptions about the
way modern science works are rare, bureaucratic
complications and delays are often avoided, and longlasting, valuable personal relationships, based on
mutual scientific interests, are formed more easily. IFS
is well positioned for entering into direct co-operation
with other science organizations, such as the Third
World Academy of Science (TWAS), the International
Council for Science (ICSU) and its bodies, the United
Nations University (UNU), and regional science
academies and networks.
Establishment of research capacity in a country may
take place at three different levels. The first level allows
local researchers to perform good research in cooperation with more experienced colleagues elsewhere.
In many cases this is the final outcome of donor
sponsored research capacity building. The second level
is the one targeted by the IFS grants. At this level
researchers are able to initiate and complete research
projects on their own. The young IFS grantee is
responsible for planning the research, writing an
application, making decisions regarding the purchase
of equipment and supplies, and publishing the
findings. The third level of research capacity is the
national capacity for initiating and supporting good
and relevant research; this is a level many countries
still have to reach. The fact that IFS supports capacity
strengthening at the second level, rather than the first,
by providing full responsibility to the individual, young
researcher, is a very important quality. For example,
capacity at the second level is much more sustainable
than capacity at the first. Moreover, impact studies show
that by working at the second level, IFS contributes
indirectly to institutional capacity strengthening.
Another characteristic of IFS, also quite different
from most other agencies in the field, is the emphasis
on the individual scientist. To IFS individuals do
matter - a grant applicant recently noted that “IFS treats
us as persons” (which apparently is not the case with
other granting agencies). An important IFS quality is
that the many unsuccessful grant applicants get
constructive feedback from the evaluation process
informing them about problem areas in their research
and establishing contact between them and a helpful
reviewer. Based on this, many are able to produce
better (even successful) applications, or at least to
improve their research in general.
The extensive international scientific credibility of
IFS means that recognition obtained from IFS, for
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example in the form of a research grant, has an
intangible value that can exceed the monetary value
considerably. The recognition received from the international science community instils a self-confidence
that is important in order for young scientists to
succeed. IFS can recount a long list of such success
stories; see examples: Maria Valdés, page 17, Keto
Mshigeni, page 32, Khyne U Mar, page 40 and ThiaEng Chua on page 41.

Choices and dilemmas
IFS is a science organization with a particular
responsibility for development. The IFS Member
Organizations are almost exclusively science agencies,
while most, although not all Donors are development
agencies. At times this dual nature causes some
confusion. Should priority be given to the scientifically
superior projects or to the projects that best promote
development? Other similar priority dilemmas exist.
For example, if IFS wants to improve the female
participation in its programmes, does this mean that
scientific quality requirements for getting support from
IFS should be different for female applicants in order
to account for their possible comparative disadvantages? In the long term the differences may
vanish: Faster development in a country is likely to
benefit research activities in the country, and an
improved recruitment of female talent for science is
likely to have a positive impact on the research
relevance, performance, and productivity.
Fortunately, in many cases science priorities fall in
line with development priorities, both in the short term
and the long term. Supporting low quality research,
even in areas of high importance for development, is
not likely to be fruitful. Support for high quality

scientific research has greater promise; even basic
research may produce unexpected contributions to
development, but usually only if the researchers take
an interest in the applicability of their work and actively
seek such outcomes. This is not always easy, in
particular if the researcher has been trained elsewhere,
without much contact with the local environment in
their home country.
Since the founding of IFS, the size of the individual
grants has been limited to USD 12,000. Some former
grantees have pointed out that this limit at times is an
inconvenience. However, it would be extremely
unfortunate if an increase in the upper limit of the
grants should lead to a reduction in the number of
grants that can be awarded.
In 1995 it was decided that countries with a per
capita GNP below the average for “upper middle
income countries” (presently USD 5,000) would be
eligible for IFS support, as long as they were not located
in Eastern Europe or former Soviet republics. This is
the reason that all IFS countries today are located in
Africa, Asia, Latin America, the Pacific and the
Caribbean. The break-up of the Soviet Union, and the
related political changes in the countries in its former
sphere of influence, have so far not made these
countries eligible as potential IFS recipients, although
some of them are among the poorest in the world.
When the growing per capita GNP of a recipient
country passes the limit, it is “phased out” from IFS
support over a few years, based on this criterion only.
This has recently happened to Argentina and Uruguay.

Documenting impact
Most development projects have both initial and final
goals. While the latter defines the important outcomes,
it is often the former that is given most attention. Often
the project input is heavily emphasised, while the
desired final output - the project impact - is hardly
assessed. Such lack of impact information makes both
efficient project adjustments and policy improvements
very difficult to carry out. In recent years, however, there
have been indications of an increased understanding
of the importance of assessing project impact.
The earlier IFS evaluations complained about a
shortage of easily accessible data on the outcomes of
different IFS activities, in particular of the Granting
Programme. Partly as a result of these complaints, but
mostly to satisfy data needs in the daily routines of
IFS, a comprehensive database containing information
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about grantees, Scientific Advisers, Donors, and others
of relevance to IFS, was initiated some years ago, and
is under continuous development and updating.
Furthermore, IFS has embarked on an important
impact study, the Monitoring and Evaluation System
for Impact Assessment (MESIA). MESIA is based on
data analysis from the IFS database, upgraded to fit
MESIA needs, scientometric analyses of the scientific
output of grantees, questionnaire surveys, and
interviews with individual scientists. It is at the moment
primarily targeting academic outcomes, but an
additional questionnaire has recently been prepared
to provide information on the use and status of (IFS
provided and other) research equipment in developing
countries. However, relatively little systematic information is provided about IFS supported research and the
resulting practical contributions to development. This
kind of information is of great importance to IFS
because of the need to both demonstrate and increase

the development impact of supported research. It must
be added, however, that some of the interviews have
revealed impressive development contributions.
It is anticipated that MESIA will become a permanent tool for IFS (and possibly for other donors too),
and that it will be continuously updated. Later, MESIA
might possibly receive key inputs from Member
Organizations, which should be better able to locate
former grantees and determine the local impact of their
IFS support. In a way, even the present evaluation may
be considered part of MESIA activities. However, thus
far, most work has been done by the Secretariat.
Questionnaires have been distributed to grantees in
Africa, Mexico, and Malaysia, and interviews with
grantees have been conducted in Cameroon, Egypt,
Morocco, Tanzania, Zimbabwe, Malaysia, and Mexico.
As of early 2001, a considerable amount of data has
become available (See Fig 3.9 and Fig 3.10 for examples
of MESIA’s output).

Fig. 3.9

Fig. 3.10
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Since MESIA covers all the years of IFS activity and
many of the first grantees have retired, moved, or even
died, the 50% response rate obtained in Africa must
be considered excellent. The response rate in Mexico,
where the local Member Organization CONACYT was
strongly involved, is an even better 75%. This response
rate is further explained by the very low mobility of
Mexican scientists. By far the lowest response rate was
obtained in Malaysia, although IFS was assisted there
too by a local Member Organization. No attempt has
been made to analyse the Malaysian data, and IFS is
planning a new attempt to improve the response rate.
A low response rate could influence the validity
of the MESIA analysis, since the group of
nonresponding grantees might differ in a systematic
(but possibly unknown) way from the group of
responding grantees. There are, for example,
indications that at least some nonrespondents have
had successful careers, but how many? Information
on nonresponding grantees, as well as unsuccessful
grant applicants, is likely to hold important clues that
can help to explain weaknesses in developing country
science communities. Hence, further information
regarding these groups is desirable.

The previous evaluation complained about the
low visibility of IFS. In response, IFS increased the
information activities, in particular towards present and
potential future Donors in Northern Europe, but also
towards young scientists. IFS improved the design of
the annual report, produced new posters and very
useful “country fact sheets”, and published annual
issues of IFS News. However, it was recently decided to
replace the newsletter with IFS eNews, a quarterly
electronic newsletter available on the Web.
The Secretariat has also tried to target potential
applicants using strategies that include: presenting IFS
at scientific meetings, holding information seminars
at institutions in developing countries and at European
universities with many developing country graduate
students, increasing advertisement, producing a handbook, and organizing courses on proposal writing. A
2000 publicity campaign that made more extensive use
of the Member Organizations has resulted in an
increase in requests for information material. However,
the increased publicity efforts may not have taken
sufficient advantage of former grantees, many of whom
have declared that they are willing to do much more
to assist IFS. Such assistance might be facilitated by
establishing local IFS “alumni organizations”.

The visibility of IFS
Member Organizations
The decline in the number of applications for IFS grants
since the mid-1990s is the result of several factors.
Among them, potential applicants may have become
better at assessing their chances of success and
alternative (national) sources for support have become
available. Another factor may be the decrease in
recruitment of young scientists in several of the poorest
countries. There is, however, little doubt that numerous
young researchers in many countries would benefit
immensely from the kind of support that is available
through IFS; the need for support has hardly been
declining. As described above, grants are to some extent
concentrated in a modest number of institutions, while
other institutions have received few and most have
received none. A similar concentration may be noticed
among countries. Clearly, information about IFS
opportunities seems to spread, not only from a central
source (the Secretariat), but also, in a very effective way,
from Scientific Advisers and former grantees to nearby
potential applicants. Nevertheless, several IFS grantees
have reported that it was a pure coincidence that they
heard about IFS, while the similar, but smaller, TWAS
grant programme seems to be better known.

IFS has a unique quality compared with almost any
other donor agency in science based fields: it is to a
large extent governed by and has, at all levels, a strong
involvement of active scientists and their organizations.
The professional competence within the IFS Research
Areas is almost unique among international
organizations. The original 14 members at the
foundation of IFS consisted of national scientific
academies. Today, 40 of the present 118 IFS Member
Organizations are still national academies. However,
over the years many government science agencies and
individual universities have been admitted as Member
Organizations (MOs). Recently some international and
regional science organizations have become members;
particularly important is TWAS. It may be noted that
the small grant programme of TWAS mentioned
above, which covers biology, chemistry, physics, and
mathematics, has been modelled on IFS grant practices.
Annex D provides a complete list of the present
Member Organizations.
In the past, representatives of the Member
Organizations have met at regular intervals, about every

Christina Arosenius
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third year, at a meeting called the General Assembly.
Until the early 1990s, the General Assembly was a
statutory body formally with considerable influence.
However, this changed as a result of the IFS External
Evaluation of 1992, which concluded that the extensive
influence of Member Organizations attending the
General Assembly was unreasonable compared with
the influence of those unable to attend. It also found
that the cost-benefit ratio for such meetings was
unsatisfactory; nevertheless an Assembly was held in
Brazil in 1997 and another scheduled for Malaysia in
August, 2001. In December, 2000, it was decided by
the EC to cancel the latter meeting.
Although the Assemblies have usually been
organized in co-operation with one or more Member
Organizations, they are expensive activities. At the
latest, the Eighth IFS Assembly, held in Rio de Janeiro
in 1997, Member Organizations from 44 countries
were present, about half of the countries that hosted
Member Organizations. The total number of
participants, including grantees, Scientific Advisers,
Secretariat staff, etc, was 80, and the total cost to IFS,
including IFS personnel expenses of SEK 600,000, was
well over 1.5 million SEK - on the average SEK 20,000
per participant. Since IFS traditionally provides
travel support for representatives from Member
Organizations in developing countries and brings
several staff members from the Secretariat to the
Assembly, more than one third of the expenditures were
travel costs. Most of the costs of the Rio meeting were
covered by additional funds raised for the meeting. The
“tentative budget” for the cancelled 2001 Assembly in
Kuala Lumpur estimated the IFS costs to be SEK
1,017,000 plus personnel expenses. This budget
included economy class travel and hotel rooms for 30
developing country participants and 10 staff from the
Secretariat. It was assumed that the host, the Malaysian

Scientific Association, would cover local costs
corresponding to about SEK 150,000, but this time
most expenses would have been covered by IFS core
funds.
The total amount received as fees from Member
Organizations in both 1999 and 2000 was about SEK
180,000, well below 1% of the amount received in
Donor support. These amounts were only reached
because about 25 of the members (an all time high)
voluntarily contributed more than the minimum
membership fee that is still set at only USD 100 unchanged from 1972. On the other hand, about 35
members, mostly, but not exclusively in poor countries,
had not paid their fees in recent years. The number of
Member Organizations that have not paid fees during
the last three years is presently about 20.

The Board of Trustees and
its committees
The Board of Trustees (BOT) was originally designed
as the “governing body of IFS” and this is also the role
it has today. The BOT was particularly influential during
the first decade, when its membership included a large
number of outstanding scientists in the six IFS Research
Areas. However, the previous evaluation report was
quite critical of the BOT. The critique covered several
aspects of its composition and work, including:
•

the large size of the BOT (it had 17 members
in 1992),

•

the low level of developing country representation
on the BOT,

•

the lack of proper information provided to the BOT
and the consequently weak influence of the BOT
on IFS policy, the IFS programme, and the
Secretariat, and

•

the unsatisfactory attendance rates at some BOT
meetings.

As a result, several improvements were made. The BOT
presently has 12 members plus the IFS Director, who
has status of ex officio trustee; the maximum under
the present statutes would be 11 Trustees plus two
Trustees-at-large. Attendance at BOT meetings in
recent years has been good, with at most a couple of
trustees absent and at least 10 present. Also, the level
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It may not be surprising that the relationship
between the Donors and the BOT has at times been
difficult. In particular, the division of power is not
simple: Although the BOT has the formal power, all
IFS activities depend critically on the willingness of
the Donors to provide support! In spite of this builtin tension it is difficult to identify a better power
structure than the present one, which, for most practical
purposes, seems to work reasonably well.
The BOT nominates from among its members a
Chairperson and a Vice-Chairperson. It meets once
per year, usually in the (Northern Hemisphere’s)
spring. It has three important committees:

of information available to the BOT has improved
considerably as well as the developing country representation. Of the present BOT members about half
comes from developing countries; two of these are
former grantees and present Scientific Advisers.
Developing country representatives can have an impact
beyond the direct contribution of their competence by
increasing the sense of ownership of IFS in developing
countries, as was discussed above. In recent years about
75% of the BOT members have had a scientific background, about half of them within IFS Research Areas.
Each Trustee is appointed by the Board for a 4 year
term (with the possibility of a single term reappointment), based on nominations from Member
Organizations and the Donors, who have formed a
Donor Group (see below). Among the present 12 BOT
members, 8 Trustees +1 Trustee-at-large have been
nominated by the Member Organizations, based on
geographical criteria that secure a proper representation
of all regions; the Donor Group has nominated 3. In
some cases all Member Organizations in a region are
asked to nominate BOT candidates, in other cases only
a selected group is asked.

•

the Executive Committee (EC), with 5 members,

•

the Scientific and Grants Committee (SGC), with
8 members – formed after the previous evaluation,
and

•

the Nominations and Membership Committee
(NMC), with 5 members.

It must also be noted that the attendance at meetings
in these subcommittees has been excellent in recent
years, with no more than a single member absent at
any of the meetings. This indicates a high degree of
commitment among the present committee members.
The EC deals with budget and policy matters and
meets once a year, usually in the fall (in addition the
members meet at the regular BOT meeting). Its five
members are the Chairperson and Vice-Chairperson
of the BOT, two additional BOT members and the IFS
Director. The present size corresponds to a reduction
from the earlier seven EC members; again, the
reduction was a result of a recommendation from the
IFS External Evaluation of 1992.
The SGC was created in accordance with a suggestion from the External Evaluation of 1992. The eight
members are scientists representing the six IFS Research
Areas (the Scientific Advisory Committees (SACs), see
below) and two BOT members. The SGC meets once a
year and deals with scientific matters and policies. The
SGC used to review (in person in the spring, by e-mail
in the fall) priority lists for the Granting Programme
before these were forwarded to the BOT or EC. In the
spring, the list of proposed grants were submitted
directly to the BOT. In the fall the lists were submitted
to the EC that, on behalf of the BOT, made the final
decision on the fall grants (note that this seasonal
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difference is not clear from the official IFS organogram,
Fig. 3.1).
Very recently the role of the SGC has been changed.
Since SGC disapproval of the priority lists received from
the SACs has been extremely rare, it was decided that
the IFS Director will approve the research grants, based
on the input from the SACs, while the BOT decides on
the budget for grants and thus on the number of grants
to be awarded. This means that the SGC can now concentrate on other tasks, eg providing advice on strategic and scientific matters.
The five members of the NMC are the ViceChairperson of the Board and four other Trustees. The
NMC also meets once a year, in the spring, in order
to discuss possible new Member Organizations and
appointments of individuals to the BOT (based on
nominations from Member Organizations and
Donors) and its committees. In order to save travel
time and money, both the NMC and SGC meetings
are held in connection with the BOT meeting in the
spring.

The Donors
In view of the modest membership fees, support from
Donors is essential for IFS activities. Some, but not all,
Donors are also Member Organizations. Their support
consists of core funding, which may be spent on any
IFS activity, and earmarked (“restricted”) funds that
target specific goals. In 2000 IFS received SEK 27
million in core funding from 8 Donors and 15
contributions totalling SEK 8.4 million in restricted
funds (see Annex E and F)
All present core fund Donors are located in
Europe, with the exception of Australia that provided
about SEK 500,000 (about 2%) of the core funding in
2000. Development agencies provided 87% of the core
funding and two European science organizations
provided the remaining 13%. The two groups of core
Donors are likely to differ in their priorities: While the
development agencies primarily want science-based
development, the science organizations’ primary goal
is to promote good science. Fortunately these two goals,
to a great extent, overlap.
The External Evaluation of 1992 recommended that
the group of Donors be extended, for example by
including some of the “richer” developing countries,
especially in order to increase core funding. The IFS
Director tried to accomplish this even before the
previous evaluation, with a 50% increase in core funding

as a goal, but this has not been reached (the increase
during the second half of the 1990s was 16% in SEK,
not counting inflation, and less in USD, see Fig 3.11).
IFS has benefited from restricted funds; today these
provide over 25% of the total budget. The independence
(eg of the UN system, EU, or development banks) and
the scientific nature of IFS, that in many ways is a major
strength of the organization, may be a weakness in
connection with funding. In times of economic hardship
such agencies are most likely to protect “their own”
activities, rather than those of an independent
organization like IFS. This may be illustrated by the
sudden withdrawal in 1996 of World Bank support for
the Africa/SPAAR activities, due to a change in the World
Bank’s policy. At the time, this support provided for 15%
of the IFS budget.

The Secretariat and IFS management
The Secretariat, with a present staff of 25, is located in
Stockholm which, according to the statutes, is the
legal domicile of IFS. The consequences of the location
in Stockholm are several, for example:
•

a good infrastructure and good travel connections,

•

location in the vicinity of leading Donor(s),

•

availability of qualified scientific and technical
staff,

•

nearby relevant research institutions, libraries, etc,

•

a stable economy, currency, etc,

•

low overheads for health insurance and a social
safety net, and

•

relatively high taxes that may make IFS
employment less attractive.

The Secretariat carries out research council activities in
connection with the Granting Programme, a number of
supporting activities for the benefit of grantees and other
developing country researchers, information activities,
and the collection of key data as well as some science
policy research (usually based on these data). Based on
information obtained from former grantees, there is little
doubt that over the years, the Secretariat has provided an
almost unique service for individual IFS grantees. This
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behaves in a reasonable fashion without guidance, but
this assumption may not remain correct forever.
A fairly recent, business-inspired reorganization in
the Secretariat, looked at by the staff with mixed feelings,
is the IFS Management Group. It consists of the Director
and the Heads of the 4 administrative sections:

has contributed to the present popularity of the
organization among its “family members”.
The chief officer of the Secretariat is the Director.
The Director is appointed by the BOT for a period of
5 years and is responsible to the BOT for the records
of IFS as well as the management of its scientific,
administrative, and financial affairs. In recent years
close to half of the IFS Director’s working hours were
used in attempts to secure a stronger financial base for
IFS, but with only limited success; however, in 2000
IFS has received a long promised, major grant from
the EU. The fundraising efforts have not to any great
extent included the Member Organizations.
The Secretariat roughly follows the Swedish
Government’s practices on work hours, insurance,
vacations, travel standards, per diems, etc. These tend
to be modest and economical compared with practices
in many other international organizations. The rules
under which the staff work are given in the Personnel
Handbook, which, however, provides little guidance,
compared with similar documents in other international organizations, on limits for extracurricular staff
activities, potential conflicts of interest, etc. IFS seems
to assume that common sense rules and that staff

•

the Scientific Programmes Section,

•

the International Relations Section,

•

the Information and IT Section, and

•

the Finance and Administration Section.

The creation of the Management Group has been felt by
some staff to be contradictory to the traditional academic
culture of IFS, in which all opinions should be heard,
but much depends on the openness with which the
Management Group works. A development of it into a
closed, secretive power structure would be likely to cause
considerable dissatisfaction among the remaining staff,
but so far there are no indications of this.
Some staff members, at the moment two members
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of the Management Group, are not regularly employed
by IFS, but are seconded by Donors. This works well at
the moment, although Donors sometimes have
extended secondments only in the last moment. The
fact that salaries of seconded staff are not included in
the official IFS budget leads to an underestimate of the
cost of the Secretariat in the IFS accounts. However,
Swedish law, under which IFS works, does not allow
that the salaries of seconded staff are listed as both
Donor contributions and expenses.
Grant applications are submitted directly to the
Secretariat, where they are given a preliminary technical
screening (for the age and country of the applicants,
completeness of the information provided, etc). In addition, a preliminary scientific screening is usually performed. In some cases the application is returned to
the applicant for the addition of further information.
Each of the acceptable applications is then sent to several
- up to six - Scientific Advisers or other experts with relevant specializations. They are given a one-page
instruction sheet, a one-page evaluation form, and a set
of background materials about IFS grants. The Scientific

Advisers are expected to reply within two months. Their
reviews are sent with the application to the most suitable
of the six Scientific Advisory Committees, each
corresponding to one of the six IFS Research Areas.
Each of the SACs produces a prioritised list of
recommended grant proposals and the suggested
funding for each of these, within a known total budget.
In principle, this list is based exclusively on the scientific
merits of the proposals. If a research area does not have
enough recommended proposals, then the funds may
be transferred to another area. The SACs are thus very
important committees in the IFS system and the
qualifications of their members are of considerable
importance. Nevertheless, the SACs are not mentioned
in the IFS statutes. The membership of the SACs changes
gradually; until now this has been done according to
informal procedures, but a systematic rotation system is
presently being put in place.
As a result of the present biannual application
deadlines and approval dates, the time it takes from
when an application is received until it is formally
approved (by the BOT in the spring and the EC in the
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fall), is between six and twelve months. A fast reply to
applications is extremely important in scientific
research and the IFS response time (between
submission of a proposal and the possible approval
and receipt of the grant) is quite satisfactory compared
with the performance of many other granting agencies;
relative to some it is even outstanding. It has been
suggested to reduce the number of times decisions are
made on grants to once a year; it would be very
unfortunate if this increased the applicants‘ waiting
time. Depending on the system used it might also result
in a more uneven workload in the Secretariat during
the year. On the other hand, a transition to a tri-annual
routine might lead to an unfortunate reduction of the
competition for grants (since there would be fewer
applications for each deadline) and would most likely
be more time-consuming for both the Secretariat and
the Scientific Advisers.
The Secretariat provides high quality services, but
it is considered expensive by some. The Secretariat
expenses, even without the salaries of seconded staff,
account for more than 25% of the total IFS budget.
There are few obvious possibilities for savings; some
staff travel may be replaced by efficient electronic
communication and the present offices of the
Secretariat, in the expensive business centre of Stockholm, may possibly be replaced by accommodations
in a less expensive location. Contrary to many
businesses, IFS does not benefit particularly from the
present location.

Dr Keto Mshigeni
Keto Mshigeni was born in the Kilimanjaro region of Tanzania
at 1600 meters above sea level, and grew up in a farming
family far from the coast. Hence, there was little reason to
suspect that Mshigeni would eventually become one of the
founders of Tanzania’s modern seaweed industry.
Nevertheless, the magnetism and dynamism of a
professor of phycology, the late Professor Erik Jaasund, at
what was then the University of East Africa, led Mshigeni to
the sea and a passion for aquatic plants took root. Towards
the end of his BSc studies, he learned that Tanzania’s
coastal village communities were harvesting and exporting
species of the seaweed genus Eucheuma to France,
Denmark, and the United Kingdom, and that in Europe the
seaweed was boiled to extract a gel (carrageenan) with a
wide range of industrial applications. However, the harvest
of this natural resource was unsustainable due to the
destructive methods employed by the villagers.
With the help of a Rockefeller Foundation Scholarship
in 1970, Mshigeni went to the University of Hawaii to begin
PhD work on Hypnea, a seaweed genus whose species are
represented in both Hawaii and Tanzania. The choice of Hypnea was an interesting one because the taxonomy of the
genus was in a state of confusion, the ecology and the
population dynamics were little understood, and its phycocolloids were not yet characterized.
Upon returning to Tanzania with a PhD in 1974,
Mshigeni decided to return his focus to Eucheuma. A search
for funding resulted in an application to the International
Foundation for Science and, in 1976, he received his first
grant. The project, Research on potential sources of the industrial phycocolloids agar, carrageenan and algin in
Tanzania, led to the determination of phycocolloid yields in
a wide variety of Tanzanian seaweed, and to the generation
of valuable information on their biomass and ecology. The
first grant and two renewals enabled Mshigeni to:
• acquire books and scientific journals that allowed him to
remain up-to-date with the latest developments in the field,
• travel extensively to identify seaweeds with potential
commercial value,
• purchase equipment and chemicals to characterise
phycocolloids,
• test various species’ potential for aquaculture
production,
• attract and involve several students at the University of
Dar es Salaam in his research project, and
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• exchange ideas and experiences with other scientists via

Mshigeni has also accepted an invitation from the

conferences, workshops, and field visits in a number of

United Nations Development Program to be the Regional

countries.

Project Co-ordinator of a Regional Project on ZERI based at
the University of Namibia. This project initially involves

The findings from Mshigeni’s IFS supported research were

Lesotho, Malawi, Namibia, Senegal, Tanzania, The Gambia,

published in several refereed international journals, as

and Zambia. The primary focus of the project is to alleviate

chapters in books, and presented at workshops, conferences

poverty by promoting the optimal use of Africa’s biota, other

and symposia. These publications were instrumental in the

natural resources, and waste, using ZERI principles.

promotion of Mshigeni at an impressive and unusual speed

Mshigeni is now working full time on the UNDP-funded

from the rank of lecturer to the rank of full Professor at

project, spearheading the implementation of the ZERI

University of Dar es Salaam in only five years.

vision in Africa.

On the basis of the findings emanating from his IFS-

An IFS Scientific Adviser, Mshigeni remains a strong

funded research, Professor Mshigeni was able to secure

IFS supporter. He hopes that young researchers embracing

a research grant from the US Agency for International

the ZERI principles will be included among future cohorts

Development that enabled him to publish a seaweed

of IFS grantees.

farming manual in Kiswahili to train extension workers and
to establish pilot Eucheuma aquaculture projects in three
Tanzanian villages. During implementation, Mshigeni also
benefited from financial support from a number of commercial enterprises in Tanzania and in the Philippines. This work
laid the foundation for today’s seaweed industry in Tanzania.
With export earnings of over U SD 10 million and
employment for more than 40,000 villagers (mostly women),
seaweed aquaculture has significantly alleviated poverty
along the Tanzanian coast.
The success of Mshigeni’s work has earned him
honours that include the CIBA-GEIGY/African Academy of
Sciences Prize for Agricultural Biosciences (1993) and the
Boutros Boutros Ghali Prize (1994). His success has also
meant that Mshigeni continues to be a dynamic force in
science, education, and development in Africa. After serving
as the Founding Director of Postgraduate Studies at the
University of Dar es Salaam and establishing sustainable
Postgraduate Programmes, he assisted in the planning of a
new faculty (Agriculture and Natural Resources) for the
University of Namibia. Mshigeni remained in Namibia, and
became Pro-Vice Chancellor for Academic Affairs and
Research.
More recently, Mshigeni became involved in the Zero
Emissions Research Initiative (ZERI) and he is now the
founding UNESCO/UNU Chair for promoting the zero
emissions concept in Africa. ZERI analyses materials that
are usually discarded as waste, often polluting the environment, with the aim of transforming them into new, valueadded products.

Prepared by Eren Zink for the IFS External Evaluation 2000-2001 using
transcribed interviews from: IFS in Tanzania, Report No 4, IFS MESIA Impact
Studies, forthcoming.
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4 . Th e n e e d f o r n e w t h i n k i n g

Changes in the sciences
The need for science based solutions to the current
problems and new demands of society seems to be
growing year by year, as do the means available to
satisfy these needs. Several important changes are
apparent in the IFS Research Areas, in particular:
•

a general trend towards work at the molecular level
is changing the way research is done in several IFS
Research Areas; as a result, the need for “molecular
tools” is growing,

•

advances in the study of complex phenomena are
having an important impact on our understanding
of natural systems and in the methods used to deal
with them,

•

the awareness of the importance of new
interdisciplinary interactions and trans-disciplinary
fields, as well as of the integration of different
research activities, is increasing, and

•

the overlap between research, education, and real
life applications, eg those that contribute directly
towards economic and social development or
improvements of living conditions, is increasingly
emphasised by researchers in IFS Research Areas.

The division of the study of natural sciences and their
applications into a number of traditional subjects has,
over the years, been immensely useful. At universities,
a solid foundation in the basic science subjects is still
essential for the training of graduates in both basic and
applied fields. But in the 21 st century the strict
boundaries sometimes imposed by this division are
likely to be felt increasingly confining. Huge progress,

even in basic research, was made already in the mid1900s through interdisciplinary research among
traditional neighbouring fields. Examples include
materials sciences, biochemistry, and molecular
biology. Such mergers between neighbouring fields
are likely to become even more common in the future.
They are also observed among some of the traditional
IFS Research Areas; as demonstrated by the increasing
number of IFS grant applications for which the placement among IFS Research Areas is in question. This in
itself is not considered a problem by IFS, as long as
the application falls within the general range covered
by the six IFS Research Areas altogether.
A continuous review and update of priority
research areas of relevance within the broad area of
natural resources, a task assigned to the SGC, is
essential. In such revisions both the specific
requirements and conditions of developing countries,
and the evolution of the scientific disciplines and
approaches must be taken into account. In the future
it may become convenient to replace the traditional
IFS Research Areas with more crosscutting subjects, like
“water resources”, “biodiversity”, etc. At the moment
applications for water resource projects are accepted,
while pure biodiversity projects are not. However,
projects that fall within the IFS Research Areas and have
biodiversity components are regularly supported.
Within applied research the need for integration
often goes well beyond the merger of two or more
neighbouring, traditional subjects. This also applies to
much of the current research that is supported under
the IFS subject umbrella. Research on the exploitation
of natural product resources, for example, requires not
only chemical knowledge about the extraction and
purification of the wanted substances, but also
knowledge about the plants or animals producing the
raw materials. Moreover, in order to ensure economic

Christina Arosenius
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profitability in connection with the natural product,
engineering skills and knowledge about relevant
markets may be required. Research in the interdisciplinary field of biotechnology promises to support
rural income generation based on local, natural
resources, but it will have to be combined with expertise
from other fields in order to accomplish this goal. The
conservation and management of ecosystems similarly
requires research-based knowledge from a wide range
of disciplines, including eg biology, earth sciences, and
social sciences. While individual researchers may be
able to expand their work from a traditional field into
a neighbouring interdisciplinary field, integration of
more remote fields is likely to require transdisciplinary
research teams that include representatives from
industry and other parts of the local community.
The interest for progressing along such paths
already exists among IFS applicants and Scientific
Advisers. The traditional “subject orientation”, with a
narrow focus on a single, well-defined field, is
increasingly being replaced by a “problem orientation”,
or a “system orientation”. In other words, research
priorities are shifting, for example from selected,
isolated processes within a given subject that take place
“on the farm” to integrated research covering a whole
range of problems on the road “from farm to fork”.
Such problems may include many research subjects,
from the basic and applied sciences, to engineering,
economics, other social sciences, and even the
humanities.

It is likely that a change from the traditional IFS
“subject orientation” to a “system orientation” would
enhance the development of new interdisciplinary and
transdisciplinary fields in developing countries. It
would also, in general, better promote the direct use
of research-based knowledge and skills in the cause of
national social and economic development. On the
other hand, it would require a cultural shift by many
to accept new forms of applied and participatory
research. Furthermore, evaluation strategies would have
to be modified considerably. The criteria would have
to become less “academic” and applicants would have
to consider, and provide information on, the larger
relevance of their research outside the traditional
subject.
A widening of evaluation criteria is also likely to
make the evaluation of proposals more difficult.
Scientific and academic quality are, after all, much
simpler criteria than those relating research to social
and economic outcomes. A swing in the IFS policy away
from the traditional, narrow (“basic”) definition of
relevant science might also be risky at the moment,
since it would coincide with similar priority changes
in the science policies of both industrialised country
governments and many Donors. Such “fashion swings”
are often overdone and the pendulum may swing back
on a short notice, resulting in a waste of both efforts
and money.
On the other hand, new criteria might also
produce new benefits. For example, in the present
“academic” mode of support, that roughly follows
international mainstream research practices,
traditional, local knowledge may not always be
properly investigated or valued, even when it is
potentially useful. In general, practical applications of
the knowledge and skills that are created through the
supported research – for example co-operation between
researchers and local, natural resource based industries
- would be able to better benefit from IFS under a new
mode of support. Finally, it is important to note that
most of the present IFS Donors, as well as some new,
potential Donors, would prefer a transition to more
directly development related research.
Finally, it must be stressed that the needs in the
countries eligible for IFS support vary greatly.
A discussion of what kind of science to promote can
hardly be done on a global level. It will therefore be
necessary to modify policies in different regions
or countries, according to actual needs and
opportunities.
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Political and economic changes
During the 1990s a number of important economic
and political changes have dominated international
development. In particular, the gradual process of
globalisation together with the break-up of the Soviet
Union and the resulting shift in political conditions
in Eastern Europe have changed the political situation
in this part of the world drastically. At the same time, a
few other developing countries lost their traditional
scientific support from the Soviet Union.
As a result, a number of “new” - in some cases very
poor - developing countries have appeared outside the
group of IFS eligible countries. Only few of the so-called
“countries in transition” (different from “transition
countries”: former developing countries that are
becoming richer) are presently eligible. It may be
difficult to understand why research is supported in
Brazil, but not in Albania and Bosnia, or why the needs
of Mongolia are served, but not those of Moldova.
The eligibility of the countries in transition was
actually considered by IFS in the early 1990s, but the
arguments against inclusion seemed then to be strong.
They were:
•

a lack of IFS resources,

•

most of the countries had plenty of well-trained
sciences, and

•

the creation of Soros’ International Science
Foundation.

A further argument against inclusion of the countries
might be that they are dealt with separately by donor
organizations in several countries. However, IFS already
receives support from different organizations in the
same country, so this argument is hardly valid. A more
serious argument might be that including countries in
transition would spread IFS even thinner
geographically; however, inclusion of some of them
would greatly enrich the IFS family in a scientific sense.
Furthermore, the original arguments have been
weakened by the years:
•

several Donors are likely to be willing to provide
special funds for countries in transition,

•

the conditions for science and scientists have
declined in most of the countries and the

recruitment of talented students for science has
become very difficult, and
•

the available support within IFS Research Areas
from the (Soros) International Science Foundation
is inadequate compared with the present needs in
these countries.

The limit for eligibility for IFS support, the average GNP
of the “upper middle income countries” corresponds
to a per capita GNP of USD 5,000. This criterion would
today make well over 20 East European and former
Soviet countries in transition eligible for IFS support.
While this group of countries includes both Hungary
and Poland, countries with strong science
communities, most other countries in transition are
much less fortunate and have science systems in serious
decline. The potential eligibility of some “not so poor”
countries illustrates the flaws in the present per capita
GNP measure of development. The multidimensional
HDI values referred to earlier may better describe the
situation of countries, and could therefore be used as
an alternative guide for country eligibility.
A considerable number of IFS countries in Asia,
North Africa, and Latin America have not only made
economic advances in recent years, but they have also
tried to secure long-term progress by introducing
conducive policies for science and technology in
particular. In contrast, many other countries, including
essentially all of sub-Saharan Africa, have not benefited
from globalisation. Instead, they have experienced
economic decline and their science policies often remain
inadequate, even when an understanding of the sciencebased needs and opportunities in the country is
present. This “science polarization” of the world has,
overall, increased, in spite of or possibly because of
globalisation. As discussed above, brain drain has
remained a severe problem for the poorest countries. It
is thus of the highest importance that the weakest
countries are assisted in their efforts to create satisfactory
research conditions for their own current and future
scientists.
In most poor countries the lack of a science and
technology infrastructure remains a problem. Donors
and developing banks have, at least in recent years, been
aware of the problem and have provided support for
science and technology infrastructure in such countries.
However, in many of these projects the needs of the
individual scientist have been overlooked. Although
IFS on its own cannot in any way solve the science
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related problems in the weakest developing countries,
it has over the years helped create incentives and
better working conditions for a large number of
carefully selected individual scientists in these
countries. This has also helped reduce brain drain;
according to the MESIA impact study, the vast majority
of the former IFS grantees are still working in their own
country, although many of them have had offers of good
jobs abroad.
Countries that are approaching “graduation” from
IFS support (presently on the basis of their growing
per capita GNPs) may become particularly valuable as
IFS Donors or supporters in kind, with an extensive
amount of relevant experience. At the same time, they
may still need IFS, since their science communities are
often relatively small, making independent reviews
difficult to perform. Furthermore, many still have
worthwhile, but poorly funded research activities.
The Mexican organization, CONACYT, is an
example of a Member Organization with an evolving
dual relationship with IFS. In 1999 CONACYT made a
monetary contribution earmarked for Mexican
grantees. In addition, CONACYT has collaborated with
the IFS Secretariat in the local implementation of
MESIA. Such contributions are of great value, even if
they are modest in a financial sense, because they help
create a sense of ownership of IFS in developing
countries and serve as an example for both member
and Donor organizations in other countries to follow.
With the growing polarization of global science it
is increasingly difficult for applicants from countries

with a weak science infrastructure to compete on a
traditional scale of scientific quality with the best
applicants from countries that have already begun to
put such an infrastructure in place. However, the
science communities in many of the latter countries
have also become polarised. This polarization often
manifests itself as differences between research groups;
some having up-to-date equipment, easy access to
funding, and useful networks, and others with plenty
of talented individuals, but without sufficient facilities,
opportunities, and scientific contacts. To make
matters worse, the latter groups are frequently located
in poor areas, where intellectual support for natural
resource based development might be particularly
needed.
At the moment scientific quality is the dominant
criterion for the evaluation of proposals, much more
so than science needs, impact or development
relevance. There are several strong arguments for this.
However, it remains a problem that the dominance of
the quality criterion often makes it difficult for even
very talented scientists from the weakest countries or
institutions to compete. Among 489 applications for
a first grant in 1999, 168 (34%) came from subSaharan Africa (SSA). Among the 127 first grants
awarded, only 33 (26%) went to SSA. The success rate
for SSA applications was thus less than 20% compared
with, for example, close to 40% for Latin American
proposals (50 grants awarded out of 127 proposals).
Note that the numbers for 2000 are not used here since
the large number of successful applicants from
Uruguay and Argentina makes them less representative.
It is thus becoming an increasing problem that
some of the traditional IFS evaluation criteria
disadvantage applicants from the poorest countries,
and the poorest institutions in countries that are
otherwise better off. It is not only the use of scientific
quality as the dominant criterion that has a
discriminating effect. Also, for example, the age
criterion for grant applicants discriminates since
researchers in the poorest countries and at the poorest
institutions tend to receive their research degrees much
later than competitors from wealthier countries.

FAO/R Faidutti

New opportunities due to information and
communication technology
The IFS database is intended to provide readily
accessible information on grantees, Donors, and a
range of other relevant subjects. High priority has been
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placed on making the electronic database more reliable
and fully operational. Nevertheless, the work on the
database will never be completed - it will require
continuous updating, and MESIA will provide key
information in this context. The establishment of the
database started after the previous evaluation and has,
over the years, been a slow and cumbersome exercise
for the Secretariat. However, when fully operational, it
should become an important, timesaving tool for the
IFS Secretariat and others. The database will greatly
facilitate many work procedures within IFS. For
example, the evaluation procedures for grant
applications may be simplified if Scientific Advisers
and IFS staff have easy access to the electronic database
(with proper safeguards in the form of password
control for access to selected parts of the database).
The database will be the basis for enhancing the IFS
Web page.
Many users of the IFS Web page have less powerful
hardware and/or weak connections to the Internet. This
sets narrow limits for the design of the new system – it
is important that the relevant users are not excluded
by local limitations. Alternatively, users may be given
a choice between two Web versions – one taking full
advantage of today’s information technology, the other
much less demanding, targeting users with modest
Internet access. It may be worth mentioning that
already in the mid-1990s IFS helped improve electronic
communication by assisting about 80 grantees in
Eastern and Southern Africa in getting e-mail
connection. Today the situation is such that almost all
grantees have e-mail connections, while many are still
not able to access the IFS and other Web pages.
In general, use of electronic communication will
improve efficiency of many work procedures at IFS and
may result in considerable savings of both time and
money. Presently, information on grant opportunities,
applications for grants, and reviews by Scientific
Advisers, etc are mailed around the world using “paper
and postage”. By transferring the grant evaluation
process to the Web (linked to the database), it will be
possible to greatly reduce:
•

the amount of paper and postage used,

•

the amount of administrative and repetitive work,
especially in the Secretariat, but also among
Scientific Advisers, and

•

the time needed to process applications.

In developing countries, dissemination of research
results, especially in the form of published articles in
reputed international journals, tends to be weak. This
is partially explained by the fact that research subjects
and strategies pertinent to local conditions and
problems (as is often the case in IFS supported research)
are of less interest to many international journals, as
discussed above. Domestic journals are often multidiscipline-based and do not have in-house capabilities
for effective scientific editing and distribution. IFS has
occasionally attempted to overcome the problem by
organizing (in co-operation with local institutions)
training courses in scientific article writing and journal
editing; other Donors have provided support for
development of national scientific journals. It is a
serious problem that access to recent and pertinent
international literature in developing country institutions is often very limited because of the costs. The
previous evaluation urged IFS to increase its support
for publications, but a follow-up of this suggestion
would be costly and IFS efforts have been rather
modest. Thus, the problems remain, even among the
group of talented IFS grantees. While some publish
extensively in international journals, many others do
not.
In order to reduce the obstacles facing developing
country researchers’ access to information and
publications, IFS is presently considering opportunities
for other Web-based services for grantees. Among the
possible future activities are:
•

increased access for IFS grantees and others to
international scientific databases and journals
through the Web (the scheme previously launched
by IFS should be revised),

•

increased Internet discussion activities in specific
IFS Research Areas,

•

support for publishing of research in the IFS
Research Areas, and

•

organization of a vertical portal on natural
resource research, in co-operation with Member
Organizations, libraries, publishers, and other
information providers, offering access to
specialized literature in the IFS Research Areas.
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De-ruralisation and urbanisation
We have seen that the six traditional IFS Research Areas
may be gradually replaced by more comprehensive or
crosscutting research areas. These research areas would
have to refer to rural and urban areas alike.
Urbanisation is progressing rapidly, both in transition
and developing countries; it is estimated that by 2025
more than half of the world’s population will live in
large cities or megalopolises. This may lead to major
problems, not only for the newly urbanised areas but
also for the depleted rural areas. There is a risk that
rural areas will become even less attractive, due to
decreasing government support, lack of schools, health
facilities, communication, and transport facilities.
Government neglect may also lead to poor
environmental management and a loss of natural
resources, as well as traditional knowledge about such
resources, eg about medicinal plants.
Similarly, many of the overpopulated urban areas
will suffer from a lack of infrastructure due to inefficient
authorities, insufficient supply of safe food and water,
and problems with waste water treatment and garbage
disposal. Social problems may also increase, as a result
of poor educational opportunities, unemployment,
lack of public transportation, etc.
Experience has shown that scientific research may
be part of the solution to these problems, in both rural
and urban environments. However, this will require
that the research is carried out with the participation
of all stakeholders, including the local populations and
the relevant authorities. Depending on the specific
problems, the research activities may have to include
selected social sciences, in addition to natural sciences
and engineering. In most cases a transdisciplinary
approach will be a prerogative for lasting solutions.
In addition to potential cures for de-ruralisation
and urbanisation problems, preventive steps must also
be considered. In particular, it is important to create
improved income opportunities in rural areas, as the
only realistic measure for prevention of depopulation
(and thus uncontrolled growth of big cities). Such
income opportunities are likely to be based on new
ways of exploiting local, natural resources. Research
support for local, small industries based on these
resources may help create lasting income opportunities
and thus slow down or prevent depopulation. The
natural resource research areas supported by IFS are
particularly relevant in this connection, especially when
the research combines solid science with real-life

applications. IFS support for research that has relevant
local, industrial applications may help set a standard
for other donor organizations and development banks.

Gender opportunities
In both industrialised and developing countries, the
scientific potential among women is often poorly
exploited. This is a major waste of human resources,
in particular since women may help widen the scope
of research and enrich research environments. It is
satisfactory for IFS that the share of women among
the grantees has almost doubled throughout its history
(from 14 to 27%), but there are still regions in which
it is highly unsatisfactory. Since the founding of IFS,
only 11% of the African grantees have been women,
compared with 34% for Latin America. This huge
difference reflects differences in the female
participation in scientific research and illustrates the
immense potential for improved recruitment of
scientific talent in Africa. IFS is very much aware of
this ongoing waste of human talent; the issue of “IFS
news” published in October, 2000 is, for example,
devoted to the subject and highlights substantial
female contributions in the IFS Research Areas.
In addition to gender restrictions due to cultural
traditions, women scientists are handicapped by the
fact that their years of childbirth often coincide with
the most important period for the continuation of their
training towards research degrees. This often leads to a
delay, for example, of their Ph.D. studies, which is a
handicap in the competition for IFS grants because age
is used as an absolute criterion.
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Ms Khyne U Mar
The extensive forests of Myanmar are both habitat for
numerous endangered species and one of the country’s
most important natural resources. Timber extraction in
these forests relies heavily on the use of domesticated
elephants, and, in turn, the population of domesticated
elephants is maintained by bringing wild elephants into
captivity. Using elephants as a complement to modern
machinery provides a flexibility and manoeuvrability in the
forest that permits selective logging and sustainable
harvesting. However, reliance upon wild elephants to
renew the domestic herds poses a threat to wild
populations, and in the long run to the practice of
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selectively harvesting timber. Hence, the sustainability of

population to politicians, the media, and other scientists. In

the entire system is in question. Currently there are 5000

addition, after receiving her IFS grant, U Mar was promoted

domesticated, working elephants in Myanmar, and 6000

to Head of the Veterinary Research Division of the Myanmar

wild elephants, thus making Myanmar the country with the

Timber Enterprise.

second largest population of Asian elephants. (India is first.)

Since the time of her first IFS research grant, U Mar

The creation of a sustainable population of domestic,

has continued and expanded her research on elephant

working elephants is a priority for conservationists and for-

reproduction, management, and care (including through the

esters alike (of course, these are not mutually exclusive

supervision of other young IFS grantees and their elephant

categories). Khyne U Mar (M Phil, Institute of Animal

research). Today she is at University College, London, working

Husbandry and Veterinary Science, Myanmar, 1992) was

towards becoming the first woman veterinarian with a PhD

awarded an IFS grant in 1992 to develop a practical method

in her country.

of ovulation detection for captive Asian elephants and to
gather information that would enhance the possibilities of
breeding captive Asian elephants. As a result of her study, it
is now known that the oestrus cycle is missing in most

1

Since the forestry department has usually discouraged elephant breeding

because a cow in late pregnancy or with a calf at heel does little work.

working elephants because of the effects of inadequate
nutritional levels and strenuous work, and that the recovery
of a normal oestrus cycle takes at least three years. Dr
Michael Schmidt, a research veterinarian and an IFS
Scientific Adviser, commented, “I have little doubt that the
determination of non-cyclicity will turn out to be the single
most significant event in making elephant breeding selfsustaining in Asia.” Khyne U Mar’s work also identifies the
importance of standardising elephant workloads and
improving their nutrition by supplementing their foraged
food.
In addition to high quality research results, science
for development requires that researchers convey their
information to key actors in other sectors of society. This is
one of U Mar’s valuable assets. That she has been able to
convince the authorities to allow her to breed elephants is
in itself a remarkable accomplishment 1 . International
recognition of U Mar’s research and scientific credentials
have further strengthened her ability to convey the
importance of a self-sustaining domesticated elephant

Prepared by Eren Zink for the IFS External Evaluation 2000-2001.
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Dr Thia-Eng Chua
Born in Malaysia in 1940, and educated at the University of

Chua finds that IFS support has been important for both

Singapore, Dr Thia-Eng Chua first encountered IFS while he

his career and the general need for strengthened scientific

was a lecturer in aquatic biology at the Universiti Sains

capacity in developing countries. In August 2000, he wrote:

Malaysia (Malaysian University of Science). A visitor from

“Looking back, I am appreciative of the IFS support and my

the IFS Secretariat to the university gave him the idea to

later involvement as an IFS Scientific Adviser. After I founded

apply for funding.

the Asian Fisheries Society (AFS), where I was president for

Though IFS was not the first to fund Chua’s work, IFS

10 years, I was able to collaborate with IFS in mobilising the

funding arrived at a critical time when he needed resources

AFS’s scientific expertise to help build the regional capacity

to develop a major aquaculture project: the study of the

in aquaculture and fisheries with [a] substantial number of

growth of grouper in floating cages in the Penang Straits.

grants provided by IFS for the young scientists in Asia.”

The experiment included studies of feeding rates, suitable

Reflecting upon his experience with IFS, Dr Chua notes

cage sizes, stocking rates, and the standardisation of

several qualities that give the IFS grant a comparative

reproduction techniques. Grouper was chosen because the

advantage over other research grant schemes:

fish was in high demand in Malaysia, Singapore, and Hong
Kong.
Chua found IFS support particularly useful because of

• support is given to individuals,
• the researcher is permitted a great deal of flexibility,

the flexibility that it allows and the fact that the researcher

• IFS grants are geared towards capacity development,

alone is directly responsible for the management of the funds.

• the grant amount is an appropriate one for young

With IFS funding Dr Chua advanced his research by
improving his immediate work environment and broadening
his scientific contacts through attendance at seminars and

scientists, and
• grantees have access to a supporting network of scientific
advisers.

conferences. This research resulted in new methodologies
for the cage culture of grouper in South-East Asia as well as

Given the changes in science today, however, Dr Chua does

numerous publications. Though Dr Chua received his last

wonder if the upper limit of the grant might not be too low

funding from IFS over twenty years ago, his techniques,

for good proposals that require sophisticated instruments

mostly unchanged, are still used by small-scale fish farmers

and/or field trials.

throughout the region.
Building upon a research career that bridges the gap
between traditional notions of basic and applied science,
Chua is now engaged in management and policy-making
for the coastal and marine areas of South-East Asia, and the
East Asian seas. One motivation for broadening the scope
of his involvement in fisheries and aquaculture was the
realisation that solutions to problems in these areas will be
found in a broader environmental context requiring action
at a transdisciplinary level. Thus, a primary focus over the
past 15 years of his career has been the promotion of “local
governance to improve environmental conditions and to move
government action at the local level so that some practical
solution can be achieved.” ”Chua is now achieving his goal
as the Regional Programme Director of the GEF/UNDP/IMO
Regional Programme on Partnerships in Environmental
Management for the Seas of East Asia (PEMSEA). The
project includes eleven countries, has a budget of USD 28
million, and actively employs the expertise of economists,
engineers, ecologists, community specialists, Web-masters,
fisheries scientists, and numerous others.”

Prepared by Eren Zink for the IFS External Evaluation 2000-2001 using
transcribed interviews from: IFS in Malaysia, IFS MESIA Impact Studies,
forthcoming.
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5. Coping with change:
I FS governance and management

The mandate of IFS, to provide small grants and other
services to young researchers in developing countries,
makes it easy to accomplish success. There is no doubt
that IFS throughout its history has had numerous
successes, as illustrated above. Another, more difficult
question is to what extent the wonderful mandate is
matched by a correspondingly efficient organization.
In the following pages we will take a closer look at the
governance and management of IFS. The External
Evaluation of 1992 contained a large number of
specific recommendations in these areas, most of which
resulted in reforms. How well have these worked?

The name of IFS
It has been said that the name - International
Foundation for Science (IFS) - lacks precision, since
the organization is only a foundation by law, in reality
it does not have any endowment. The lack of precision
in the name may have practical implications, for
example that other (real) foundations - a potential
source for support – may be less willing to provide
support for a fellow foundation. An argument against
a name change is that the name, and especially the
acronym “IFS”, are well established among Member
Organizations, grantees, and elsewhere. A name change
that does not preserve the acronym “IFS” is likely to
cause considerable confusion. The team has worked hard
to find a replacement within this limit, as is indicated
on the cover, but has been unable to come up with a
satisfactory solution.

Member Organizations
From the beginning, the Member Organizations were
assumed to be the backbone of IFS, but this is far from
the role they play today; in some ways they have vanis-

hed from the picture. The IFS External Evaluation of
1992 carefully considered their governance role, which
led to the recommendation that the General Assembly
be eliminated. However, as mentioned above, an IFS
Assembly was until recently scheduled to be held in
Malaysia in September 2001. The present evaluation
team agrees with the earlier evaluation that IFS
Assemblies are not sufficiently cost-effective. Moreover,
they are no longer of formal importance: as a result of
the IFS External Evaluation of 1992, the General
Assembly was removed from the IFS statutes and its
power was significantly reduced. However, this does
not mean that Member Organizations have become
unimportant. IFS should instead design other
mechanisms so that the needed guidance and other
essential inputs from Member Organizations are obtained
at lower costs. IFS should try to keep Member
Organizations, to the greatest extent possible, “in the
loop” throughout the year (eg by e-mail). IFS should
actively involve them in policy discussions and draw on
their local knowledge, for example in connection with
the organization of training activities.
Many Member Organizations in both
industrialised, transition, and developing countries
have considerable local influence and have strong links
with academic institutions, governments, and other
funding sources. They also have extensive knowledge
about science in their country and many have
managerial capacity available. The Secretariat has in
recent years not managed to take full advantage of these
opportunities.
The Evaluation Team is convinced that several
Member Organizations in both developing and
industrialised countries would be willing to support
the IFS mission more strongly than they do at present,
if they were given the opportunity. This may include,
for example, support in policy matters, public relations,

mobilisation of qualified applicants, non-monetary
support for grantees (eg local training activities), and
fund-raising. Presently such opportunities are not used
effectively; the response rates tend to be very low when
IFS invites Member Organizations to voice their
opinion. IFS should renew its strategies and intensify
its efforts in connection with Member Organizations to
better take advantage of the extensive scientific expertise,
national clout and insight of these organizations. With
the fast and efficient electronic communication
channels that essentially all members can access, such
efforts would not have to be costly. It would also be
valuable if IFS could initiate co-operation between
different Member Organizations in the same region.
It is important to select Member Organizations
strategically. For example, when a country reaches a
stage where it becomes both Donor and recipient, it
may in some cases be convenient that it is represented by
at least two Member Organizations, corresponding to
the two different functions, as is already the case with
Argentina.
The fact that a large share of the Member
Organizations have not paid their dues for several years
is hardly acceptable. Even some Member Organizations
in rich countries have not paid. However, this may not
be caused by a lack of interest in IFS, but by the small
size of the membership fee. Agreements should be
reached with non-paying Member Organizations, those
from wealthy countries should be asked for larger
payments whereas poorer Member Organizations should
continue to be excused when local hard currency problems
remain an impediment.

The Board of Trustees and
its committees
If the Member Organizations are the backbone of IFS,
the BOT may be compared with the brain. The reduced
size of the BOT, proposed in the previous evaluation,
has on the whole worked well. Members have generally
been highly dedicated and have had a sufficient level
of scientific competence (although not necessarily in
the IFS Research Areas). The present representation of
Donors on the BOT has also worked reasonably well.
The selection of new trustees - based on nominations
from Member Organizations according to geographical
criteria - has been performed in different ways for
different parts of the world. In order to avoid electing
members of the BOT who are not fully qualified and
committed, and, at the same time, to preserve IFS
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“democracy” - the influence of Member Organizations it is necessary to standardise and strengthen nomination
procedures. In particular, the information activities
performed by the Secretariat in connection with BOT
renewal should be further improved and all Member
Organizations in the relevant region should be urged to
consider possible highly qualified candidates. They
should also be encouraged to contact each other in
order to co-ordinate their nominations, which would
help increase South-South co-operation among
Member Organizations.
It is extremely important to work continuously on
the streamlining of the IFS organization in order to
reduce any waste of time and money. The Scientific
and Grants Committee (SGC) only rarely proposed any
changes in the priority lists for the applications it
receives from the SACs, which are already the result of
considerable scientific scrutiny, but approved the lists
and passed them on to the BOT or EC. SGC has now
been relieved of this task, and can concentrate on its
main obligation which is to discuss IFS related science
policy issues, based on its extensive scientific expertise
within IFS Research Areas. Such discussions are
likely to be highly useful for all BOT members. It is
recommended to revise the role of the SGC as an
independent body, and replace the annual SGC meeting
by a meeting between the six SAC representatives and
the full BOT.

Paying the bill: Donors
and fund raising
Without money IFS can do little to improve the
conditions for young researchers in developing
countries. It is therefore fortunate that IFS has a group
of Donors with a solid insight into the potential impact
of scientific research on development. The previous
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evaluation recommended to increase and diversify the
Donor support. This led, in spite of substantial efforts,
only to a small increase (when measured in SEK, the
increase in USD was even smaller). It is unfortunate
that IFS is strongly dependent on a single, relatively
small country Donor. Thus, IFS must continue its efforts
to increase and diversify funding, not only from present
Donors, but also from transition and developing countries
and from the largest, international Donors. Among the
latter, Japan, the US, and the EU seem obvious targets.
In view of the present composition of the Donors Group
and overlapping interests, the EU may, in the long run,
become the natural, major funding source for IFS. The
expertise and relative efficiency of IFS may be of
considerable value for the development programmes
of the EU.
In order to create a sense of ownership of and
responsibility for IFS in developing countries, these
countries should to a larger extent act as both supporters
and Donors. An interesting target group includes the
countries that “graduate” from IFS support (presently)
because of their growing per capita GNPs. Their
donations may take several forms, for example, by
making research facilities available for young
researchers from poorer neighbouring countries, or by
secondments of young, competent individuals to the
IFS Secretariat.

It is an inconvenience and source of concern for the
Secretariat that both Donor commitments and actual,
promised contributions from Donors in some cases are
received very late in the Secretariat. Similarly, two key
staff members in the Secretariat, both members of the
Management Group, are employed by foreign Donors
and seconded to IFS. Although these secondments have
lasted several years, they are only extended for one or
two years at a time, sometimes in the last moment before
they expire. IFS should convince Donors to commit and
transfer funds as early as possible and obtain guarantees
that changes in ongoing secondments will be announced
at least 6 months in advance.
In order for Donors to satisfy such demands IFS
must do its utmost to explain and clarify financial
needs and planned, future activities to the Donors.
Therefore, IFS should prepare strategic economic and
action plans, for example for two and five year time
frames, and seek Donor commitments based on these.

Providing incentives and
opportunities: The Granting Programme
More than any other IFS activity, the Granting
Programme helps to create the incentives and
enthusiasm without which research becomes dull and
inefficient. There are, however, apparent problems with
the provision of small grants, especially given the large
regional differences, for example in the overall success
rate of applications and in the share of grants going to
female researchers. In both contexts the situation is
most difficult in Africa. Part of the problem may be
insufficient information flow. Thus IFS should intensify
the information flow to and from regions with low success
rates. Workshops and other activities should be organized,
targeting specific applicant problem areas, which should
be identified through closer studies of the reasons for
unsuccessful applications.
In order to improve the science capacity of
developing countries with a low female participation
rate, IFS should attempt to increase the number of women
grantees by targeting information and training to
potential women applicants. This may be done in
co-operation with relevant NGOs, especially the Third
World Organization for Women in Science (TWOWS).
The availability of special Donor funding targeting
qualified women scientists should be explored.
It has been suggested that grants might be awarded
only once a year instead of twice. However, from the
point of view of the applicants this would extend the
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response time unreasonably. Thus the bi-annual mode
should be preserved; furthermore, an effort should be
made to use new communication tools to shorten the
time between the application deadline and the approval
to an absolute minimum.
It has often been a problem that grantees have not
submitted their completion report on time; some do
not submit it at all. In order to secure that the final
report on a grant is submitted on schedule, the last 5%
of the grant amount should only be released after the
report has been received by the Secretariat. Alternatively,
rewards, for example in the form of a small travel grant,
may be given for punctual submission of the final report.

priorities. Attempts should be made to further increase
the share of SAC members from developing countries,
especially from among the pool of former grantees.
Increased use of Scientific Advisers from developing
countries improves the capacity of IFS to determine
the needs and potentials of developing country scientists
while also promoting South-South co-operation. Attempts
should also be made to increase the number and use of
women Scientific Advisers. The latter may help
strengthen research topics of special interest to women
researchers and improve the understanding of the
special problems that women encounter.

The Secretariat
Exploiting goodwill: Friends of IFS
IFS enjoys exceptional goodwill among former grantees
and Scientific Advisers. This base of support should be
secured and utilised. IFS should maintain contact with
these supporters and keep them informed about IFS
activities and events. These “friends of IFS” may be able
to provide valuable assistance in connection with fundraising, promotion of IFS opportunities, intellectual and
practical support of young grantees, and, in general, the
improvement of the visibility of IFS. Note that female,
former grantees may be particularly well positioned to
help increase the number of qualified female
applicants. Establishment of national IFS grantee alumni
organizations, possibly in co-operation with Member
Organizations, may help further transform goodwill into
action. It will also help IFS provide continuing assistance
to former grantees, for example in the form of information
services.

Scientific Advisers and Scientific Advisory
Committees
Some Scientific Advisers complain that they are not
given information about the fate of the proposals they
review and many would like to do more for IFS. It is
essential that the unique Scientific Adviser resource is
preserved and expanded; thus IFS must do its utmost to
keep the Scientific Advisers “in the loop”.
The scientific competence of the Scientific Advisers and the relevance of this competence is crucial for
the success of IFS. IFS has very recently introduced
renewable terms for Scientific Advisers participating in
Scientific Advisory Committees and must use this
opportunity to ensure that the SAC groups are renewed
continuously according to changing sciences and

The Secretariat has an excellent reputation among its
clients - researchers in developing countries - and in
most cases provides individualised and high quality
services for these at a level that is uncommon. It may,
however, appear expensive. In recent years the
Secretariat expenses accounted for over 25% of the
total budget, excluding the salaries of seconded staff.
This share should not increase.
On the other hand, as mentioned above, the
exploitation of information technology, streamlining
of procedures, and other timesaving opportunities, will
provide the Secretariat with greater capacity. IFS should
use this capacity for the benefit of the most needy by
securing additional funding for an increase of both grant
schemes and supporting activities targeting the weakest
countries, the weakest institutions, and women scientists
in regions where they are poorly represented. The
Evaluation Team is also convinced that the Secretariat
will be able to handle a substantial amount of
additional funding for an increase in the provision of
grants and supporting activities.
Although relocation of the IFS Secretariat to a
developing country might offer several advantages, they
are, at the moment, not likely to fully compensate
for the resulting disadvantages (and loss of present
advantages). However, the BOT may, at a later date,
consider offers from other countries. The present office
space for the Secretariat, in the centre of Stockholm, is
expensive and offers few advantages for IFS activities.
Thus, IFS should consider a move to a less expensive
location if such an opportunity becomes available, and
if the size of the savings justifies it.
Compared with the guidance provided by other
international organizations (for example UN
organizations and development banks), the IFS
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Personnel Handbook is very weak concerning rules on
“extracurricular” staff activities and potential conflicts
of interest. Although no problems are known to the
evaluation team, it is recommended that the Handbook
is expanded, revised, and brought into accordance with
those of other, similar international organizations.
The IFS Secretariat is by nature a scientific,
academic, non-bureaucratic organization and should
remain so. The creation of the new Management Group
has been felt by some to contradict the traditional
working method among scientists, where an open and
transparent exchange of arguments is the rule. A free
flow of information and a maximum of openness between
the Secretariat staff and the Management Group should
be given high priority.
Even after the IFS database and MESIA have been
fully established they will require regular updating and
improvement, although the work time they consume
is likely to decline. Impact studies of research support
in developing countries are not very common and
MESIA is to some extent a pioneering effort. It is
therefore important that it is refined further. In
particular, IFS should consider adding studies to MESIA

that provide more information on real life development
contributions from IFS supported research. The status
and problems of scientific equipment among grantees
is an important issue that IFS should know more about,
and this item has very recently been added (in great
detail) to the MESIA menu. It is clearly important that
the MESIA information gathered is used, not only for
academic purposes, but also in practice, in the daily
work of IFS and in connection with policy decisions.
It is thus important to strongly improve the MESIA data
for Malaysia as planned, and to gather further information on the non-responding group in Africa (partly to
determine how representative the responding group
is). Also, a better understanding of the reasons for failure
of grant applicants would be very useful.

Communication and information tools
New technology offers a wide range of opportunities
for IFS to both simplify work procedures, and offer
new kinds of services for present and former grantees,
and other developing country researchers. For example,
several possibilities for simplifying and increasing the
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efficiency of the Granting Programme are today at
hand. Such opportunities should be exploited without
unnecessary delay, even before all potential users are
ready for it (eg by gradually replacing the paper and
postage mode of communication).
Opportunities to improve services for grantees
include provision of access to international scientific
databases and journals through the Web, organization
of global discussion groups in research areas of
relevance to IFS, global publishing of research papers,
and video broadcasting from IFS workshops and
conferences, etc. IFS should enter into such activities
whenever the need is high and the cost/benefit ratio is
good. Note that many of the opportunities do not have
to be exploited by IFS on its own. For example, creating
a specialized online library in the Secretariat would be
an expensive enterprise, whereas it may be possible to
collaborate with other organizations such as INASP,
or to obtain free access to databases and journals that
are relevant to the IFS Research Areas at low costs
through individual agreements with academic libraries,
key editors and other information providers. Such
access would in most cases have to be limited to the
IFS community, possibly including some libraries in
developing countries. In order to serve grantees without
Internet access, the permissions should include the
right to document delivery. Another possibility would
be to establish Web pages in individual subjects for
information and document exchange among grantees
and other IFS friends.
The IFS Web page and the services it provides
should be designed so that they can benefit users with
a wide range of hardware, and different levels of access to the Internet. IFS may also consider assisting
grantees in the poorest countries to connect to the Web.
Some private foundations may be particularly willing
to support such activities.
Presently, the emphasis on intellectual property
rights is increasing, while uncertainty about their
implications remains high in many developing
countries. The IFS Web site should include specific
information on how to deal with this important issue.
Together with other relevant organizations, IFS may
consider establishing an on-line information service
on intellectual property rights. Similarly, guidance
should be provided concerning the rights to local
knowledge, valuable biological materials, and patents,
in order to prevent scientific theft by industrialised
country scientists or companies.

Other supporting activities
Supporting activities often have a very good cost/
benefit ratio since they tend to benefit larger groups of
researchers. In addition, it is often possible to target
problems in the poorest countries or institutions
through such activities. It is recommended to expand
the present supporting activities, with special emphasis
on training activities, in the poorest countries. These
training and support activities should, as before, include
service and maintenance of research equipment as well
as proposal and paper writing. The needs for the latter
should be further clarified by a study of reasons for failure
of grant applications from researchers in the weakest
countries and institutions. It may often be possible to
co-finance and co-organize training activities with
other Donors, Member Organizations and other IFS
friends. If the activities are supported by written
material, this should be made available, at least in
electronic form on the Web, to other interested developing
country researchers.
As discussed in previous sections, other important
supporting activities include allowing access to and
sharing of information, and special activities for female
scientists.
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6. Coping with change:
I F S pol i cy
Assisting those with
the greatest needs
It is a problem for IFS that the scientists, institutions,
and countries that need assistance in the form of grants
the most, are not able to compete with others, despite
their substantial talent. A number of actions would
help solve this dilemma:
•

IFS should modify the scientific quality criterion by
adding an impact criterion: the applicants for whom
a grant would have the greatest expected impact on
their productivity (measured in relative terms) should
be ranked highest. This is likely to favour the most
talented applicants from the poorest countries or
institutions, where the support is more badly needed
in order for research activities to become successful,

•

IFS should solicit targeted Donor funds in order to
establish programmes especially designed for the
poorest regions or countries, thus making grants more
accessible to their researchers, and

•

IFS should increase the amount of supporting
activities targeting the poorest countries in order to
make their researchers more competitive.

activities would reduce the amount of funds available
for individual grants, unless they are covered by special,
new Donor funds, or the activities are carried out in
co-operation with and co-financed by other
organizations. In spite of such problems, IFS should,
to the extent possible, proceed along all three avenues,
depending on the availability of additional Donor
support for new activities.
It is also recommended that IFS introduces a new
age limit (in addition to the present 40/30 year rule),
limiting the eligibility for first grants to 5 years after
the final research degree (M.Sc. or Ph.D.) has been
awarded. This is likely to improve the competitiveness
of applicants from the poorest countries and
institutions, since they generally obtain their degrees
later in life. The rule is also likely to improve
opportunities for female applicants that have been
“delayed” in their career by childbirth. If the age limits
are not changed as suggested, IFS may consider giving
at least one year of “credit” to female applicants for
each childbirth.
Finally, a special effort should be made to place
researchers from the weakest institutions and countries
into international and regional, including South-South,
subject specific networks.

Increasing the impact of science
Several IFS Donors would welcome any of these
initiatives and new Donors may even be attracted.
However, these three remedies would involve a cost.
The addition of an impact criterion to the quality
criterion will make the evaluation process more
demanding. Establishment of special grant programmes
for specific regions and countries would be more
complicated to manage and more difficult for potential
applicants to understand. It might also damage the
“global” image of IFS. Expenditures for supporting

In order to create incentives for developing country
researchers to use their knowledge more directly in the
service of development, it is recommended that research
activities directly related to community needs and to social and economic development be promoted as long as
it satisfies scientific quality criteria. It is in any case
important that the applicants consider such potential
outcomes of their research. Thus the application form
should require information on the link between the

Christina Arosenius
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proposed research and its possible development outcomes,
especially on a local level. In the case of second renewals
(the third grant) a direct contribution of this kind, based
on the knowledge created in the project, should be
expected. Such contributions might include the
production of educational material for schools, inservice training of teachers or extension workers, or
co-operation with local industry.
In order to ensure the most efficient use of funds
and to tie the “IFS family” closer together, it is
recommended that, whenever possible, decisions on
renewal grants are made partly on the basis of a personal
site visit by a Scientific Adviser.
Real life problems often require solutions that are
based on knowledge with interdisciplinary or
transdisciplinary foundations. New crosscutting
research areas are gaining increasing importance; in
particular, problems in connection with scarce water
resources are attracting increasing attention, and IFS is
already supporting such research. IFS should, as a
pilot project, reserve special funds for support of research
in the field of water resources. Depending upon the
results, this may eventually become a new (seventh) IFS

Research Area. In addition, global change and
biodiversity research are increasingly in focus and may
in the future become new IFS Research Areas. IFS should
for the time being support such research within the
present framework. Biotechnology may offer unique
opportunities for (even rural) development
contributions based on local natural resources and
biotechnological research for this purpose should be
given high priority.
The increasing need for interdisciplinary and
transdisciplinary research, and for co-operation among
researchers from different fields may seem to contradict
the IFS emphasis on the individual scientists. However,
this is not the case. In order to be clear in this regard,
it is recommended that, while the individual nature of
the grants is preserved, co-ordinated applications from
co-operating scientists in different fields are encouraged.
The application forms should provide space for
information regarding such co-operating partners. It is
important that the research supported reflects the
changing needs of society, whenever these needs are
covered by the IFS Research Areas; this may, for
example, also lead to projects dealing with conditions
in urban areas.
The present limit for the size of the grants, USD
12,000, is suitable for most potential applicants, but
the BOT should follow the development of inflation and
currency fluctuations carefully and make adjustments
of the limit whenever it is necessary.

Country eligibility
The needs of the many poor countries in transition in
Eastern Europe and Central Asia should not be
neglected. The time has come for the Board to reconsider
an expansion of the IFS mission into these countries,
based on an assessment of needs. It will be a condition
that satisfactory commitments from Donors can be
obtained and that sufficient, relevant expertise is
available among the Scientific Advisers and in the
Secretariat. If so, the expansion will be possible given
the spare capacity created by the continuing
streamlining of tasks in the Secretariat. If it is decided
to increase the country eligibility, the expansion must be
performed with great caution by initially only accepting
a very limited number of applications from a few selected
countries on a pilot project basis.
The present country eligibility criterion, based on
the per capita GNP, does not accurately reflect
differences in countries’ science capacities and needs;
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for example, scientifically strong nations like Poland
and Hungary would be eligible according to the present
criterion. The BOT should consider the adoption, after
consultation with Donors, of the multidimensional
Human Development Index as an alternative guide for
country eligibility.
There is a widespread perception among Donors
that IFS support should go primarily to the weakest
developing countries. However, in many developing
countries there are “weak” and “strong” institutions
(some of the latter thanks to IFS), and many “strong”
countries have weak neighbours. IFS should consider
developing regional support programmes based on the
existing capacities/needs in developing countries, and
strengthen South-South co-operation mechanisms for this
purpose.

Co-operation and alliances
IFS is not working alone in the world. Few IFS activities
would be of any value if they were not supported
indirectly by developing country governments, Donors
or other organizations. IFS must take advantage of such
common interests, although it, at times, is competing

for funds with some of the other organizations in the
field. Individual institutions and Member Organizations
may be excellent partners in connection with the
organization of academic activities, such as workshops
and courses, and for the sharing of databases and information. Cost sharing would often stretch scarce
resources. IFS should, in particular, further increase
co-operation with other Donors and Third World science
organizations, for example TWAS and TWOWS, relevant
UN bodies, such as UNESCO, UNU and FAO, as well as
international science organizations like CGIAR, ICSU
and its bodies. Similarly, co-operation with regional
science bodies, eg the African Academy of Sciences, should
be increased. Whenever appropriate, IFS should interact
more actively with other science-related organizations
and specialized, thematic networks (such as the Latin
American Scientific Networks), that may, for example,
help establish links with relevant local communities.
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Ke y re ferences
The evaluation team has benefitted immensely from a number of books and papers on research for development. All the
general issues and a number of specific subjects contained in
the report are discussed in further detail in the references

• IFS in Tanzania, Report No 4, IFS MESIA Impact Studies.
Forthcoming.
• IFS in Cameroon, Report No 5, IFS MESIA Impact Studies.
Forthcoming.

listed below. Please note that the selection contains most of
the literature consulted by the team members; it does not claim
to include the most outstanding or most recent papers in the
field.

IFS DOCUMENTS AND PUBLICATIONS
• Directory of IFS Grantees.
• The Future Role of the International Foundation for
Science (IFS) in a Rapidly Changing World. Gaillard J.
1990. Stockholm: International Foundation for Science.
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• IFS Beyond 2000.1997. Stockholm: International
Foundation for Science
• IFS eNews.
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RESEARCH CAPACITY STRENGTHENING IN
DEVELOPING COUNTRIES
• Danida. 2000. Evaluation of Danida’s Bilateral Program for
Enhancement of Research Capacity in Developing
Countries (ENRECA). Evaluation 2000/5. Copenhagen:
Danish Ministry of Foreign Affairs.
• Gaillard J. 1998. Donor Models for Strengthening
Research Capacity in Developing Countries. In: Garrett
MJ, Granqvist CG, eds. Basic Sciences and Development:
Rethinking Donor Policy. Aldershot: Ashgate Publishing
Limited.
• Gaillard J. 2001. Issues and Prospects for Research
Capacity Building in the Developing World: Some Lessons
Learnt from the Experience of the International
Foundation for Science (IFS). International Workshop:
Enhancing Research Capacity in Developing and
Transition Countries. Berne, 21-22 September 2000.

Head IL, Matos N. 1993. Stockholm: International
Foundation for Science.
• The International Foundation for Science Home Page.
Http://www.ifs.se. 2001.
• International Foundation for Science: Outlook for the
1990s. 1992. Stockholm: International Foundation for
Science.
• Report of the Evaluation of IFS Activities 1974 – 1981.
Sagasti F, Oldham G, Vorauri P, Thiongone P. 1983.
Stockholm: International Foundation for Science.
• Statutes for the International Foundation for Science.
1974 (last revised 1994).

IFS IMPACT STUDIES
• Monitoring and Evaluation System for Impact Assessment
(MESIA): Conceptual Framework and Guidelines, Report
No 1, IFS MESIA Impact Studies. Gaillard J. 2000.
Stockholm: International Foundation for Science.
• Questionnaire Survey of African Scientists: IFS Grantees
and INCO Beneficiaries, Report No 2, IFS MESIA Impact
Studies. Gaillard J, Tullberg AF. 2001. Stockholm:
International Foundation for Science.
• IFS in Mexico, Report No 3, IFS MESIA Impact Studies.
Forthcoming.

• Koswara J. 1996. Capacity Building in University
Research: The Indonesian Experience. In:Thulstrup EW,
ed. Research Training for Development. Copenhagen:
Roskilde University Press.
Note: This paper illustrates the enormous impact of
research incentives in the form of small grants.
• Olsson B. 1996. Developing Creative Research
Environments in Least Developed Countries. In: Thulstrup
EW, ed. Research Training for Development. Copenhagen:
Roskilde University Press.
Note: This paper stresses the importance of universities
in the development process and discusses international
co-operation/aid as a means for research capacity building.
• Sawyerr A. 1998. Does Africa Really Need Her
Universities. CODESRIA Bulletin 20(3-4).
Notes: The authors convincingly argue for the need of
research and higher education in any country.
• Schlebrugge K, ed. 1995. Research for Development SAREC 20 Years. Stockholm: SAREC.
Note: A number of papers illustrate a range of issues in
connection with research capacity building.
• Swiss Commission for Research Partnerships with
Developing Countries (KFPE), ed. 2001. Enhancing
Research Capacity in Developing and Transition Countries.
Berne: KFPE.
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• Szaro R, Thulstrup EW, Bowers WW, Souvannavong O, and

• Gaillard AM, Gaillard J. 1999. Les Enjeux des Migrations

Kone I. 1999. Mechanisms for Forestry Research Capacity

Scientifiques Internationales. De la Quête du Savoir à la

Building. In: International Union of Forestry Research

Circulation des Compétences. Paris: L’Harmattan.

Organizations, eds. International Consultation on Research

Note: Among other topics, this book discusses brain drain,

and Information Systems in Forestry: Proceedings. Vienna:

including potential opportunities for developing countries.

Federal Ministry of Agriculture and Forestry.
Note: The paper illustrates key issues in connection with
research capacity building within one of the IFS Research
Areas.

• Gaillard J. 1999. La Coopération Scientifique et Technique

• Thulstrup EW. 1998. Evaluation of Research Capacity Buil-

through North-South Cooperation: A Possible Strategy for

avec les Pays du Sud. Peut-on Partager la Science? Paris:
Karthala.
• Gaillard J, Thulstrup EW. 1994. Research Capacity Building

ding in the Third World. Knowledge and Policy 10:90-101.

World Bank Projects. Washington DC: The World Bank,

Note: The paper contains a discussion of criteria for

Human Resources Development and Operations Policy,

capacity building and stresses the importance of impact
studies.
• Thulstrup EW. 1999. How Can Research Capacity Be
Created and Used in Developing Countries? In: Simonsen
JG, Myklebust JP, Karlsen H, eds. Norway: NUAS,

Education and Social Policy Department.
• Rashed R. 2000. Future Past. TWAS Newsletter(4):25-6.
Note: This paper indicates a turning point in thinking
about science in Iran
• Thulstrup EW. 1996. Strategies for Research Capacity

University of Bergen.

Building through North-South Cooperation In: Thulstrup

Note: The paper argues that in developing countries

EW, ed. Research Training for Development. Copenhagen:

much more attention should be placed on the “golden
triangle” between research, training, and real life
applications.
• Thulstrup EW, Fekadu M, Negewo A. Building Research

Roskilde University Press.
• United Nations Educational, Scientific and Cultural
Organization (UNESCO). 2001. Fuite des Cerveaux, un
Voyage à Sens Unique? UNESCO Sources No 132, March

Capacity in Ethiopia. Sida Evaluation 96/9. 1996.

2001. Paris: UNESCO.

Stockholm, Sida.

Note: A series of articles and interviews on brain drain,

Note: In this paper different levels of research capacity

its impacts, and initiatives to counteract it.

reached are related to different strategies for research
capacity building.
• Tostensen A, Andersen R, Carlsson J, Øygard R. 1998.

• Yisak WA, Ogubazghi G. 1996. The Role of Eritrean
Scholars and Professionals in the Diaspora. In:Thulstrup
EW, editor. Research Training for Development.

Building Research Capacity in Africa: A Review of

Copenhagen: Roskilde University Press.

NORAD’s Assistance to Regional Research Organisations.

Note: This paper describes how a small developing

Oslo: Research Council of Norway.

country in practise may attempt to benefit from its

Note: Chapter 13 specifically evaluates IFS and Norway’s

expatriate scientists (ie brain drain).

role as an IFS donor.

SOUTH – NORTH SCIENTIFIC CO-OPERATION,
BRAIN DRAIN, AND SIMILAR ISSUES
• Baker JT, Gupta MP, et al. 1995. Natural Product

MORAL OBLIGATIONS OF RESEARCHERS
WORLD-WIDE
• Escobar A. 1995. Encountering Development: The
Making and the Unmaking of the Third World. Princeton:

Discovery and Development: New Perspectives on

Princeton University Press.

International Collaboration. Journal of Natural Products

Note: A critical analysis of development policies and of

58:1325-57.

their impacts in Asia, Africa, and Latin America,

Note: This paper discusses the Convention on

concluding with a discussion of alternative visions for a

Biodiversity and North-South co-operation. It specifically
discusses rights to local natural resources and traditional
knowledge.
• Centre Suisse de Recherches Scientifiques en Côte

postdevelopment era.
• Freyvogel TA. 1998. Research Partnership with
Developing Countries: Today’s Greatest Challenge.
SANW/ASSN INFO SPEZIAL.

d’Ivoire / Académie Suisse des Sciences Naturelles –

• Rotblat J. 2000. Taking Responsibility. Science (289):729.

Ministère de l’Enseignement Supérieur et de la Recherche

• Swiss Agency for Development and Cooperation (SDC).

Scientifique (CSRS). 1999. Rapport Annuel 1998. Berne:

2000. Poverty — Wellbeing, an Orientation, Learning and

CSRS.

Working Tool for Fighting Poverty. Berne: SDC.
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Note: Here the participation of the poor and mind-setting

Note: The report includes chapters on geographic

for research partnership are discussed

regions as well as a chapter on gender and science.

• Swiss Commission for Research Partnerships with

• World Bank. 2001. World Development Report 2000/

Developing Countries (KFPE). 1998. Guidelines for

2001 — Attacking Poverty. New York: Oxford University

Research in Partnership with Developing Countries - 11

Press.

Principles. Berne: KFPE.

PARTICIPATORY RESEARCH AND THE LOCAL
IMPACT OF RESEARCH
• Girardin O, Koné I, Tano Y, eds. 2000. Etats des
Recherches en Cours dans le Parc National de Taï (PNT).

SCIENTIFIC JOURNAL PUBLISHING IN THE
THIRD WORLD
• Arvanitis R, Gaillard J, eds. 1992. Science Indicators for
Developing Countries. Paris: ORSTOM.
• Cetto AM. 1998. Scientific Journal Publishing in the Third

Abidjan: SEMPERVIRA No 9.

World? ICSU/COSTED Occasional Paper No 3. Chennai:

Note: This book contains information, among other

COSTED Secretariat.

topics, on applied biodiversity research and local

Note: A survey of the status of scientific publications the

publication.

world over and of distinct disparities in the developing

• Harris E, Tanner M. 2000. Health Technology Transfer. Brit
Med J(321):817-20.

world. The paper recommends examples of initiatives to
strengthen scientific publishing.

Note: Here the local relevance of research topics is
discussed.
• Tanner M, et al. 1994. Developing Health Research

OTHER SOURCES OF INFORMATION ON THE
SUPPORT OF DEVELOPMENT AND SCIENCE

Capability in Tanzania: From a Swiss Tropical Institute Field

• Balasubramanian D. 1999. Science for Development in

Laboratory to the Ifakara Centre of the Tanzanian National

the South: Background Paper. Hyderabad: Third World

Institute of Medical Research. Acta Tropica(57):153-73.

Academy of Sciences (TWAS) and the Committee on

Note: This paper deals with the evolution of research in

Science and Technology in Developing Countries

partnership.
• Wolffers I. 2000. The Democratisation of Science.
Amsterdam: VU University Press.
Note: This book deals with participatory research in
connection with health issues.
• Wyss K, Ndiaye M, Jacolin P. 2000. Villes en Sursis au

(COSTED).
• Bezanson KA, Oldham G. 2000. Issues and Options
Concerning a European Foundation for Research for
Development. Sussex: Institute for Development Studies.
• European Commission. EU Co-operation with the NIS in
S&T. 2000.

Sahel - Expériences au Tchad et au Sénégal. Paris:

Note: This brochure discusses some of the difficulties

L’Harmattan.

encountered while supporting science and technology in

Note: This book discusses participatory and
interdisciplinary research, as well as urbanisation.

the Newly Independent States of the former-USSR.
• Institute of Development Studies (IDS). 2000. Selected
Review of International Institutes Supporting Development

DATA ON DEVELOPMENT ISSUES AND SCIENCE
AND TECHNOLOGY INDICATORS IN DEVELOPING COUNTRIES
• Barré, R. 2000. Science et Technologie Indicateurs 2000.
Paris: OST.
Note: Chapter 5 contains a number of worldwide science
and technology indicators.
• United Nations Development Programme (UNDP). 2000.
Human Development Report 2000: Human Rights and
Human Development. New York: United Nations
Publications.
• United Nations Educational, Scientific and Cultural
Organization (UNESCO). 1998. UNESCO World Science
Report. Elsevier: UNESCO Publishing.

Research Brighton: Institute for Development Studies.
Note: Annex D to the EFRD study (Bezanson and
Oldham, 2000).
• International Conference on Donor Support. 1995.
Declaration and Recommendations for Action. Uppsala.

53

54

E xternal Evaluation 2000-2001

Annex A

Te rms of Re ference

The International Foundation for Science (IFS) was founded in

grammatic goals, resources and modes of operations in

1972 as an independent, non-governmental organization. The

the next 5 years.

present mandate of IFS is to contribute to the strengthening
of capacity in developing countries to conduct relevant and

RESPONSIBILITY FOR THE EVALUATION

high quality research on the management, use, and conserva-

The Donors Group and the Board of Trustees have jointly

tion of biological resources.

agreed on the terms-of-reference and the composition of the

IFS does this by identifying, through competitive grants and

evaluation team after extensive consultations with other

a careful selection process, young promising scientists and

stake-holders. The team will report to the full Board and to the

supporting them in their early careers to enable them to be-

Donors Group.

come established and recognized in national and international circles.

THE EVALUATION

IFS work is currently divided into six research areas, viz.

The above given purpose and scope of the evaluation can be

aquatic resources, animal production, crop science, forestry/

attained in many ways, and the evaluators are free to take up

agroforestry, food science, and natural products.

relevant issues of their own choice. Below are given examples

In 1992, the Donors Group was entrusted by the Board of

of questions to address:.

Trustees to arrange for an External Evaluation. En Evaluation
Team was appointed, and their findings were reported in Sep-

PROGRAM ISSUES

tember 1993 (IFS: A Small Organization with a Large Mission).

The year 2000 evaluators should compare their own impres-

The IFS Board of Trustees and the Donors Committee have now

sions with the 1993 external evaluation report and follow-up

deemed it timely to initiate a new external evaluation. As a new

remarks and suggestions made there. The following questions

IFS Director has been appointed from 1 September 2000, this

should also be considered:

provides another justification for reviewing the IFS strategies.

1.

How does IFS fit in the group of institutions that support
research capacity building in developing countries? Has

THE PURPOSE AND SCOPE OF THE EVALUATION

IFS specific qualities and strengths that make it able to
supplement what other agents do within the field?

In brief, the evaluation team should evaluate the power of IFS
to make valuable contributions to capacity building in the de-

2.

By their support the donors have shown that they so far
have shared the objectives of IFS. Is IFS today concen-

veloping world. They should also give advice concerning the
role of IFS in a future that will bring new situations to the South.

trated on the most relevant activities? Has IFS rightly

Thus the evaluators should

allocated its resources? What can be said about the

• Discuss whether the mission that IFS has taken on is still

resources allocated per grantee? What should IFS con-

appropriate (considering the developments that have ta-

centrate on in the future, taking into account the experience and the limited budget of the organization?

ken place and are likely to take place in recipient countries)?
• Discuss the best way for IFS to support capacity building

3.

Given that the economy and infrastructure, including the
research infrastructure, have changed in developing

in the South today and in the future?
• Analyze the use of resources allocated to IFS since its last

countries to a greater or lesser degree over the past 25

evaluation with regard to its mandate, its activities, and its

years, are the present criteria for eligibility of countries
appropriate?

staff, and make recommendations for the future;
• Analyze the relevance of its past and present choices in

4.

How effective has the IFS focus of supporting individual

terms of research areas, geographical areas, and modes

scientists been? Can IFS support be made more effecti-

of operations, and make recommendations for the future;

ve by concentrating the grants (e.g. to fewer countries,

• Analyze the appropriateness of IFS working procedures
and modes of interaction with the different governing bodies, Member Organizations and Donors Group.
• Assess IFS’ impact on the building of scientific communities in developing countries and assess future needs;
• Give advice about the Foundation’s role(s), priorities, pro-

fewer institutions, fewer research areas), or should the
resources be more widely spread?
5. How appropriate are the small research grants (with respect
to size and coverage) and the current selection procedures and eligibility criteria, e.g. age, country, type of institution, terms of employment?
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6.

7.

8.

Could the selection process be simplified and still remain

14. What has been the impact of IFS support for the individual

efficient and competitive? Should special consideration

scientist, for science capacity at the institutional and

be given to specific sections of the research community,

national level, and within the area of research? The

e.g. women scientists, researchers in the least developed

following parameters or criteria may be used to assess

countries? How can this support be improved?

the impact:

Are the scientific domains and research areas relevant to

• Scientific outputs of grantees with reference to produc-

developments in and future needs of developing

tivity, quality, important discoveries, national and inter-

countries? Do they need to be re-defined?

national visibility, distribution between different

How appropriate is the current balance between funds
allocated to research grants and to supporting activities
(workshops and meetings, travel grants, purchasing ser-

grantees and their Institutions

vice and maintenance of scientific equipment)? Is the

• Scientific contacts

current range of supporting services appropriate? What

• Advancement of IFS grantee’s academic and institutio-

support should IFS give to grantees when the grant
9.

publicationchannels, and co-authorship
• Improvement of immediate working environment of

nal careers

period is over?

• Training new generations of scientists

Networking is an important part of IFS activities and sup-

• Formation of research groups and research networks

port to Grantees. IFS has over the years supported some

• Working together with other matching programs

3,000 scientists in the South, people that have often

• General scientific standard in respective research

become prominent scientists and senior research mana-

areas

gers and policy makers. Many of these people maintain
close links with IFS as Scientific Advisers or Heads of

MANAGEMENT AND GOVERNANCE STRUCTURE

collaborating institutions.

Have the management and governance structure changes

9.1 How has IFS maintained these links and are there

implemented from the 1993 evaluation fulfilled the goals of

ways in which they can be improved? How can these

the earlier evaluation’s recommendations? Have the Board of

links be best used to serve both the Grantees and as a

Trustees and the Scientific and Grants Committee met their

means of promoting IFS within the scientific community?

objectives? Is the interplay between the Secretariat and the

Are Member Organizations, which are generally acade-

governing bodies efficient? Are the Secretariat and governing

mies and other science supporting organizations, used to

bodies structured and functioning in the most efficient way or

their full advantage in supporting networks?

is there a need to further reform the structure?

9.2 How effective has IFS been in linking its Grantees to

Is the present staffing appropriate in relation to objectives

existing scientific networks? Is there a need for more be

and activities? Could something be gained by decentralizing

done to establish south/north as well as south/south links?

IFS, for instance by organizing the Secretariat according to

How useful have scientific meetings organized by IFS

geographical areas instead of scientific areas?

and involving Grantees, Scientific Advisers, and members

Are there reasons for IFS to re-evaluate its location in

of the Secretariat been in creating networks? How can

Sweden, its legal status or its present autonomy? With respect

electronic communication be used more effectively to link

to the latter, would there be advantages in seeking a closer

researchers? Would existing or deliberately formed

association with other appropriate international bodies?

concentration of former grantees be a basis for creative
science centers?

FUNDING ISSUES

10. What is the potential of IFS’ co-operation with local orga-

How can IFS best expand its funding base – through intensi-

nizations, such as universities, academies, and research

fied ad hoc fund-raising, establishing an endowment fund,

institutes? Can it be further developed? What impact has

increasing cost-sharing partnerships, other?

such co-operation had on external support to grantees?
11 The Scientific Advisers provide an invaluable free service to

Would it be appropriate to co-fund activities with other
public institutions and with the private sector?

IFS. How could their role in the IFS program be optimized?

Is today’s balance between Core contributions and Restric-

12. “What is the role and influence of the member organisa-

ted contributions appropriate? What are the positive and

tions of IFS?”
13. Should IFS be involved in ‘intellectual property’ issues? If
so, in what way could the Foundation support its grantees?

negative effects on IFS if the Restricted funds increase in
proportion to the Core contributions?
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EVALUATION PROCEDURE

The evaluation is expected to be carried out during the late

A team of three to four distinguished scientists/administrators

summer and autumn of 2000. The report (not exceeding 50

shall carry out the evaluation. The new IFS Director would as-

pages) should, if possible, be presented to the Donors Group

sist the team and make sure that it would be supported by IFS

and to the Board of Trustees before the end of the year 2000.

Secretariat staff. It is expected that the chairman would need

However, it would be most appreciated if at least a summary

to spend 6 - 8 weeks on the task, and other members 4 - 6

of the draft report could be available for the donors in

weeks.

November as a foundation for their decisions concerning

The evaluation will be based on

future support of IFS

•

documents made available by the IFS Secretariat, e.g.
the external review reported in 1993, the annual reports,
records from meetings with the Board of Trustees, the
Scientific and Grants Committee, the Donors Group, published reports from research projects, from workshops and
from the ongoing internal evaluation, the so called MESIA project.

•

contacts with donor organizations

•

contacts with member organizations

•

contacts with the Secretariat, with members of the Board
of Trustees

•

contacts with the IFS Director

•

contacts with scientific advisers, preferably by
attendance at senior advisory meetings

•

contacts with grantees, if possible during a workshop

•

contacts with institutions housing grantees
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I F S E val uat i on Te am
2 0 0 0 - 2 0 01

Prof Erik W Thulstrup is leading the evaluation team. His “day

Prof Thierry A Freyvogel completed his Ph.D. in Zoology at

job” is as a professor of chemistry at Roskilde University where

Basle University in 1955. He specialized in parasitology and

his research has focused on polarization spectroscopy; he has

toxinology. Since completing his degree, Prof Freyvogel has

published numerous papers and leading monographs in this

had a long relationship with the Swiss Tropical Institute, where

field. However, Prof Thulstrup has another main interest: the

he still maintains an office. Having early in his career

role played by scientific research and science education in

constructed and directed the Swiss Tropical Institute (STI) Field

economic development. In addition to numerous academic

Laboratory at Ifakara, Tanzania (1955-58), Prof Freyvogel

positions in Europe and the US, Prof Thulstrup has served as a

later served as Director of STI (1972-87). Prof Freyvogel’s

Senior Science and Technology Specialist at the World Bank

experiences promoting scientific research in lesser developed

(1989-93, 1997-98), President of the Danish National Com-

countries include positions as Chairman of the Swiss Federal

mission for UNESCO (1993-96), and Member of the Finance

Grants Committee (1984-92), Member of the Expert Advisory

Committee of the Third World Academy of Sciences (1999-

Committee to the Onchocerciasis Control Programme in West

present). Prof Thulstrup has also lead evaluations of the Glo-

Africa (1980-92), Member of the Executive Committee of the

bal Danida Program for Enhancement of Research Capacity in

Committee on Science and Technology in Developing

Developing Countries (1992), SAREC Research Support for

Countries – International Bioscience Network (1994-96), and

Ethiopia (1995), and Sida Research Support for Zimbabwe

President of the Swiss Commission for Research Partnerships

(1996). He is a Fellow of both the Norwegian and the Third

with Developing Countries (1994-99). Prof Freyvogel also

World Academy of Sciences.

served as Vice President of the Swiss Academy of (Natural)
Sciences (1989-94).

Prof Ana María Cetto is a physicist and professor at the
Universidad Nacional Autónoma de México (UNAM). She was

Dr Moctar Touré is Executive Secretary of the Special Pro-

formerly Dean of the Faculty of Sciences (UNAM) and Head of

gram for African Agricultural Research (SPAAR). His academic

the Institute of Physics (UNAM). In addition to her work on

background is in agronomy and soil science with expertise in

stochastic processes, interaction of light and matter, and quan-

mangrove ecosystem management. During his professional

tum mechanics, Prof Cetto has written Women’s Vision of

career, Dr Touré has been Director of Senegal’s Rice Research

Science and Technology for Development (1995) and several

Station (1974-81), Director of agriculture and agro-industrial

other publications that deal with science policy and education.

research at the Senegalese Ministry of Sciences and

She is Vice President of the IUPAP Commission on Physics for

Technology (1981-85), and Scientific Director and (later) C.E.O.

Development, Vice President of the Interciencia Association,

of Senegal’s largest research institution (1985-88). He is

and Chair of the Executive Committee of the Pugwash

currently active in numerous research and development

Conferences (Nobel Peace Prize 1995). Prof Cetto was also

organizations including WARDA, IBPGR, ICRAF, ICIPE, and

Founding Vice President of the Third World Organization for

I B S R AM. Previously, Dr Touré was Africa’s Regional

Women in Science, a Third World Academy of Sciences fellow,

Representative to the CGIAR and a member of the European

and a former Vice President of COSTED. She currently serves

Economic Commission’s Science and Technology Committee

on the Council of the United Nations University, is a member

for International Cooperation.

of UNESCO’s International Scientific Advisory Board, and
recently assisted in the preparations for the World Conference
on Science (1999).
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Annex C

I n s t i t ut i ons
O f f e ri n g I nput and Adv i ce

The Evaluation Team was assisted by many grantees,
former grantees, the IFS Secretariat Staff, present and
former IFS Scientific Advisers, other specialists, IFS
Trustees, IFS Member Organisations, IFS Donors,
and other science, education, and development
organizations. The organizations offering input to the
External Evaluation include, but are not limited to:
Aarhus University, Denmark
Académie Malgache, Madagascar

Ministry of Agriculture, Iran
Norwegian Agency for Development Cooperation (NORAD),
Norway
Prince of Songkla University, Thailand
Royal Danish Ministry of Foreign Affairs (Danida), Denmark
SPAAR, World Bank
Sida SAREC, Sweden
Secretaría de Educación, Cultura y Deporte (SECUD),

Can Tho University, Viet Nam

Campeche, Mexico

Centro de Investigación Científica de Yucatán (CICY), Mexico

Swedish University of Agricultural Sciences (SLU), Sweden

Centro de Investigación y de Estudios Avanzados (CINVESTAV)

Swiss Commission for Research Partnerships with Developing

del IPN, Mexico

Countries (KFPE), Switzerland

Chiang Mai University, Thailand

Swiss Development Co-operation (SDC), Switzerland

Chulalongkorn University, Thailand

Swiss Federal Grants Commission (ESKAS), Switzerland

Consejo Nacional de Ciencia y Tecnología (CONACYT),

Swiss National Science Foundation (SNSF), Switzerland

Mexico
Délégation aux Affaires Scientifiques et Techniques, MRST,
Senegal
Department for International Development (DFID), The

Swiss Tropical Research Institute, Switzerland
United Nations University
Universidad Autónoma de Yucatán (UADY), Mexico

United Kingdom

University of Agriculture and Forestry, Viet Nam

Deutsche Forschungsgemeinschaft (DFG), Germany

University of Ho Chi Minh City, Viet Nam

European Commission

Universidad Autónoma de Campeche, Mexico

Foundation for Strategic Environmental Research (MISTRA),

Universidad de Panamá, Panama

Sweden

University of Mazandaran, Iran

Institut de Recherche pour le Développement (IRD), France

University of Tehran, Iran

Institute of Agricultural Science of South Viet Nam, Viet Nam
Instituto de Biotecnología, Instituto de Ingeniería, Instituto de
Ecología, UNAM, Mexico
Instituto de Ecología, AC, Mexico
INTA and Universidad de La Plata, Argentina
Institut Sénégalais de la Recherche Agricole (ISRA), Senegal
International Center for Agricultural Research in Dry Areas
(ICARDA – AREEO), Iran
Kasetsart University, Thailand
Mahidol University, Thailand
Ministère des Affaires Etrangères, France
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I F S M e m b e r O rg a n i z a t i o n s

National Organizations:
Argentina

Academia Nacional de Ciencias Exactas, Físicas y Naturales

”

Consejo Nacional de Investigaciones Científicas y Técnicas (CONICET)

Australia

Australian Academy of Science

Austria

Fonds zur Förderung der wissenschaftlichen Forschung

”

Österreichische Akademie der Wissenschaften

Bangladesh

Bangladesh Council of Scientific and Industrial Research (BCSIR)

Belgium

Académie Royale des Sciences d’Outre-Mer

”

Académie Royale des Sciences des Lettres et des Beaux-Arts de Belgique

”

Koninklijke Academie voor Wetenschappen, Letteren en Schone Kunsten van België

Bolivia

Academia Nacional de Ciencias de Bolivia

Brazil

Academia Brasileira de Ciencias (ABC)

”

Conselho Nacional de Desenvolvimento Científico e Tecnológico

”

Fundaçao Oswaldo Cruz

Burkina Faso

Ministère des Enseignements Secondaire, Supérieur et de la Recherche Scientifique

Cameroon

Ministry of Scientific and Technical Research

Canada

The Royal Society of Canada

Central

African Republic Ministère des Enseignements de la Coordination des Recherches et de la Technologie

Chad

Direction de la Recherche Scientifique et Technique, MESRS

Chile
”

Academia Chilena de Ciencias
Comisión Nacional de Investigación Científica y Tecnológica (CONICYT)

China

Chinese Academy of Sciences (CAS)

Colombia

Academia Colombiana de Ciencias Exactas, Físicas y Naturales

”

Centro para la Investigación en Sistemas Sostenibles de Producción Agropecuaria (CIPAV)

”

Fondo Colombiano de Investigaciones Cientificas y Projectos Especiales (COLCIENCIAS)

Congo

Direction Générale de la Recherche Scientifique et Technique, MENRST

Costa Rica

Consejo Nacional de Investigaciones Científicas y Tecnológicas (CONICIT)

Côte d’Ivoire

Fédération des Associations Scientifiques de Côte d’Ivoire

Cuba

Academia de Ciencias de Cuba

”
Denmark
”

Ministry for Foreign Investment and Economic Cooperation
Akademiet for de Tekniske Videnskaber
Det Kongelige Danske Videnskabernes Selskab

Ecuador

Fundación para la Ciencia y la Tecnología (FUNDACYT)

Egypt

Academy of Scientific Research and Technology

El Salvador

Consejo Nacional de Ciencia y Tecnología (CONACYT)

Ethiopia

Ethiopian Science and Technology Commission (ESTC)

Finland

Delegation of the Finnish Academies of Science and Letters

France

Académie des Sciences

”

Centre de Coopération Internationale en Recherche Agronomique pour le Développement (CIRAD)

”

Institut National de la Recherche Agronomique (INRA)

”

Institut de Recherche pour le Développement (IRD, formerly ORSTOM)

Germany

Deutsche Forschungsgemeinschaft

Ghana

Council for Scientific and Industrial Research

Guinea

Direction Nationale de la Recherche Scientifique et Technique

Guinea-Bissau

Instituto Nacional de Estudos e Pesquisa
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Guyana

Institute of Applied Science and Technology

Haiti

Unité de Science et de Technologies Appliquées

India

Indian National Science Academy

Indonesia

Lembaga Ilmu Pengetahuan Indonesia (LIPI)

Israel

The Israel Academy of Sciences and Humanities

Jamaica

Scientific Research Council

Jordan

Royal Scientific Society

Kenya

Kenya National Academy of Sciences

Korea R

National Academy of Sciences

Kuwait

Kuwait Institute for Scientific Research

Latvia

Latvian Academy of Sciences

Lesotho

The National University of Lesotho

Liberia

University of Liberia

Madagascar

Académie Malgache

Malawi

Ministry of Research and Environmental Affairs

Malaysia

Malaysian Scientific Association

”
Mexico
Morocco
”
Mozambique
”
Nepal

National Council for Scientific Research and Development
Consejo Nacional de Ciencia y Tecnología (CONACYT)
Centre National de Coordination et de Planification de la Recherche Scientifique et Technique (CNR)
Institut Agronomique et Vétérinaire Hassan II
Universidade Eduardo Mondlane
The Scientific Research Association of Mozambique (AICIMO)
Royal Nepal Academy of Science and Technology

Netherlands

Koninklijke Nederlandse Akademie van Wetenschappen

Niger

Université Abdou Moumouni

Nigeria

Federal Ministry of Science and Technology

”

The Nigerian Academy of Science

Norway

Det Norske Videnskaps-Akademi

Pakistan

Pakistan Council for Science and Technology

Panama

Secretaria Nacional de Ciencia y Tecnologia e Innovación (SENACYT)

”
Papua New Guinea

Universidad de Panamá
The University of Papua New Guinea

Peru

Consejo Nacional de Ciencia y Tecnología (CONCYTEC)

Philippines

National Research Council of the Philippines

Poland

Polish Academy of Sciences

Saudi Arabia

King Abdulaziz City for Science and Technology

Senegal

Délégation aux Affaires Scientifiques et Techniques, MRST

Seychelles

National Research and Development Council

South Africa

Foundation for Research Development

Sri Lanka

National Science Foundation

Sudan

National Centre for Research

Sweden

Ingenjörsvetenskapsakademien (IVA)

”
”
Switzerland
”

Kungliga Skogs- och Lantbruksakademien (KSLA)
Kungliga Vetenskapsakademien (KVA)
Conference of the Swiss Scientific Academies
Schweizerischer Nationalfonds zur Förderung der wissenschaftlichen Forschung

Tanzania

Tanzania Commission for Science and Technology (COSTECH)

Thailand

National Research Council

”
Tunisia

The Thailand Research Fund (TRF)
Direction Générale de la Recherche Scientifique et Technique, MES

E xternal Evaluation 2000-2001

Uganda

Uganda National Council for Science and Technology

United Kingdom

The Royal Society

”

Natural Resources Institute (NRI)

Uruguay

Programa de Desarrollo de las Ciencias Basicas (PEDECIBA)

USA

American Academy of Arts and Sciences

”
”
Venezuela

National Academy of Sciences
New York Academy of Sciences
Consejo Nacional de Investigaciones Científicas y Tecnológicas (CONICIT)

Viet Nam

Ministry for Science, Technology and Environment (MOSTE)

Zambia

National Council for Scientific Research

Zimbabwe

University of Zimbabwe

Regional & International Organizations
The African Academy of Sciences (AAS)
Association of African Universities (AAU)
The Caribbean Academy of Sciences (CAS)
Caribbean Agricultural Research and Development Institute
Center for International Forestry Research (CIFOR)
Centro Agronónomico Tropical de Investigación y Enseñanza (CATIE)
Consultative Group on International Agricultural Research (CGIAR)
International Organization for Chemical Sciences in Development (IOCD)
International Service for National Agricultural Research (ISNAR)
International Union of Forestry Research Organizations (IUFRO)
International Board for Soil Research and Management (IBSRAM)
Third World Academy of Sciences (TWAS)
Western Indian Ocean Marine Science Association (WIOMSA)
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Annex E

I FS Donors

The following organizations have made financial
contributions to IFS during the last ten years:

Food and Agriculture Organization (FAO) of the United Nations

Core Funding Contributors (1991-2000)

Institut de Recherche pour le Développement (IRD), France

Australian Centre for International Agricultural Research

Fundação Oswaldo Cruz (FIOCRUZ), Brazil

International Development Research Centre (IDRC), Canada

(ACIAR), Australia

International START Secretariat

Deutsche Forschungsgemeinschaft (DFG), Germany

Le Centre National pour la Recherche Scientifique (CNRS),

Federal Ministry of Science and Technology (FNST), Nigeria
Ministère des Affaires Étrangères (MAE), France
Ministère des Affaires Étrangères, du Commerce Extérieur et
de la Coopération au Développement (AGCD), Belgium
Ministry for Foreign Affairs (FINNIDA), Finland
Ministry of Foreign Affairs, the Netherlands

France
Ministère des Affaires Etrangères (MAE), France
Foundation for Strategic Environmental Research (MISTRA),
Sweden
New England Biolabs Foundation, USA
Norwegian Agency for Development Cooperation (NORAD),
Norway

Ministry of Foreign Affairs, Japan
Organisation for the Prohibition of Chemical Weapons (OPCW)
Ministry of Foreign Affairs, Norway
Organisation of the Islamic Conference Standing Committee
National Science Council (NSC), Taipei

on Scientific and Technical Cooperation (COMSTECH)

Norwegian Agency for Development Cooperation (NORAD),

Royal Danish Ministry of Foreign Affairs (Danida), Denmark

Norway
Royal Netherlands Academy of Arts and Sciences (KNAW),
Royal Danish Ministry of Foreign Affairs (Danida), Denmark

the Netherlands

Swedish International Development Cooperation Agency/

Salén Foundation, Sweden

Department for Research Cooperation (Sida SAREC), Sweden
Swedish International Development Cooperation Agency/
Swiss National Science Foundation (SNSF), Switzerland

Department for Research Cooperation (Sida SAREC), Sweden

US Agency for International Development (USAID), USA

Swedish International Development Cooperation Agency/
NATUR (Sida NATUR), Sweden

Restricted Programs Contributors (1991-2000)
Commonwealth Agricultural Bureau International (CABI)
Commission of the European Communities, European Union
Consejo Nacional de Ciencia y Tecnología (CONACYT), Mexico
Consejo Nacional para Investigaciones Científicas y Tecnológicas (CONICIT), Costa Rica
Technical Centre for Agriculture and Rural Development of
the EEC (CTA)
Department for International Development (DFID), the United
Kingdom
Deutsche Forschungsgemeinschaft (DFG), Germany

Swiss National Science Foundation (SNSF), Switzerland
Technical Centre for Agriculture, the Netherlands
The World Bank - SPAAR
United Nations Environment Programme (UNEP)
United Nations Educational, Scientific and Cultural Organization (UNESCO)
United Nations Fund for Science and Technology Development (UNFSTD)
United Nations University (UNU/INRA)
United Nations Office of Project Services (UNOPS)
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IFS Core and Restricted Income for 2000
Core Contributions

SEK

AUSTRALIA, Australian Centre for International Agricultural Research (ACIAR)

538 732

DENMARK, Royal Danish Ministry of Foreign Affairs (Danida)

3 043 132

FRANCE, Ministère des Affaires Etrangères (MAE)

1 958 360

GERMANY, Deutsche Forschungsgemeinschaft (DFG)

2 108 568

THE NETHERLANDS, Ministry of Foreign Affairs (MFA)

1 441 830

NORWAY, The Norwegian Agency for Development Cooperation (NORAD)

2 014 910

SWEDEN, Swedish International Development Cooperation Agency,
Department for Research Cooperation (Sida SAREC)

15 000000

SWITZERLAND, Swiss National Science Foundation (SNSF)

1 329 035

TOTAL CORE CONTRIBUTIONS
Donor Restricted Contributions
DENMARK, Royal Danish Ministry of Foreign Affairs (Danida) - IFS/Danida Award
EUROPEAN COMMISSION, DG Development - Support to the ACP States
FRANCE, Institut de Recherche pour le Développement (IRD) - MESIA Project
FRANCE, Le Centre National pour la Recherche Scientifique (CNRS) - Workshop support
MEXICO, Consejo Nacional de Ciencia y Tecnología (CONACYT) - Latin American Initiative

27 434 567
SEK

1

59 617
1 009 748
97 140
65 353
182 000

THE NETHERLANDS, Royal Netherlands Academy of Arts and Sciences (KNAW) The Carolina MacGillavry PhD Fellowships

28 462

PAKISTAN, Organisation of Islamic Conference Standing
Committee on Scientific and Technological Cooperation (COMSTECH) - The COMSTECH/IFS
programme for strengthening research capacity in developing countries of OIC

675 399

SWEDEN, Foundation for Strategic Environment Research (MISTRA) - Networks between
MISTRA programmes and scientists in developing countries
SWEDEN, Sida NATUR, Programme in Forestry and Agroforestry

1 809 692
3 195 242

The United Nations University (UNU) - UNU/INRA and IFS programme for
building capacity in sciences relevant to soil fertility and biodiversity management in Africa
IFS External Evaluation 2000-2001 2
TOTAL UTILISED DONOR RESTRICTED CONTRIBUTIONS
1

746 720
543 478
8 412 851

Figures for restricted funds reflect the amounts utilised during 2000.

Actual contributions may be larger and/or derive from a previous year.
2

Contributions to the IFS External Evaluation 2000-2001

Department for International Development (DFID), United Kingdom

SEK
236 326

Deutsche Forschungsgemeinschaft (DFG), Germany

88 604

Ministère des Affaires Etrangères (MAE), France

87 567

Norwegian Agency for Development Cooperation (NORAD)

270 137

Swedish International Development Cooperation Agency,
Department for Research Cooperation (Sida SAREC)
Swiss National Science Foundation (SNSF)

190 400
52 456
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