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This report of the OECD Global Science Forum describes issues and options that deserve the attention of 
scientists and administrators in industrialised countries and in developing countries, as they seek to design, 
initiate and manage collaborative research programmes and projects that include both scientifi c and development 
goals. The report identifi es good practices and new ideas, and presents options for concrete actions, compiled 
during the course of the Global Science Forum project, which included a data-gathering and analysis phase, and 
culminated in a workshop held in Pretoria, South Africa, in September 2010.

Links between science policy and the mechanisms of development aid already exist in some countries. Offi cial 
Development Assistance (ODA) has traditionally been used mainly to provide technical assistance, but there 
are now new motivations and opportunities to support scientifi c collaboration for developmental goals, and to 
strengthen research capacity, especially in the developing countries. In recent years, a number of countries and 
private organisations have assigned a higher priority to global issues, have put more emphasis on collaborative 
research, and have moved beyond traditional technology transfer. In the industrialised countries, scientists 
and policy makers increasingly turn to countries in the developing world as desirable and even crucial partners 
who can provide a wide range of expertise, resources, and other benefi ts, from natural research sites to future 
commercial markets for high-technology products. Meanwhile, a growing number of developing countries are 
building and enhancing research capacity to create and utilize new knowledge that is essential for their economic 
growth, and for dealing with the local effects of global-scale problems in domains such as health, food production, 
or environmental protection. This OECD report is meant to facilitate international cooperation, to build confi dence 
and trust between scientists and administrators, and to enhance ownership of research results by all participants.
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The Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development (OECD) groups thirty-four Member 

countries committed to democratic government and the market economy.  It is a venue where governments 

can exchange and compare policy experiences, identify good practices and agree on decisions and action 

recommendations.  Dialogue, consensus, peer review and peer pressure are at the heart of the OECD’s 

procedures.  The Organisation’s mission is to help governments and society reap the full benefits of 

globalisation, while tackling the economic, social, environmental and governance challenges that 

accompany it.  A high priority is placed on anticipating emerging issues and identifying policies that work 

in actual practice.  In addition to the analysis and advice it provides on a vast range of economic issues, the 

OECD is one of the world’s largest and most reliable sources of comparable statistical, economic and social 

data.  OECD databases span areas as diverse as national accounts, economic indicators, trade, employment, 

migration, education, energy, and health.  The OECD produces internationally agreed instruments, 

decisions and recommendations in many areas, such as combating bribery in international business 

transactions, information and communications policy, taxation and environmental protection.  Non-member 

countries are invited to subscribe to these agreements and treaties.  Helping ensure development beyond the 

OECD’s membership has been part of the Organisation’s mission from the start.  The Organisation 

maintains active relationships with some 70 non-member economies, along with businesses, labour 

organisations, civil society and parliaments.  These stakeholders benefit from, and make valuable 

contributions to, the work of the OECD. 

The Global Science Forum (GSF) is a venue for consultations among senior science policy officials of the 

OECD member and observer countries on matters relating to fundamental scientific research.  The Forum’s 

activities produce findings and recommendations for actions by governments, international organisations, 

and the scientific community.  The GSF’s mandate was adopted by OECD science ministers in 1999, and 

has been extended until 2013.  The Forum serves its member delegations by exploring opportunities for 

new or enhanced international co-operation in selected scientific areas; by defining international 

frameworks for national or regional science policy decisions; and by addressing the scientific dimensions of 

issues of social concern.  

The Global Science Forum meets twice each year.  At these meetings, selected subsidiary activities are 

reviewed and approved, based on proposals from national governments.  The activities may take the form 

of studies, working groups, task forces, and workshops.  The normal duration of an activity is one or two 

years, and a public policy-level report is always issued.  The Forum’s reports are available at 

www.oecd.org/sti/gsf.  The GSF staff, who are international civil servants, are based at OECD headquarters 

in Paris, and can be contacted at gsforum@oecd.org. 

http://www.oecd.org/sti/gsf
mailto:gsforum@oecd.org
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1. Rationale and Background 

Rationale   Global issues (e.g., environmental protection, energy security, natural disaster mitigation, 

preventing and curing infectious diseases, ensuring food security) are increasingly the subject of 

policy-level deliberations, both nationally and internationally.  It is recognised that international 

cooperation in science and technology is needed to deal with these issues.  Cooperation between 

developed countries (or, industrialised countries; in this report, the abbreviation “IC” is used) and 

developing countries (DC)
1
 is of special importance, because DCs are often the ones most severely 

affected by global threats, and because they possess much of the expertise, data and resources that are 

needed for finding effective solutions.   

This OECD report describes issues and options that deserve the attention of scientists and 

administrators in ICs and in DCs, as they seek to design, initiate and manage collaborative research 

programmes and projects that include both scientific and development goals.  Links between science 

policy and the mechanisms of development aid (such as those of Official Development Assistance 

(ODA)) already exist in some countries.  ODA has traditionally been used mainly to provide technical 

assistance, but there are now new motivations and opportunities to support scientific collaboration for 

developmental goals, and to strengthen research capacity, especially in DCs.  In recent years, a 

number of countries and private organisations have assigned a higher priority to global issues, have 

put more emphasis on collaborative research, and have moved beyond traditional technology transfer.  

In the ICs, scientists and policy makers increasingly turn towards DCs as desirable and even crucial 

partners who can provide a wide range of expertise, resources and other benefits, from natural 

research sites to future commercial markets for high-technology products.  Some ICs are identifying 

ways to organize projects that encourage the full participation of researchers from the DCs where field 

research is to take place.  Meanwhile, a growing number of DCs are actively building and enhancing 

research capacity to create and utilize the new knowledge that is essential for their economic growth, 

and for addressing the local manifestations of global-scale problems.   

Recognising the importance of the above trends, and seeking to maximise the benefits of cooperation 

through linking science policy and development goals, the OECD Global Science Forum launched an 

activity on “Opportunities, Challenges and Good Practices in International Research Cooperation 

between Developed and Developing Countries”.    

The activity focused primarily (but not exclusively) on cooperative research programmes and projects 

that: 

 Combine elements of ODA (targeted at “global issues” such as the UN Millennium 

Development Goals) with scientific research aimed at discovering new knowledge; and   

 Are intended to be true partnerships between ICs and DCs, involving significant sharing of 

responsibilities, activities, resources and outcomes. 

This report identifies good practices and new ideas, and presents options for concrete actions, 

accumulated during the course of the GSF activity.  The primary audience are research programme 

designers and organisers (chiefly, officials of governmental funding agencies, science councils, plus 

staff of private entities such as charitable foundations) who are contemplating new cooperative 

ventures or are seeking to improve existing efforts.    

Background   This GSF activity was first introduced by the Delegation of Japan at the 19th meeting 

of the GSF in October 2008.  A Scoping Group was formed with representatives designated by seven 

countries.  Based on the deliberations of the Scoping Group, a revised formal proposal was submitted 

to the 20th GSF meeting in April 2009 by the Delegation of Japan.  Members of an International 

Experts Group nominated by twelve delegations oversaw the work, which included a call for data 

                                                      
1
  For the purposes of this report, “developing countries” are those enumerated in the OECD Development 

Assistance Committee (DAC) list of ODA recipients:  http://www.oecd.org/dataoecd/62/48/41655745.pdf. 

http://www.oecd.org/dataoecd/62/48/41655745.pdf


Page 4 of 20 

 

about past or ongoing programmes and projects, plus a series of personal interviews conducted by 

staff of the Japan Science and Technology Agency (JST) and the OECD Secretariat.
2
 

Subsequently, a workshop was held on September 20-21, 2010, in Pretoria, South Africa, co-hosted 

by JST, the Department of Science and Technology (DST) of South Africa and OECD.  Sixty experts 

from both ICs and DCs participated in the workshop discussions to further extract and elaborate the 

issues and options.
3
   

This report is a distillation of information and analyses that emerged throughout the various phases of 

the activity.  It is an empirical exercise that does not claim to be an academically exhaustive study of 

the entire field.  In Sections 2, 3 and 4 of this report, issues and options are presented, covering the 

major aspects of collaborative research, notably: 

 Achieving an optimal balance between the imperatives of research (bottom-up initiatives, peer 

review, etc.) with top-down strategic development priorities; 

 Developing human capabilities, national science and technology capacity, and expertise in 

science policy; 

 Promoting co-ownership of the outcomes; applying and transferring results of joint research to 

local communities or industries in both ICs and DCs and to society in general; 

 Evaluating the outcomes using appropriate methodologies and indicators; 

 Coordinating and harmonising programmes and projects among ICs and DCs. 

Readers of this report are asked to keep in mind that the document is not intended to provide a set of 

prescriptive guidelines or instructions on how to carry out collaborative research involving ICs and 

DCs.  The techniques and solutions that are mentioned may or may not be applicable to any particular 

project or programme.  The main goal of the OECD activity was to assemble important principles, 

issues, options and potential pitfalls in one short, policy-level text. 

2. Balance in Research Cooperation 

There is not, nor should there be, a universal recipe for designing and conducting research 

collaborations.  Each situation is, to some extent, unique, and must be treated as such.  Nonetheless, a 

variety of generic descriptive parameters can be used to characterise collaborative programmes and 

projects, such that intelligent choices must be made regarding their optimal value on a case-by-case 

basis.  This process of optimisation can be viewed as a search for balance between various relevant 

requirements, not all of which can be maximised at the same time.  For the OECD activity three areas 

emerged in which such balance must be sought. 

2.1. Scientific Achievement and Development Impact 

For research projects of the type covered in this report, it is important to balance the emphasis placed 

on the various categories of desired outcomes, especially during the early stages (soliciting, assessing 

and selecting project proposals), but also in the final stages (retrospective evaluation).  In the broadest 

terms, the categories are: 

1. The scientific results: their quality and significance in advancing knowledge.  Typically, 

these can be assessed using well-known, proven techniques and indicators, such as peer 

review (for proposal selection) and publication impact scores (for retrospective evaluation); 

2. Development impacts, which may require time and additional actions by stakeholders (non-

scientists) to become apparent;  

                                                      
2
 See Appendix for lists of members of the Scoping Group, the Experts Group, the reviewed programmes and 

the interviewees. 

3
 See Appendix for the workshop agenda and the list of participants.  
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3. Strengthened scientific/non-scientific capacity, which results in an enhanced capability to 

conduct high-quality research, including multinational research, and to achieve development 

goals in the future (see details in section 3). 

In retrospective evaluation, extra caution is required in assessing development impacts and 

strengthened capacity (items 2 and 3 above).  The outcomes of research often take years to make 

themselves evident in terms of measurable changes in longevity, health, income or environmental 

quality.  Although good evaluation is necessary to improve a project and to link its results to further 

activities, evaluation through impact measurement is not easy.  In some cases, impact measurements 

are difficult due to a lack of baseline data regarding the situation before the research begins.  

Obtaining this data may simply be too costly and time-consuming. 

2.2. Inputs and Contributions from the Research Partners 

Ideally, cooperation between researchers and institutions from ICs and DCs should be a true 

partnership, with a balanced bi-directional flow of resources, efforts and benefits, resulting in lasting 

positive outcomes.  In reality, the contributions from the various partners are usually perceived as 

unequal.  In the preparations for the Pretoria workshop, the term “asymmetry” was used to describe 

this perceived inequality, and one of the goals of the event was to identify ways in which its negative 

effects could be minimised.  However, discussions at the workshop revealed that this perception does 

not accurately reflect what actually happens when researchers from ICs and DCs work together.  

Rather, these collaborations bring together partners with distinct and complementary strengths
4
.  This 

finding challenges all stakeholders to develop ways of identifying the contributions in documents, 

reports, and evaluations of programmes and projects.  

It was noted in the workshop that to balance inputs and contributions among partners, and to increase 

co-ownership, it is desirable to compile, during the early phases of a scientific collaboration, an 

explicit inventory of the contributions that the partners expect to bring to the joint effort.  Such an 

inventory should include all relevant factors, going beyond those that are most commonly recognised 

(those being financial and in-kind contributions, plus the professional academic standing of the 

investigators and of their home institutions).  Among these additional contributions by DCs can be 

living and non-living resources
5
 and the pertinent local information.  Accessing these resources can be 

a challenging undertaking, requiring much specialised knowledge, personal contacts, and a particular 

sensitivity to local conditions. 

2.3. Top-Down and Bottom-Up Approaches  

During the design of collaborative research programmes and projects, a key issue is the extent and 

level to which the governmental authorities in DCs should be involved in the various phases of the 

project.  Naturally, there will be legal and statutory requirements (e.g., those relating to entry visas or 

to customs duties) that must be satisfied but, going beyond these, there will be a considerable degree 

of choice as to when and how to involve the national authorities.  Accordingly, the programme 

designers will want to consider the potential positive and negative aspects of various options and 

strategies. 

A science-related activity that is characterised by the extensive involvement of central governmental 

authorities is sometimes referred to as being “top-down”, as opposed to being a so-called “bottom-up” 

project in which the initiatives, discussions, decisions and actions take place chiefly among the 

scientists themselves (aided, perhaps, by the administrators of the research institutions that are most 

directly involved in the research).  In real-life situations, some mixture of the two approaches is likely 

                                                      
4
 The Swiss Commission for Research Partnership with Developing Countries (KFPE) is currently revising its 

Guidelines for Research in Partnership with Developing Countries (1998) to better bring out the 

complimentary strengths between ICs and DCs and to include the perspective of researchers and research 

institutions from developing countries.  An international consultation is planned for the first half of 2011. 

5
 In the Pretoria workshop, a discussant referred to Africa as a “free laboratory” for research in fields such as 

biodiversity. 
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to be chosen, but selecting the optimal ratio for a given programme is worth considering.  In many 

cases, it is the governmental agencies that will be well placed to identify the challenges they are 

facing, and researchers need to consider the contribution that their research can make to meet national 

needs. 

In both ICs and DCs, science and technology projects may be more likely to succeed if they can be 

naturally and usefully integrated into existing national priorities, such as innovation and growth 

strategies and programmes that have already been adopted by governments.  Knowledge of such 

overarching policies is an important element of collaborative research programme design, especially if 

the national authorities in the DC have included science, technology and innovation (STI) as part of a 

broad national development strategy
6
.  Specific national projects which create long-term institutional 

investment opportunities (i.e. establishing a major university) can also serve as a focus or venue for 

collaborative research.  It may well be the case that the development priorities of the ICs are 

significantly different than those of the DCs and, hence, that their motivations for pursuing a certain 

line of research are quite distinct.  But this by itself need not prevent a successful collaboration, as 

long as each side understands and appreciates the point of view of the other. 

The attention and favourable opinion of senior government officials in both ICs and DCs can speed up 

administrative processes and can even result in additional funding being assigned to the programme.  

The positive engagement of foreign ministry officials can be particularly useful, especially if there 

already exists a bi- or multi-lateral agreement between the governments of ICs and DCs.  An 

agreement of this kind, even if it is not accompanied by any allocated funds, can contain provisions 

that amount to “pre-approval” of important legal or administrative procedures linked to transfers of 

funds (or equipment, or personnel), taxes, customs duties, visas, intellectual property rights (IPR), etc.  

Sometimes these matters emerge unexpectedly during the implementation of a project, and having 

contacts with government officials is important in searching for a quick and reasonable agreement.  In 

some cases, there may exist multi-lateral research cooperation agreements among two or more DCs 

(typically, located in the same global region).  Such agreements can also serve as a nucleus for putting 

together a research collaboration with one or more ICs, with the advantage of allowing for the pooling 

of resources and, if appropriate, of associating scientifically stronger and weaker DCs, to the 

advantage of all countries concerned. 

Support at the governmental level (i.e. a ministry overseeing a research subject) in the DC can be 

especially valuable.  Involvement of governmental agencies responsible for higher education could be 

notably useful if a programme pertains to the educational component of the contemplated research 

project.  It may be strengthened by governmental measures designed to support universities or to 

provide needed infrastructures.  Additionally, cooperation with local governments and with local 

institutions (scientific and other) is helpful in smoothly operating collaborative research activities.   

Taking these aspects into account, research teams that work on strategic research topics are advised to 

take the time to meet with stakeholders, including government agencies, to discuss their projects and 

their possible outcomes. 

However, the above potential advantages of the “top-down” approach need to be weighed, on a case-

by-case basis, against the possible downsides.  The above-mentioned merits of the government’s 

involvement may be jeopardised if and when the political leaders or key personnel in the government 

change, both in ICs and DCs.  Also, involvement of governmental entities can sometimes lead to 

bureaucratic hurdles and can cause delays.  Another source of potential difficulties is likely to be a 

relatively under-developed national system of the DC (compared with an IC) for the planning, funding 

and management of research.  A weak national science system is not necessarily one that is 

inadequately funded, but rather one that is deficient in capacity, efficiency and experience.  

Accordingly, an objective assessment of the situation must be made before detailed programme 

planning begins, based on advice from such sources as foreign ministries, embassies, experienced 

                                                      
6
 It is embodied, for example, in the Poverty Reduction Strategy Papers (PRSP) that are required by the 

International Monetary Fund (IMF) and World Bank. 
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researchers and, naturally, the potential research partners themselves.  There are ways of improving 

national systems (see Box 1.), but they take time to implement and produce results.  

An advantage of the “bottom-up” approach is the possibility of addressing high-priority local issues 

that are well known to local researchers, but may be neglected by central government authorities.  In 

the “bottom-up” approach, or in looking for an optimal balance between “top-down” and “bottom-up”, 

it is useful to explore and identify important local needs that are consistent with the donor 

organisation’s mandate and priorities.  Such an effort to reach out for wider constituencies also 

facilitates seeking out institutions and individual scientists who are candidates for establishing 

balanced, productive research partnerships.   

3. Capacity Building 

“Capacity building” is a widely recognised priority in the development field, and research cooperation 

can provide significant opportunities for realising its benefits.  Considering that DCs are relatively 

vulnerable to global threats, it is important for them to be equipped with the capacity to respond.  

Building and enhancing capacity to conduct international collaborative research on global issues can 

be helpful for scientists in DCs who are going to initiate locally based research in their own countries.  

In capacity building, a closely linked concept is sustainability, which consists of principles and 

practices that ensure lasting, autonomous and self-perpetuating change for an extended period after a 

project ends.  In DCs, the risks of unused research results, brain-drain, or poorly maintained 

infrastructure can be much higher without appropriate capacity building provisions.  

Building sustainable research capacity in DCs is also important for ICs in ensuring long-term, reliable 

and sustainable research partnerships with DCs.  Building capacity to conduct international 

Box 1: Examples of methods for strengthening national science system in DCs 

 Provide training and assistance to strengthen the science administrations 

o To develop a national research and innovation strategy and national priority setting 

o To manage funds and design funding programmes 

o To combine top-down national priorities with bottom-up peer review  

o To work with industrial partners and international donors 

 Increase access to scientific information (i.e., to journals and publications)  

o By providing open/online sources or e-learning systems 

o By encouraging locally relevant publications within the regions 

 Strengthen key components of the research enterprise 

o By bolstering merit-based science academies that can influence policy making 

o By establishing centres of excellence (COE), which contribute to solving global/local 

problems, as well as increasing scientific capacity 

o By strengthening intellectual property legislation, regulations and enforcement 

o By introducing programmes to promote entrepreneurship and innovation (i.e. training, 

provision of risk capital) 

 Improve remuneration of researchers  

o To provide a stable environment for scientists to concentrate on their research 

o To mitigate the brain-drain phenomenon, that is, talented researchers leaving their 

home country at the end of a project  
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collaborative research is also valuable for IC scientists who will conduct research related to global 

issues, learning how to work with new partners in an environment that they are not familiar with. 

Capacity building is a multi-dimensional concept, even when it is applied to the narrow topic of 

collaborative research.  During the course of the OECD project, three key dimensions were identified: 

selecting the appropriate partner/beneficiary; strengthening networking; and optimising the skills that 

will be strengthened/transferred. 

The first dimension is comparatively straightforward, and the beneficiaries can be categorized into the 

following: individual, institutional, national, and super-national.  Some programmes focus on 

individual capacity building by directly funding and supporting certain categories of scientists, for 

example, outstanding researchers in particular scientific domains, or young scholars.  For the majority 

of programmes, advancing institutional scientific capability is central, both in terms of “soft” 

(primarily, personnel) and “hard” (primarily, facilities and equipment) components of the research 

institution.  Multilateral development banks often provide advice on policy-making and governance; 

thus they tend to have influence over the national level of scientific capacity building.  There are also 

programmes to support multilateral schemes for fostering regional collaboration, for instance, those 

involving the African Union and the European Commission.
7
 

Networking is another major dimension of capacity building.  Researchers and institutions can be 

encouraged to establish working relationships in different ways, depending on the programme’s 

priorities, for example: 

1. Networks linking multiple scientific domains (i.e. connecting social and natural sciences, 

conducting inter- and trans-disciplinary studies); 

2. Institutional networks beyond the academic sphere (i.e. those in non-profit, 

private/commercial and public policy sectors);  

3. Linkages across geographic boundaries (i.e. communal, local, national, regional, super-

national, North-South, South-South, triangular).   

Another dimension of capacity building relates to the type of skills and experience that funding 

recipients are expected to acquire.  To build and strengthen overall research capacity, researchers and 

research institutions do not only need the ability to conduct scientific activities themselves 

(i.e. experimental measurements, data analysis), but also need the non-scientific skills to initiate 

projects, and to carry them through to successful completion.  These include: acquisition of funds and 

formation of collaborative teams, oversight and management of grants and personnel, hiring, 

contracting, auditing, accounting, writing and editing of proposals and publications, public 

communications, knowledge of ethics and safety standards, maintenance of buildings and equipment.  

According to the discussions at the OECD workshop and the information from the interviews that 

preceded it, institutional capability for such non-scientific tasks, especially for managing daily 

administrative/financial work, is often neglected but is actually critical to success.   

In practice, some combination of these three dimensions of capacity building should be present in 

each research programme, based on an explicit analysis during the design phase.  

Ultimately, success in capacity building will require many years of effort before it produces 

measurable results.  It should be adapted to the particular needs of each country and therefore should 

be primarily a national responsibility, recognised as a priority by the national government, and linked 

to the development of an effective national science and innovation system. 

 

                                                      
7
 Another example is the Ibero-American Development Programme for Science and Technology (CYTED), 

which is not organisation-based but was created through an International Framework Agreement (in 1984) 

signed by 19 Latin American countries, Spain and Portugal. 



Page 9 of 20 

 

 

4. Issues and Options for Consideration by Programme Designers, Agency Officials, Research 

Administrators and Scientists 

Enumerated below are proposed good practices and suggestions for consideration by persons involved 

in international research cooperation: programme designers/organisers, administrators and researchers.  

Included are actions that can serve to balance the capacity building elements mentioned in the 

previous section of the report.  These techniques are particularly applicable to the type of research that 

was the subject of the OECD activity, and are arranged according to the principal chronological 

phases of a programme.  Not all of these techniques can be recommended under all circumstances.  

Often, there are significant counter-indications or alternatives.  Some of the techniques entail 

additional costs, so their hypothetical advantages must be carefully weighed.  Accordingly, these tools 

should not be construed as forming some kind of universal, prescriptive standard.  They are best 

viewed as elements of a toolkit, to be used as needed. 

Box 2: Examples of Capacity Building 

A programme emphasizing individual capacity building may include: 

 Development of individual, as well as institutional, capacities for designing and implementing 

research programmes, including peer review processes, solicitation and communication with 

researchers. 

 Development of non-scientific skills that are relevant to research.  In some cases, these are 

particularly important for young scholars in DCs. 

○ Language proficiency, especially English 

○ Paper writing (from applications for research grants to publications in scientific 

journals 

○ Communication with policy makers (e.g., policy briefs) 

○ Communication with the general public and the media 

○ Personal career development 

○ Research management (organisational, financial, personnel, etc.) 

 Scholarships (for higher education, including for studying abroad) for students of both ICs and 

DCs. 

A programme emphasizing institutional capacity building may include: 

 Construction/enhancement of physical research infrastructures (such as buildings, advanced 

instruments, computers, high-bandwidth connectivity, software licenses) with special emphasis 

on sustainability, i.e., providing resources for installation, operations, maintenance, supplies, 

upgrades. 

 Promoting interdisciplinarity via enhanced collaboration between researchers from relevant 

academic fields, in particular interdisciplinary cooperation between natural and social sciences 

within a single institution or between institutions. 

 Requiring or encouraging recipient institutions (or governmental agencies) to seek out and 

establish links with entities or programmes that are already engaged in similar research 

activities.  Potential mechanisms include the exchange of scholarships, fellowships and 

personnel. 

 Providing training (and even salaries) to enhance the skills of research administrators in such 

areas as contract and financial management, technology transfer, IPR, research ethics, etc. 

 Enabling outreach activities aimed at the general public. 
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4.1 Designing Programmes 

At the top conceptual design level, research and development goals must be identified.  At this stage, 

it is important to search for common interests and overlaps among the various agencies in the ICs, 

with the goal of identifying opportunities for joint action.  Thus, for example, an aid agency whose 

mandate includes the eradication of a certain infectious disease could partner with a science agency 

whose mandate includes research on viruses and vaccines.  Even at this early stage, partnerships with 

agencies in the DCs could be sought.  Subsequent steps in programme design could include the 

following: 

 Review established priorities and processes that could provide a stronger rationale (and build 

support) for the contemplated programme 

o Take advantage of existing joint activities between science and development agencies in 

ICs and DCs.   

o Seek consistency with national policies and strategies.  

• Does the programme support established foreign policy goals and/or development 

goals? 

• Does the contemplated programme comply with national or regional STI policy?  

Does it take advantage of the country’s strengths and resources or, conversely, could 

it strengthen the country in a domain where it has weaknesses? 

• Does the programme contribute to sustainable economic growth, social improvement 

and/or other societal/communal challenges common to both ICs and DCs or at least 

within DCs?  (e.g., improved health, food production, poverty reduction, clean 

energy, education and training, stronger IPR regimes) 

o Take advantage of international, regional, continental platforms and initiatives. 

Examples:  

• The United Nations system and its Millennium Development Goals 

• High-level meetings: G8, G20 

• The International Council for Science (ICSU) family of independent scientific 

organisations, plus inter-academy associations such as IAP, IAC, ALLEA 

• Regional organisations such as: the New Partnership for Africa's Development 

(NEPAD) 

 Anticipate desirable research outcomes and plan how to monitor and evaluate them, even at the 

programme conceptualization phase (recognising that not all research outcomes can be 

predicted, especially in the long term).   

 Be realistic about the limitations of each funding organisation and, potentially, bring in 

additional contributors with overlapping mandates and interests (e.g., other scientific funding 

organisations, other ODA organisations, funding organisations of other countries, private 

foundations).  In that case, decide how funding and management responsibility will be shared 

among partners. 

 Set up consultative and outreach activities, such as brainstorming meetings, stakeholder 

workshops, workshops co-hosted by multiple funding organisations.  In these, actively pursue 

the involvement of stakeholders in DCs. 
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4.2 Soliciting Project Proposals  

 Make use of ICT (chiefly internet and the telephone system).   

o Create federated portal websites for aggregating information about many funding 

schemes. 

o Broadcast solicitation information through streamed video, low resolution podcasts, 

mobile phone text messages, and social networking websites (i.e. Facebook, Twitter). 

o Use the internet for electronic submission and other administrative elements of the 

process. 

o Encourage the formation of virtual research teams. 

o Be mindful of all potential recipients who have limited access to high speed internet or 

even to mobile telephones, and make plans to ensure accessibility. 

 Consider enabling spontaneous “bottom-up” partnerships of interested researchers, for example, 

via web-based “brokering” sites. 

 Utilize existing sources of contact information to maximise outreach to potential researchers.  

Among such sources could be local aid offices in DCs, international or regional organisations, 

and internet-based networks of scientists. 

 Provide assistance to the proposers with defining and writing their proposals.  Consider 

allowing proposals to be submitted in a major language other than English. 

 Explore prospects for enlarging the set of participating organisational entities which could 

potentially contribute complementary resources or expertise.  Among the entities could be: 

o Governmental agencies (i.e. different departments / ministries / local agencies with 

authority over the relevant research institutions or topics)
8
 

o Funding organisations (i.e. public organisations, science councils, science academies)  

o Research institutions (i.e. universities, public/private research organisations)  

o Private businesses 

o International organisations 

o Non-governmental entities (international/local NGOs, private foundations, and civil 

society-based organisations) 

 Establish an international board (e.g., advisory board) including members from DCs, as well as 

experts in science, development and project management, to assist with the solicitation and/or 

other key phases of the programme/project. 

 Make available targeted funds to enable the critical exploratory phases of research projects, 

when ideas are being developed and partnerships are being formed, but when no funding is 

normally available, especially in the DCs.  Travel by researchers and convening of thematic 

workshops are especially valuable during these phases, but they need to be funded, however 

modestly. 

 Consider allocating special funding for short-term proposals, feasibility and proof-of-concept 

studies, and for supplementing existing research projects to add international partners. 

 

                                                      
8
 These may include: Education Ministry for national universities; Food and Agriculture Ministry for a national 

research institute on agriculture.  Additionally, it is useful to establish a channel of communication with public 

safety authorities, e.g. local police, if the proposed work raises security concerns or when special permits are 

required.  
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4.3  Reviewing and Selecting Project Proposals 

 Carefully select (and explicitly mention in the materials that describe the programme) the 

criteria (and, potentially, the weight they will be given) that will be used to assess the proposals.  

While this report does not provide an exhaustive list of the criteria that are nearly universally 

used in conventional solicitations (among these are originality, scientific importance/relevance, 

plausibility, reputation of researchers, their past achievements, degrees, grants, publications, 

etc.), the following are special criteria that are relevant to IC/DC research collaborations that 

combine scientific and development goals.  

o The researchers: 

• The professional and personal trajectories of the researchers who, in many cases, have 

not had the opportunity to pursue a conventional scientific career but are, nonetheless, 

highly skilled and motivated.  Consider evidence such as awards and involvement in 

development-related local activities. 

• Diversity and synergy in the composition of the proposed research teams.  For 

example, involvement of younger researchers, and individuals with diverse 

backgrounds, expertise, experience, origins and gender. 

o The anticipated outcomes: 

• Outcomes that can be linked to development and capacity building (some of whose 

elements are listed in Section 3).  Take into account types and importance of multiple 

programme objectives.
 9
 

• The potential (or even explicit plans for) commercialisation of the outputs. 

o Management and organisation: 

• Previous history of collaboration among team members and partner organizations, and 

their familiarity with one another. 

• Involvement of stakeholders from outside the research community (e.g., from civil 

society). 

• Support from (or, involvement of) public agencies (local, regional, national). 

• Desirable budgetary features such as in-kind or matching contributions from the DC, 

multiple sources of financing (e.g., public/private). 

• Creative use of IT to overcome constraints such as geographical separation and 

isolation. 

• Clearly articulated roles and responsibilities of all involved parties. 

 Design the review and selection process to reflect the special character of the programme
10

. 

o Design a multi-step process in which proposers are provided with timely feedback and 

are given sufficient time to refine their ideas, plans and documents (with due regard to 

the competitive nature of the process). 

o Select the review and assessment panels with care, taking into account: (1) the separate 

criteria related to scientific and development goals; (2) the potential benefits of including 

reviewers from the sponsoring organisations and from the DCs (including, if appropriate, 

                                                      
9
 Priska Sieber and Thomas Braunschweig, 2005. Choosing the Right Projects: Designing Selection Processes 

for North-South Research Partnership Programmes. KFPE, Bern 

(http://www.kfpe.ch/download/Choosing_the_right_projects.pdf) 

10
 The reader is reminded that this OECD report enumerates items for consideration and for utilisation as 

appropriate.  It is not a list of recommended requirements or procedures.  
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representatives of governments); (3) the need to separately assess the various scientific 

components of the research. 

o Provide an opportunity for face-to-face meetings (or videoconferences) as appropriate 

between the proposers and the reviewers, allowing the former to defend and refine their 

ideas.  If feasible, arrange such meetings in the relevant DC(s). 

o Incorporate elements of training and mentorship, such that even researchers whose 

proposals are not accepted can benefit from participation in the process, acquiring skills 

and experience that will be useful in future submissions.  Potentially, include a brokering 

function to link up researchers with stronger and weaker proposals. 

4.4 Ensuring Sound Financial Management 

 Study and understand the financial rules, procedures and constraints of the recipient, preferably 

via on-site assessment. 

 Identify and establish strong relationships with the primary recipient in the DC (which could be 

a governmental agency, a research institution, or individual researchers).  Weigh the pros and 

cons of making use of an intermediary, such as a research institution in the IC.  Provide a 

degree of flexibility for expenditures (e.g., fungibility of spending categories) to reflect local 

constraints and conditions. 

 Put in place effective financial monitoring procedures and schedules that provide timely 

warning to managers in the donor institutions in the event that problems are encountered.  If 

needed, provide accounting and communication software (including training in their use) as part 

of the research grant.  Make sure that at least one senior member of the research team has 

adequate financial management skills. 

4.5 Adopting Effective Tools and Procedures during Programme Execution 

 Monitor the programme throughout its lifetime to ensure its proper execution.  In doing so, 

develop and maintain strong personal relationships with PIs and, importantly, with other 

members of the research team.  This could include periodic visits to the research site to review 

the scientific progress, as well as the financial and organisational aspects of the collaboration.  

Deal with problems as soon as they appear.  Ensure that key personnel have the required 

management skills and experience, which may necessitate a period of training. 

 If needed, prepare a bilateral/multilateral agreement with the relevant organisation in the DC 

(e.g., education or research ministry), explicitly describing the rules and requirements that will 

govern the project/programme.  This document would be consistent with, but separate from, any 

overarching intergovernmental agreement as described in Section 2.3 above.  During 

programme execution, any departures from this agreement would need to be carefully analysed 

for consistency with the mandates of the donors and recipients. 

 If appropriate, allow for a grace period between the approval of the project and its actual 

launch, to account for uncontrollable difficulties and delays that sometimes emerge in DCs.  

 Throughout the project (and especially during its final stages when the results are known), 

support and encourage researchers and their partners to undertake public outreach activities, for 

example:  

o Publications 

• Books, policy briefs, discussion papers, leaflets and posters in local languages 

• International/local journal articles  

• Peer reviewed journals and policy focused publications 

o Participation in open events and fora 

• Round tables, talk shows, issue-oriented policy debates 
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• City fairs, festivals, religious gatherings and other community meetings 

• Training workshops 

• Research site visits and tours, “meet the researcher” events for children 

o Media  

• Radio/TV/newspapers/magazines (news, expert interviews, documentaries) 

o Internet 

• Homepage (that features the above contents and additional simple explanations) 

• Social networking sites (Facebook, Twitter, Orkut, etc.) 

4.6 Utilising and Evaluating the Outcomes of Projects 

 Incorporate post-research and results-exploitation considerations into the initial project plan.  

Anticipate actionable outcomes (e.g., development of a new crop or medication) and develop a 

plan for technology transfer, search for venture capital, involvement of stakeholders in DCs 

(especially at the community level, where unanticipated resistance to implementing the 

outcomes may be encountered). 

 From the beginning of the programme, design evaluation procedures that are helpful and not 

excessively onerous.  During programme execution, assessment could constructively lead to 

timely modifications of the research plan or of research administration.  After the programme 

ends, evaluation could be used primarily to promote success in future efforts through the 

identification of good and bad practices.  Ideally, the process would produce actionable 

recommendations that can be applied to future programmes or projects.  On an optional basis, 

the evaluation process could include the following elements: 

o Selecting evaluators with care.  Their areas of expertise should coincide with the 

categories listed earlier in Section 2.1: science, development and capacity building.  They 

could possibly be members of governmental authorities in the DCs. 

o Organising site visits, including face-to-face interviews with key persons.  These could 

include fora and venues for researchers to interact with stakeholders and entrepreneurs, 

to get them involved in assessing and implementing the research results. 

o Balancing quantitative assessment (indicator-based or structured surveys
11

) with a more 

qualitative approach (for example, being tolerant of overall project delays when they are 

the result of unforeseeable/uncontrollable circumstances). 

o Constructing a matrix of the capacities of the stakeholders, followed by a separate 

analysis of the project’s impact within each matrix element, thus identifying the strengths 

and weakness of the project – information that can be used to optimise future initiatives. 

o Conducting the exercise in both a past-and forward-looking spirit, referring to similar 

projects that have already taken place, and looking ahead to new, more demanding 

undertakings within a much broader context of high-level development goals (such as the 

MDGs). 

o Attempting to assess the development impact by studying how projects result in changes 

in the behaviour of the principal partners (government agencies, research institutions, 

universities, NGOs, and others). 

                                                      
11

 A structural survey is a quantitative research method with a well-structured questionnaire.  
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Appendices 

Appendix A 

Members of the Scoping Group 

European Commission 

(Co-chair) 

Rudolf Meijer  EC – RTD 

Sieglinde Gruber EC [back-up to Mr. Meijer] 

Japan (lead country) Akira Nakanishi Japan Science and Technology Agency 

South Africa (Co-chair) Daniel Adams Department of Science and Technology 

Denmark Kirsten Halsnæs DTU Climate Centre, Risø DTU 

Germany Andreas Stamm German Development Institute DIE 

Norway Jan M. Haakonsen The Research Council of Norway 

United States Eileen Kane State Department, OES Bureau 

Wayne Patterson National Science Foundation 

Adam Reinhart US Agency for International Development  

Appendix B 

International Experts Group 

Japan 

(lead country) 

Akira Nakanishi 
(-2010.7) 

Shig Okaya 
(2010.8-) 

Japan Science and Technology Agency (JST) 

(S&T Research Partnership for Sustainable Development) 

Rui Kotani 

Australia Juliet Bell Research for Development, CSIRO 

Belgium Brigitte Decadt Belgian Federal Science Policy Office 

European Commission 

(Co-chair) 

Sigi Gruber DG RTD-D.2  

(Analysis and Monitoring of  

Research Policies around the World) Mary Kavanagh 

Finland Riitta Launonen Academy of Finland 

France Alessandro Rizzo Institut de Recherche pour le Développement 

Germany Nadia Meyer Federal Ministry of Education and Research 

 Andreas Stamm German Development Institute 

Norway Jan M. Haakonsen Research Council of Norway 

South Africa (Co-chair) Daniel Adams Department of Science and Technology 

Switzerland Dominique Simone 

Rychen 

Swiss Agency for Development and Cooperation 

United Kingdom Andrée Carter 
UK Collaborative on Development Science 

 Kate O'Shea 

United States DeAndra Beck National Science Foundation (NSF) 

 Eileen Kane State Department, OES Bureau 

 Adam Reinhart US Agency for International Development (USAID) 

OECD Katsuyuki Kudo Global Science Forum Secretariat 
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Appendix C 

The list of submitted and reviewed programmes 

Funding 
Country 

Programme Name 

Belgium The Science Policy Office (BELSPO)   
Canada  International Community-University Research Alliance program (ICURA) 
Canada International Partnership Initiative: A collaboration with the Networks of Centres of 

Excellence program 
Canada International Research Chairs Initiative: A Collaboration with the Canada Research 

Chairs Program 
Canada Teasdale-Corti Global Health Research Partnerships 
Canada International Climate Change and Adaptation Research Program 
EC The European and Developing Countries Clinical Trials Partnership(EDCTP) 
EC Africa Research Grants  
Finland The funding decisions on 2008 Development Research projects 
France FSP Sud Expert Plantes 
France Collaborations entre universités et institutions de recherche du Nord et du Sud (CORUS) 
Germany Knowledge for Tomorrow – Cooperative Research Projects in Sub-Saharan Africa 
Japan Science and Technology Research Partnership for Sustainable Development (SATREPS) 
New Zealand International Development Research Fund (IDRF) 
Norway/        
South Africa 

South Africa – Norway Research Cooperation Programme 

South Africa/ 
Germany 

Inkaba ye Africa 

Spain/ Portugal The Ibero-American Development Programme for Science and Technology (CYTED) 
Switzerland National Centres of Competence in Research (NCCR) North-South: Research 

Partnerships for sustainable development 
United Kingdom Sustainable Agriculture Research for International Development (SARID) 
United Kingdom African Institutions Initiative 
United Kingdom Research on International Development (Poverty Alleviation) 
United Kingdom Development Partnerships in Higher Education (DELPHE)  
United States U.S.-Israel Cooperative Development Research (CDR) Program 
United States Collaborative Research Support Programs (CRSPs) 
United States The Middle East Regional Cooperation (MERC) Program 
United States Materials World Network: Cooperative Activity in Materials Research between US 

Investigators and their Counterparts Abroad (MWN) 
United States The Partnerships for International Research and Education (PIRE) program  
United States Basic Research to Enable Agricultural Development (BREAD). A program jointly 

supported by NSF and the Bill & Melinda Gates Foundation  
United States The Program in Science and Technology Cooperation (PSTC)  
 

Appendix D 

The list of interviewees 

 Brigitte Decadt [Belgian Federal Science Policy Office, Belgium] 
 Jo Duffy* [Economic & Social Research Council, United Kingdom] 
 Brian Harris* [Biotechnology and Biological Sciences Research Council, United Kingdom] 
 Amanda Read* [Biotechnology and Biological Sciences Research Council, United Kingdom] 
 Val Snewin* [Wellcome Trust, United Kingdom] 
 Alice Norton* [Wellcome Trust, United Kingdom] 
 Detlef Hanne* [Volkswagen Foundation, Germany] 
 Adelheid Wessler* [Volkswagen Foundation, Germany] 
 Thomas Breu* [National Centre of Competence in Research North-South, Switzerland] 
 David O'Brien [International Development Research Centre, Canada] 
 DeAndra Beck [National Science Foundation, United States]  
 Fumie Imabayashi [JST, Japan] 
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Appendix E 

The agenda of Pretoria workshop          

OECD Global Science Forum 
Workshop on Opportunities, Challenges and Good Practices in  

International Research Cooperation between Developed and Developing Countries 

Co-sponsored by the Department of Science and Technology (DST) of South Africa  
and the Japan Science and Technology Agency (JST) 

September 20-22, 2010 
Southern Sun Hotel, Beatrix & Church Streets, Arcadia, Pretoria, South Africa 

 
Annotated Agenda 

Monday, September 20 

Start     Duration 

09:00 4:00 Session 1: 

Welcome & Opening; The Overarching Issue of Partnership in Research 

Workshop and Session Chair: Ms Marjorie Pyoos, Deputy Director General, Socio 

Economic Partnership, Department of Science and Technology, South Africa  

09:00 0:15 Welcome and introductory remarks by the Chair. 

09:15 0:05 Welcome by Dr. Stefan Michalowski, OECD Global Science Forum secretariat 

09:20 0:30 Introductory remarks by the three Session Chairs 

Dr. Mary Kavanagh, European Commission,   

Mr. Shig Okaya, JST,  Mr. Daniel Adams, DST 

09:50 0:50 Keynote presentation by Dr. Mohamed H.A. Hassan, Executive Director, 

Academy of Sciences for the Developing World 

- Discussant 1: Dr. Claudio Wernli, Executive Director, Millennium Science Initiative 

10:40 1:00 Discussion topic 1a:  Promoting true research partnerships, strengthening of 

ownership by developing countries, minimizing the effects of asymmetry between the 

partners. 

- Discussant 2: Dr. Solomon Desta Woldeamanuel, Ethiopia Sanitory & 

Phytosanitory Standards and Livestock & Meat Marketing Program (SPS-LMM) 

(formally associated with Collaborative Research Support Program) 

11:40 0:20 Coffee break 

12:00 1:00 Discussion topic 1b:  Taking advantage of existing national priorities, strategies and 

policies. 

- Discussant 3: Prof. Jaime Montoya, Executive Director, Philippine Council for 

Health Research and Development, Department of Science and Technology 

 13:00 1:30 Lunch 

14:30 3:30 Session 2:  Research Programme Design 

Chair:  Dr. Mary Kavanagh, European Commission 

14:30 0:45 Introductory presentation by Ms. Kate O'Shea, Research and Policy Analyst,  

UK Collaborative on Development Sciences 

- Discussant 4: Dr. Godfrey Hampwaye, Department of Geography, University of 

Zambia 

15:15 1:15 Discussion topic 2a:  Identification of needs that are local, yet global.  Reaching out 

to potential partner institutions/individuals.  Proposal solicitation modalities. 

- Discussant 5: Dr. Justus Rutaisire, National Fisheries Resources Research Institute, 

Uganda 

16:30 0:30 Coffee break 

17:00 1:00 Discussion topic 2b:  Various types and modes of capacity building. 

- Discussant 6:  Dr. Palmer Masumbe Netongo, Coordinator, Initiative to Strengthen 

Health Research Capacity in Africa (ISHReCA) 

18:15  Departure to DST 

18:45  Cocktail dinner at DST 
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Tuesday, September 21 

Start    Duration 

09:00 3:40 Session 3:  Research Programme Implementation 

Chair:  Mr. Shig Okaya, Japan Science and Technology Agency 

09:00 0:45 Introductory presentation by Dr. David O’Brien, Senior Program Specialist, 

Innovation, Policy and Science / Challenge Fund, International Development 

Research Centre, Canada  

- Discussant 7: Dr. Henry M. Sichingabula, Department of Geography, University of 

Zambia 

09:45 0:40 Discussion topic 3a:  Reviewing and selecting research projects. 

- Discussant 8: Prof. Susan Coetzee-van Rooy, Institutional Director, Academic 

Development and Support, North-West University 

10:25 0:20 Coffee break 

10:45 1:15 Discussion topic 3b:  Monitoring and managing research projects. 

- Discussant 9: Prof. Dr. Hamed Mazyad, Agriculture Research Center, Plant Path 

Research Institute, Egypt 

12:00 0:40 Discussion topic 3c:  Evaluation of projects. 

- Discussant 10: Dr. Michael Makanga, Director South-South Cooperation and Head 

of Africa Office, European & Developing Countries Clinical Trials Partnership 

(EDCTP) 

 12:40 1:20 Lunch 

14:00 2:30 Session 4:    Application of Research Results. 

 Synergies among Independent Schemes  

Chair:  Mr. Daniel Adams, Department of Science and Technology, South Africa 

14:00 0:45 Introductory presentation by Dr. Bishnu Raj Upreti, South Asia Regional Office, 

National Centre of Competence in Research  North South, Switzerland 

- Discussant 11: Mr. Hambani Masheleni, Senior Policy Off.- Science & Technology 

Department of Human Resources, Science and Technology, African Union 

Commission 

14:45 1:00 Discussion topic 4a:  Application of research results for the benefit of society. 

- Discussant 12: Dr. Alexandre Lima Nepomuceno, Senior Researcher, National 

Soybean Research Center, Brazilian Agricultural Research Corporation (EMBRAPA) 

15:45 0:45 Discussion topic 4b:  Creating and using synergy among programmes and projects. 

- Discussant 13: Mr. Maarten de Wit, AEON-Africa Earth Observatory Network 

and Department of Geological Sciences, University of Cape Town 

16:30 0:30 Coffee break 

 

17:00 1:00 Session 5:  Findings and Conclusions.  Next Steps. 

Chair:  Mr Vuyani Lingela, Acting Chief Director: Multilateral Cooperation and 

Africa, Department of Science and Technology, South Africa  

18:00  Conclude workshop 
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Appendix F 

The list of Pretoria workshop participants  

Country/Organization/Programme Name Organization 

The Academy of Sciences for the 

Developing World (TWAS )  

Mohamed H.A. 

HASSAN 

Executive Director 

 

African Union Commission  

 

Hambani MASHELENI Department of Human Resources, Science and 

Technology 

Botswana 

 

Boitumelo SEKHUTE-

BATUNGAMILE 

Department of Research Science and Technology 

Canada David O’BRIEN International Development Research Centre (IDRC) 

Development Partnerships in 

Higher Education (DelPHE) [UK] 

Henry Mweempwa 

SICHINGABULA 

University of Zambia 

 

Ethiopia  Solomon Desta 

WOLDEAMANUEL 

Ethiopia Sanitory & Phytosanitory Standards and 

Livestock & Meat Marketing Program (SPS-LMM) 

European & Developing Countries 

Clinical Trials Partnership 

(EDCTP) [EU] 

Michael MAKANGA  

 

South-South Cooperation and Head of Africa 

Office, South Africa 

European Commission  

 

Mary KAVANAGH  

 

DG RTD-D.2 (Analysis and Monitoring of 

Research Policies around the World) 

Finland Riitta LAUNONEN Academy of Finland 

Germany 

 

Detlef HANNE Volkswagen Foundation 

Lidija KNUTH German Development Institute (DIE-GDI) 

Joern SONNENBURG 

 

the Federal Ministry of Education and Research at 

the Project Management Agency 

Andreas STAMM German Development Institute (DIE-GDI) 

International Community-

University Research Alliance 

program (ICURA) [Canada] 

Susan Coetzee van 

ROOY 

 

North-West University  

South Africa 

Japan 

 

Rui KOTANI Japan Science and Technology Agency (JST) 

Shig OKAYA Japan Science and Technology Agency (JST) 

Katsuhisa SAGISAKA 

 

Ministry of Education, Culture, Sports, Science and 

Technology (MEXT) 

George SAKURAI Japan International Cooperation Agency (JICA)   

Seira SUZUKI 

 

Ministry of Education, Culture, Sports, Science and 

Technology (MEXT) 

Kenya  Crispus KIAMBA Ministry of Higher Education 

Middle East Regional Cooperation 

(MERC) Program [US] 

Hamed MAZYAD 

 

Department of Plant Virus& Phytoplasma;  

Plant Path. Research Institute, Egypt 

Millennium Science Initiative 

[World Bank] 

Claudio WERNLI  

 

Executive Director of the Chilean MSI, Chile 

National Centres of Competence in 

Research (NCCR) North South 

[Switzerland] 

Bishnu Raj UPRETI 

 

South Asia Regional Office of the NCCR North 

South, Nepal 

Namibia 

 

Collins MUSHE Science and Technology, Ministry of Education 

Alfred Adriaan VAN 

KENT 

Science and Technology, Ministry of Education 

Netherlands Judith de KROON WOTRO Science for Global Development 

NZAID Project [New Zealand] Godfrey HAMPWAYE University of Zambia 
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OECD 

 

Stefan MICHALOWSKI  Global Science Forum 

Mika SHOZAKI Global Science Forum 

Robert WELLS Department of Science, Technology and Industry 

Philippines  

 

Jaime C. MONTOYA  

 

Philippine Council for Health Research and 

Development, Department of Science and 

Technology 

Science and Technology Research 

Partnership for Sustainable 

Development (SATREPS) [Japan] 

Alexandre LIMA 

NEPOMUCENO  

 

National Soybean Research Center, Brazilian 

Agricultural Research Corporation (EMBRAPA) 

South Africa Daniel ADAMS Department of Science and Technology (DST) 

Lisa du TOIT Department of Science and Technology 

Mamoru IIDA Department of Science and Technology 

Mmampei MABUSELA Department of Science and Technology 

Cecil MASOKA Department of Science and Technology 

Selby MODIBA Department of Science and Technology 

Anneline MORGAN Department of Science and Technology 

Marjorie PYOOS Department of Science and Technology 

Imraan SALOOJEE Department of Science and Technology 

Botlhale O. TEMA 

 

Ex-Director of Human Resources in Science and 

Technology (HRST) at the African Union 

Bridget 

THOVHAKALE 

Department of Science and Technology 

Maarten de WIT African Earth Observatory Network 

Pumza ZWENI CSIR 

Spain 

 

Luis GUASCH 

PEREIRA 

Ministry of Science and  Innovation 

Switzerland 

 

Dominique Simone 

RYCHEN 

Swiss Agency for Development and Cooperation 

Elisabeth SCHENKER Swiss National Science Foundation 

Tanzania 

 

Raphael CHIBUNDA Ministry of Communication Science and 

Technology 

Sospeter MUHONGO Ex-Director of the International Council for 

Science,  Regional Office for Africa 

Turkey 

 

Hande AKCE  TUBITAK 

Okan KARA TUBITAK 

United Kingdom Kate O'SHEA  UK Collaborative on Development Sciences 

United States DeAndra BECK National Science Foundation 

John GRIFFITH U.S. Embassy, South Africa 

David O’BRIEN 

 

US Agency for International Development 

(USAID) 

U.S.-Israel Cooperative 

Development Research (CDR) 

Program [US] 

Justus RUTAISIRE 

 

National Fisheries Resources Research Institute, 

Uganda 

World Bank 

 

Nobuko KATO 

 

Concessional Financing & Global Partnership 

Multilateral Trusteeship and Innovative Financing 

(CFPMI) 

Alfred WATKINS Science and Technology Program Coordinator 

World Health Organization 

(WHO) 

Palmer Masumbe 

NETONGO  

Initiative to Strengthen Health Research Capacity in 

Africa (ISHReCA) 

Zimbabwe Francis P. GUDYANGA Ministry of Science, Technology and Development 
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