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Increased investments in agricultural
research and rural infrastructures have
helped to more than double Third World
maize productl::' n and to more than triple
wheat productJn over the past 20 years.
India's wheat production has increased
more than fourfold in this same period.
Slightly less than 50% of the growth in
maize production and 650/0 of the
growth in wheat production have been
due to higher yIeld levels. Over the past
two decades, Third World per capita
production has Increased more rapidly
than population for both crops: by 30%
in maize and 70% in wheat. In maize,
increased per capita production has been
destine"d primarily for livestock and
poultry feed and the direct food use of
maize has remaIned constant at 8% of
total calories. In wheat, increased per
capita production in developing countries
has resulted in the marked increase in
importance of this grain in human diets
in developing countries. In 1961-65,
wheat accounted for 16% of total
calories in human diets; by 1981-84, it
accounted for 26% (Table 2),

Plant species are apolitical. They cannot
be coaxed to yield more on a small plot
than they are capable of yielding on a
large tract of land.

When Third World maize and wheat
production indicators are disaggregatea
into regional statistics, however, it
becomes evident that progress in
agricultural development between
1961-65 and 1981-83 has been uneven
(Table 3). The performance of China has
been spectacular, with annual per capita
growth rates of 7% in wheat and 5.80/0
in maize. Strong growth rates have also
been registered in other developing
market economies of Asia as well. In
most of Latin America-the Andean
countries being the exception-growth in
wheat and maize production has also
outpaced population. In the Middle East,
wheat production has barely kept pace
with population growth, and per capita
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maize consumption has declined. In
North Africa, the growth in wheat yields
has been sluggish, although maize yields
have increased at a rate of 2.3 % per
annum. West Africa has had very low
growth rates in both maize and wheat
yields. Maize and wheat production has
exceeded the rate of population growth
only in a few Southern and Eastern
African countries.

Critics of the Green Revolution
Despite the tremendous production gains
achieved in many developing countries in
a very short time, Green Revolution
technologies have been the subject of
intense controversy since their
introduction. Many initial reports depicted
the new wheat and rice technologies as
a wholesale transfer-of high-yield,
temperate-zone farming systems to
peasant farmers in the Third World. In
reality, this was not the case. More
accurately, the term 'J Green Revolution"
signifies the beginning of a new era for
agricultural research and development in
the Third World, one in which modern
principles of genetics and plant breeding,
agronomy, plant pathology, entomology,

Table 2. Percentage increase in maize
and wheat performance indicators in
the developing world, 1961-65 to
1981-84

Percentage increase
1981~6 to 1981-84

Maize Wheat

Total production,
developing countne~ 101 160

Average vield 48 97

Per capita productIon 30 70

Percentage total

calories In diet,
1961-65 8 16

Percentage total
calOries in dIet,
1979-81 8 26

Source: 1984 CIMMYT Maize Facts and
Trends; 1985 CIMMYT Wheat Facts
and Trends



and economics have been applied to
develop indigenous technologies
appropriate to the conditions of local
farmers.

The really important attrib'Jte of the new
Green Revolution technologies was that
they were cost-efficient, Yield-increasing,
land-augmenting technologIes. It was the
introduction of these new technologies,
combined with adequate policy
incentives, which led to the significant
productivity gains-and which helped to
stave off famines of gigantic proportions.
The combination of the new varieties
and higher yielding production
technology have allowed
farrners( resource poor as well as
resource privileged) to increase total farm
output through higher yield levels and
greater cropping intensity. This

technology, coupled with favorable
economic policies, gave farmers
incentives to produce surplus production
for commerical sale. Not only did these
innovations increase income levels for
farmers, but they helped to lower
production costs per unit of output.
These more productive farming systems
led to the development of new rural
industries and new sources of
employment. Consumers, however, were
the major absolute beneficiaries,
especially the urban and rural poor I

whose diets depend heavily on cereals.
Per capita production increases in wheat,
rice, and maize have considerably
slowed the rate of increase in food
prices. This has permitted improved
nutrition, and thus improved welfare, for
hundreds of millions of low-income
people.

Table 3. Distribution of production and ,at•• of growth In yield and production for
Ie,. developed countries (LDCs) by region-

Maize

'-cent of
toml LDC

productJon
'984

Gtawth .....
198'-85

to 1882.a4
Yield ProdUction
(%) (,,)

Percent of
tot8l LDC
production

1984

Growth rIItM
1981-8&

to 18.1-83
Vield ProductIon
(%) (%)

Asia, developed 28
market economies

Asia, centrally 43
planned economies

M,ddle East 14

North Africa 3

West Afnca

East and South
Afnca

MeXICO, Central 2
America, and the
Carnbean

8

3.7 6.3 13 1.6 3.0

6.2 7.0 42 5.2 5.8

2.2 3.0 2 1.7 1.8

1.1 1.0 2 1.7 1.8

0.3 2.0 3 0 1.5

3.0 2.5 7 1.3 2.7

3.1 4.1 11 - 2.5 2.8

1.1 1.0 2 1.7 0.9

1 1 2.7 18 2,1 3.8
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Various criticisms have beer levelled
against the Green Revolution
technologies. In the initial years,
population doorr sayers said that it was
already. too late In the overpopulated
developing cOuntries, that the situation in
countries such as India and Bangladesh
was hopeless, and that the rich nations
would only make things worse in the
long run by trying to alleviate suffering in
the short run. This group likened the
Earth to a lifeboat that could only hold
so many passengers without sinking.
Moreover, they vIewed international
assistance efforts in agricultural research
as only.encouraging more population
growth which, as a result, would lead to
a disaster of greater proportions later.

I share the concern about the high rates
of population growth in many developing
countries and the effects that this growth
has had on economic development,
standards of living, and environmental
quality. But the lifeboat argument was
and is premature-we have not
exceeded the carrying capacity of the
Earth. In reality, there are at least two
lifeboats and maybe more. One lifeboat
carries 20% of the world's people­
those who reside in the developed
nations-and who, in relative terms,
have first class bookings. The other
lifeboat, increasingly overloaded and
leaky, carries -the remaining 80% of the
world's people-those of the developing
world. It seems cruelly insensitive and
shoft-sighted for those with first class
passage-and who have the capacity to
help improve welfare in the much poorer
nations- to lead the cry for science to
turn its back on the plight of the vast
majority of humankind. If this approach
is pursued for long, it will lead to
widespread social rebellion and, in all
probability, to the downfall of the present
world civilization.

In retrospect, the songs of gloom and
doom sung during the early 19705 by
this group of articulate Cassandras, I
believe, have irresponsibly and greatly
contributed to the present mess in the
world agricultural, energy, and mineral
markets. Too many nations and
individuals overreacted to the doomsday
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sermons of those claiming that the world
had lost its ability to produce the food,
fiber, energy, and minerals that were
needed by the large I rapidly growing
population. Those claims gave apparent
justification to the agricultural policies
that have led to today's surplus
production, which has been so
detrimental to farmers in both developing
and developed countries. What a price
the world has paid for listening to these
personsl

Another major line of Green Revolution
criticism argued that the introduction of
the new seed/fertilizer technology would
only worsen the distribution of income
and wealth, unless redistribution in the
means of production occurred first.
Critics in this school labelled the high­
yielding wheat and rice technologies as
being suited only to the rich landowners
who could afford the seed, fertilizer, and
irrigation needed to obtain maximum
yield potential. It was, of course, true
that the new technologies increased
production costs per unit of cultivated
area. What seems to be ignored in this
equation, however, was the fact that the
new technologies increased output
proportionally more than the cost of the
inputs. Green Revolution technologies
have also been accused of accelerating
labor displacement In rural areas,
because they encouraged mechanization.
While this is partially true for some job
categories, it is also true that the new
technologies increased employment
opportunities greatly in many other job
sectors: in other words, the net effect on
rural employment vvas positive.

In many cases, Green Revolution critics
have been utopian Intellectuals speaking
from privileged positions in iv.ory towers.
These persons have never been hungry
or ever lived and worked with people
living in abject poverty. They seem to
convey the impreSSion that science and
technology, if properly organized, could
correct all of the social iUs and inequities
that have accumulated from the time of
Adam and Eve up to the present. They
fail to recognize that similar inequities
were present in the hunting and
gathering societies that pre-dated the
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invention of agricultural societies. At that
time, the strongest tribes occ~pied the
best grazing ecosystems whir. ~, in turn,
sustained the largest populat ns of big
ungulates. The weaker tribes 'Nere
pushed into the less privilegE: J econiches
and poorer hunting sites. These
inequities in the potential productivity of
ecosystems (land) persist in agriculture
today. They are most evident In densely
populated countries where many
agricultural families have been pushed
into marginal, semiarid lands where
survival is precarious and poverty is
glaring.

The spectacular successes of the new
wheat and rice seed/fertilizer
technologies have no doubt
overshadowed many social and
economic problems in the ThIrd World.
In this sense, development efforts to
correct. the serious inequalities found in
land tenure, and to redistribute more
equitably national means of production,
were probably set back. But it is now
well documented that resource-poor
f~rmers-with only relatively brief lag
times-adopted the new seed/fertilizer
techno!ogies about as rapidly as
r~source-privileged, large-scale farmers.
Given the lesser ability of small-scale
farmers to take risks, it was probably a
~OOd. thing that large-scale farmers were
~e first to test the new technologies

sin h '~e t. ey could afford to gamble more.
~hlle In proportional terms both groups
~ve benefited equally, obviously those

~Ith r:nore resources received greater
eneflts in an absolute sense.

Certainly, in those countries where
resOurce distribution is highly skewed
and unequal, long-term economic growth
~~~ social and political stability IS not
a ~y to be sustained without political
I~b ~conomic measures to redress such
thata a~ces. It is a problem, however,
e . sCience and technology is not well
aci~:pped to handle. Plant species are
Yiel~tlCal. .They cannot be coaxed to
the 10 times more on a small plot than
tra~t are capable of yielding on a larger
tech of land employing the same

nology. The redress of social

inequalities is a job that must be tackled
largely by the politicians of the world,
not the agricultural research community.

The agricultural chemicals and fertilizers
absolutely necessary to produce the
food required by the world's people are
like medicine-and should be used with
proper caution.

In more recent years, some members of
the environmental movement have also
become Green Revolution critics. The
thrust of these criticisms has a distinct
anti-technology bias that is often
combined with an idealized view of
peasant farming as a harmony between
man and nature. Arguments in this vein
often imagine conspiratorial relationships
between scientists and agricultural
chemical and machinery companies. We
are accused of trying to get Third World
farmers "hooked" on energy-intensive
production technologies that are not
economically or environmentally
sustainable. Greater use of chemical
fertilizers, pesticides, herbicides, pump
irrigation systems, and farm machinery,
in their view, is inherently bad for the
Third World. As an alternative, the
virtues of more I' organic" forms of
farming are advanced as the best way to
preserve the long-term viability of Third
World farmlands and farmers.

Perhaps the single most important factor
limiting crop yields in the developing
world is soil infertility J due to either
natural pre-agricultural infertility,
extractive farming practices, or to
d~ficiencies of primary, secondary, and
minor elements brought on by more
intensive farming practices. The shrinking
of the per capita arable land base in
food-deficit, densely populated countries
has made it impossible to free land from
food crop cultivation for green manure
crop rotations to help restore soil fertility
organically. Fortunately, soil fertility can
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be effectively and safely restored through
the proper use cf the right kinds and
amount of cher cal fertilizer, according
to the requirernt""its of different crops,
soil types, and .- r'lvironments. Without
the restoration o· soil fertility, few
benefits will accrue from the use of
improved varieties and other more
productive cultural practices.

Some organic gardening enthusiasts
insist that the wide use of organic
fertilizer could satisfy all of our fertilizer
needs. This, however, is nonsense. The
amount of composted organic animal
manure (1.5 % nitrogen on a dry weight
basis) that would be needed to produce
the 70 million metric tons of chemical
nitrogen used today would be about 4.7
billion tons-quite a dung heap and Quite
an aroma-were it available. This volume
of organic material is equal to twice the
weight of the world cereal production
and would require a three- to fourfold
increase in world animal production, with
all the additional grain and pasture feed
that such an increase would require.
Even now there are many areas of the
world where overgrazing is causing
serious erosion problems.

Moreover, we should not forget that,
less than a decade ago, many
doomsayers were preaching that the use
of scarce fossil fuels could not be
justified to produce nitrogenous fertilizer.
Rather, they insisted that the use of
legumes in crop rotations and the use of
organic fertilizers were the only
sustainable viable methods of
maintatning soil nitrogen fertility. Despite
these dire predictions, today there is a
glut of nitrogenous fertilizer on world
markets and real prices are lower than at
any time in the history of the chemical
fertilizer industry.

It is my belief that agricultural chemicals
are absolutely essential to produce the
food that is necessary to feed today's
population of five billion, which is
increasing currently at the rate of 82
million per year. Lest I be misunderstood,
I would like to stress that agricultural
chemicals and fertilizers are absolutely
necessary to produce the food and fiber
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required by our world population, but
that they are like medicine, and should
be used with proper caution. There is no
way that the world can turn back the
time clock to the "good old days" of the
early 19305, when few agricultural
chemicals and little chemical fertilizer
was used-and when world population
stood at only two billion. Without
increased productivity, how could we
have provided the necessary food for the
three billion people that have been added
to the world population in the last half
century? I know of no alternative to the
path that we have taken.

This group of critics also leaves the
impression that the world is being
poisoned out of existence by the use of
agricultural chemicals. This opinion
defies the facts. The truth is that many
more people are living more enjoyable,
pleasant, and longer lives than people of
any previous generation. In 1900, life
expectancy at the time of birth in the
USA was 46 years for men and 48 years
for women. By 1940, life expectancy at
the time of birth had increased to 60.8
and 65.2 years for men and women,
respectively. By 1982, life expectancy at
birth had reached 70.8 years for men
and 78.2 years for women. And it is
continuing to increase.

The truth is that life for these elitist
critics seems to have become so
enjoyable that they would like to extend
it indefinitely while also enjoying the
vigor, enthusiasm, and health of youth.
They fail to realize that each species is
endowed with a biological time clock
that sets the maximum longevity for
each species. It is true that during the
past century better nutfltion and
improvements in medical care, clothing,
and housing have collectively increased
the average life expectancy at birth
greatly. However, this does not imply
that the biological time clock, which
determines maximum absolute longevity
of Homo sapiens, has been reset or
increased significantly I jf any. This

.unrealistic philosophy prevails because
those promoting it have forgotten the
basic fact that all that is born into this
world must sooner or later die and give
way to the next generation.



There is another group of critics 'Iv no
insIst that foreign technical assista ~ce
programs spawning IIgreen revoIL:'ons ll

are destroying the markets for foc ­
exporting nations. This is a gross
oversimplification of facts. In the . r 5t
place, poor nations and poor peop >~ are
poor customers. For example, the i"iungry
food-deficit nations of Africa are today
largely agrarian subsistence econo ~ies in
whIch 80 to 85% of the total population
are poor subsistence farmers wIth very
little jf any purchasing power. The only
way they have of increasing their
purchasing power and standard of living
IS to increase their agricultural
production, so that they have som8
agriCUltural produce to sell, to begin to
buy other products and, in the process,
join the money economies which will, in
time, result in increased trade. Recent
trade data for US agricultural products
confirm this fact. Those Third World
nations with strong growth rates in their
domestic agricultural sectors have also
had strong overall economic growth. It is
also these nations that have increased
their imports of US products, not the
POor l stagnant, developing countries.

The growth that has occurred in human
POPulation numbers during this century
makes it impossible for us to turn back
the clock and use the less intensive
production practices that were dominant
Only a century ago I when world
POPulation was under two billion and
large expanses of land were available for
t,ncreased food production. In a world of
live billion, in which bringing new
agrtCultural lands into production has
become Increasingly more difficult and
Costly J we have no choice but to
Increase land use intensification on
eXisting farmlands. Such intensification
can have adverse environmental
~~~eQuences. but it doesn't have to.
to er than advocating that we go back

U
earlier production systems

l
we should

Sa our sc' "f'te h lentl IC knowledge to develop
enologies that can increase

prOd~ctivity as well as ensure
SUstalnability of production.

I wOuld b '. .
cOn e remiss If I did not express my
the ~~n about the growing menace of

PUlatlon monster which threatens

the future advancement of mankind on
many fronts. We who work on the food
production front, I believe, do have a
responsibility to warn the political,
religious, and educational leaders as well
as to educate the general public in all
countries, that producing more food and
fiber while protecting the environment
can, at best, be only a holding operation
while the population monster is being
tamed. In recent years, the IIhuman
rights" issue has generated much
interest and debate around the world. It
is a utopian issue and a noble goal to
work toward. Nevertheless, in the real
world, the attainment of human rights in
the fullest sense cannot be achieved as
long as hundreds of millions of poverty­
stricken people lack the basic necessities
for a decent, humane life.

It is impossible to turn back the clock
and use the less intensive production
practices of the last century_

I take issue with those who ignore the
growing threats of the population
monster, and speak glibly and
sanctimoniously about the II right to life, /I

while ignoring the morality of the
, I quality of life. 'I This only adds
confusion to this complex problem for
which a solution is imperative. Why does
mankind continue to irresponsibly and
inadvertently try to see how many
additional people can be "heaped" onto
the planet earth? Why do we continue to
apparently always believe that future,
newer, and better technologies will
expand the carrying capacity of our
planet, while, at the same time, assure
an improved standard of living for all? It
appears to me that we are behaving in a
most irrational and Irresponsible manner.
Our behavior implies that when we can
no longer provide the good life for the
ever increasing number of people on the
planet earth, we will always be able, at
the appropriate time, to dispatch the
excess numbers to colonize beautiful,
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hospitaple virgin planets in other solar
systems in outer space. Oh, were it so
simple!

Maintaining CIMMYT's Vitality
CIMMYT exists tc help speed the
process of develoolng improved maize
and wheat technOlogies in the Third
World. Therefore I the achievement of
wheat and maize oroductivity impacts on
farmers' fields must be the ultimate
measure of the value of the Center's
work-as well as that of the CGIAR
system. Our assigned task is in the final
sense to alleviate hunger and human
misery, which we must never forget.
CIMMYT cannot afford-nor can national
program collaborators - to rest on past
laurels and achievements. We owe the
societies that support and depend upon
us a good return on their investment.

No matter how excellent and spectacular
the research done in one scientific
discipline, its application in isolation will
have little or no 'positive ·effect on crop
production.

I believe that the most efficient and
expeditious way to develop improved
technology is through an integrated
research approach. No matter how
excellent and spectacular is the research
that is done in one scientific discipline,
its application in isolation will have little
or no positive effect on crop production.
It is, of course, more comfortable to
stand and work in the shade of the tree
of one's own discipline, but the forest is
made up of trees of many disciplines.
Consequently, what is also needed are a
few venturesome scientific leaders who
are comfortable and willing to work
across the shadows cast by trees of all
scientific disciplines in the forest, and
thereby produce a technology capable of
increasing the overall, sustainable multi­
benefit productivity of the ' 'forest. " This
integration will become increasingly more
important in future years as we tackle
the problems of the marginal production
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environments as well as the more­
rntensively cultivated production
environments. A research approach is
required that recognizes and appreciates
the need to have teams of scientists with
different and complementary professional
skills, and who are sensitive to the broad
range of factors affecting productivity.
Unfortunately, effective scientific
integrators are a rare commodity.
Although I have been privileged to work
with a number of such persons in the
past, we need to identify, early in their
careers, more young scientists who have
these latent talents and provide them
with a broad background of experiences
so that they can become effective
catalysts for agricultural change and
progress.

Our friend and colleague, T.W. Schultz,
underscored the importance of the
organizational research structure in a
paper he delivered several years ago in
Chile. Permit me to Quote his statement:

I am convinced that most working
scientists are research entrepreneurs.
But it is exceedingly difficult to devise
institutions to utilize this special talent
efficiently. Organization is necessary.
It too requires entrepreneurs. But
there is the ever present danger of
over-organizatlon, of directing
research from the top, of requiring
working scientists to devote ever
more time to preparing reports to
II justify" the work they are doing,
and to treat research as if it were
some routine activity .... In the Quest
for appropriations and research
grants, all too little attention is often
given to that scarce talent
which is the source of research
entrepreneurship. The convenient
assumption is that a highly organized
research institution firmly controlled
by an administrator will perform this
important function. But in fact a large
organization that is tightly controlled is
the death of creative research.

t would add a caveat to this statement.
Research, while a necessary condition
for improving food production, does not
automatically lead to more efficient food



production systems. I believe that we
have a professional and mora:
responsibility to see to it that nroven
research results are used to b~"nefit

society. While we should be careful and
thorough in our research effar ~S, we
should not become overly tim:d. It is a
characteristic of science that the
perceptive researcher often sees the
answer before he has all the proof in
hand; sometimes, we should be willing
to push for the adoption of research
results, even though all of the Jigsaw
pieces of the production puzzle are not
in place. That is where the creative
research integrator comes into the
picture.

CIMMYT's research has been largely
unfettered by restrictive bureaucratic and
political constraints, has been adequately
~unded, and is supported by an excellent
Infrastructure of experiment stations,
laboratories, and information and
administrative services. The Center has
also had excellent collaboration with the
Mexican INIFAP/CIANO Wheat Research
Program and support from the Sonora
farmers' organization (Patronato) that
hel~s to sponsor wheat research. This
envlro~me.nt has resulted in high levels
of motivation and commitment among
the staff. It has permitted scientists to
focus their energies on the research
agenda at hand and the resulting
successes have given the agricultural
research profession greater credibility
and status in the Third World.

While I accept the fact that CIMMYT
cannot be involved extensively at the
grass roots level in production-oriented
research in the 1DO-plus countries it
~ttempts to serve, it is essential that the
f enter staff view impacts on farmers'
lelds as th .th e primary measure by which

Cey judge the success of their research
ontact . .

keep wIth the producer is essential to
rn p~ogram priorities on track and to
oralntal~ the Center's practical

lentatlon M
mltl . oreover, such contact
dan9ates the erosive effects of the

gerous in t't .afflu s I utlonal viruses of
ence Ove h" .overs .' rsop Istlcatlon

Th pe~lalization, and complacency
eSe Virus' .

es, which are widespread in

research institutions, are highly
contagious, lead to early ossification, and
are often lethal.

Center staff view results on farmers'
fields as the primary measure of the
success of their research.

And to the CIMMYT
Staff and Families
Briefly stated, our destiny as agricultural
scientists is to learn about the known, to
discover the unknown, and to
communicate our findings effectively.
Excellence in each of these elements is
essential to our individual and collective
success and for our work to benefit
humankind. The profession we have
chosen is not for the faint-hearted; it
requires involvement and it is a
demanding taskmaster; it cannot be
delegated very far. Nature often
manifests small differences in subtle
ways. She generally whispers rather than
speaks in a loud voice. This requires that
scientists maintain intimate, continuous,
personal contact with the research
program if they are to discern and
interpret the minor differences in the
complex biological systems with which
they are concerned. It requires travelling
extensively, often living under spartan
conditions, and involves long absences
from family and friends. At certain peak
work periods, It is necessary to ignore
the normal working hours of the clock,
as well as the normal working days of
the week, in or,jer to complete the task
at hand. But there are, I believe,
gratifying compensations. As I reflect on
the adobe shack with the tar paper roof
in Chapingo where CIMMYT/s
predecessor program was,launched 43
years ago, I am amazed at the collective
impact it, and the subsequent programs,
have had on the improvement in
agriculture, first in Mexico, and later in
many countries of the world. The road to
success has been difficult, sometimes
frustrating, and sometimes bumpy and
hard to negotitiate. But although the

25



struggle to achIeve the target has been
demanding, It has brought a better life to
untold millioi"'s.

While CIMM'y'T's new training,
cOr:'\ference, and information building can
help to increase the effectiveness of the
Center's work, the building is only a
means and not an end in itself. We must
ultimately judge our worth, not by the
facilities or budgetary resources that we
have, or by the number of learned
papers we write, but by what we
contribute to the improvement of
agricultural productivity in
environmentally sustainable ways in the
Third WorJd. I hope that your order of
priorities will always be aimed at the
important food production problems and
that you will not be distracted by the
pursuit of illusory academic butterflies.

I feel flattered to have this magnificent
building named in my honor. However, I
am a realist rather than a sentimentalist.
I know that memories are short and that
names, whether embossed in bronze or
stone, soon fade and become obscure, if
not meaningless. For the past four
decades I have been privileged to carry
forward, to many parts of the world, the
torch which was lit to guide my way by
the late Drs. E.C. Stakman and J.G.
Harrar. This torch was to foster
agricultural research, extension, and
production and it has been fueled by the
education, broad experience, motivation,
enthusiasm, and wisdom that these
legendary scientific figures gave me.

It is my hope that in this new building
new torches will be Itt and carried
forward by a new generation of scientists
to continue the worldwide crusade
against hunger, human misery, and
ignorance. Moreover, it is my hope that
sometime in the future there will have
emerged through the portals of this new
edifice an individual-who studied and
worked here as a young maize or wheat
trainee, a predoctoral or postdoctoral
fellow, a visiting scientist, or a staff
member-who goes on to win the newly
established World Food Prize.
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I have struggled for fifteen years to find
a sponsor to establish such a prestigious
prize for agriculture and food. In May of
1986, this dream became reality when
General Foods, Inc. announced the
establishment of a .World Food Prize,
equivalent in monetary value to a Nobel
Prize, which will be awarded annually,
beginning in 1987, to an individual
whose work has made the greatest
impact on the improvement in quantity,
quality, or availability of food. The prize
can be awarded for outstanding
contributions to any links of the food
chain.

In closing I want to express my gratitude
to the hundreds of scientific collaborators
and friends worldwide that I have ~ had
the pleasure of knowing and working
with over the past four decades. Without
your collaboration, little could have
been accomplished in agricultural
improvement. Forty years ago,
international cooperation in agricultural
research was nonexistent, whereas today
it contributes greatly to improving the
efficiency and production of food
worldwide. Even so, I believe
cooperation in agricultural research must
be strengthened and expanded if we are
to stay ahead of the population monster.

To all of you from many countries where
I have worked under the handicap of not
being able to speak to you in your
mother tongue, or, because of ignorance
on my part, have committed cultural
errors-I ask your forgiveness. Without
exception, despite all of my limitations,
you have made me feel at home in your
countries. Many thanks. And finally, to
my many Mexican friends who have
provided me a second home, in which I
have spent much more than half of my
life, happily working with your s.cientists,
technicians, educators, government
officials, and farmers- please accept my
most heartfelt thanks.

Finally, may God bless and speed you,
the CIMMYT staff, in your important
work, which is vital to the well-being of
mankind, to the survival of civilization,
and to the continued progress of Homo
sapiens.



r

ISBN 988-8127-18-X

Centro Inlmlational de MtjoromimJo de MaizY TrigO
I"tmlational Maize aNi Wheat ImprotJemmt Cmttr
LisIJoall ApJo. Posta/6-641, 06600 Mlxim, DE, Mixim

",... ,




