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INTERIM PLANNING REPORT
OF THE
BEAN/COWPEA COLLABORATIVE RESEARCH SUPPORT PROGRAM
May 15, 1979

I. AUTHORIZATION TO PROCEED WITH PLANNING

The Board for International Food and Agricultural Development, (BIFAD),
at its July, 1978 meeting, authorized proceeding with planning of a Collabora-
tive Research Support Prograa (CRSP) for beans and cowpeas.

Representatives of eleven Experiment Stations concerned with dry bean/
covpea research met in Chicago August 7, 1978. These representatives
authorized Michigan State University, acting on behalf of all interested
Agricultural Experiment Stations and U.S. institutions, to submit a planning
grant proposal to AID. The proposal was submitted August 28, and the planning
grant was aswvarded to MSU, effective October 1, 1978, with Dr. M. W. Adams as
the Principal Investigator.

On October 1, 1978, Dr. Donald H. Wallace, bean breeder-physiologist was
appointed, until June 30, 1979, to function as planiing coordinator, while on
leave from Cornell University. With Dr. M. Wayne Adams, Dr. Wallace has begun
sad coordinated all the planning effort included in this Interim Raport.

II. DETERMINING MANIFEST INTEREST IN BEANS/COWPEAS

During the last two weeks of Octobar, 1978 a letter was sent from the
office of Dr. S. H. Wittwer, the Director of the Agricultural Experiment Statiom,
to the Title XII representatives of all U.S. institutions eligible to partici-
pate in Title XII programs. This lettar, a copy of which is attached as
Appendix I, asked U.S. institutions with a manifest interest in the bean/cowpsa
CRSP to so indicate, by responding to the Bean/Cowpea CRSP Planning Office at
MSU.

The forty-three institutions that indicated a man{fest intereat are as
follows:

Alabama Agriculiural and Mechanical University

University of Arizona

Auburn University

Boyce Thompscn Institute for Plant Research at Cornell University
University of California, Davia

University of California, Riverside

Clameon University

Colorado State University

Univeraity of Colorado at Boulder



University of Florida

Fort Hays State University

University of Georgia

University of Hawait

University of Idaho

Univereity of Illinois at Urbana-Champaign
Kansas State University

Charles F. Kettering Research Laboratory
Langston University

Univarsity of Miami

University of Michigan

Michigan State University

University of Minnesota

Mississippi State University

University of Missouri

Moatana State University

University of Nebraska

Nev York - Coi.ell Universitcy

North Carolina Agricultural and Technical State University
North Carolina State University at Raleigh
North Dakota State University

Oregon State University

Purdue University

University of Puarto Rico

Rutgers University

Southern University

South Carolina State College

South Dakota State University

Texas A & M University

United States Department of Agriculture
Utah State University

Virginia State College

Washington State University

University of Wisconsin-Madison

The above ‘orty-three institutions listed about 231 scientists as having a

manifest interest. This is a minimum number since several additional individuals
from several institutions have recently expressed interest in participating.

Tha grouping of these scientists by major areas of scientific discipline is as
followe:

Number of Scientists
Discipline Expressing Manifest Interest

Breeding and Cenatics 27
Dissases (fi)
Economists /z\‘ ,
Entomology 10 e
Yood Science and Nutritiom 3] ,
Nitrogen - Rhizobium J2 .
Physiology 23
Production Practices 17
Seed Programs
Sociology (i}
Soils
Weed Control 5

Total 231



III. ORIENTATION TRIPS AND ACTIVITIES

A. Visits to the University of Missouri and to USAID-Washington.

Visits to the University of Missouri and USAID-Washington by both
Drs. Adams and Wallace occurred, respectively, on October 23-24 and
26~27, 1978. Full reports of these visits are included as Appendices
II-1 through II-4. The major concepts learned from the Miasouri and
USAID visits were:

1. CRSP efforts are to be directed at the poorest LDC farmers; they
are to support research that contributes directly to the needs of
bean/cowpea programs in the LDCs.

2. There must be a major socio-economic input into the CRSP
planning and ultimate plan, which should complement the biological
inputs.

3. It is expected that a large part of the expenditures of the CRSP
will be spent in the LDCs, perhaps directly by U.S. institutions or

as pass-through funds, the expenditure of which is controlled by the
collaborating LDC institutions.

4. It is expected that U.S. institutions will contribute from their
own financial resources an average of 25X of the expenditures of
the CRSP,

5. USAID burecaus and country missions are to work with U.S. educa-
tional and research institutions in implementing the Title XII CRSPs.

6. We should develop and defend three alternative CRSP plans. One
that is appropriate for each of low, medium and high levels of funding.

7. In conjunction with the planning effort we should prepare a state
of the art (SOTA) manuscript that can be published and will meet the
needs of that full world-wide audience tnat may have scientific or
policy interests in beans/cowpeas.

B. Developing a Questionnaire Regarding Constraints.

During che Missouri and USAID visits, it was suggested that we de-
velop a questionnaire, for use primarily in the LDCs, to be used in as-
certainin~ the conatraints to production and consumption of bean/cowpeas
in LDCs. This davel '
the sorghum

1te dise od 4o . e resulting questionnaire
. A particularly valuable suggestion camea from the
Sahel-African Program of rhe MSU Department of Agricultural Economics.
Thesa reviewars considered thc list of problems or constraints that this
questionnaire asked about to be a mixed listing of problems and solutions.



They suggested that many of the problems, which nad been placed on the
listing by plant scientists, were problems from the scientists' viewpoint.
However, from the viewpoint of the small farmer sitting in the center of
his farm, these scientist-suggested problems were really solutions. For
exawple, any aspect of varietal development and plant breeding would con-
stitute a solution to the small farmer's problems. Similarly, entomology
research, disease research, and nutrition research are not problems for
the small farmer.

After th~ above feedback about a first version of the bean/cowpea
questionnaire, the final questionnaire was developed and is attached as
Appendix III. Using generally broad rather than specific statements, this
questionnaire attempts to list all possible constraints to bean/cowpea
production and consvmption, as perceived on the small farm, by the farmer,
scientist or extension specialist. The possible problems (constraints)
wvere grouped under six headings:

I. Fertility, Plant Nutrition, Environment

IT. Farming Practices and Management

ITI. Genetic Limitations

IV. "lant Pests - Insects, Diseases, Nematodes, Weeds
V. Utilization and Storage

V1. Socio-Cultural and Socio-Economic Conaiderations

For each of the above six groupings of problems, a corresponding
broadly based, generally non-specific listing of potential solutions was
included, to provide some suggestive procedures for solving the probleas.
Responcents to the questionnaire were asked to add to the constraint list
any additional constraints deemed important, to specify the major constraint
within each group of constraints, to specify the most serious overall con-
straints, and to provide their reasoning for these major md most serious
constraints on a supplied separate format. This format was common for each
problem. It asked the respondent to rank:

1. the severity of the problem
2. the extensiveness of the problem
3. the level of research knowledge about the problem.

Raspondents were also asked for their suggestions of the most appropriate
solutions for the constraint, and for recommended research to solve tha

constraint.
C. Visit to Guatemala, Panama, Costa Rica, Col ia, Chile, CIAT and ITTA.

Drs. Adams and Wallace visited CIAT and the above Latin American coun-
tries, except Ci:ile, batween January 2} and February 3, 1979. Dr. Adams
proceeded from CIAT on February 3 to visit Chile until February 8. The
report of all these country visits and the visit to CIAT is presented as
Appendix IV.1. Dr. Wallace visited IITA on February 13-15, 1979, and this
report is attached as Appendix IV.2,



The conclusions from these visits are, in summary:

CIAT and IITA welcome collaboration and cooperation with U.S.

l.
-———_,_——sis’ scientists through a Bean/Cowpea CRSP. There is sufficient work for

the international centers, U.S. institutions, and LDC institutions,
and the differing mandates and capabilities of these institutions
are such as to complement efforts of the other institutions.

2. This potential for complementarity comes about because:

a. The U.S. institutions are most capable of providing the needed
basic research and related research-training.

b. The international centers have a mandate for applied research
and are located to make their efforts directly applicable to the
tropical enviromments of the developing countries.

c. Only the LDC institutions have the capability of assisting the
small farmers of the LDCs who alone are capable of increasing bean/
cowpea production to solve LDC nutritional needs.

3. Both the U.S. institutions that will function under a Bean/Cowpea
CRSP and the international centers already recognize the national
institutions of LDCs that have bean/cowpea expertise as their target
audience.

4, The LDC institutions need more personnel with M.S. and Ph.D. training.
S. International and regional institutions want assistance from U.S.
institutions in the fo re ch. The need of the LDC insti-
tutions is for assistance ¥with more applied research.

D. FAO Meeting on Limitations to Production of Pulses.

This meeting was held in Santo Domingo, Dominican Republic, February
19-23, 1979. Dr. Adams attended, along with one additional U.S. person
and 61 from the Caribbean and Central American area. The meeting attempted
to didentify constraints to production of pulses and establish a plan for
coordination of efforts cn pulses. A report of the meeting is attached as
Appendix V.

E. Cooperative Central American Program for the Improvement of Cultivated
Yood Crops.

This meeting vas March 19-23, 1979, and was attended by Dr., ndams and
Dr. D. D. Harpstead, Chairman of Crop and Soil Sciences at MSU, D . Harp-
stead introduced in Spanish the bean/cowpea planning to the bean session
of this meeting and distributed a Spanish translation of the questionnaire.
A report of the meeting is attached as Appendix VI,




F. Annual Meeting of the Western Region - 150 Bean Project.

This meeting wvas held at Berkeley, California on December 14-15,
1978. A two-hour breakfast meeting was held on December 15, at which
Wallace reported on progress of planning for the Bean/Cowpea CRSP. Dr.
John Yohe from USAID also attended this meeting. The participating
institutions expressed an interest in being kept up to date via a
monthly or near-monthly newsletter. The group in attendance favored
preparation of the SOTA as a book, and indicated willingness to support
this effort. It appeare t the Title XII1 Bean will hel

d hat is desired from the,
W-150 regional project.

G. Meetings of Cowpea Workers.

Two meetings wre held with U.S. cowpea workers to seek their involve-
ment and inpit into the planning of both the bean/cowpea CRSP and the
SOTA. Oun November 1A, 1978, Dr. Wallace met with one cowpea worker
from each of the states of Mississippi, Georgia, Alabama and _Jaxas. The
first developed outline of the SOTA was HIlculned. as wvas the general
CRSP planning procedure. Those attending agreed to accept responsibilities
for assisting with the SOTA, wvhich assignments were subsequently delayed
until the ultimate outline for the SOTA book was developed.

As a consequence of these discussions it was decided that a cowpea
vorkshop could be convened at the Southern Region Meeting of the American
Society of Horticultural Scienge scheduled for February >, 1979
at Nev Orleans, loulslana. At this meeting reports of cowpea activities

were heard from Alabama, Arizong, Ar » Californip, Floridp, Gegrgia,
South Car T

Lﬁn‘.‘.ﬂg. gé;,}..inpi. _________5115:?..:nn00 » Texas, Virginia, and
the USDA. is workshop was organized by . Creighton MiITer of Texas.
It wvas attended by both Wallace and Glenn Beck of BIFAD, who presented
the goals and concept of the Bean/Cowpea CRSP, and responded to questions.
It had been hoped that organizing the cowpea workers would be considered,

but available time did not permit this.

H. Planning the State—of-the-Art Book.

BIFAD, JRC and USAID incorporated into the Bean/Cowpea CRSP planning
contract the preparation of a state-of-the-art (SOTA) manuscript. Our
first reponse was to duvelop an outline and the expectation that the S0TA
would be completed by the end of 9 months; i.e., at the end of Dr. Wallace's
sppointment as full-time planning coordinator. The first draft of an out-
line was shared with four cowpea scientists in Atlanta, Georgia on Novem-
ber 14, 1978, and tentative assignments were made for responsibility
and seeking substantive inputs. It quickly became evident, however, that
the scientists being asked for substantive input needed more time allo-
we reviewed pt at writing a SOTA by a limitgg
ors and concluded vanted 4 manuscrip ‘

jat




were considering publishing their SOTA as books. This concept was pre-
sented to and approved by the bean scientists, plus some cowpea scientists,
that attended the Western Region-150 bean project regional meeting on Decem-
ber 14-15, 1978 in Berkeley.

Pollowing the decision to publish the SOTA as a book, the outline was
aodified and extended. It was congluded that the SQTA should emphagize
the state of the art of growing beans/cowpeas in LDCg, and this snould
e compared wvith the state of thé art ol growing beans/cowpeas in developed
countries. The state of knowledge of all relevant scientific disciplines

should also be given with compirisons and contrasts given as needed for
beans vas. cowpeas and LDCs vs. developed countries.

The first SOTA outline developed with intention of publication as a
book was distributed to all scientists with manifest interest as part of
the December, 1978 update to institutions with manifest interest (Appendix
IX.1). The previous outline version is attached as Appendix VII.

DETERMINATION OF CONSTRAINTS

A. Deviations from Original Plan for Determining Constraints.

As requested by USAID, BIFAD and JRC as planning began, a near-first
assigmment was to delineate the constraints t> bean/cowpea production and
consumption. A list of constraints was to be developed from preliminary
vigsits to the LDCs. The listing was then to be reviewed at a workshop in
the LDCs and priorities applied to the constraints as recommended by LDC
scientists and administrators. The LDC-approved list of constraints and
established priorities was to be used as the problem areas around which
proposals would be requested.

We have deviated from following that procedure of constraint identifi-
cation/constraint prioritization/request for CRSP proposals for the reasons
disclosed in sections IV.B, C, and D which follow.

B. Contributions of the Questionnaire Development and SOTA Development
to Constraint Determination.

Developing the questionnaire in combination with the intention of using
it on the first trips, required tisc and delayed planning of the first trips.
It was feolt that the first trips should include CIAT AND IITA, to ascertain
their interest, solicit their input into the planning process, and to attain
agreement with them relative to the ultimate goals and objectives of the
bean/cowpea CRSP.

Development of the questionnaire and simultaneous development of the
SOTA outline made major contributions toward deiineating the constraints
that the CRSP should work to solve. In retrospect, it /s well that we did
not go to CIAT, IITA and some LDCs in the first weeks of the planning eoffort.



Had we done so, our approach would have had to be: Please help us orient
the planning and establish its goals. Because we developed both the
questionnaire and the SOTA before our first trips, we were able to use
the approach: The questionnaire on constraints and the SOTA outline
represent a tentative plan-—Can you suggest improvements, modificacions
or mrjor alterations? Are you supportive of our thinking to date, of our
planning? Can you improve on the plan?

With respect to the constraint to beau/cowpea production and consump-
tion, the questionnaire prr.ided excellent orientation prior to visiting
LDC institutions. It focused i{n on small farmers' problems. Scientists'
problems, except deficiency of scientific manpower in LDCs, were considered
as related t5 achievirg solutions, not as the real problem. The question-
naire approached a near-total listing of all problems relating to beans
and cowpeas. The categorization of these about 52 problems into six
groupings provided general focua relative to the problems and indicated
the discipline(s) that might be .:0ost involved in solving a problem. The
groupings were as listed on page 4.

The major benefit of the questionnaire was the broad outlook and
focus that it provided for scientists that visited LDCs or discussed the
bean/cowpea CRSP with other scientists. The questionnaire attempted to
list all possible constraints. It asked for ranking of the relative
importance or priority of constraints, but did not suggest any such
ranking. Almost all scientists who lttcnpted a direct response to the
questionnaire replied in effect, I can't speak for all of these relevant
areas of scientific disciplines, but for my apecialty the rankings are as
follovs. Because of the numerous relevant disciplines and their interac-
tions, few if any people felt comfortable about answering the entire
questionnaire. Also, because answering it would generally have required
too much time, the questionnaire was used by those of us visiting as our
guide to questions that should be asked of LDC scientists and adainistrators.
It was never administered as a formal questionnaire. It was an essential
guide for thoae charged with the responsibility of determining and priori-
tizing constraints. A copy of the questionnaire was previously presentad
as Appendix III. It was translsted to both Spanish and French for use in
Latin America and West Africa, respectively.

C. Constraint Determination Using the Questionnaira.

The listing of about 52 possible constraints to bean/cowpea production
aad consumption, and their general categorization, as included in the
questiomnaire is given on page 3 of Appendix IIl. For the discussions in
LDCs the number of 52 possible constraints was enlarged to about 80, which
are given on pagos 8-10 of the Guide to Proposal Preparation (Appendix
VIII.1). In addition to the six constraint-area groupings listed on page 4
(App. III), the 25 problems added as conutraints to bean/cowpea production
aud consumption resulted {1 the broad groupings of:

VII. Research Capability in LDCs
VIII. Extension Capacility in LDCs.



The 80 listed

oduction and consumption, Those
constra t are generally prevalent in modt LDC areas are designated
as being of general concern in all LDCs (pages 8-10 of Appendix VIII.1l),
this being the only indication of prioritization that has as yet been
assigned to the many possible constraints.

D. Workshop on Constraints.

The major reason the workshops on constraints wvere not held before
requesting proposals are as follows (see also Appendix IX.4):

1. FAO held a workshop on the counstraints to legume-grain production

in Latin America during February, 1979 at Santo Domingo, Dominican
Republic. Papers on constraints were given at this werkshop by a
representative from most Latin Amarican countries. It did oot seem appro-
priate to hold a quickly scheduled meeting on constraints, immediately
after this one. Dr. Adams attended this meeting (see 1I1.D and

Appendix V).

2. It quicklybecame evident that an effective workshop in Africa

could not be brought together with a few weeka' notice. I[ITA indicated

at least six months and preferably a year advance notice is needed to
facilitate required visas, airline aschedvling, etc. for African scientiets.

J. It e:eed more profitable to accept the CIAT and 1ITA {nvitations
to sciaedule our workshope {n conjunction with bean and cowpea mectings
already scheduled (see X.C and Appendix 1X.4).

v. DETERMINATION OF TRAINING NEEDS

Both research capability and extension capability in LDCs are general con-
straints to bean/cowpea production and consumption (IV.C and page 10 of Appendix
VIII.l). Since trained scientists for research, exte on, and also teaching,
regearch-training as a major,

c f ites activities, ning of personnel for researc ot (n
strengthening the extension and teachiag capabilicies.

VI. GUIDE POR PROPOSAL PREPARATION

A Guide for Proposal Preparation was considered ossential for the purposes
of:

1. Pacilitating a uniform format of proposal preparation, so that thae
proposals can be ¢asily evaluated and compared.

2. Informing principal inventigators and reviewers of the critarfa by
wvhich the proposals are to be 'ndged.
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3. Iaforming prospective principal investigators of tha constraints
to bean/cowpea production and consumption that should be researched.

4, Informing scientists from the disciplines of plant and soil
sciences and also from the disciplines of soclo-economica tihat there
1s a role for all in achieving the goals of the bean/cowpea CRSP,

$. Alerting bdlological and soctio-economic scientists that they shouad
plan {interdtsaciplinary collaboration in achieving the CRSP pgoals.

6. Informing these aclenctists that the ultimate objective s improve=-
ment of the human dignity and wvelfare of the small farmers and poor
people of the LDCs. The Culde for Proposal Preparation {s presented
as Appendicens VIIL.1l, VIII.2 and VIII.3, Appendix VIII.]l presents the
constraint considerations, evaluation criteria and format requirementa
for proposal preparation.

VII. RELATIONSHIPS OF FARMING SYSTEMS AND SOCIO-ECONMICS TO BEANS AND COWPEAS

Descripticns of decisfon making constderationa, life-style and farming as
practiced onthe small farms of (DCs, as described by rescarch at CATIE, Turrtialba,
Costa Rica, were included with the Cuide to Proposal Preparation. They are also
{tn~luded herein as Appendices VIII.2 and VIII.J. It ts eggliagized that aboyg
852 of beans and cowpecas produced in IDCg gre prown i{n assocfgtlon with one or
more cropg. DBeans and cowpeas are soastly aubsf{stence fooda., These crops are
7§ﬂ-§73;ﬁalo saxizize yielda. They usually got lems than thelr share of fer~
tiltzer and other coatly foputa. When such fnputs are available, beans and
cowpean may be relegated to even less productive land .and to reduced area. :
an {llustration of the hymag {Ldiment tnvolved, ¢grerfence has demonafrated that
the tall scalks of gorghum may have more value L~ amall farmers foﬂ-ull(ﬂ?i
fences than doecas {mproved yield of dwart sorghum planta.

It {s apparent that improving the human dignity and satfsfaction of amall
farmers of the LDCa, and simultancoualy {mproving avatlability of high protein
plant fooda, auch am beans and cowpeas, require {mproved understanding of the
small farmer am a rational tndtvidual, of the valuea and asptratlons upun vhieh
he bases his dectinfons, and of the human and judgmental bhania for his cosplex
farming ayatemn The blologtcal aclentint munt leatn from the farmer. e must
learn to understand the farming aystem am a procedure sclected to maxinize human
satiafaction under existing condittona, e must have help from socio-econoaistn
in order to acquire the needed underafanding of the farmer he intends to help,
and of hias vife and children and their anpirations,

VIII., INTECRATING THY S0CIO-ECONOMIC DISCIPLINES

Hecesnitly to lncorperate soclo-economica

vy ntnmglj_ S TaTeed Trom the heginning by Ug
ar co

aborat {on between thesa very ¢{verae diacipil sciplines have




not generally functioned jointly in the past, so the number of scientists is
limited that have insight as to how they can collaborate in support of the bean/

cowpea CRSP objectives.

Our first efforts to get guidance in this area suggested that most people
vith joint biological-socio-econocmic interests are currently graduate students.
Some attempts resulted in the biologists and socio-economists explaining their
disciplines to each other over an extended time, with neither comprehending the
viewpoint of the other. Since our first contacts at Michigan State University
wvith Dr. George Axinn, Assistant Dean of the International Studies Programs, and
with Dr. Carl Eicher of the Department of Agricultural Economics, both have
worked vigorously to inform the Bean/Cowpea Planning Office of their interest,
and to involve other socio-economists. Both have much LDC experience relative
to small farmers.

Dr. Stillman Bradfield, an economic anthropologist from Kalamazoo College,
Kalamazoo, Mlchigan, who previously worked with small f armers at CIAT, was the
first socio-economist to effect good communication with us. He has linked his
economic-anthropology interest with interest in small LDC farmers acquired as
a consequence of his father's (Richard Bradfield) initiation of intermational
agriculture work in Mexico and his post-retirement work with multiple cropping
at IRRI. As a consequence he was invited to be one of the editors of the SOTA.

-

IX. TEAM VISITS TO DEVELOPING COUNTRIES

As part of the orientation (section III), Adams and Wallace visited Guate-
mala, Costa Rica, Panama and Colombia, and Adams visited Chile. Adams visited
the Dominican Republic while attending an FAO meeting on constraints to legume
grain production, and Adams and Harpstead (III.D) visited Honduras while attending
the bean sessions of tha Programa Cooperativo Centroamericano para el Mejoramiento
de Cultivos Alementicios (Appendix VI).

Four additional three-person tesms were also established as listed below.
Reports of these four visits to developing countries are not included here because
on.. has just returned, two are currently in progress, and one will depart next
week. The four locations, the respective countries and the team members follow:

South America Team Members
Colombia Dora Lodwick - Sociologist
Ecuador Michigan State University
Peru .
Brazil David Youaans - Community Davelopmant

Washingt n State University

Donald R. Wood - Agronomist
Colorado State University

Thase travels ware made April 21 - May 8, 1979,
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Team Members

Caribbean and Mexico
Stillman Bradfield - Economic Anthropologist

Dominican Republic

East Africa

Baiti Kalamazoo College (Michigan)
::';::‘ Lawvrence Copeland, Seed Programs
roados Michigan State University
Guyana
Trinidad Vicky Marcarian, Breeder
Mexico University of Arizona
West Africa Team Members
IITA C. Jack de Mooy - Agronomist
Nigeria Colorado State University
g;n:gaé lta Richard L. Fery -~ Cowpea Researcher
Ni:e: ° USDA/SEA (Charleston, S.C.)
Camaron Edouard Tapsoba - Agricultural Economist
France Upper Volta, Michigan State University Ph.D.

candidate

Team Members

Kenya Glen Cannell - Soil Scientist

Tauzania University of California-Riverside
::t:::nn Wilfred M'Wangi - Agriculture Economics
Zaire Kabaete Campus, Nairobi, Nigeria

IITA Matt Silbernagel - Pathologist-Breeder

USDA/SEA (Prosser, Washington)

The major objectives of these teams are as follows:
1. To identify the inscitutions that may become collaborators in the
Bean/Cowpea CRSP, and to provida a description of these institutions,
their personnel and their activities.
2. To explore further all possible constraints to bean/cowpea pro-

duction and use and to discern possible LDC prioritization of such
constraints and recommendations for solutions.

COMMUNICATING WITH BEAN/COWPEA INSTITUTIONS

A. U.S. Institutions.

The request for statements of manifest interest was sent to all insti-
tutions that are eligible to participate in Title XII activities (see
section II). All subsequent communications were sent only to the responding
office from those U.S. institutions that indicated manifest interest. For
the first two such mailings only, a copy was labeled and sent for each
scientist with manifest interest.
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To fulfill the request (III.F) for a newsletter, an update of past,
current and future planning activities and changes of plans were simul-
taneously sent to all these institutions when any general communication
vas mailed. Updates were mailed December 22, 1978, and January 20,
March 14, and April 1, 1979. These updates are attached, respectively,
as Appendices IX.1, IX.2, IX.3, and IX.4.

B. LDC Institutions.

All communicacions with LDC institutions were throygh [ISAID. Copies
of two general telegrams to institutions, through USAID Missions,

are all attached as Appendices X.l and X.2.

A copy of the entire April 1 mailing to U.S. institutions, including
the update (Appendix IX.4) and Guide for Proposal Preparation (Appendices
VIII.1, VIII.2, and VIII.3]) was sent from the planning office on April 5
to LDC institutions through USAID. A telegram (Appendix X.2) was siuul-
taneously sent out requesting a broad statement of the subject-matter
areas that the LDC institutions are interested in for collaboration. It
is planned that summaries of all Bean/Cowpea CRSP proposals will be
forvarded to the LDCs for their feedback (see page 18 of Appendix VIII.1).

C. Building Acquaintances between LDC and U.S. Scientists.

is apparent that person to rson and ingtitutional acquaintances
rtic those of the national 5=§E7c a
11-1: This should be r===ﬂfo§ as

quickly as possible.

As discussed briefly in section IV.D, both CIAT and IITA have invited
us to hold a seminar relative to the Bean/Cowpea CRSP, either before or
after their fall of 1979 workshops, which are scheduled at the respective
international centers on November 12-15 and October 22-26. The workshop
at IITA is on insect problems of cowpeas, and the one at CIAT is on
disease problems of baans.

As many LDC scientists and U.S. scientists as appropriate and fundsble
will be invited to the IITA and CIAT workshops and to the attached bean/
covpea seminars. U.S. scientists will be able to meet potential LDC
collaborating scientists at the workshop and seminar, and will also be
encouraged to visit the institutions of such potential collaborators.

Ws have wer ¢35 d:otcrafav low bDest o incorporate cowpea interests in
Latin America and besn interests in Eastern Africa into the two seminars.
An alternatively located seminar could benefit East Africa. The tentative
agenda for the geminar is as follows:

1. Review of research support/collaboration requested by developing
country institutions.

2. Reviev of research support/collaboration requested by international
and regional institutions.
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3. Introduction to the: Plan for the Bean/Cowpea CRSP.

a.
b.

Discussion and approval of constraint listings and priorities.
Review of research proposals received from U.S.

4. Interface between planning and implementing the Bean/Cowpea CRSP
(Growing pains and objectives of the next 1, 2 or 3} years.

XI. BREMAINING PLANNING ACTIVITIES

Activities of the planning office that are yet to be completed as of May,
but vhich should be completed beafore January 1, 1980 are as follows:

Bafore May 15,
1979

Beginning
May 15

To be done by

Obtain final commitments of reviewers D. H. Wallace
and adviuors.

Seek a publisher for the SOTA book. D. H. Wallace

Get commitments of peer reviewers D. H. Wallace
and panel advisors.

Continue effort to integrate socio- P. Barnes-McConnell
economic disciplines.

Develop efficient procedures for
reviewing proposalas.

Receive proposals and assign a number.
Acknovledge receipt of proposals.

Disburse proposals to peer reviewers,
peer reviev panel advisors, other
specialists.

Obtain final commitments of reviewers
and advisors.

Finalize arrangements for reviewer
participation and reimbursements.

Finalize arrangements for reviewer
transportation.

Receive expense statemsnts of travel
teams and arrange for reimbursemant.

Receive expense statemants of re-
viewers and advisors and arrange for
reimbursement.

Incorporate more socio-economics into P, Barnes-McConnell
SQTA.



Beginning
May 15 (cont'd)

Juna 25-26

Beginning
June 27

byh LN
Snt——— +
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Incorporate more cowpea input into SOTA.

Reaceive input from LDC institutions re
their interest in Bean/Coupea CRSP.

Examine budget - Detarmine adequacy of
funding and project future needs.

Assess publisher options for SOTA book.
Set up first peer review meeting.

Asssmble peer review summury for use
by panel.

First er reviev nn.tin' - conducted

Assemble minutes from peer raview
seasion.

Notify all respondents of status of
their proposals.

Request proposal modifications.

Raquest additional proposals and in-
volvement as needed.
Socio-econculc

Cowpea
Bean

Receive modified proposals.

Provide proposal susmaries to LDCs via
USAID.

Provide updated proposal susseries to
LDCs via USAID,

Distribute modified proposals to re-
viewers.

Make final arrangesents for cosmitment
of reviewers and advisors and for their
reimbursement.

Pinalizs publishing srrangements for
SOTA book.

Develop tentative plan at each of )
levels of financing.

Examins budget. Determina adequacy of
fund .ag.

Distribute a draft-description of the
Bean/Cowpea CRSP management functions.

Invite LDC participants to workshops.

To be done by

D. H. Wallace

D. H. Wallace

1

BIFAD Ra}rlscntativc

P. Barness-McConnell

D, H, Wallace



Beginning
June 27
(cont'd)

August 27-28

Beginning
August 29

October 8

Beginning
October 9
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Request additional funding for workshops-
seminars, if needed.

Receive LDC responses re interest in
proposals.
Set up second peer-review panel meeting.

Second peer-review panel meeting.

To be done by

?
BIFAD R;bres.ntative_

Guide peer-reviev panel to development
of plan.

Assemble and distribute minutes of peer-
reviev meeting.

Notify all proposal respondents of status
of their proposal.

Complete and distribute draft of Bean/
Cowpea CRSP plan, including description
of responsibilities of the management
entity.

Request institutional statements re
interest in se: /ing as management entity,

Arrange for Institutional Board and
Technical Committee meetings.

Set up U.S. scientist-LDC scientist
visits bafore or after workshop-
seminars.

Set up Institutional Board meeting to
consider draft of plan and selection of
management entity.

Set up Technical Committee maeting to
consider plan, priorities, coordination,
balance. Technical Committee meseting
conducted by

Institutional Board and Technical Com-
mittee meetings - conducted by BIFAD.
L —

v
Assemble and publish minutes of Insti-
tutional Bosrd and Technical Committee
meatings.

Pinalize arrangements for participation
and travel to 1I1TA workshop and bean/

’
BIFAD Rapresentativas.
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To be done by

Beginning Finalize arrangements for participation
October 9 and travel to CIAT workshop and bean/
(cont'd) covpea seminar.

Finalize agendas for seminars.

Encourage, finalize, and coordinate
all appropriate travel to LDC institu-
tions - in conjunction with seminars.

October 19 or 25 Seminar at IITA - Conducted by ‘l‘fw. w,eg w

MW
November 16, 17 Seminar at CIAT - Conducted by ‘f )

Beginming Set up Board of Directors and Technic alb

November 18 Committee meetings if necessary.

Assemble information and finalize and
distribute the final Bean/Cowpea CRSP
plan.

December Receive axpense statements and arrange
reimbu. sement.

Assemble final report of the Planning
Office.

STATE-OF~THE-ART MANUSCRIPT

3y May 15 Seek publisher for SOTA. D. H. Wallace
June 1 Receipt of outlines of substantive D. H. Wallace
inputs.

September 1-30 Receipt of substantive inputs for SOTA. D. H. Wallace

March 31, 1980 Completion of first draft of SOTA. D. H. Wallace
M. W. Adans
S. Bradfield
June 30, 1980 Raviews of first draft of SOTA com- D. H. Wallace
pleted.

March 31, 1981 Revised draft of SOTA ready for publica- D. H. Wallace
tion.
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XI1. STATE-OF-THE-ART BOOK

The outline as it currently stands for the SOTA is attached as Appendix
XI.l. In reverse order of their development, earlier SOTA outline versions
are attached as part of Appendices IX.1l and VII,

The current version presents fcur distinct sections for most of the 21
chapters. These sections are always: A. Bedns in LDCs, B. Beans in Developed
Countries, C. Cowpeas in LDCs, and D. Cowpeas iu Developed Countries. The
outline is segmented to this extent to facilitate receiving substantive input
from bean and cowpea workers who are almost always different individuals from
different locations. The final writing of the book will amplify and blend
these aspects to the extent that curruvat knowledge and importance dictate.
Also, each biological chapter will conclude with a summarystatement that
briefly presents the socio—economic concepts that relate to or impact upon
that plant biology component, and each .ocio-economic chapter will end with
a summary statement of the relevant anc impacting plant biology or farming
system considerations. )

Using the form letter attached as Appendix XI.2 plus the USAID provided
Guidelines on a Methodology for Prevaring State-of-the-Art Analyses at-
tached as Appendix XI.3 Dr. Wallace has requested written substantive input
with pro and con arguments and citations for essentially all outline aspects
for beans. Many requests for substantive input relative to cowpeas remain to
be finalized. Assistance in finalizing these requests will be provided to
Dr. Wallace by the three SOTA co-editors having cowpea expertise. Except
for the overlap into socio-economics that will come from written substantive
input on farming systems, the socio-economic input has as yet been poorly
developed.

Progress is being made toward obtaining ample input into the SOTA from
socio~economists. This progress was accellerated with a meeting held April
18 and attended by Drs. Adams and Wallace, Drs. George Axinn, Carl Eicher,
Linda Nelson and Pat Barnes-McConnell of MSU sociology and economic depart-
mentg, and by Dr. Stillman Bradfield of Kalamazoo Collese, Kulamazoo, Michi-
gan. Drs. Barnes-McConnell and Bradfield will function as co-editors of the
SOTA. ™

Pr——

Eight co~editors have been enlisted to write the SOTA, with the following
overall responsibilities:



Co-editor

D.

S.

P.

XIII.

report.

H. Wallace

W. Adams

Barnes-
McConnell

Bradfield

Graham

Goldsworthy

W. Hare

R. Miller

Institutional
Represented

Cornell U. &
Michigan State U.

Michigan State U.

Michigan State U.

Kalamarzoo College

CIAT

IITA

Mississippi State
u.

Texas A&M College

COORDINATION OF PLANNING
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Crop or
Discipline

Represented

Bean breeding/
physiology

Bean breeding

Urban development
& family life

Economic
anthropology

Beans/
microbiology

Cowpeas/
physiology

Cowpeas/
pathology

Cowpeas/breeding/
physiology

should be £

Responsibility

The primary reason for the extensive

y extensive peer review, is to guarantee
a b and

acceptance of the SOTA as the best available benchmark

Coordination of CRSP
planning, Master co-editor
of SOTA

Principal investigator of
CRSP planning, Co-editor
of SOTA

Asst. coordinator of CRSP
planning, Co-editor of
SOTA for socio-economics

Co-editor of SOTA for
socio-economics

Co-editor for beans and
LDCs.

Co-editor for cowpeas and
LDCs.

Co-editor for cowpeas

Co—editor for cowpeas

Dr. D. H. Wallace has functioned as full-time coordinator from the be-
ginning of planning activities in October until submission of this interim

He did attend to his bean research duties at Cornell during early

October, has been at Cornell on a near monthly basis for one or two days,
and will spend two to four weeks during April-June attending to planning and
Thereafter, he will continue

planting his crops for the 1979 growing season.

as Master Co-editor of the SOTA.

ordinator of Planning.

to function on
With her expertise
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being in the socio-economic area, she will work to bring more socio-economic

input into both the planning for the CRSP and writing of the SOTA. Dr. M. W.
Adams has assisted Dr. Wallace, functioning as the Principal Investigator for
planning of the Bean/Cowpea CKSP, and as such he will continue to assist Dr.

Bammes-McConnell.

XIV. NEED FOR LANGUAGE CAPABILITY

As the planning has proceeded, we have becume increasingly aware that
U.S. scientists that participate in the CRSP anl the CRSP management should
achieve a capability to communicate with their LDC collaborators in their
language. We must maximize in all possible ways our learning from LDC counter-
parts and LDC farmers.
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AGRICULTURAL EXPFRIMENT STATION
OFFICE OF THE DIRFCTOR
AGKICULTURE HALL

EAST LANSING * MICHIGAN * 48814

October 24, 1978

Dr. James H. Anderson, Dean
Coilege of Agriculture and Natural Resources
Agriculture Hall

Campus

Dear Dean Anderson:

The Board for International Food and Agricultural Development (BIFAD)
and the Agency for International Development (AID), und2r provisions of
Ticle XII of the International Development and Food Assistance Act of
1975 and in accordance with recomrendacions made by the Joint Research
Commitctee, have given priority to dry beans/cowpeas for a Collaborative
Research Support Program (CRSP). Michigan State University (MSU) has
contracted to plan and submit a Collaborative Research Support Proposal.

Representatives of eleven Experiment Stations concerned with dry beans/
cowpeas research met in Chicago August 7, 1978. These representatives
autherized MSU, acting on behalf of all interested Agricultural Experiment
Stations, to submic a planning granct proposal to AID. The proposal was
submitted August 28, and the planning grant was awarded to MSU, effective
October 1, 1978. Dr. Donald H. Wallace, now at MSU and on leave from

Cornell University, has been appointed until June 30, 1979 as the coordinator.
Dr. Wallace and Dr. Wayne Adams, MSU bean breeder, will implement the

Dry Beans/Cowpeas planning effort.

The major components of the planning process follow:

I. Identify che research institutions with a manifest interest
in research on dry beans/cowpeas.

II. Identify the principle constraints in the production, marketing,
transportation, storage, processing, nutritional value, and
utilizacion of dry beans/cowpeas in the developing countries.

III. Prepare a state-of-the-arts report and a sumsmsry of the most
urgent research ne:ds in developing countries pertaining to
dry beans/cowvpeas. Distribute the report and the summary to
the research inscirucions identificd as having a manifest
intorest in this research, and invite an expression of their
faoterest {n participating in such recearch.
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Page Two October 24, 1978

IV. Recommend to the Joint Research Committee of BIFAD the areas of
research to be supported by the CRSP, and the instituions
appropriate to conduct that research, within the areas mentioned
above.

We ask that you respond on behalf of your institution _as follows:

A. Does your institution have a "manifest interest" in the research
program? Specifically, is this research interest in the areas
mentioned in II. above? 1Is there an intent to continue such
research?

If the answer to A. is yes:

1. Will you identify the scientist(s) in your institution in each
area mentioned in II. ahove that relate(s) to your interast?
Please provide both mailing address and phone number. Our
first contact vith these scientists will be a request for their
assistance in ideantifying problems or constraints.

2. Please provide us with tangible evidence of your "manifest
interest”. Ve cannot manage large volumes of materials. We
do not want to place limits by specifications. A listing of
research projects by title, giving objectives; reports of
research completed; the names of scientists involved are
appropriate.

B. For each scientist, and/or for your Station, cite activities in
developing countries.

C. Does your inscitucion have social scientists (Agricultural Economists,
Rural Sociologists, or Human Nutritionists) with academic or research
and international e:tperience constituting expertise that is particularly
applicable to the Title XII Dry Beans/Cowpeas Collaborative Research
Program? Please identify social scientists and nutritionists, and
document their experience, with expertise applicable to determining
the social and cultural constraints and economic and crangportation
constraints that would restrict increasing the productior. and usage
of dry beans and cowpeas in the developing countries.

We have agreed to accomplish this mission in the shcrtest possible time, and
have a tight schedule. A reply within 10 days of the date of this Jetter
will be appreciated. To accommodate the schedule with which we are working,
4 no response by November 20 will be trested as a negative response.

Your help in this prnject will be greatly appreciated. If there are any
questions, please call me or Dr. Wallace, (517)355-469).


http:institution.as
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Page Three October 24, 1978

Your recsponscs should be addressed to:

Dr. D. H. Wallace

Dry Beans/Cowpeas Plannine Cvordinator
Deparzment o1 Crop ind Soil Sciences
Michigan State liniversity

East Lansing, Michigan 48824

Sincerely,

S. H. Wiccwer, Dircctor
Assistant Dean, College of Agriculture
and Natural Resources
SHW:ns
PLEASE BRING THIS LETTER TO THE IMMEDIATE ATTENTION OF ALL APPROPRIATE

DEPARTMENTS AND/OR POTENTIAL RESEARCH PARTICIPANTS REQUESTING THEIR
IMMEDIATE RESPONSE.

Best Available Docvment

Y
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VISIT TO THE UNIVERSITY OF MISSOURI
DATE: October 23, 1978
VISITORS: Wayne Adams, Don Wallace

MISSOURTI STAFF VISITED: Dr. Wendell McKinsey Agricultural Economics, Assoclate
Dean Fred Mann, Agricultural Economics International
Agricultural Development, Rex Campbell Rural Sociologist
with international experience, Homer KI@F{?.BFEFT-U;;Z-
Sleeper, Plant Breeder, Ed Runge, Chairman Department of
Agronomy, Herb Lineburger Rural Sociologist, A. Keaster
Entomologist, Marion Fields Nutrition, Milton Boehlman

Plant Breeder with much {nternational experience, Ed
Vaughan Sociology Department Chairman,

Communication with Participating Scientists

The term "Participating Scientist" i3 now preferred over Principal
Investigator. We were advised to send communications to home economics, nutrition
and other units. In fact, all communications should be sent to the participating
scientists as much as possible, Department Chairmen should recefve the early com-
munications. This i3 because the communications often fail to get from the Dean's
office or the Director of Research office to the participating scfentiats. Com-
munication to as many as possible should eliminate the comments: [ didn't hear
about this. Communications should also be entered i{nto monthly and weekly bulle-
tins of various groups.

International Centers

All international centers working on the crops {nvolved wiih the CRSP should
have a liaison representative who attends all of the major meatings of the progran
tlanning effort. Preferably, this should be one persmon with continufng participa-
tion. Opinions vary as to the degree of independence between the international
centers and the CRSP propram, The thought predominates, however, that the CRSP
program should be independent, or largely independent of the center program,
Clearly, the CRSP should have opportunity to independerntly develop {ta own link-
ages with programa in the national countries,

Pass Through Moneys

Thias {8 money which will be given to the U, 5, {natitution to bhe pasaed on
to the collaborating natfonal {natftutfonn., Lt {s desfgned to factilitate active
effort and research by the collaborating natfonal fnatftutfona, M™ia 1a ao that
they can uphold their end of the collaborative effort, Flow through =s.ney otes
in very clonaly with the collaborative redearch aupport program concept,

The Collaborative Research Support Program Concepe
M {

Title 12 {n {ntended to give an {nternational dimenatun to the prograng of
U.S. univeraftien. It is intended to duo o on a continuing basts, so lopg as a

)
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program is productive in an intermational way. Title 12 funding 18 not intended
as a substitute for moneys lost, or for doing more of the same things that insti-
tutions are doing for their state or U.S. objectives. The building of linkages
between the participating U.S. institutions and national institutions in develop-
ing countries is basic to the concept. The pass through money is to facilitate
such linkages. One of our major tasks is to inform the potential participating
sclentists and institutions of the CRSP concept. Most of the research proposals
received for the sorghum millet program did not adequately consider the inter-
national activity component. This indicated that they did not understand the
CRSP concept. Selling the concept, defining it thoroughly and assisting potential
scientists and institutions to understand it must be a major objective of the
planning. This aefining and selling effort must begin with the first communica-
tions.

US/AID Technical Regional Bureaus

There is a Latin American bureau headed by John Balis. There is an African
bureau headed by Bill Johnson. It i3 important that we develop contact with these
burcau heads at the beginning of the planning effort. They do want an involvement
in determining the program and, in particular, the participating national agencies.
There are also reglonal burcaus for Aaia and the Near East, but we may not be in-
volved with these.

Crop Production vs. Socliology Aspects

Most of the responses will be by institutions with programs for the agrgnomic
side. ICRISAT has a strong social science program built into its activities. Any
group must recognize the human limitations to achieving research and extending the
implementation to the farmers. This is particularly true for peasant farmers,

Democratization

One to threce good knowledgeable persons plus an advisory group seems better
than the committee approach. Missouri's approach was too democratized. Latent
benefits from the democratic procedure, on the other hand, were one. It atarted
much dialogue and interdisciplinary interaction on the Mismsouri campus., Credit-
ability of the planning comes in the long run.
Interactions with US/AID

John Yohe wan the liaison for AID doing 80X of tha planning effort at
Miasouri. In working with AID it becomes necassary to work with eliding doad-
linen,

The Questionnaire

Evaryone agreed that the questionnaire could undergo some {mprovement., They
also agreed that (t doem not really give the desired quantitization when all of the

23
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scores are added and averaged. Rowever, the questionnaire did have real merit.

It provided a unity of approach at each location and by each visiting team. The
questionnaire could be left with respondents overnight. Probably the best results
were obtained through informal discussion, using the questionnaire format as a pro-
cedure. After each su.ch session the answers acquired were transcribed onto tape
that evening. The best information relative to constraints was obtained from a few
weall experienced people. There is much merit in making the site visits because
what you hear is different from what you see. Observation of facilities, ongoing
activities and departmental leadership provides considerable insight of institu-
tional capability and support for the potential participating scientist. All in-
stitutions have pride, which adds to the merit of seeing rather than only hearing.
The team members would not go without using the questionnaire. There should be

an agronomist and a social scientist on each team. 7Two or three should vigit all
locations. Some institutions put on, show many graduate students, and otherwise
put forth snow jobs. Comparison among institutions is the major thing to look

for. Also, look for people, determine the kind of department head and the facil-
ities and equipment available.

Administrative Entity

The Administrative Entity must have power to control the budgets. Budgets
should be reviewed on an annual basis. This means that there should be an annual
review of each program by a constant group other than the advisory committee.

Such groups might consist of three people including one from an LDC, one from in-
termnational centers, ETC. A primary function of the Administrative Entity is to
strive for integration complementation among the participating scientists and their
activiries.

More Relative to Questionnaire and Site Visits

It was considered meritorious to have an administrator or department chairman
on each visiting team.
Criteria for Judging Responses

More effort should be made at informing respondees of the critevia that will

be used in judging their responses. This would be particularly true for judging
the proposals for research that will ultimately be incJuded in CRSP.

Advisory Groups

Try to get a good advisory group to stay through the whole process.

Basic va. Applied Research

There should be some basic research. Howaver, it is more difficult to get
LDC cooperators. liitrogen fixation was such a basic research consideration for
the sorghum millet progras.
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The State of the Arts

It is to be sure that the scientist will not deal with an esoteric unwork-
able solution. It is to determine what changes can be brought abont. It

is to determine the package of foods that go together in the diet, and to
determine what is the complete diet of the people. It is to determine the
social and class views and attitudes of the people, and to determine if they
will feed the sorghum, millet, beans or cowpeas to the chickens.

(]

The role of the social scientist is to determine the role of beans in the
larger social system. What are the roles of women vs. men vs. children in
the production, utilization, marketing, ETIC of the crop. The role is to
define and classify the agricultural economy. Does it include a marketing
and monetary system? The role is to determine the factors that must be
considered for bringing about change within a given time frame.

3. A role for the social scientist is to consider the constraints of change.

To consider the availability of inputs that will be required for a given
change mechanism. To list these inputs.

A 1list of rural sociology sections or departments, with the relative ranking of
intermational activities is as follows: Cornell, Missouri, Wisconsin, Iowa State,
Texas A &§ M, Ohio State, Michigan State, Kentucky, and Penn State. Programs in
rural sociology must be developed. We must start with the people currently avail-
able who do not have ongoing international programs.

Funding

For every dollar fed into the program by the Title 12--US/AID sourca, the
state must feed 33¢ into international agriculture development.

Question

Can pass through money go to Brazil, ETC that is, to LDC's? Are the
1890 institutions on our list?
Travel for Site Visits

As a benefit to the scientists that traveled, they were permitted to visit
institutions and locations of their choice, provided it could easily be worked

Y
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into the airline ticket required for the sight visic, or achieved with minimum
additional expense. This provided a number of young staff members with the op-
portunity to get acquainted with their peers at other institutions. It provided
them with the opportunity for foriegn travel. It brought them to the attention
of other staff members on the campus. The young staff members who had these ex-
periences were most pleased with this opportunity.

Additional Recommendations
1. Put someone in charge and keep them until the task is finished.

2. Get a meaningful set of guidelines. Get input from all possible sources.
Get the state of the art statement completed early., Get proposals from
all institutions anywhere in the world where work may be done--this was
the original guideline but it was not followed through totally. Look at
all aspects of che crop. The sight visits gave mostly negative responses
to the questionnaire, but the sight visitors could not get along without
ic.

Training by the International Centers

They train at the t~chnical level. They get good workers but who don't
know what to do next when the data are collectud.

Training by the CRSP Program

This should be an important component of the program. There is much oppor-
tunity for training graduate students. Pmphasis should be on academic training
at U.S. institutions with opportunity for research at the country and institution
of the student. This is the proper role for our universities. The view was ex-
pressed that the foundations are looking for a new mode of operation, that the
international centers have inserted themselves too much into the work rather than
letting the people of the countries do it themselves. We should definitely en-
courage the development of the national programs. Provided consultants should
be used for short periods of time.

The view was expressed that nutrition and sociology were very much inundated
by the agronomic and crop production groups. It is important that surveys be
conducted to find out what people do and what they will do. The old philosophy
vas "I know nothing, you know it all.”" The new, Title 12 philosophy ia 'We have
a problem.”" Fermentation and related procedures should be used to develop better
nutrition from the available foods.

Development of Linkages

The development of linkages with the international centers was delayed by
Missouri. This should be done earlier in the future. The dulay of developing
linkages also delnyed the planning for the use of flow through monay.
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Insect Problens

Sorghum and millet did not have a large number of insect problems. Those

that did exist were usually interconected with plant pathological problems.

Some General Impressions

1.

10.

11.

12.

AID missions are very anxious that money not be spent in the U.S. for U.S.
objectives.

The developing countries are saying please don't send graduate students
and/or incompetent staff.

The developing countries have much interest in bringing students here to
the United States for training: they prefer the research to be done in
the home country.

Developing countries are not anxious for basic research, it is developing
the application that is needed. More demonstrations are needed.

The developing countries are tending to bypass the illiterate populations,
so the country as a whole is not profiting.

Senigol and Nigeria have much resources. Niger, Chad, and Sudan are the
least organized with the most need.

There is concern in Washington of the unity of AID regional programs vs.
the Title 12 program. The developing countries don't have this concern.
They are lo.xing for comradery, fellowship, colleagueship.

It 1s nfortunate that the proposals, including those accepted for the
sorghum millet act are either production or mociology. It should be that
the soclologiats and the production people are working together on the
Bame projecta,

Everyone has ignored the marketing problems necessary for benefiting tha
pooreat of the poor. The people do not live in a money market economy.
The governments maintain low prices for the benefit of thisir city people
(government workers).

The people are suspicious of the extension officera, because extension
has been the enforcer of government policiesn,

Constraints exiast on a local basis. They do not exint across the entire
geographic region. We mhould concentrate on the constraints as they
actually occur.

There is exceoansive turnover in the AID mimsions which results in relatively
unstable policy eliminating from these sourcan.

A
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MISSOURI VISIT, TITLE 12 DISCUSSIONS

These discussions took place at the University of Missouri on Monday and
Tuesday, October 23 and 24. The following individuals were present: Dr. Wendell
McKinsey, Dr. Fred Mann, Dr. Ed Runge, Dr. Herd Lineburger, Dr. Rex Campbell,

Dr. Dave Sleeper, Dr. J. M. Poehlman, Dr. Marion Fields, Dr. A. Keaster.

The following specific points were raised and discussions held concerning
them.

1. It was emphasized that the International centers should maintain a
liaison with the CRSP at all times. It was pointed out, however,
that it was also very important to the CRSP to maintain a separate
identity and a separate initiative from the international centers.
That is, it was felt that the CRSP should not be the handmaiden
of the international centers but should have compatible goals and
a compatible and perhaps comlementary program with that of the
intermational centers.

2. It wvas emphasized to us that the Missouri team found it very dif-
ficuit to communicate to potential participating scientists that
the CRSP was not a source of funds for continuing their present
research activities. Rather, the CRSP would call for a commit-
ment on the part of participating scientists to a new dimension
to their current activities.

3. Again, it was emphasized that the collaborative research support
programs included a very strong emphasis upon building and sup-
porting research linkages between american scientists and scientists
in some of the developing countries. These linkages are to include
an item called pass through funding. That 1s as much as 50X of
the research budget in a particular line item could well be expended
within the devaloping country. This, of course, implies the necessity
of actually doing a significant portion of the research in these
countries.

4, Ve were advised to place the planning program in the hands of two
or three knowledgeable persons who have available to them an ad-
visory group with whom the two or threa most active individuala
will be expected to check for advice periodically, but certainly
the job does not lie with the advisory group, it lies with the
coordinator and hin immediate aids and when advice is properly
given and evaluated the recommendation of the Misaouri group was
to go ahead. 1In this connection it was pointed out clearly that
communication is very important, not only with tha participating
scientistas but with their department heads who necd to be kept
{informed.

5. It is important to establish a high level of credibility to the
planning effort. This may be done through the use of well known
and highly accepted professionals in the various disciplines en-
couraging interaction between members of di{ffarent disciplines
and through continual checking with the local policy advisory
committee.
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6. Dr. Mann pointed out that in the beginning the Missouri group had not
done a very good job in keeping the agricultural representatives and
the bureau chiefs in the AID hierarchy properly informed as to their
activities, and names were given to us of individuals, namely Bill
Johnson in the African program and John Balis in the Latin American
program. These two individuals were felt by the Missouri group to
have been rather anti~CRSP in their initial stance vis-a-vis the
planning effort undertaken by Missouri. Dr. Mann felt that it would
be well for us to establish at least a communicative relationship
early on to avoid embarrassment and possible program difficulties
at a later time.

Comments on the Questionnaire

The questionnaire was perceived to have had some value particularly in the
case of people whom you could not get to visit. That is, it allows an input from
such individuals that is organized in a way by which the answers can be compared
with other individuals whom you have seen. It was felt, however, that the best
source of information really lay outside the questionnaire itself where one couluy
simply use the questionnaire as a way of initiating and maintaining a discussion
on the issues. It was felt that if the site teams were to sit down on a one on
one situation, taking notes, perhaps using a tape recorder, and using the question-
naire as a guide, that a great deal more information could be obtained.

It was pointed out that in the site visits what you see and what you hear may
be two different things.

It was felt that the questionnaire is no better than the people with whon
discussions are held, and, in fact, the Missouri people feel that the quest! -
naire wvas perceived by some of those with whom they talked to be a kind of straight
jacket that tended to keep the questions and answers on a very formal level rather
than on an informal and often, therefore, more informative level.

It was also pointed out that many people tend to respond to the questions in
a unidimensional way and it falls then to the person interpreting these answers
to make value judgements concerning the answers when, in fact, there is very little
basis for making value judgements.

Site Visits

The job of a team who makes site visits is to assess the comparative capabil-
itics at cach site, and this includes not only the scientist or scientists that
might be involved at that site but their facilities, their interactions as respects
their abilities to work productively in teams.

It was advised that the teams aught always to have rather constant composition.

That is, there always aught to be at least one production scientist and one socio-
economic scientist on the team.

3
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You will find that at some locations the individuals welcoming the team will
have done a great deal of homework and, in fact, over organized for the site visit
thinking in this way to really impress the visiting scientists. Other universities
vill behave in a more relaxed fashion and conduct the entire visit on a very in-
formal basis. It seems a good idea to have a departmental chairman on the site
team to evaluate personnel factors and administrative factors at the site.

ADMINISTRATIVE ENTITY

The administrative entity has to have budget control over all activities of
the project.

Decisions relative to budgeting aught to be under review on an annual basis.

PROGRAM INTEGRATION

The planning program is charged with making some recommendations that would
enable the overall program to function in an integrated fashion. This may be
accomplished through the setting up of a review and evaluation committee which
consists of an external group, that is, a group of reputable scientists and/or
administrators who are not directly involved in the conduct of the research of
the program. It is possible to have some rotation of individuals on this review
and evaluation committee, but it should be set up in such a way that certain indi-
viduals serve continuously or that there 1s an overlapping before they go off of
the board. In addition there should be, probably, a technical committee which
consists of at least one individual for representing each technical field with
which the project is concerned and probably also only one individual from each
institution receiving a substantial portion of the research funds. The technical
committee should also include one or more individuals representing the lesser
developed countries.

The criteria of evaluation should te disseminated to all individuals involved
in the program so that they know how they are going to be evaluated and/or reviewed.

It is also {mportant that when individual proposals are invited trom potential
participating scientists that they understand as well as they can be made to under-
stand the bases upon which their proposal will be evaluated and included or rejected
for inclusion within the overall project.

It is entirely possible that there could be a different mix of projects each
year. That is, anticipating that some projects will have longer life than others,
and 1t must be clearly understood by participating scientiasts that so far as the
program is concerned and the budgeting it is expected that cach line project must
be conceived as having a particular problem to solve or minnion to execute and that
at some time after a year or two or three this task will have been complated. Thus,
the money releused for being applied to another line project, whather {t {u by the
original investigator or by a new aclentiat at the name or at a different {natitution.

It was felt by the Missouri group that funding in any case @ught to be on an
annual basis only wvhere each project would be nubject to review. It does not nec-
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essarily mean that every project will be terminated after a year or even that the
project would have to be reoriented, but it is incumbent upon every line project

to be able to show some definite progress during the year, and it is for this reason
that an evaluation and review procedure be established and that this procedure be
understood by everyone involved.

The evaluation pane] zust be expected to keep the matter of problem solving

upermost in th ] ect to res h proposals. This consider-

ation, however, should not exclude conducting a certain amount of '"basic" research
within the !ta-evorg o! EEEZE CRSPEs. One example that was given ol basIc research
that would ultimately have great problem solving impact would be work on nitrogen

fixation.

Role of the Rural Sociologist

The rural sociologist should be in the position of being able to tell the
agronomist: 1. What is the "art of the possible'"?