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I. ATHOIIZATION TO PROCEED WITH PLANNING 

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

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 aewarded to ?SU, 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 plan-iing coordinator, while on 
leave from Cornell University. With Dr. M. Wayne Ads=, Dr. Wallace has begun 
and coordinated all the planning effort included in this Interim Report. 

11. DETERMINING MANIFEST INTEREST IN BEANS/COWPEAS 

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

The forty-three institutions that indicated a manifest interest are as
 
follows: 

A.labm AricuIlural and Mechanical University 
University of Arizona 
Auburn University
 
Boyce Thowpscn Institute for Plant Research at Cornell University
 
University of California, Davis
 
University of California. Riverside
 
Clameon University
 
Colorado State University
 
University of Colorado at Boulder
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University of Florida
 
Fort Hays State University
 
University of Georgia
 
University of Haraii
 
University of Idaho
 
Univerrtty of Illinois at Urbana-Chaupaign
 
Kansas State University

Charles F. KAttering Research Laboratory
 
Langston University
 
University of MLmi
 
University of Michigan
 
Michigan State University
 
University of Minnesota
 
Mississippi State University
 
University of Missouri
 
Montana State University
 
University of Nebraska
 
New York - Coztill University
 
North Carolina Agricultural and Technical State University
 
North Carolina State University at Raleigh
 
North Dakota State University
 
Oregon State University
 
Purdue University
 
University of Puerto Rico
 
Rutgers University 
Southern University
 
South Carolina State College 
South Dakota State University
 
Texas A 4 M University
 
United States Department of Agriculture
 
Utah State University
 
Virginia State College
 
Washington State University
 
University of Wisconsin-Madison 

The above 0orty-threo 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 prticipating. 
The grouping of these scientists by major areas of scientific discipline is as 
follov: 

Ntmber of Scientists
 
Discipline Ixpressing Manifest Interest
 

Ireeding and Genetics 27
 

9conoui sts
 
3ntomology 10
 
Food Science and Nutrition 53
 
Nitrogen - Rhisobium 32
 
Physiology 25
 
Production Practices 17
 
Seed Programs
 
sociology
 
Sails
 

Contro2 31 
?Ot I 231 



3
 

111. ORENTTION TRIPS AND ACTIVITIES 

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

Visits to the University of Missouri and USAID-Washingtou 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 11-4. The major concepts learned from the Missouri and 
USAID visits were: 

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

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 LDC, perhaps directly by U.S. institutions or 
as pass-through ftmds, 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 25% of the expenditures of 
the CRSP. 

5. USAID bureaus 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 CUSP plans. One 
that is appropriate for each of low. mediam 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 tuat may have sr 4 entific or 
policy interests in beans/covpeas. 

B. Developing a Quetionnaire egarding Constraints.
 

During the Missouri and USAID visits, it was suggested that we de­
velop a questionnaire, for use primarily in the LDCa, to be used in as­
certainin, the constraints to production and consumption of bean/cowpeas
in LDCa. This develog!Snk was b!Mu by ,first replacin &orhum inmillet 
the sorthamlelt qetio -ire with 'be-"-lc~pea aL followed by also 

vubstltutl% a ,epr;PrM-tt d~a&&fiLA --g tS=. The resulting questionnaire 
was revieved at -U. A particularly valuable suggestion came from the 
Sahel-African Program of the HSU Department of Agricultural Economics. 
These reviewers considered thc list of problems or constraints that this 
questionnaire asked about to be a mixed listing of problems and solutions. 
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They suggebted that many of the problems, which had 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
 
exaple,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 in attached as 
Appendix I1. Using generally broad rather than specific statements, this 
questionnaire attempts to list all possible constraints to bean/cowpea 
production and consemption, as perceived on the small farm, by the farmer, 
scientist or extension specialist. The possible problems (constraints) 
were grouped under six headings: 

I. Fertility, Plant Nutrition, Environment
 
I. Farming Practices and Management 

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

VI. Socio-Cultural and Socio-Economic Considerations
 

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 problems. 
Respondents to the questionnaire were asked to add to the constraint list 
any additional constraints demed 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 majormd most serious 
constraints on a supplied separate format. This format was coamon 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. 

Respondents were also asked for their suggestions of the most appropriate
 
solutions for the constraint, and for reconmended research to solve the 
constraint.
 

C. Visit to Guatemala, Panama, Costa Rica, Coloia. Chile. CIAT and ITTA. 

Drs. Adam and Wallace visited CIAT and the above Latin American coun­
tries, except Cikile, between January 23 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.l. Dr. Wallace visited IITA on February 13-15, 1979, and this 
report is attached as Appendix IV.2. 
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The 	 conclusions from these visits are, in summary: 

1. CIAT and IITA welcome collaboration and cooperation with U.S. 
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 environments of the developing countries.
 

c. Only the LDC institutions havu the capability of assisting the 
small farmers of the LDCs who alone are capable of increasing bean/ 
covpea 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/cowpeo expertise as their target 
audience. 

4. 	 The LDC institutions need more personnel with M.S. and Ph.D. training. 

5. International and regional institutions want assistance from U.S. 
institutions in the fo f h-ir reearch. The need of the LDC insti­
tutions is for assistance t more applied research. 

D. 	 FAD Meeting on Limitations to Production of Pulses. 

This meting 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 identify 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.
 

Z. 	Cooperative Central American Program for the Improvment of Cultivated 
Food Crops. 

This meetfng was March 19-23, 1979, and was attended by Dr. 4dams 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 meting and distributed a Spanish translation of the questionnaire. 
A report of the meting is attached as Appendix VI. 
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F. Annual Meeting of the Western Region - 150 Bean Project. 

This meeting vas 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/Covpea 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 appeared that the Title XII Bean Qowpea CRSP will help-.
 
to solidfyth; -ennarrin nnh an reagrh tht is desired from th, 

W-150 regional project. 

G. Meetings of Covpea Workers.
 

Two meetingr were held with U.S. cowpea workers to seek their involve­
ment and inpi t into the planning of both the bean/covpea CRSP and the 
SOTA. On November 14, 1978, Dr. Wallace met with one cowpea worker 
from each of the states of Mississipi, Georgia, Alabama and. _Xas. The 
first developed outline of _theiTwas iscussed, as was the general 
CRSP planning procedure. Those attending agreed to accept responsibilities 
for assisting with the SOTA, which 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 
workshop could be convened at the Southern Region Meetin§ of the American 
Society of Horticultural Science scheduled for February 5, 1979 
at New Orleans, Louisiana. At this meeting reports of cowpea activities 
were heard from Alabama, Arh&Mu, California, Flori, Gergia, 
Loe U .'mMiasimt , d-O-uh Carol2nW, Tenn-esse, Texas, Virgin , and

-D Ma-rshop was organized byr. Creigton"Ki'er of-Texas.
 

It vas attended by both Wallace and Glenn Beck of BIFAD, who presented 
the goals and concept of the Bean/Covpes 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/Covpea CRSP planning 
contract the preparation of a state-of-the-art (SOTA) manuscript. Our 
first reponse was to dtvelop an outline and the expectation that the SOTA 
would be completed by the end of 9 months; i.e., at the end of Dr. Wallace's 
appointment 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

cated. Secondly. we reviewed an ar t at writin a SOTA by a limits" 
nyor of' snors and concluded tt wante inanuscrl wVIEh throuah 
peer LnLo Nor review. Thirdly, we learned that some institutions 
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were considering publishing their SOTA as books. This concept was pre­
sented to and approved by the bean scientists, plus some covpea scientists, 
that attended the Western Region-150 bean project regional meeting on Decem­
ber 14-15, 1978 in Berkeley.
 

Following the decision to publish the SOTA as a book, the outline was
 
modified and extended. It was concluded that the SOTA should emphasize 
the state of the art of growing beans/cowpeas in LDCS, and this snould 
be compared with the state of the art of growing beans/cowpeas in developed 
countries. The state of knowledge of all relevant scientific disciplines
 
should also be given with comparisons and contrasts given as needed for
 
beans vs. cowpeas and LDCs vs. developed countries.
 

The first SOTA outline developed wtrh 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.l). The previous outline version is attached as Appendix VII. 

IV. DETERMINATION OF CONSTRAINTS 

A. Deviations from Oriainal Plan for Determining Constraints. 

As requested by USAID, BIFAD and JRC as planning began, a near-first 
assignment was to delineate the constraints t3 bean/cowpea production and 
consumption. A list of constraints was to be developed from preliminary 
visits 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 tide and delayed planning of the first tripe.
 
It was felt 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 delineating the constraints 
that the CRSP should work to solve. In retrospect, it Is well that we did 
not go to CIAT, IITA and some LDCs in the first weeks of the planning effort. 
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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, modieications
 
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 beai/cowpea production and consump­
tion, the questionnaire prroided excellent orientation prior to visiting
 
LDC institutions. It focused in on small farmerj' problems. Scientists'
 
problems, except deficienc7 of scientific manpower in LDCs, were considered
 
as related t3 achieving 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 focus relative to the problems and indicated
 
the discipline(s) that might be . ost 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/covpea CRP 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 attempted a direct response to the
 
questionnaire replied in effect, I can't spedk for all of these relevant
 
areas of scientific disciplines, but for my specialty the rankings are as
 
follows. 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 administrators.
 
It was never administered as a formal questionnaire. It was an essential
 
guide for those charged with the responsibility of determining and priori­
tizing constraints. A copy of the questionnaire was previously presented
 
as Appendix III. It was translated to both Spanish and French for use in
 
Latin America and West Africa, respectively.
 

C. Constraint Determination Using the Questionnaire.
 

The listing of about 52 possible constraints to bean/cowpea production
 
aid constmption, and their general categorixation, as included in the
 
questionnaire is given on page 3 of Appendix III. For the discussions In
 
LDCs the number of 52 possible constraints was enlarged to about 80, which
 
are given on pages 8-10 of the Guide to Proposal Preparation (Appendix
 
VIII.l). In addition to the six constraint-area groupings listed on page
 
(App. III), the 25 problems added an contcraints to bean/cowpea production
 
and consumption resulted ia the broad groupingo of:
 

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

4 
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The 50 listed Possible const-raint| a gonsidered as a n~ar-total 

lisln of constraLnts to ean/gowa vroduction and consumption, Those
 
constraints tht are generally prevalent in most LDC areas are designated
 
as being of general concern in all LDCs (pages 8-10 of Appendix VIII.1),
 
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 were not held before
 
requesting proposals are as follows (see also Appeiidix IX.4):
 

1. FAO held a workshop on the constraints to legume-grain production
 
in Latin America during February, 1979 at Santo Domingo, Dominican
 
Republic. Papers on constraints were given at this wrrkshop by a
 
representative from most Latin Amarican countries. It did Uot ueem appro­
priate to hold a quickly scheduled meeting on constraints, imediately
 
after this one. Dr. Adams attended this meting (see III.D and
 
Appendix V).
 

2. It quicklybecaame evident that an effective work3hop in Africa
 
could not be brought together with a few weeks' notice. IITA indicated
 
at least six months and preferably a year advance notice is needed to
 
facilitate required visas, airline schodiling, etc. for African scientists.
 

3. It -e:2ed more profitable to accept the CIAT and IITA invitations
 
to scaedule our workshops in conjunction with bean and covpea meetings
 
already scheduled (see X.C and Appendix IX.4).
 

V. DETMLIINATION OF TRAINING NZDS
 

Both research capability and extension capability in LDCs are general con­
straints to bean/cowpoa production and consumption (IV.C and page 10 of Appendix 
V1I1.1). Since trained scientists for researchextin on, a aelso teaching. 
are limitin_& e atho ea&C nucjn re as a maJorbqnl must e march-trataii 
componLt. of its activities. Training of personnel for research will assat in 
strengthening the extension and teachiag capabilities. 

VI. GUIDE FOR PROPOSAL PREPARATION 

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

1. Facilitating a uniform format of proposal preparation, so that the
 
proposals can be easily evaluated and compared.
 

2. Informing principal investigators and reviewers of the criteria by
 
which the proposals are to be ",dged.
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3. Informing prospective principal investigators of the constraints
 
to be~a/cowpa production and consumption that should be researched.
 

4. Informing scientists from the disciplined of plant and soil
 
sciences and also from the disciplines of socio-economics tieat there 

in a role for all in achieving the goals of the bean/covpea CRSP. 

5. Alerting biological and socio-economic scientists that they shou.,d 

plan interdisciplinary collaboration in ichieving the CRSi' goals. 

6. Informing these scientists that the ultimate objective is i=prove­

sent of the human dignity and welfare of the small farmers and poor 
people of thi LOCs. The Cuidt for Proposal Preparation in prosented 

as Appendices VIII.I. VIII.2 and VIII.I. Appendix V11.1 presents the 

constraint considerations. evaluation criteria and format requirements 

for proposal preparation. 

VII. RELATIONSHIPS OF FAMING SYSTMU AND SOCIO-FCO:!:tICS TO BF.AINS AND COWtPEAS 

Descriptitns of decision making considerations, life-style and farming an 

practiced onthe small farm of ,J)Cs. as described by research at CATIE. Turrialba, 

Costa Rice. were included with the Guide to Proposal Preparation. They are also 

iniluded herein as Appendices VIII.2 and VIII.3. It tu, that atbOULto ajized 
85Z of beans and cowpeas produced in LlCo are ron in 4sociatmoLnt vIth on or 

r Beans and coupeas are nostly subs stience oods. Thene crops are 
not grown to maximire yields. They usually get len than their share of for­
tilizer anti other costly inputs. ilien such Inputs are available, beans And 
coepeas may be relegated to even loss productive land nid to reduced area. 
tn illustration of the hiUMn tuxmnt Involved, t' erlence han .emU)I1trased Ehat 
the tall sta__ks of sorxjh- "&X have !Ue value L' amall farmern for luildin 
fences than done improved yield of dwarf eor-hTin psnt s. 

It in apparent that i=proving the human dignity and satisfactlon of small 
farmers of the .LCs. -and simultaneouslv improving availability of high protein 
plant foods, such ad beans and covpeas. require improved understanvtilg of the 
small farmer as a rational Itulividual, of the valoes and aspi rat ions upon which 
he bases hia decisions, and of the human anId judgeKntal hasin for his cosplex 
farming systems The biological scientist etrot Icnin trom the farmer. Ito ust 
learn to understand the farming system a a procedure selected to maxistia human 
satiLsfaction under existing conditions. Ile must have help fr(t aocio-eotiutlsts 
in order to acquire the needed underaanding of the faruer he intends to help, 
and of his kife anti children and their anpIrations. 

VIII. I NTVI.RATINC liY. :(X: 10-VC:tn( IC ll'1(:11P.l1iU21 

?4.cannity to incorporate so,'l,-e,'Onoiuic !nLvotLii._beanlc~pmacR8?. 

vis trtmilt lP, ek rd m e nn,ejt(InI lie AD end W vno b A0 *e1d 
for collaborat ion between tleae very ,1iverne diaciplines. The e disciplines have 
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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
 

with joint biological-socio-economic 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
 

with 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/Covpea 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, Hichigan, 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 international 
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. Adam visited 

the Dominican Republic while attending an FAO meting on constraints to legume 

grain production, and Adams and Harpstead (III.D) visited Honduras while attending 

the bean sessions of the Programa Cooperativn Ccntroamericano par& el Mejoramiento 
de Cultivos Alementicios (Appendix VI). 

Four additional three-person team were also established an 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 Aerica Team Members 
Colombia Dora Lodick - Sociologist
 

Ecuador Michigan State University
 
Peru David YoLmans - C unity Development 
Brazil Washingt n State University 

Donald R. Wood - Agronomist
 

Colorado State University
 

These travels were made April 21 - May 8, 1979. 
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Caribbean and Mexico Team Members 
Dominican Republic Stillman Bradfield - Economic Anthropologist 
Haiti Kalamazoo College (Michigan) 
Jamaica Lawrence Copeland, Seed Programs
 
Barbados Michigan State University 
Guyana 
Trinidad Vicky Marcarian, Breeder 
Mexico University of Arizona 

West Africa Team Members 
I1TA C. Jack de Mooy - Agronomist 
Nigeria Colorado State University 
Senegal Richard L. Fery - Cowpea Researcher 
Upper Volta USDA/SEA (Charleston, S.C.) 
Niger 
Cameron Edouard Tapsoba - Agricultural Economist 
France Upper Volta, Michigan State University Ph.D. 

candidate
 

East Africa Team Members 
Kenya Glen Cannll - Soil Scientist 
Tauzania University of California-Riverside 
Malavi Wilfred M'Wangi - Agriculture Economics 
Botsana Kabete Campus, Nairobi, Nigeria 
Zaire 
IITA Hatt Silbernagel - Pathologist-Breeder
 

USDA/SEA (Prosser, Washington) 

The major objectives of these teams are as follows: 

1. To identify the inbcitutions that may become collaborators In the 
Bean/Cowpea CRSP, and to provide 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.
 

X. COMUNICATING WITH BIAN/COWPEA INSTITUTIONS 

A. U.S. Inatltutioas. 

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 indicatedmanifest 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 comunication 
was ailed. Updates were ailed December 22, 1978, and January 20, 
March 14, and April 1, 1979. These updates are attached, respectively, 
as Appendices IX.1, IX.2, 1.3, and 11.4. 

B. LDC Institutions. 

-All comuniations with LDC institutions were through UqATn- Copiesof EW";mabrattegrams to LDC institutions, thaough-USAID Missions, 

are all attached as Appendices X.1 and X.2. 

A copy of the entire April 1 mailing to U.S. institutions, including 
the update (Appendix 11.4) 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 telegran (Appendix 1.2) was s8kul­
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 sumaries of all Bean/Covpea CRSP proposals viii be 
forwarded to the LDCs for their feedback (see page 18 of Appendix VIII.l). 

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

It is apparent that person to person and institutional uaintAnrces 
t Ve*UAA -i rts- 2articlarl those o ,the naflonal -__-Jcoo a 
proer--. a__nd U.S. scientists are lI ted. This should be romedied 17
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 probles of cowpeas, and the one at CIAT is on 
disease problems of beans. 

As many LDC scientists and U.S. scientists as appropriate and fundable
 
will be invited to the IITA and CIAT workshops and to the attached bean/ 
cowpea seminars. U.S. scientists viii be able to met potential LDC 
collaborating scientists at the workshop and seminar, and will also be 
encouraged to visit the institutions of such potential collaborators. 
We havit .et to d:ztraLw 4w 6ut Lu incorporate covpea interests in 
Latin Amrica and bean interests in Eastern Africa into the two seminars. 
An alternatively located seminar could benefit East Africa. The tentative 
agenda for the peminar is as follows: 

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

2. Review 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. Discussion and approval of constraint listings and priorities. 
b. 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. RDIAINING PLANNING ACTIVITIES 

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

To be done by
 

Before May 15, Obtain final coitments of reviewers D. H. Wallace 
1979 and adviaors. 

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

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

Beginning Continue effort to integrate socio- P. Barnes-McConnall 
May 15 economic disciplines. 

Develop efficient procedures for
 
reviewing proposals.
 

Receive proposals and assign a number. 

Acknowledge receipt of proposals.
 

Disburse proposals to peer reviewers, 
peer review panel advisora, other 
specialists. 

Obtain final coitments of reviewers 
and advisors. 

Finalize arrangements for reviewer 
participation and reimbursements.
 

Finalize arrangmnts for reviewer 
transportation. 

Receive expense statements of travel 
teams and arrange for reimbursement. 

Receive expense statements of re­
viewers and advisors and arrange for 
reimbursement. 

Incorporate more socio-economics into P. Barnee-McConnell 
SOTA. 
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To be done by 

egining Incorporate more cowpea input into SOTA. D. H. Wallace 

May 15 (cout'd) Receive input from LDC institutions re 

their interest in Boan/Coupea CRSP. 

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

Assess publisher options for SOTA book. D. H. Walace 

Set up first peer review meeting. 

Assemble peer review smmwry for use 
by panel. ? 

June 25-26 First 
by I 

"'or 
-tA.' 

review meting - conducted BIFAD Representative 

Assemble minutes from peer review 
session. 

Beginning 
June 27 

Notify all respondents 
their proposals. 

of status of 

Request proposal modifications. 

Request additional proposals 
volvent as needed. 

Socio-econc-.c 
Cowvpa 
Bean 

and in-

P. arnes-McConnell 

Receive modified proposals. 

Provide 
USAID. 

proposal sumaries to LDCs via 

Provide updated proposal 
LDC# via USAID. 

summries to 

Distribute modified proposals to re­
viewers. 

Make final arrangintnts for conitm ent 
of reviewers and advisors and for their 
reimbursement. 

Finalise publishing arrangements for 
SOTA book. D. U. Wallace 

Develop tentative plan at each of 3 
levels of financing. 

Examine budget. 
funding. 

Determine adequacy of 

Distribute a drsft-description of the 
BI /Cowpe CRtP mnagement functions. 

Invite LDC participants to workshops. 



16
 

Beginning Request additional funding for workahops-
June 27 seminars, if needed. 
(cont'd) Receive LDC responses re interest in 

proposals. 

August 27-28 	 Set up second peer-review panel meeting. 

Second peer-review panel meeting. 

Guide peer-review panel to development 
of plan. 

Beginnine 	 Assemble and distribute minutes of peer-
August 29 	 review meeting. 

Notify all proposal respondents of status 
of their proposal. 

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

Request institutional statements re 
interest in sea iing as management entity. 

Arrange for Institutional Board and 
Technical Comittee meetings. 

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

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

Set up Technical 	Comittee meeting to
 
consider plan, priorities, coordination, 
balance. Technical Comaittee meeting
 
conducted by 

October 8 	 Institutional Board and Technical Con-
mittee meetings - conducted by BIFAD. 

beginning Assemble arnd publish minutes of Insti-
October 9 tutional Board and Technical Committee 

meetings. 

Finalize arrangmnts for participation 
and travel to IITA workshop and bean/
 

To be done by
 

BIFAD Representative 

BIFAD Repres'a'4v­
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To be done by
 

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

Finalize agendas 	 for seminars. 

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

October 19 or 25 Seminar 	 at IITh - Conducted by L. .L Q .e 94,I J 

at CIAT - Conducted byJ 4-A-:November 16, 17 	 Seminar 

Beginning Set up Board of Directors and Tecnical 
November 18 Committee meetings if necessary. 

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

December 	 Receive expense statements and arrange 
reimbui sement. 

Assemble final report of the Planning 
Office. 

STATE-OF-THE-ART 	 MANUSCRIPT 

ly 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. Adams
 
S. Bradfield
 

June 30, 1980 	 Reviews of first draft of SOTA con- D. H. Wallace
 
pleted.
 

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

The outline as it currently stands for the SOTA is attached an Appendix 
X1.1. In reverse order of their development, earlier SOTA outline versions 
are attached as part of Appendices IX.l and VII. 

The current version presents tour distinct sections for most of the 21 
chapters. These sections are always: A. Beans in LDCs, B. Beans in Developed
 
Countries, C. Cowpeas in LDCs, and D. Cowpeas 1u Developod 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 curr.t knowledge and importance dictate. 
Also, each biological chapter will conclude with a sumarystatement that 
briefly presents the socio-economic concepts that relate to or impact upon 
that plant biology component, and each -ocio-econosic chapter will end with 
a sunary statement of the relevant and 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 meting held April
 
18 and attended by Drs. Adams and Wallace, Drs. George Axinn, Carl Eicher, 
Linda Nelson and Pat Barnes-McConnell of HSU sociology and economic depart­
mnts, and by Dr. Stillman Bradfield of Kalamazoo College, Kalamazoo, Michi­
gan. Drs. Barnes-McConnell and Bradfield will function as co-editors of the 
SOTA. 

Eight co-editors have bean enlisted to write the SOTA, with the following 
overall responsibilities: 
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crop or 

Co-editor 
Institutional 
Represented 

Discipline 
Represented Responsibility 

D. H. Wallace Cornell U. & Bean breeding/ Coordination of CRSP 
Michigan State U. physiology planning, Master co-editor 

of SOTA 
M. W. Adams Michigan State U. Bean breeding Principal investigator of 

CRSP planning, Co-editor 
of SOTA 

P. Barnes- Michigan State U. Urban development Asst. coordinator of CRSP 
McConnell & family life planning, Co-editor of 

SOTA for socio-economics 
S. Bradfield Kalamazoo College Economic Co-editor of SOTA for 

anthropology socio-economics 

P. Graham CIAT Beans/ Co-editor for beans and 
microbiology LDCs. 

P. Goldsworthy IITA Covpeas/ Co-editor for covpeas and 
physiology LDCs. 

W. W. Hare Mississippi State Cowpeas/ Co-editor for covpeas 
U. pathology 

C. R. Miller Texas ALN College Covpeas/breeding/ Co-editor for corpeas 
physiology 

It is expected that the SOTAN which should be finiahi in 1981 (see
Appendix [1.4) rvl serve as the bchrkch thAalized progress of 
the Bean/CoEa CRSP will be-measured. The primary reason for the extensive 
substantive input by peers, followed by extensive peer review,.js to guarantee 
acceptance of the SOTA as the best available benchmark relative to beans and 
coypeas. It is reconmnded that an update SOTA be developed after about 10 
years. 

XIII. COORDINATION OF PLANNING
 

Dr. D. H. Wallace has functioned as full-time coordinator from the be­
ginning of planning activities in October until submission of this interim 
report. 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 
planting his crops for the 1979 growing season. Thereafter, he will continue 
as Master Co-editor of the SOTA. 

r. Pat Barnes-acConnell, while takin a sabbatical eve fero duties ISthjDepa~rtmenT-o1 urban Development at }49U. will be employed to function on 
ahalf-tlsis basxrs"as slstant coordinator of Planning. With her expertise 

http:review,.js
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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. H. W. 
Adams has assisted Dr. Wallace, functioning as the Principal Investigator for 
planning of the Bean/Covpea CRSP, and as such he will continue to assist Dr. 
Barnes-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 anI the CRSP management should
 
achieve a capability to coiunicate with their LDC collaborators in their 
language. We must maximize in all possible ways our learning from LDC counter­
parts and LDC farmers. 



MICHIGAN STATE UNIVERSITY 
Appendix I 

AGa 	 JULTURAL EXPVtW13UNT STATION WT LANNG , MICHIGAN - 41114 

F01Cor 	TilE OIRF TOR 

AGJUMLTX R HALL 

October 24, 1978
 

Dr. James H. Anderson, Dean
 
Co.lege 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), undjr provisions of
 
Title XII of the International Development and Food Assistance Act of
 
1975 and in accordance with recnamendations made by the Joint Research
 
CosoLttee, have given priority to dry beans/cowpeas for a Collaborative
 
Research Support Program (CRSP). Hichigan State University (MSU) has
 
contracted to plan and submit a Collaborative Research Support Proposal.
 

Representatives of eleven Experiment Stations concerned with dry beans/
 
covpeas research met in Chicago August 7, 1978. These representatives
 
authorized HSU. acting on behalf of all interested Agricultural Experimant
 
Stations, to submit a planning grant 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 HSU and on leave from
 
Cornell University, has been appointed until June 30, 1979 as the coordinator.
 
Dr. Wallace and Dr. Wayne Adams, HSU bean breeder, will implement the
 
Dry 	Beans/Corpeas planning effort.
 

The 	major components of the planning process follow:
 

1. 	Identify the research institutions with a manifest interest
 
in research on dry beans/cowpeas.
 

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

I1. 	Prepare a state-of-the-arts report and a sumary of the most
 
urgent research ne-ds in developing countries pertaining to
 
dry beans/covpeas. Distribute the report and the sumnary to
 
the research institutions identified as having a manifest
 
intorest in this research, and invite an expression of their
 
interest in participating in such recearch.
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 October 24, 1978
 

IV. Recommcnd 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? Is there an intent to continue such
 
research?
 

If the ansver to A. is yes:
 

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

2. 	Please provide us with tangible evidence of your "manifest
 
interest". V'e 
cannot manage large volumes of iaterials. 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 institution have social scientists (Agricultural Economists,

Rural Sociologists, or Human Nutritionists) with academic or research
 
and international e:perience constituting expertise that is particularly
 
applicable to the Title XII Dry Beans/Cowpes3 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 transportation

constraints that would restrict increasing the production 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 letter
 
will be appreciated. To accommodate the schedule with which we are working,
 
a no response by November 20 will be treated as a negative response.
 

Your help in this project will be grently appreciated. If there are any
 
questions, please call 
me or Dr. Wailaco, (517)355-4693.
 

http:institution.as
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Your responses should be addrcsed to: 

Dr. D. H. Walllce
 
Dry Bean.s/Cowpo.: Pl.nniaii Cuord iator
 
Departmeit of" Crop ;,d S.'L] Sciences
 
Hichi ait StaLC Ut;iLvcr.iLy
 
East Lizisiti, 41tichjgan 4S3324
 

Sincerely,
 

S. H. Witcwer, Director
 
Assistant Dean, College of Agriculture
 

and Natural Resources
 

SHJ:ns 

PLEASE BRING THIS LETTER TO THE INEDIATE ATTENTION OF ALL APPROPRIATE
 
DEPARVhENTS AND/OR POTETrIAL RESEARCH PARTICIPANTS REQUESTING THEIR 
IlMO ATE RESPO'SE. 

Best Available Document
 

g:t
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VISIT TO THE UNIVERSITY OF MISSOURI 

DATE: October 23, 1978
 

VISITORS: Wayne Adams, Don Wallace 

MISSOURI STAFF VISITED: Dr. Wendell McKinsey Agricultural Economics, Associate
 
Dean Fred Mann, Agricultural Economics International
 
Agricultural Development, Rex Campbell RuTl Sociologist
 
with international experience, Homer Kiehl, Dean,-Iave
 
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 international experience. Ed
 
Vaughan Sociology Department Chairman.
 

Comunication with Participating Scientists
 

The term "Participating Scientist" is 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 receive the early com­
munications. This is because the communications often fail to get from the Dean's
 
office or the Director of Research office to the participating scientists. Com­
munication to as many as passible should eliminate the comments: I didn't hear
 
about this. Communications should also be entered into monthly and weekly bulle­
tins of various groups.
 

International Centers
 

All international centers working on the crops involved wiJh the CRSP should 
have a liaison representative who attends all of the major meetingn of the program 
planning effort. Preferably, this should be one porton with continuing partlepa­
tion. Opinions vary as to the degree of independence between the intrrnational 
centers and the CRSP program. The thought predominats. however, that the. CR!;P 
program should be independent, or largely independrnt of the conter program. 
Clearly, the CRSP should have opportunity to independti.tly develop its oi link­
ages with programs in the national countries. 

Pass Through Moneys
 

This in money which will be given to the 11.S. inatitution to ti pasaoe, tn 
to the collaborating national institutions. tt itsdesigne, to tacilitate active 
effort and research by the collaborating nat 10onal intt tuti onts. f11a Id ao th4t 
they can uphold their end of the col lahorative effort. 1low thriugh tm.ny ttiol 
in very clonely with the collaborative renearch tuipport program ,nIrCjpI. 

The Collaborative Reseiarch !;upport Program C6crtt 

Title 12 is Intended to give an ltteor atiinsl itwotoaIon to Iti proitgr4 af 
U.S. univernitin. It is intended to do a(o ,n a eontln#tsig 1-sat, .a0 11 54 4 

pI
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program is productive in an international way. Title 12 funding is 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
 
scientists 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 comnunica­
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 is important that we develop contact with these
 
burEau 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 regional bureaus for Asia and the Near East, but we may not be in­
volved with these.
 

Crop Production vs. Sociology Aspects
 

Most of the responses will be by institutions with programs for the agr~nomic
 
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 three 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 started
 
much dialogue and interdisciplinary interaction on the Missouri campus. Credit­
ability of the planning comes in the long run.
 

Interactions wLth US/AID
 

John Yohe wan the liaison for AID doing 80% of the planning effort at
 
Missouri. In working with AID it becomes necessary to work with sliding dead­
lines.
 

The Questionnairo
 

Everyone agreed that the questionnaire could undergo momo Improvement. They
 
also agreed that it doem not really give the desired quantitization when all of the
 

/X 
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scores are added and averaged. However, 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 s..ch session the answers acquired were transcribed onto tape
 
that evening. The best information relative to constraints was obtained from a few
 
well 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. Two or three should visit 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
ternational centers, ETC. A primary function of the Administrative Entity is to
 
strive for integration complementation among the participating scientists and their
 
activities.
 

More Relative to Questionnaire and Site Visits
 

It was considered meritorioui to have an administrator or department chairman
 
on each visiting team.
 

Criteria for Judging Responses
 

More effort should be made at informing respondess of the criteria that will
 
be used in Judging their responses. This would be particularly true for Judging
 
the proposals for research that will ultimately be included in CRSP.
 

Advisory Groups
 

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

Basic vs. Applied Research
 

There should be some basic research. However, it is more difficult to get 
LDC cooperators. Uitrogen fixation was such a basic research consideration for 
the sorghum millet program. 
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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 aboit. 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.
 

2. 	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, ETC 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 list of rural sociology sections or departments, with the relative ranking of
 
international activities is as follows: Cornell, Missouri, Wisconsin, Iowa State,
 
Texas A & H, 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 source, the
 
state must feed 33c 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
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into the airline ticket required for the sight visit, 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
 
then 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 Recomndations 

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 glideline 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
 
it.
 

Training by the International Centers 

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

Training by the CRSP Program
 

This should be an important component of the program. There is much oppor­
tunity for training graduate students. Emphasis 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
 
was "I know nothing, you know it all." The new, Title 12 philosophy is "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 delay of developing
 
linkages also delnyed the planning for the use of flow throuRh money.
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Insect Problems
 

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
 

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

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

3. 	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.
 

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

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

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

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

8. 	It id ,infortunate that the proposals, including those accepted for the
 
sorghum millet act are either production or sociology. It should be that
 
the sociologists and the production people are working together on the
 
same projects.
 

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

10. 	 The people are suspicious of the extension officers, because extension
 
has been the enforcer of government policies.
 

11. 	 Constraints exist on a local basis. my do not exist across the entire
 
geographic region. We should concentrate on the constraints as they
 
actually occur.
 

12. 	 There is excessive turnover In the AID minsions which results in relatively
 
unstable policy eliminating from these sources.
 

V1A
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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. Herb 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
 
international centers.
 

2. 	It was emphasized to us that the Missouri team found it very dif­
ficult 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 is as much as 50% of
 
the research budget in a particular line item could well be expended
 
within the developing country. This, of course, implies the necessity
 
of actually doing a significant portion of the research in these
 
countries.
 

4. W. 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 three most active individuals
 
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 his imdiate aids and when advice is properly
 
given and evaluated the recommendation of the Missouri group was
 
to go ahead. In this connection it was pointed out clearly that
 
communication is very important, not only with the participating
 
scientists but with their department heads who need to be kept
 
informed.
 

5. 	It in 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 different disciplines
 
and through continual checking with the local policy advisory
 
comittee.
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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 qtance 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.
 

Coments 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 coulh
 
simply use the questionnaire as a way of initiating and maintaining a discusbion
 
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 whnw1 
discussions are held, and, in fact, the Missouri people feel that the quest! ­
naire was 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
ities at each 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.
 

31 
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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
 
will 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 cotmmittee 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 rotatiox 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 is 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
 
comeittee should also include one or more individuals representing the lesser
 
developed countries.
 

The criteria of evaluation should ba 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 important that when individual proposals are invited from 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 it must he clearly understood by participating scientists that so far as the
 
program is concerned and the budgeting it is expected that each line project must
 
be conceived am having a particular problem to solve or mission to execute and that
 
at some time after a year or two or three thin task will have been completed. Thus,
 
the money released for being applied to another line project, whether it in by the
 
original investigator or by a now scientist at the same or at a different institution.
 

It was felt by the Missouri group that funding in any case ought to be on an
 
annual basis only where each project would be subject 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.
 

Mne evaluation panel mist be expected to kee p the matter of problem solving
 
upermost In their iJuiaemnts w-Ith respect to research proposals. This onsider­
ation, however. should not exclude conducting a certain amount of "basic research
 
within the framework of Lhase CRSP's. One example that was given of 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"? That is, what are the changes
 
that are possible, what is the range of possible change within a given time frame
 
(this comnt is predicated on the idea that if the CRSP has any impact at all upon
 
food habits, availability of food, economic status of small farmers, that it will
 
result in some change in the living conditions of these farmers, and it is perceived
 
as the job of the rural sociologist rather than that of the agronomist to perceive
 
in advance what they night expect these changes to be and how dramatic they might
 
be expected to be within a given time frame such as five years or a decade, etc.)
 

The rural sociologist should be able to tell the agronomist something about
 
the nature of the "preferred" food.
 

The team should take a long hard look at the larger social system in which
 
beans and covpeas play a role 3s a basic food staple. (It seems to me as I hear
 
this comment that what is meant here by the larger social system is not going to
 
be very clear to production oriented scientists and we are definitely going to have
 
to have some advice and counsel and more importantly participation from rural soci­
ologists to make this concept meaningful.)
 

Dr. Rex Campbell, chairman of the rural sociology department at Missouri, when
 
asked which universities in his judgement had international expertise in rural soci­
ology replied as follows and in the following order: Cornell University, University
 
of Wisconsin, University of Missouri, Iowa State University, Texas A & H University,
 
Ohio State University, Michigan State University, University of Kentucky, and lastly
 
Penn State University.
 

Coments by Dr. Poehlman
 

1. 	Put someone in charge and keep that person in charge until the job is done.
 

2. 	Work under a meaningful set of guidelines. The original guidelines were felt
 
to be far too broad and this made a completely comprehensive state of the arts
 
paper quite unrealistic. Parenthetically Dr. Poehlman pointed out that in his
 
judgement the questionnaire was useful in getting some continuity but many people
 
do not like it.
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3. 	The Missouri group held a staff workshop and evaluated the answers that showed
 
up on the questionnaire.
 

4. 	Missouri group also held a workshop with a limited number of outside consul­
tants to evaluate the proposals. This workshop included a representative
 
from, in their case, ICRISAT.
 

5. 	Dr. Poehlman had some apprehension concerning relationships with the inter­
national centers. He pointed out that it was important to express to them
 
that the work of the project would be to supplement or complement but in no
 
case was it meant to duplicate the work of the international centers.
 

6. 	The chosen principle investigators were called in before they had written
 
their final proposal.
 

7. 	Dr. Poehlman thinks the universities should carry the basic research and the
 
graduate education and the actual problem solving research and extension dem­
onstration activities should be carried on in the LDC.
 

8. 	He felt that the Missouri representatives evaluating the proposals should
 
have been allowed to vote along with the outside consultants on the merits
 
of the proposals. Finally he suggests two names of individuals who were
 
former students at Missouri working with the cowpea program: 1. Dr. Vas,
 
Aggaral, who is working in Upper Volta on a cowpea project as an outreach
 
activity from the international center, IITA. 2. Dr. Richard Swindell,
 
presently at VPI, however, he had worked on dry beans at CIAT.
 

Comments from Dr. Marion Fields, Nutrition Department
 

1. 	Dr. Fields would urge us to reserve a place in our program for nutrition.
 

2. 	Disciplines represented on the teams--Dr. Fields felt overpowered by the
 
production point of view and felt that it was important for other disci­
plines to be represented on the evaluation teams in addition to just a
 
production person. He thought, in fact, that economists, an anthropologist
 
or a sociologist as well as a food scientist and/or home economist, cer­
tainly aught to be considered on these teams.
 

3. 	Dr. Fields thinks we need a "mixed bag" so far as improving nutrition is
 
concerned, (I think he is referring here to numerous alternatives in terms
 
of diet improvement, for example: Fields himself is working on getting a
 
better yeast for fermentation purposes so as to make for better availability
 
of the protein of a legume. lie recognizes, however, that fermentation will
 
not solve all the problems, and, in fact, it may introduce problems that we
 
do not now have.
 

4. 	Food acceptance surveys need to be made, patterns of food useage by age
 
groups and by working versus nonworking members of the family, etc.
 

3q
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5. 	So far as nutrition was concerned in the planning program, he does not feel
 
that they have got the training component adequately resolved. Nor did they
 
establish or come to solutions on establishing useful linkages.
 

6. 	He suggests that the representatives, acting as consultants, from the inter­
national centers and from the LDC's need more time than they were given by
 
the Missouri group.
 

f
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VISIT AND DISCUSSIONS WITH US/AID PERSONNEL
 
IN WASHINGTON, D.C., THURSDAY AND FRIDAY
 

OCTOBER 26-27
 

1. 	We coi-enced our discussions with Dr. John Yohe of US/AID who has been our
 
contact person with respect to this program and who will be, if the program
 
is funded, our linkage to AID. Dr. Yohe emphasized that we should build our
 
international linkages early in the planning process. That is, 4e should
 
identify the individuals and institutions in the LDC's quite early on, with
 
wbiom we expect to be working.
 

2. 	He recommends that we develop the criteria of evaluation also early on, and
 
he would be willing to help with this.
 

3. 	We will need a set of AID Research Proposal Guidelines, We should send theie
 
guidelines to each potential participant before he prepares his proposal. We
 
should also advise that individual of the evaluation criteria.
 

4. 	We should send the announcement letter (he is referring here to Dr. Wittwer's
 
letter announcing the beginning of the planning process at Michigan State
 
University) for all USDA personnel to Dr. Quentin West who is the liaison
 
between USDA and BIFAD with a copy to Dr. David Dougherty who is the AID
 
person acting in liaison capacity with USDA.
 

5. 	It is important that either Dr. Wallace or myself attend the JRC meeting on
 
November 8 and periodically thereafter to present progress reports so that
 
JRC will know how we are doing.
 

6.. 	 Dr. Yohe will send cables to mission AID offices to clear the way for us
 
before we go into the various foreign countries.
 

7. 	We need to get LDC opinions--perceptions--of constraints and priorities,
 
and then we should, as we develop the constraints document, we must use
 
that information in the solicitation of proposals.
 

8. 	Dr. Yohe discussed, rather informally, with us his feeling and perceptions
 
gained from the experience of the Missouri group that it would be well to
 
establish early a compatible relationship with each agriculture representative
 
in the various regional US/AID bureaus, and he mentioned first of all Mr. Don
 
Mitchell from the Asian bureau. Later in the morning Don Mitchell came down
 
and we visited with him. The Asian region is a broad one spreading from
 
Pakistan on the west down through South Asia across India, Bangladesh into
 
Southeast Asia, Thailand, Burma, Indonesia, Malaysia, Taiwan, the Philippines,
 
and on up to Korea. He did say that the AID mission in Korea was being phased­
out and that we aught to spend four to five days in each country and travel
 
on the weekends. He did indicate that we should probably spend more time
 
in fewer countries and be sure to send out letters so that the LDC nission
 
people know our intentions when we come into a country and can give us better
 
help. If we were to go to Thailand we should contact Khon Kaen at Cheing Mai.
 
Presently in the Philippines thirty days advance notice is required before
 
the mission is willing to accept visitors. lie indicated that he, Mitchell,
 
way. going to Thailand and the Philippines on November 15 thru December 8 and
 
could make some initial contacts relative to their interest in this program.
 
Mr. Everett Hedrick was Ag. missions officer in Pakistan. (It was felt by
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ourselves and we cozonicated this to Yohe and Mitchell that we did not at
 
present have major interest in the Asian area and that if we went into Asia
 
at all it would be on a very limited basis. Actually, decisions on this will
 
await other developments.
 

Next we met with =r. John alis and Mr. Blair Allen of the South American
 
bureau. Mr.7 alis is a eeber of the JRC and he awok alength and with some
 
feel nR aut these CRSPro rams and the relationship that they would have to
 
h-is bureau. He seeed tc have a certain measure of antipathy toward tha CRSP
 
and I am not sure why he has such feelings. Apparently he feels that AID has not
 
previously gotten its moLey's worth on previous research, and here he is talking
 
about contract research with various universities on an individual basis and he

doesn't see much promise in the CRSP for any improvement. One of the maj I-i
 

teria that he would apply to all such programs would be "can the research infor­
mation be used in the development process." Apparently he feels that if it
 
cannot be used clearly in solving problems then it shouldn't even be undertaken.
 
He really questions whether new research information coming out of AID sponsored
 
research in American universIties has any utilities at all in terms of country
 
development.
 

Our judgement on manipulative problems, that is problems that can be tackled,
 
must be placed in a relevant perspective vis-a-vis the LDC. Balis is concerned
 
that there is no check in the system or has been no check in the system in the
 
past. He raises the question, can a U.S. scientist really come to grips with the
 
significant and real on-farm problems in a developing country.
 

Mr. Balis while projecting an ima e of almost owlete negativism relative to
 
these projects may h-ave been simyly warning us that he was goin tbevtcr­

ical as a menber of the JRC on aqx or allproiects that did not appear realistic.
 
that did not have reasonable chances of solving or at least addressing itself
 
toward the solution of fundamental production or utilization problems on small
 
farms. He iaplied that if he wanted he could really make it ver difficult or
 
us tn funton in Latin America. I asked him rather plainly of v'Mat value was9
 

the-ss on in a country such as, for example, Venezuela or Chile, of what use
 
could the mission be to us since we had personal contacts with which we could
 
establish productive research linkages in those countries without mission help.
 
He very frankly said, yes, of course you can, but if money is going to be spent
 
in those countries it is well to have an independent monitoring of the way the
 
money is being spent. We can also help in smoothing the way when problems arise
 
in administration in such countries. We can also help in obtaining visas not
 
only for yourself and other possible visitors but the exci,ange of graduate
 
students and their travel, their passport arrangements, etL.
 

My personal feeling is that aawllrbb bendttis
 
-abrasive and hNijhIy questtoning of everything that we do but that he will not close­

doors aou.
 

Balls then ticked off country by country for Latin America giving u.- his im­
pression of which countries had possibilities for collaboration and which countries
 
did not. These countries are as follows: Bolivia: in Bolivia the AID mission is
 
very critical of U.S. universities and he would not recommend that we go into Bolivia
 
unless we had a very well conceived and staffed project, and then we should be very
 
comnicative to the AID people before we undertook to function in Bolivia.
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Peru: Peru is nov engaged in a re-evaluation of their research programs and their
 
research organization. New baseline studies are being conducted. The AID mission
 
suggests we stay out of Peru, at least for the next several months. In as much as
 
we are not likely to have research funding anyway for another year or year and a half
 
the situation may improve by the time. Ecuador: Ecuador is now engaged also in base­
line studies. They have limited capacity in terms of being able to rtspond to our
 
need for linkages, but Ecuador is a country that certainly needs help and it would be
 
okay to go into Ecuador. Brazil: Brazil is a middle income country vant to the pro­
blems that small farmers face elsewhere in Latin America, and It should be benficial
 
and expedient to U.S. universities to operate to Brazil au the best way to get the
 
technology implemented for all of Latin America. What he is saying is that It is okay
 
to work in Brazil if these critecia can be established. It would be necessary to
 
make contact both with EBRAPA and various univerisLyies in Brazil. le recommends
 
that we should not expect to work in a country where the Ag. officer is uncooperative
 
or where, in fact, the local administrative people are uncooperative. Certainly this
 
makes sense to us as well. The man power absorptive capacity in many Latin American
 
countries is limited, and he pointed out that beans and covpeas may not be getting
 
very high priority in many national programs and, therefore, there wouldn't be very
 
many people assigned to it or many facilities available to work out very large programs.
 
Moving on into Central America and the Caribbean he points out that CAIDI and the
 
University of the West Indies and Trinidad would be an appropriate contact to make.
 
In Guatemala there is ICTA and ROCAP with which contacts could be made. Mcyico falls
 
in the same category as Brazil in that it is a middle income country, but tevertheless
 
a large bean producing and consuming country and one which might be a suitable place
 
to do certain kinds of things. As regards Chile, he says that the equation to not
 
favorable but if program needs are such that, as in Brazil. some necessary work can
 
be done better in Chile that anyplace elhe there is no reason why we couldn't go there.
 
The same situation applies to Venezuela.
 

The Near East Bureau and Discussions with Mr. Worth Fitzgerald. Mr. Victor lAtiffe,
 
and Mr. Bob Morrow
 

Our discussions here were very low-key and very informal because, for the most
 
part. we do not anticipate that we will have many linkages in the Near E:aat. Should 
point out that the Near East includes countries from Afganiotan, Vast of the Med­
iterranean and North African countries including Morocco. Posibly we should make 
contact with ICARDA to some extent simply to commnicate to them our ite!rest and to 
make sure that they have an opportunity to respond but for the moat part ICARDA and 
the countries in the Near East region are concerned with other grain legunce that with 
beans or cowpeas. It was pointed out that possibly Morocco has a potential for bean 
production and that, if we check with ICARDA this question could be claritid. 

They did point out that once a constraint has been Identified It wt ll be well 
to ask the question, does it take new research to uolvf the problem or will a trars­
ferral of known research information or factors suftice to eliminate the constraint, 
and I think this is sound advice. 
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HEEING IN WASHINGTON ON OCTOBER 26-27 

Attending: Wayne Adams and Don Wallace
 

Those Visited: John Yohe, Don Mitchell (Asia Bureau), Don Balis (Latin American 
Bureau; participant in JRC), Clare Adams (Latin American Bureau),
 
Russell Oldson (Near East Bureau; BIFAD Board), Worth Fitzgerald
 
(Near East Bureau; JRC participant), Fred Marty, Victor Latiffe,
 
Bob Morrow
 

We are to work early at developing an interest and knowledge on behalf of 
the LDC's in the dry bean/cowpea program. It is directed by page 3A of the 
revised planning grant proposal, we are to meet with some scientists and rome 
administrators of research from LDC's, after the statements of constraints 
has been drafted. We are to seek the approval of the list of constraints. The 
interum report should come after this meeting. It should show that the proposals 
received for research have been evaluated. 

Liaison with BIFAD
 

Glen Beck will be our liaison representative with BIFAD.
 

Travel Arrang :ments
 

AID must tend cable and make arrangements for each trip we make to an LDC. 
The missions will want policy and decision makers involved. Th.. should be 
acheived before asking for proposals. 

Visit with the Asia Bureau
 

This Bureau includes Pakistan, Burna (possible AID mission), Thailand, 
Philippines, Korea, etc. Thailand ani the Philippines grow some cowpeas. Dry 
beans will not grow well in these areas. Vaoayn Agricultural College has been 
designated an the legume station of the Philippines. lernardo in head of this 
College. Bill McCluaky is the US/AID research advisor for legumes In the 
Philippines. The Philippines already has a full platter of programs. If top 
administrators are not contacted, the contact with the scientists will not be 
effertive. Extension personnel should be contacted an well an research person­
nal. It In probably best to upend more time in sewor countries. A minimum of 
two to three dayn par country i needed, with a week being really essential. 
For Thailand, the Northeast Agricultural Cantor at Kan Karn and thq vegetable 
station at Chink MAI are places that should be visited. Oon Mitchell is going 
to Thailand and the Philippins from Hovembhr 15 through i)ecember 6. Korea is 
second in world production of dry beano, including chickpeas, pigeonpeas. and 
mung beans. leverett Hidrick In the food officer In Pakistan. 
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Pass Through Money
 

The question arose as to overhead, or the pass through money used in devel­
oping countries. Will all of the budgeted money be used for research, or will
 
much of it be siphoned off for overhead expenses?
 

Meeting with Latin American Bureau
 

The feeling was expressed that the agency needs more return for the money
 
spent. In many countries they probably should not have invested in research in
 
the first place. It was suggested that we should save for a later day the things
 
that are relevant at later times; do tod3y that which will give a return today.
 
The okay of development administrators is needed. The science of the CRSP to
 
date is questioned. Can't see that the countries can use the sophisticated in­
formation. The intuitive judgement of scientists is not especially valuable
 
for LDC's. Many LDC colleagues were trained in the U.S. and don't think dif­
feten~ly than we do. Our interests should be the small farmer subset of the
 
national farming community. A difficulty occurs in layering the culture and
 
local attitudes on top of the scientist to scientist communications and inter­
ests. We should ask the scientist first and then the administrators. The
 
capacity to generate and work the concept through this system is important.
 
The missions will assist with the identification of administrators.
 

Some countries of interest are Bolivia, Peru, Ecuador Colombia. Peru is
 
doing a baseline study and does not want anyone visiting before April or June.
 
Ecuador has a baseline study that will be finished in November.
 

Human rights issues are of concern in Chile, Argentina, Brazil.
 

If we do work in Brazil or Mexico, that is in the more developed countries,
 
the work must be transferabie to the LDC's. It must also be demonstrable that
 
the work can best be done in the developed cointry.
 

Som other countries with good research resources are Colombia (ICA),
 
Panama. Honduras, Guatemala, El Salvador. El Salvador has excessive capability.
 

In Costa Rica, CATIE is an institution that the US/AID is very much inter­
ested in. They do have a core budget of only $50,000.
 

ROCAP (Research Office Central American Programs), in Guatemala City Is a
 
capable institution. We should visit it. IXCA is another capable Guatemalan
 
institution.
 

Venezuela has too -uch money to be an AID country.
 

Chile can't be an AID country for at least two years. Work done in Chile
 
must be because of an advantage as a technology base.
 

US/AID wants Mexico to develop a middle income strategy. There are some
 
suggestions that a subnational program should be developed. This would look at
 
the problem of small farmers.
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Institutional and personnel resources are very very low for the Gulanas.
 

The Caribbean Agricultural Research Development Institute, Adjacent to the
 
University of West Indies, with an office in Barbados, is an institution that we
 
should visit.
 

Visit with the Near East Bureau
 

The Near East is assigned one half of the US/AID budget. There is a small
 
staff in most Near East countries.
 

Egypt provides good academic training, but the research after the training
 
is poorly supported so the capability diminishes over time. Syria and Damascus
 
have a similar situation.
 

Senegal has about the best research oreanization in West Africa. Senegal
 
Institute of Research Agronomy is in Rambey. Senegal. Tim Hall of Riverside,
 
California has done some work on cowpeas in the Senegal area under a 211 D
 
grant. This research was on water stress.
 

We expressed the view that a crop should represent the staple food of an
 
area to be of high interest for a collaborative research support program. The
 
question should also be asked as to whether it requires research to solve the
 
constraint. Associated cropping, that is intercropping, is important in this
 
p2rt of the world. A visit to the Near East was urged.
 

Visit with the African Bureau
 

Many of the problems are consumption and transportation problems. We should
 
try to establish linkages with the African institutions. The Scientific and Tech­
nical Research Commission (STRC) should be contacted. It is necessary to establish
 
linkage with them. Mr. Obelolla will be in Washington in the next month or two.
 
He may be attended by the deputy director of IITA. The suggested option number 1
 
was to wait until after these people had visited Washington, before we visit Africa.
 
A second option is earlier visits.
 

In Kenya the horticulture station is the site for bean research. They are
 
being assisted by donor assistants from the Dutch government. Universities in
 
Africa do very little research. Sudan is grappling with development of a research
 
system. The University of Nairobi has been sent extensive documents regarding
 
Title 12 programs. In Kenya, many scientists have resigned and moved into the
 
private sector. Tanzania has a good program. AID is one of the biggest donors.
 
We should see the mission first. IITA has an outreach program in Tanzania and
 
in the Carerouns. It is not certain that beans are included.
 

The African Bureau recently had a special meting with BIFAD. A cable is
 
going to the missions to inform them of their roles and the potential of Title
 
12.
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STRC has connections with many countries, and the capability to coordinate,
 
promote, and solicit funds and deal with a whole range of research. (The thought
 
was expressed by others that STRC is an instrument favored by AID but is not well
 
established in the African countries.)
 

A consortium of Utah and Colorado is operating in Northern Africa to increase
 
production. In Africa, there is much concern about increased production of beans,
 
but not about navy beans. The chief disadvantage of navy beans is the time and
 
cost required for cooking. Local production levels are very low and there is much
 
potential for increased production. We should be thinking about intercropping sys­
teas. From the ministries of agriculture we should learn how important beans are
 
relative to other crops and the national stations and substations that are working
 
on the grass roots problems. Mallavi has a small bean program. They are doing
 
excellent work in research and education, much of the education has an agricultural
 
base.
 

Other countries are the Camaroons, Liberia, Ghana, Niger, Senegal, Mauritania,
 
Botswana, Zaire. Zaire has no research program, there is an IITA outreach program. 
Botswana has a program with basic food grains. Mauritania has a project approved 
for vegetables. An attempt was made to direct the latter toward beans (by Jones).
 

In all African countries there are always shortages of beans for school
 
feeding supplies and similar projects. Bean prices fluctuate widely.
 

The AID program in Ethiopia is on hold. This is pending the reimbursement 
for nationalized industries. (Markarian has been working here.) 

MEETING WITH THE DIRECTOR OF TITLE 12 PROGRAMS
 

Attending: Wayne Adams and Don Wallace
 

Visited With: 	 Erving Long, Fred--or William--Johnson, Don Plucknet, Hr. Peterson
 
John Yohe
 

Don Plucknet is deputy director of BIFAD. 

Orvill gently has visited CIAT. They have 19 specific problems that need
 
attack. BIFAD assured CIAT that we would work with them.
 

The two CRSP programs already started are about $3,000,000 per year, plus
 
%40 from the universities. The president has comitted to doubling US/AID
 
funding in five years and also he is committed to reducing world hunger. The
 
White House singled out the CRSP program last year. These programs were new
 
so they had to be stated separately. The funding was cut in half. OtB cut them
 
specifically, which gets at internal decisions by US/AID.
 

Yesterday's BIFAD meeting opened by discussing the concern of real world 
hunger and finances related to CRSP. How should the money resources be divided 
among the various CRSP's? There Is a need to determine the benefits derivable 
from CdSP'e of different size. The planning must be against some constraints. 

AV
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The CRSP has drifted from its original conception. The original idea was
 
that for some problem areas for which linkages would give benefit--US/AID would
 
pay for the away from home part of the university expenses. The university would
 
pay for its own research. US/AID would finance the opportunity to link up with
 
national LDC programs, to travel, etc.
 

The problems to be researched should be reduced to the few with breakthrough
 
potential. Would like a proposal for one million and another for three to four
 
million. Not sure whether the few large or many small CRSP's should prevail.
 
Also involved-how many universities can participate effectively? The impression
 
of congress was that too many universities were involved. The first guideline is
 
what is the program. We should come in with two to three levels of programming.
 
Provide an analysis of the expected payoffs for each of three to four levels of
 
funding. Consider all activities in the whole world. The activities might all
 
be centered at one location. Another mode would be simply a nerve center kind
 
of consortion.
 

A part of the funding problem is that too little of the money flows to LDC's
 
to do research. Research and development is being under funded. It is important
 
to indicate what we could do with more money. Be certain that all institutions
 
have opportunity to express manifest interests and capability. The number of
 
institutions should flow from the best plan of research. Long is not tied to
 
favor of smaller or of larger numbers of institutions.
 

A lower level of funding may focus on communications, increased yields may
 
be the major objecti-'e, missions are wanting to distribute funding among their
 
constituencies, the opportunities for major gains are there. The best opportunity
 
for major gains may be by tissue culture in one lab, or by organizing fifty on­
going programs.
 

If the U.S. institutions do not get a benefit from the effort it is not a
 
CRSP.
 

Contracts show arrangements with US/AID should still be possible. The orig­
inal concept was that contracts would predominate. We should look for the bene­
fit to LDC and to U.S. institutions. CRSP is to support research by universities,
 
when that research has merit in LDC's.
 

The 	JRC guidelines are being revised. We will be provided a copy.
 

Basic Principles for Relationships with Universities
 

1. A broad announcement regarding manifest interest should be made to all.
 

2. 	There is no guarantee of participation. The legitimate interest will far
 
exceed the actual number of participants. We are to be sure to keep a
 
record of the number of institutions expressing 1 terest.
 

The Unites States is spending much on research that is almost but not quite
 
applicable to LDC's. The LDC's don't tap our resources adequately. CRSP is to
 
fit these pieces together. It is also to fill up the chinks. The goal Is to find
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out what goes on arounu the world. Put these pieces together are add the critical
 
elements to complete a program. European programs, etc., can ma..e it unnecessary
 
for the CRSP program to do certain bits of research. The tough part is to find
 
out what is being done in LDC's, and how to improve it.
 

John Yohe is the project manager for the dry bean/cowpea CRSP.
 

We are to find out what LDC research is being done. We are then to work
 
from the problem to the research resources, rather than from the research insti­
tutions back to the program. Relating the program to what is already being done
 
is very important.
 

The question arose as to whether LDC research efforts had increased or de­
creased as a consequence of the existence of the international centers. We have
 
the challenge of activating and motivating the LDC scientists.
 

Cost Sharing by LDC
 

We should be guided carefully by the missions. Pass through money will not
 
be so important if missions support activities also. Funding of the missions
 
requires an advanced time of three years. The CRSP must be solid without mission
 
support.
 

During the Tours
 

The objective is to find the attitudes and working conditions of the scientists
 
and administrators. It is to get an inventory of i search, to relate to it and to
 
add to it. We should get the problem well stated and have alternatives. We should
 
check on the ability of administrators.
 

The research should be designed so as to carry through and demonstrate effi­
cacy under farm conditions. An example was sited of a millet that had been devel­
oped by Canadian researchers thirty or forty years previously in India. This 
millet over this thirty to forty year period had consistently out yielded the 
local varieties by sixty to seventy percent, but it always failed in dry years. 
A couple years of fertilizer trials demonstrated that it would yield even in dry 
years with ainimum fertilizer added. Then, it replaced all varieties within three 
years. 

MEETING ON OCTOBER 27 WITH JOHN YOHE 

Attending: Wayne Adams and Don Wallace
 

John Tohe will send us a schedule of JRC meetings. To @end things to JRC,
 
we should supply Yohe with 40-45 copies.
 

A'A
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Cost Sharing
 

A minimum of 2.% must come from the U.S. participating institutions. The
 
small ruminant CRSP is planned such that about 55% of the expense is in the LDC
 
countries. The BS/SM CRSP is planned with about 45% of the expense in LDC's.
 

Reports. 1. State of the arts. We are to develop a handbook statement to 
be used by LDC's. This should be discussed with JRC. This handbook need not be 
a science type document. A science type document would also be useful. 2. A 
listing of constraints. Reports 1 and 2 are working papers that should be used 
for the meeting with LDC representatives. 3. Final report of constraints. This 
is to be developed after the meeting with the LDC's. The final report of con­
straints is the document that should be used in requesting proposals from the 
U.S. universities. 4. The interum report. This is the preliminary plan. 5.
 
The final report, this is the approved and accepted final plan.
 

Schedule of Goal Deadlines 

The following were established:
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AppndIX 1 3I
P OSLWS (COMSTRATCYTS) 

PIEVETI.:G 
30lffR PROOCTIOT U4-L-OF B5F.NS ICOWPS 

(A. Perceived on the Small Fara--ly the Farmer. SeLtntiait or Extension Specialist) 

evaluate these constraints using Steps A throurh D on paie 1. This 
HI1rrIOCS: Pleas. 

You may add additional constraints in 4ccordance

listing is not complete. 
with the questionnaire objectives on page 1. 

PROBLEMSPM LMS 

Plant Pests - cont.
I. Fertilitv Plant %utritten,. Environment 

45. Insects - Pod boring.
T. Yertilizcr not available. 

46. Controlling insects is uneconomic. 

2. Low fertilizer response. 

47. Animals or birds destroy the crop.
3. Cbmoical or physical properties of 

46. Pesticides unavailable or can't afford
 sell are limiting. 

thes.
4. Deteriorating land quality 
49. Fungal diseases.
(erosion. etc.). 
50. bacterial diseases.
S. Eceommics of fertilizer use and 
51. Viral diseases.
reapone" . 
52. lematodes.6. Watet Inadequate. 

$3. Air pollution.
7. Water excessive. 


modern measures to54. Farmers do not use
8. Land Is not available. 

control diseases.used for other them
9. Livestock wests 
35. Weeds inadequately controlled.fertilizer. 

10. Yi1ldm strongly affected by weather. 36. 

11. Temperatures too high or too low. 57. 
58.
12. 

59.
13, 

40.
14. 

61.
13. 

42.
16. 


V. Utilization and StoraeIt. Farming Practices and.anaemnt 
63. FAme processing diLficulties.
17. Low stand establistment. 
4. Deans are not a preferred crop/food18. Yield losses during growing season. 
65. Dietary habits are inadequate.
19. Marvest losses. 


20. )darn inputs are too costly. "6. Post-harvest losses. 

21. 	Equipment not available or too costly. 67. loe are, not a satisfactory food
 

for young children.
.12. 	 long time.45. Seeds become too herd when kept a 
23. 	 69.
24. 
25. 	 70.71.20. 

72.27. 

73.
to. 

74.
III. Coentic Limttimits 

I. Otber crops are nor. productive. 75.
 
VI. boio-Cultural and Socto-Economic
30. Cultivate not adapted. 


76. Color and size of seed are not acceptable.
(IDylesgth. temperature. etc.) 

77. Flavor and texture are not acceptable.
31. Poen comutitiveness in intercroppLo8. 


are inherent in tryinq new technolopy.too low. 78. Risks32. Inherent yield potential 
3. 	 79. New techniques are not financially fassiole. 

60. Developed technologies are inappropriate.
34. 	
81. Seeds. education. institutions are inadequate.

33. 
36. U2. 	 Seelo-Poltico-Ecoomic systems limit the 

sma1 farmer.37. 
30. 83. 	lAbor requirements are not met. 

44. Farmers aspire to occupations other than39. 
40. 	 Sfarming. 

Catr-intsstinal or other diseass lit 
IT. plt P3. 


so 	 bm activity.Em Leaemell. 
Inadequate availability of credit.42. Ieasts oe eadlings. 	 N6. 

3. I-N0ets sat (6las,. 	 07. 

44. Ulsose - Item bering. 	 M. 
9. 
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SBSL "SAN irins" To rr.am:.miS (CaST\%TS) 
K.ItR PiWL1UtMlC3 , ..L'SE (fU L,,S/C W.AS 

SY RILM.L F,\L'IERS 

IIUSTIRMCrONIS: There are many morn possiblo solutions th;, problems. This listing is not 

complete. .HumL problcns have multiple components; for example, both a
 

biolo:ical and sociolo;ical "solution" may be requircd. You may add to
 

these possible solutions. But, needed osct is your self-reasoned suggested 

solutio. to th ma)or constraint3s3s requested on pages 9 throu;h -0.
 

Therefure, a quick revi.. of thu possible uolucions presentid here
 

may 	be sufficient.
 

I. 	 FaraLn system adjustments - involving pwinarily the farmer(s)' input and relatively 

quick returns. 

1. 	 Farming systz. which utilize animal anure, mulch, compost, ash or other locally 

available sources of soil amendments. 

2. 	Develop villa;c or household composting systems.
 

-


I.e., "mudbll" techniques used in rice culture, etc.
 
3. 	Develop cechniques to maximize effectiveness of fertilizer (chemical) used 

4. 	Alter soil pR by liing/improved cropping sequences. 

S. 	Farming systems utilizing crop residues/mulch/fallowing to conserve moisture. 

6. 	 Improved water aanagtment: irrigition times, tillage, etc. 

7. 	 Improved seed bed preparation. 

8. 	 Improved seed Zerminacion and ,mrgence. 

9. 	Plant diseasc-:rca or ccrtified sced.
 

10. Improve rate, depth of planting practices. 

11. Plococropping to maxicize bean/cowpsa yields. 

to
 

decrease Insect and dis.aae damage. to minimize weed problem.
 
12. Multipla crcppitr.g ad intorcropping to reduce risk of total crop less, 

13. Better weod control through tillage practices/herbicides.
 

14. Control animals/birds.
 

15. Control insects through better use of pesticides. 

16. Adjust planting times to avoid.insect infestatis.
 

17. Control Insect disease vectors.
 

18. Eliminate wild plant hosts of disease. 

19. Change harvest t ms/'%ethods. 

20. Protect drying seed from weather. 

1. 	 Soed treatments/bettor containers for storage. 

22. Cropping systems to minimize soil orosion--multiple/roatLo9l/maxLs~iiSig 
greumi cover. 

23.
 

24.
 

25. 
26.
 

27.
 
25. 
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adjustments.U. Soo.0 econmoic/po1ic/ifieetructure0 

Increase national manufacture of 	 fertilizer.1. 

2. 	Import fertilizer.
 
to smail farmers.


3. 	 Subsidize (lower) fertilizer prices 


farmers.
 
4. 	Subsidize (lower) pesticide prices to small 


free seed available at low cost.

5. 	 Hake certified disease 


to other food crops.
and covpea prices relativeG. Iprove bean 

7. 	 mproe food'crop prices or programs relative to export crops.
 

small farmer.
and research 	programs toward
8. 	 Direct extension 


limits to credtt rates.
establish upper 

of credit to small farmers.
9. Subsidize or 

10. 	 Form gover amnt policies to ensure availability 

him flexibility in 
Etend smll 	farmer loans over entire year to allow

11. 
marketing. 

for buying inputs/selling crops/credit.
12. 	 Form cooperatives 


through collective organizations.

13. 	 Increase small farmers' power 

roads, Irrigation, drainage, 
14. Public works program 	 to build infrastructures: 

erosion 	control, etc. 

public work programs.
15. Utilize 	available human resources in 

16. Use draft animals or mechanize to solve labor/time bottlenecks. 

costs,to make land 	available at resonable 
17. Change rent/tenure practices 

lead 	 reform programs. 

range plans to protect region from environmental degradation,
18. Develop 	 long 

deteriorating soil quality 	 (reforestation. cropping systems for marginal 

lands, etc.). 

science and agriculture.
Develop education priorities to promote19. 

barter system to improve crop utilization and seed distribution. 
20. Develop 	a 

21. 

22. 

23. 
24.
 



6 Appendix II 

111. Short term research - science and technology. 

1. 	 Develop and use simple soil analysis procedures. 

2. 	Characterize and map soils of the regions. 

3. 	 Test soils for deficiencies and correlate with crop responses to generate 
fertilizer recommendations.
 

4. Devlop cropping systemi with crops/varieties which are tolerant to alkali/ 
salt/acidity, etc.
 

5. 	 Develop tillage implements adapted to small farmers economics and needs 
(Lntercropping/tropice' soils). 

6. 	Develop cropping system to avoid compaction/erosion/soil depletion/ 

for marginal areas (areas which traditionally were fallowed in shifting 
cultivation, hillsides, overgrazed areas, etc.). 

7. 	 Vork on increasing role of beans/cowpaes in locally adapte mltiple cropping 
systems. 

S. 	Develop methods to produce disease/insect free seed locally. 

9. 	 Develop inexpensive sprayers/dusters with low volume. 

10. 	 Develop local uonitoring of insect populations in conjunction with
 
biological pest control systems.
 

11. 	 Develop aall-scale harvest/threshing/drying equipment. 

12. 	 Develop improved inexpensive seed storage containers. 

13. 	 Develop alternative/inexpensive cooking fuels.
 

11.. 	 Develop improved cooking mathods/new processing methods/infant foods. etc. 
for home preparation of boans/cowpeas. 

15.
 

16.
 

17.
 

1.
 

19.
 

20.
 

21. 
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TV. Losser ters research - science and technology. 

1. Research rhizobiua and .- fization. 

2. Research into physlology/bloch sistrv of yield. 

3. Research in tissue culture. wide hybrid*. gene transfert future breeding tools. 

4. Besearch mechenisms of dAyleaeth and temperature responses. 

. pad research on ecology of insects, natural predators. etc. 

6. esarch bean/ccwpea diseases.
 

7. Research nutritional merit of beans/covpeaa. 

3. keed for cultirer which yt.ld vall at low XFL 

9. red for improved response to .!tl 

10. keed for tolerance to tropical &oilsproblems.
 

Ui. reed for increased phocosynthetic ability.
 

12. Brood for photoperiod inseaicivty. 

13. Dr*ed for reliable (if relatively lower) yield usd4r a variety of coedittee. 

14. Brod for adaptability.
 

L5. Breed for appropriate nmber of days to maturity.
 

16. Breed for drought resistance. 

17. Breed for toleran* if excess water.
 

18. breed for disese resistance.
 

19. B for a.dptabLity to mutiple k opIng. 

20. Breed for faster cooking tim. 

21. Bred for insect resistance. 

22. Breed for imroved pa.atability. flavor.
 

23. Breed for low anGintritiosal factors. flatvleece. 

24. Breed for improved protein. dt&esctbtl(ty.
 

5. Breed for higher yield potatial. f I.. 

26. Breed for seed Coae/cotyledoes that take up water all cok r"dily. 
27.
 

20. 

29.
 

31. 

11.l
 

W/
 



Appen:ix IIIV. 	 Socio-Iconomic Rsearch 

to small farmers.
1. 	 Identify constraints linititg delivery of improved inputs 

market, public delivery mchanisms.(Specify: obstacles in the private 

allocation at the village level, ecc.). 

for and optimum form of credit assistance to small farmers.2. 	 Identify need 

3. 	Evaluate the profitability of available improved technology under farmer's 

conditions and assess compatibility with current farming systems. 

4. 	 Determine the multiple roles of legumes in sustained cropping systems in 

the tropics.
 

Identify previous goverment programq attempting to improve bean/cowpea
5. 
production 	and assess their success or failure. 

provide guidance to6. 	 Characterize existing farming systems in order to 
and 	 to assist in design of improved production package.technical researchers 

7. 	 Identify patterns of adoption of improved bean/covpea technical packages and 

"sese factors affecting adoption. 

8. 	 identify socio-cultural aspar.tz of bean/cowpe consumption (preferred 

variaties, cooking methods, etc.). 

9. 	Identify nutritional status of the population and the importance of 

beenlcowpes 	in providing calories, protein, etc. 

to in relative prices.10. 	 Assess the responsiveness of bean/cowpea supply changes 

11. 	 Achieve understanding of the production and distributional effects of
 

current government crop price policies.
 

12. 	Research the markting of bean/covpea output at the farm level (timing. 

form. nature of buyers, seasonal farm gate price ovements, etc.). 

13. 	 Research the marketing of bean/covpea beyond the farm gate (structure.
 

performance, etc.- specify focus).
 

14. 	 Resarch crop storage losses to estimate magnitude of the problems in 

quantity and valuse terms and to assess Lne economics of alternative storage 

systems 

15. 	 Identify the methods of bean/cmpea processing and cooking and assess
 

their relative economic profitability.
 

living patterns,16. 	Gain understanding of small farmers' familiy activities, 


ad perceptions of their problems.
 

17. 	 Determine economic returns oe investment in research. 

is. 

1.
 

20. 

21. 

http:aspar.tz


Appendix 11K 
Respondant: 

Your Nae 

?P0LCI UCIATI N, SUGGESTED SCLUTIOINS. AND REC0'M'CD RIESLEAU 

MSTlCTOS: Please t±il out one sheet for each of the 12 -oot important constraints
 
(Step D. page 1). To the extent possible. elucidate these constraints In the order of mosr
 
to least t--artanE. respectavely on pa;es 9 through 20. Your su;gested solutLons need not
 

cow from the possible "SOLUTO."::S" on page 4-8.
 

Problem
 
Number Problem Answer Is for:
 

Coments oan the problem_
 

Applicable Country or Area (If not fully indicated previously.)
 

This problem ts severe: 	 This problem extends to: 

M. 7-10 yars in 10 	 a few local production areas 

-. 4-6 years in 10 	 [ 1/2 of the poduction areas 

EJ 1-3 years in 10 	 j3 virtually all production areas 

Tbe 	 level of knwiledge &iout tnit problem is: (Circle one) 

1. The probles is solvable by transfer of available technololy; research is not needed. 
2. This problem is solvable by transfer of available technolog7; biological researcn 

is not needed; social research -ay be required to achieve an effective transfer 
by the extension program. 

3. 	 Local Infortaton is .ear-adequate: some research could be helpCul. 
4. 	A strong research program is underway that is generating necessary tec.nolUogy; 

additional research would be helpful. 
S. 	Local res4arch has started; exansion is definitaly needed. 
6. 	 go local information available; it is essential that new research be initiated. 

Tour punestions of the most a ?ropriste solueion({) for this problea. These say come from 

aie 	possible "Solutions" on pajes tto 6. Alteraclve17. or preferably. your suggested 
solutions nay be derived indeperdently of this listing. For disease and insect problems. 
please identify the disease, pathogen, or insect (if known). 

What research do you recommend in order to solve this problem? (Or. elaborate an the 
selsties, or provide other commets.) 



10 Appeedi* ZX 
Repoent:___________ 

Your :Lm
 

1'O6LL- MUCIDATZ0, S=XESTEM SOLUTIONS.* AND lECO fl(DD RSEARCII 

Please fill out one sheet for each of the 12 vost important constraintslMSTICtlOS: 
(Step D. pa;o .). To the extent poeible. elucidate that* constraints in the order of most 

to least 1-.orai :. respectivil on pa;e. 9 through 20. Your sugaestced solutions nee not 
com froe t.e possible "SOLMTO.5" on pages 6-4. 

troblem 
Number Problem Ansr is for: 

Cemetseon the problem 

Applicable Country or Area (It not fully indicated prevtously.)__ 

TUiS problem I severe: 	 TMis problem extends tot 

7-1C years in 10 	 [3 a few local production areaM 


r-' 4-4 .ears in 10 	 [J 1/2 of the production ares 

1-3 years, In 10 	 viLrtually all production Aras 

r" level of k-novledue abot this 7roblem to: (Circle one) 

1. 	 The problem to solvable by :ransfer of available technology. research is not needed. 

2. 	 This problaem a solvable by transfer of available tec.ology; bioloaLcal research 

La sot needed; social researcn my be required to achieve an effective transfer 

by the extension pragrao. 
3. 	 Local Lnfor.at.on is near-adequate; see research could be helpful. 

A. 	A stCraf reseeach program is underuay that in generating noc er y tachnologyj 

additional research would be helpful. 
5. 	Local reearch has started; expansion is definitely needdd. 

avaLlable. it is essetial that new research be initiated.6. 	ge loca InormcLm 

lTr outteetions of te or arpreertac solution(s) for this grobleu. These may coms from 

the possible "SolutL40ns on pages i to 6 . Altelnatively, or prefebl)y. yo1jr Suggested 

solutios may be derLved Irdepedently of this listftg. ror dLsase end insect problems, 

please tdentify the disesei. pathoge . or Inaect (if kDown). 

in order to solve this problem? (Or. elaborate on theUtl teeararch do you recommnd 

molutto". or 4e other
pro. co-mite_.) 



Appendix III 
Respomdeatt_______________________ 

Your X.ame 
P~WM~ MCZDATI03. SUCZSTE 3OLUT10-fS, AND REMVMVMD~ USEAtoI 

ZMTU*CTI0S: Please fill out one sheet for each of the 12 most important constraints
(Step D, page 1). To the extent possible. elucld.te these constraLnts In :Se order of mostto lrast in'ortnc. raspect.vely on panes 9 through 20. Your suggested solutions need not 
cone from tne possible "SoT pages0O.NS" on .6-4. 

Problem 
Number Problem Answer Is for: 

Camencse on the problem
 

Afplicable Country or Area (.f not fully Indicated previously.) 

This Problemii severst Tis Problem extends to: 

C! 
r1 

'--

7-10 years In 10 
-4 a"s In 1. 

1-3 years i. 10 

[
[0J
( 

a few local production areas 
112 of the production areas 

virtually all production areas 

IM level of ktn eodte about this .roben is: (Circle one) 
1. The problem is solvable by transfer of available techoolog7; research is not needed.2. This problem is solvable by cransfer of available techaology; biological research 

Ls et needed; social research ay be required to achieve an effective cranafer 
by the extension prugrm.

3. Local Information is near-adequate; some researzh could be helpful.
4. A strong research program is underway that is generating necessary techoology;

dditIoal research would be helpful.
1. Local research has started; expansion Is definitely needed. 
6. No local Laformation available; It is essential chat now research be initiated. 

Tour mestses ons of h moot appropriace solutio(s) for this iroble,. Thee may come from
the possible "Solution" oanpages a to I. AlcerascLvely, or preferably, your suggested
selutises may be derived independecly of this listing. For disease and inect problems.
pleas idestify the disas, pachogeu. or insect (if known). 

What Teosaxch do you recemod in order to solve this problem? (Or, elaborate on the 
luttw, provide ocher cmmetcs.) 

http:elucld.te
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Respondent:
 Your xjamt 

RZCO0e,?DED RESEARCH
OSLD4 .UCIDATION,. SUGCESTK2 SOLU rol.s, A2ZD 

the 12 most inportant constraints
fill out one sheet for each of

11STI'CT!O.S: ?1.ase 
the extent possible. elucidate these constraints 

in the order-of -most 
(Step D. ?a;e 1). To Your suggested solutLC--. .&e*d not 

pages 9 through :0. 
to least iarorta-nt. respectivlV oan 


coa from th, possible "SOLLTIOS" on pages 4-8.
 

Anlr is for: ,,
ProblemPrbe 
Sber 


Cannataon the pro'lee 

or Area (f not fully indicated previously.)Aplicable Coutry 

This problem eoxtends to: 
his problem is severe: 


aJfey local production areas
 
0 7-10 rears in 10 

- 1/2 of the production areas 
6-6 	 years in .0 

("1 virtually all production areas 
- 1-3 years in 12 

,roblem (Circle one)
The 	level of knoledie about this is: 

i not needed. 
problex is solvable by transfer of available technolog; research 

1. 	 Tha 
by transfer of available technology; binlogical research 

solvable2. 	 This problem is effective transfer 
Le et needed; social research say be required to achieve an 


by the eateasion program. ; 
 som research could be helpful.
3. 	 Loc information is near-dequate

that is generating necessary technology% 
6. 	 A strong research progrm is underway 


sddLttion research would be helpful.
 
started; espansion is definitely needed. 

S. 	 Local research has reseerch be initiated.it is essential the: nw 
6. go local information availAble; 

forthiep prbleu. These may come from 
apprforiate *aton(s) 	 suggestedT"Ir gouestions of themost 	 or preferably. your 

on pages to . Alternatively,
the 	possible -$*Lucian*" and insect problems.this listing. For diseaseindependently ofsolutioas may be derived 
pLeee identify the disease, pathogen, or insect (if known).. 

this problem? (Or. eLaborate on the
to solve

Vbst esearch do you recomnd in order 
provide other commute.)orsltacies. 

mmamm51 
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Respondent:
 
Your Same 

1'OLIDt ELUCIOATO.O, SUGGESTED SOLUTIONS, AND RECOM'DEC RESEAXC 

the 12 most important constraintsL'ST13CTI0.S: Plase fill out one sheet for each of 
To the extent possible, elucidate these constraints in the order of most 

(Step 0. pa;e 1). 
to least iportant. respectively on pages 9 through 20. Your suggested solutions need not 

come from tne possible "SOLUTIONS" on pages 4-8. 
Problem 

Answer is for:TroblesNumber 

the 	problemCaments on 

previously.)Applicable Country or Area (If not fully indicated 

This problem extends to:This problem is severe: 

a few local production areas7-10 years in 10 
[J 1/2 of the production areas4-6 ysari in 10 

virtually all production areasE3 1-3 years in 10 

The 	level of knovledge zbout this problem Is: (Circle one) 

solvable by trsnsfer of available technology; research is not needed.
 1. 	The probleu is 
This problem Ls solvable by transest of available technology; biological research
 2. 

Is not needed; social research nay be required to achieve an effective transfer 

by the extensi-n program. 
3. 	 Local in.or-.Ation is near-adequate; som research could be helpful. 

underway that is generating necessary-technology;
4. 	A strong research program is 

additional research would be helpful.
 

S. 	Local research has scarted; expansion is definitely needed. 

6. 	 go local information available; it is essential that new research be initiated. 

lOur usoestiors ofthe most aprooriate solution(s) for this problem. These ay come from
 

the possible "SoLutions' on pages & to S. Alternatively, or preferably, your suggeeted
 
insect problems.

selutioss may be derived independently of this listing. For disease and 


please identify the disease. pathogde. or Insect (ifknown).
 

recommnd in order to solve this problem? (Or, elaborate on theVbt research do you 
ocher cnesass .)slutios, or provide 



Appendix II
 
Respondent: 

Your Name 
?0LL4 ELUCIDATION, SUGCESTED SOLLTZO.S, MqD RECO.1L'MDED RES RCRH
 

IJSTlt1TIO.NS: Please one
fill out sheec for each of the 12 most important constraints(Step D, p ;e I). To the extent possible, elucidate these constraints in the ordor of mostto least La'or:anc. respec:ively on pages 9 chrou;h 20. Your suggested solutions need not m fram the possible "SOLUJTIONS" on pages 4-8. 

Problem
Number Problem Answer is for: 

i I I " 

Coments on the problem
 

Applicable Country or Area (Ifnot fully indicated previously.)
 

This problem is severe: This probleu extends to:
 

D] 7-10 years in 10 
 aa-few local production ares
 
-' 4-6 years in .0 
 -- 1/2 of the production are
 

j 1-3 years in 10 r] virtually all production areas 

De level of knowledte about this problem is: (Circle one) 
1. The problem Is solvable by transfer of available technology; research is not needed.2. This problem is solvable by transfer of available technolog7; biologi:al research
is mot needed; social research may be required to achieve an effective transfer
 

by the extension program.

3. Local infornation is near-adequate; som research could be helpful.
4. A strtag research program is underway that is snerating necessary technology;

additional research would be helplul.
S. Local research has started; exansion isdefinitely needed.6. Ne local information available; it is essential thait new research be initiated. 

Your sulejStions of the -ose appropriatesolution(s) for thisproblem. These may coe fromthe possible "Solutions" on pages * to 8. Alternacively., or preferably, your suUaetedsmlutions may be derived independently of this listing. For disease ad insect problems,please Identify the disease, pathogen, or insect (ifknown). 

lhat research do you reccemand in order to solve this problem? (Or. elaborate on theselutions, or provile other commtes.)
 

http:IJSTlt1TIO.NS


Appendix llI 15 

luspondent: 
Your .ana
 

MIO3L 4 SUCCESTED AND R!CC,?r.CD IUSE.A.CH[4:CW.\T1O4, SOLLTX04S. 

?ldtse fill out the 
(Step 0. page 1). To the extent possible, eluctiate t.se censeraints in the order of m=ost 
to least mimoor tnt. respectavel7 on pa;es 9 through :'0. Your suggested solutions need not 
coma fro tne possible "SOLUTIO.S" on pages 4-8. 
roblem
 

fINIS ICTZ0:S: one shect for each of 12 -ost i=portant constraints 

r froblem 	 Answer is for:
 

Cinsmts on the progle__
 

Applicable Country or Area (If not fully indicated previously.)
 

This problem is severe: 	 This problem extends to:
 

0 7-10 years in 10 	 a few local production areas 

4-6 rears in 10 	 [ 1/2 of the production areas 

[ 1-3 years in !0 	 U virtually all production areas 

The 	level of knowledt, about this croble" is: (Circle one) 

1. The problem is solvable by transfer of available technology; research is not needed.
 
2. This problem is solvable by transfer of available technology; biological research 

is mot needed; social research may be required to achieve an effective transfer
 
by th4 extension program.
 

3. 	Local information is near-r4equate: soe research could be helpful.
 
4. 	A strong research pr3gran is underway t.ht is generating necessary technolo8y;
 

additional research would be helpful.
 
S. 	Local research .as started; exa;nsion is definitely needed.
 
6. 	go local information available; it is essential tha: new research be initiated. 

Towe suisestione o* the -oset aorortate solution'sl for tht oroble4. These may come frcm 
the possible "Solutions' on pages tto 6. Alternatively. or preeraolt, your suggested 
solutlons say be derived independently of this listing. For disease and insect problens, 
please identify the disease, pathogen, or insect (i! knove) 

Ubat resarch do you recoesnd in order to solve this problem? (Or. elaborate on the 
solutowas, or provide oth*r coemots.) 

http:IUSE.A.CH
http:R!CC,?r.CD
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Your Xaae
ftBLLq UUCIDATION. SU.ccSTEZJ 
SOtCTIO.tS. A.4D KEDc0[ DqE RZS.A3CH

EU1RL'riOL*CrcS 
 P-a" 

(Step D. pa;e 1). 

f11l out one sheet for each of the 12 most important constraints
To the extent possible. elucidate these constraints in the ordor ofto least itor:nt. respectively on pages 9 through 20. 
mosc
 

Your uggsted solutions need not
coe from tne possible "SOLL IO$*"on pages 4-8. 
Probl-­
umber 


Problem 

ar is fat 

Comests on the problem
 

Applicable Country or Area (If 
not fully indicated previously.)
 

DU problem Is severe: Tis problm extends to:
 

7-10 year@ in 10 [] few local production areas4-4 years in 10 
 E- 1/2 of the production areas
(21 1-3 years iz 10 
 U virtually all production areas
 
e lveof *
.*o' edge out his rcblel i (Circeone)
1. The proble, ts solvable by transfer of available technology; research
2. This proble La Is not needed.solvable by transfer of available technology; biological research
is met needed; social research say be required to achieve an effective transfer
by the extension program.
3. Loc.l Lnfor--atioa Innear-adequate: some research could be helpful.
A. A strsog research program is underway that t geserating noceseary technologyj
additional research would be helpful.
S. Local research has started; epana.on is definitely needed.6. No Local information Available: it L essetial that new research be Initiated.
T02Tsu teotteo of €Lomet 9roortatesoluton(e) orthisproble.
the peesb0 SobL..ons" These my come fromon poles - to '. Alternatively. or preferably,seleaine your suggestedmaw be derived independently of this listing. For disapleae identify and Insoct probles.the disease, pathogen, or insct 
(if known).
 

Met reserch do you recsomoed in order to solve this problom? (Or. elaborate e the
slatlass. or provi e other cmats.).....
 

http:epana.on
http:SOtCTIO.tS


Rspo dent t 17 

Your U.ase 
PMUWI UXCIDATION, SUCCESTED SOLL-ro3, AN ULCM-"MMOE RESEARCH= =1TcTz0.: ?lease onefll out sheet

(Step D. pQ;. 1). To 	
for each of the 1. most lportant constraintstht 	ext.cnt 

to least iLnv-or 	
possible, elucidate these constraints in the order of -1ottnc, resectively on page 9 through :0. Your suggested solutions need not
cor froe the possible "SOLCT0NS" on pages 4-8.
 

rober Probles 
Awaur is ort:
 

L II 	 oos
 
Commets 
on the problem_ 

ApplLcable Country or Area (If 	 noc fully indicated previously.) 

Thta problem is severe: The problem extends tot 
C 7-10 years La 10 
 aJfew production areas
a local 

4-4 	years in 10 [] 1/2 of the production areas

Oj 1-3 years in 10 
 () virtually all production areas
 

he level f 'r~Vlee about 
 this roleo to: (Circle one)
1. 	 The problem is solvable by transfer of available technology; research is2. 	 not needed.This problem is solvable by transfer of available technology; iolojlcal researchis net needed; social research may be roqu.red to anachieve effective transfer

by the eateasion program.
3. 	 Lacal ttfor-ation is near-adequate. 9s research could be helpful.4. 	 A etroM research ;rores is undsrvey that is generating necessary cechnology;&ddttm* research would be helpfutl.S. 	Lacal research .s started; expaslon -s definitely needed.6. 	 Be lecal i ormatim avaLlabtt is a essential that new research be initiated.LemLr ions fthe" ne i Voc aIroprtds olutcne) for this robln.Ube 	 pesible These eay come fromon ;&olugaspaes8 to . AlterattveLy,selatm. 	 or preferably, your euggestedVa! 	 be derived Independently of this listing. for dieeplease ideetfy 	 and insect probles.the 	diseao. pathogee. r Insect (if known). 

Mbt research de you tcoaneed tn order oelveaelutles, 	 to this problem? (Or. elaborate on theor provide ether c.nes.). 

Il4
 



respondent:_____________________ Appendix II 

PrOZLV £LCIDArrONq, 	 TOUC XadSUCCUSTE SOLLUNIONS,DISTNXTIOS: 	 A.'D RECoM.%DE)D R-SEARCHPlease !ill out one sheet for each of the 12 -%ot
(Step D, pa;c 1). To the ex:ent 7ossible, 	 important constraintselucidateto least t.nor-nt. reOectivelv 	 Otse conscr:t;;rs in the order of -oscon pages 9 through 20.
come 	 Your suggested solroe 	 the ;ossl.ld tons ned not'SOL 	 TIONS" on pages ,-. 

I 
lumber 

Problem 
Answer is for: 

De~11ansCoes 
Coments 


on the proble__
 

Applicable Country or Area (If noc 	 fully indicated previously.) 

This problenIs 
severe: 
This problem extendsto: 

7-10 years In 10 
a few local production areas4-6 	years La 10 

1/2 	of 
the 	production areas
 

[Z]
1-3 	7sara in 10 
TMlevel of 	

virtually all production areasaout thu,role 
1. 	

is:It'Jlede(Circle 7ne) 

2. 	
The problem is so~vahe by transfer of available technology; research is not needed.
Thie 

noc 
rroole2 

needed; 
Ls solvable by transfer of available tecnnolo./; biological researchis socle' research say be required to achieve an effective transferby the extension ;r3graz.
3. 	Local itor.-atLon is near-adequate:4. 	A strong som researchresear program that 

could be helpful.is underav 
additional research 	

is generating necessary technology;
S. 	 "outd be helpful.Local research 
us 	started; expansion is6. 	 X local definitely needed.for-eation available; It is essential thac ney research beILA.E.!.ion of 	 Initiated. 

eost s sMbe 	 Possible rooriato olution(s)for . o :nages to 6. thisroble. Thase fraselutioe 	 - Alteratively av comemay 	 be derLvad or preerabLy,Independently 	 your suggestedof this listing. 
 For 	disease and Insectplease Identify the 	 problis,disease. pathogen. or insect (i known)._________________ 

Wsat research do you 	 recoanodselutions. or 	
In order to solve this problem? (Or,provide 	 elaborate on theother commts.) 
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Appendi III~resMadnt: 

Your age 
PROBLEL ELCIDATIO4, SL'CCSTED SOLLTIONS, A.D REC011I 	CTI0.VS: .,NDERESEARC?lease fill out one sheet
(Step D. pace for each of the 12
1). o the 	 most important constraintsextnt possible.to least iLortnr, resPectivdly elucidate these constraints In th order ofon pa;cs 9 chrough 20. 	 oscYour 	sug;ested SolutLon& need notcome froa the possible *SOLZONS"Pr bm on p4ages *-8.
 

_Pol ="
 
Xt'btr 


Problem 
swer Is for: 

Cwmants 

on the problem
 

Applicable Country or Area (If not fully indicated previously.) 

This problemis severe: 

This problem extends to:
 

Q 	 7-10 years In 10

4-6 .jars in 10 a few local production areas
1/2 of the product.on areas
 
1-3 years in 10 


rl virtually all production areas
 
D-0 level ofk o 
 lede aboutt hs roble - is: (Circleone)


1. The problem ts solvable 
2. This problem is 

by transfer of available technology.; research is notsolvable by trans er 	 needed. 
is not needed; 	

of available tecnnolog;:; bicloScal researchsocial research -av be required to achieve an effect ve 
transfer
by the extension program.3. Local Lnfec-nrtin is sar-adequate:
4. 	 sone research couldA strong research program 	 be helpful.Ia under-ay that is generating necessary'technology;
addLtLor.al research "ou1d5. 	 be hopful.Local 	research has starred; 
expansion6. No 	 is definitely needed.local 	 Information 'ailable; it is essential thatTour 	 uelestcne ofthe 
new research be Initiated.ios 
 av roeor.atesolution(s)the Possible 'Soij:Ljns" on pages 	

forthis vroblew. .hese may come from
solutions may 	 - to . AlCerOacTively, orbe 	 re-terably, your suggestedderived independently of thisplease Ldentif7 	 lsting. For disease and irsect problems.the d$*ease, pathogen, or Insect (if known).
 

What research do you recoend in ordersolutions. 	 to solve this problem? (Or, elaborate onor provide other 	 the 
conesnts.)
 

http:addLtLor.al
http:product.on
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Respondent:
 

Your Xae
 
PROBLEr24ELUCIATI ON. SLCCESTKO SOLLTMOtS. A.'D RECO..MN-DED RESrARCH
 

rMTItUCTIOS: ?loase !ill n-,t 
 n.e shcet ,for each of the 1 o-st important constraints(Step D, page 1). 
 Ta the ex:enc 
-possile.elucidate thdse constraints i the order of nostto least i-,or.an:. :spectively in ;ages 9 through 20. 
 Your suggestdd solutions neea not
came from tna possibe SOL C;S" on pages 4-8. 

Problem
 
Iunabor 
 Problem 
 avewr is for: 

Cosments on the problem 

Aplicable Country or Area (I not fully indicated previously.)
 

TMas problem is severe: This problem ec,ends to: 

[] 7-10 years in 10 EJ a few local production areas 
- years in "0 1/2 of the production areas
 

I"' 1-3 years in :0 
 virtually all production areas
 
Tl~e level of .nvledze about -his r-le , is: (Circle on*) 

1. 
The problem tissovable b, tra.as.er of avaU.able :echnolog7: research Is 
not needed.
2. Thl prob'e, s solv'a&' .e* y : ansfer of ,vai.zz e technolot:: hioL -gical researth
I not neeced; social. reserh:: nay os reqaired to acnieve an e!!ect ve transer
 
by the x:ension prei;ram.


3. 
Local in!4.azi.ion is .ar-,ae;uats:; some research could be helpful.4. A strong researth projra- is u.nd4r4a&v that is senersting necessary technology;
additional research vculd be heloful.


5. Local research as scarted; isexransion -efinitelv needed.6. So local information available; it Is essent!al that new research be initiated. 
Toursuelest:ors o! the nost avrooriate iolution(s) fir this probl,-i. These '.y co"e fromthe possible "Soac.*tons' cn -aes - to d. Alternativelv. or ,reterablv. your suggestedsolutions zay be derived independentlv of this listing. For disea6e and insect problems,please identify th4 eisease. pathogen. or Insect (i, known). 

Ubt research do you recommend In order to solve this problem? (Or. elaborate on thesolutions, or provide other comments.) 

http:tra.as.er
http:i-,or.an
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REPORT OF VISIT TO GUATLULA, PANAMA. COSTA RICA, COLOMBIA, CIAT, CHILE
 

H. W. Adams and D. H. Wallace
 

January 24 - February 3, 1979 

A. Guatemala
 

1. USAIrD - Guatemala 

Visited: Carl Koons
 
Clemson Weber 

2. ROCAP - Regional Office, Central America and Panama 

Visited: Don Fiester, Director, Guatemala City
 
Dr. James turphrey 

ROCAP coordinates all regional projects of US/AID in Latin America, 
iucluding Guatemala, Costa Rica, Honduras, El SAlvador, and recently 
Panama is participating. ROCAP is a US/AID organid:.tion:t is nnr an 
orgaznation of the Central American countries. ROCAP programs -would 
include many crops in addti-on to earts. 

3. ISCAP - Ingtitu of Nriti of Cetl Amerie and 

A regional center) 

Visited: Riccardo Bressani, Nutritionist (Bean Investigations).
 

Level of Ccllaboration requested: Primary
 

INCAP conducts nutritional studies. INCAP is basically concerned vith
 
htman nutrition and human health. 'hey conduct extensive nutritional
 
studies in conjunction with hospital facilities.
 

ICTA - Institute of Science and Agricultural Technology 

Visited: Dr. Porfirio .tasava, Sean Program Leader 
Dr. KIazuhiro Yoshii. assigned to ICTA from CIAT, supported 

by an AID contract with CIAT --Pathologist 
Dr. Pete Hildebrand, Econoics-Rural Sociology from the 

Rockefeller Foundation and assigned to ICTA 

Level of Collaboration requested:
 

ICTA is the semi-autonomous national reaa--ch Or-anlzatilO for C!4ce"a4lk 
it represents a raorganizaton for research activity that occurred about 
10 years ago. This organization is concerned with basic food crop 
and livestock prrduction for Cuatemala. The bean prolgran is one component. 
The scientists of the bean tezm include (1) a phvioloy-breeding and 
production-tra led aan. (2) a pathologist. (3) a *ocio-econoni c. and 
(4) a man assigned Sv ROCAP tu the %call!arzo of the htihlands. Toho 
bean program to all :onducted i: the fioed. There are no basic !abu)ra­
tories. roe research is in two region*: the !irst to for the lower olo­
vations in the Oriente, with headquarters at Jut tape. The ,econd region 
ts the highlands with headquarters at Chimaltenanso. the htghland actl­
vities are with Indian small farmars. Dr. Ka*s. an economist, studying 
mall farm systems in the highlands, was not visited. lie ts assigned 
by ROCA? to ICTA. 



Appendix IV.1
 
2.
 

B. Costa 	Rica
 

1. US/AID - Costa Rica
 

Visited: 	 Dr. Robert Mowbray, Rural Development Officer
 

2. Ministry of Agriculture and Livestock
 

Visited: 	 Dr. Eduardo Jimenez, Bean Program Coordinator
 
Dr. Evaristo Morales, Entomologist
 
Dr. Horacio Lieniga, Director, Division Fomenta, CNP
 
Dr. Lazaro Vargas, Director of Planning, Ministry of Agriculture
 

Level of Collaboration requested: Primary
 

Although Dr. Jimenez has been designated as Bean Program Coordinator,
 
the national bean program has not as yet been activated.
 

3. CITA - Center of Investigations in Food Technology
 

Visited: 	 Dr. Luis Fernando Arias, Director 
Dr. Wilhelm Heinlich 
Ing. Horacio Verges, who is in charge of the CARE project. 

Level of Collaboration requested: Primary
 

CITA is located at tho TInvrritra nf C-nta NAca and is jointly sponsored 
by the Ministry of Agriculture and Livestock. With respect to beans, 
CITA has a storage program that is primarily related to weevils. They 
also have studies of cooking time and of the development of pre-cooked 
bean products. They are thinking about developing a post-harvest program. 
They indicated that this would require the development of standardized 
grading for the marketing of beans, which does not currently exist. They 
are working closely with school feeding programs in which beans are a 
major component, this being supported by CARE. CITA is under the joint 
sponsorship of the University of Costa Rica and the Costa Rican Ministry 
of Agriculture and cooperates with the CNP. 

4. Department of Seed Technology, University of Costa Rica
 

Visited: 	 Dr. Ronald Echandi, Head of Seed Technology
 

Level of Collaboration requested: Primary
 

Interested in dry seed problems of beans. Some work on weevil damage.
 
Hardness of beans is also a consideration. About 27% of the planted
 
seed cannot be traced to a known source. About 50% of the farmers add
 
a chlorinated insecticide to their edible beans to reduce weevil damage.
 
Beans are usually kept at the foot of the bed or hung on the wall. About
 
300 interviews of farmers have been conducted. The Extension services
 
in the Central Aierican countries just have not worked. There is a major
 
gap between experimentalists and extensionists.
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5. CATIE 	- Tropical Agronomic Center for Research and Teaching, at Turrialba
 

Visited: 	 Dr. Rector Munoz, Director
 
Dr. Pedro Onoro, Leader of Small Farming Systems Research
 
Dr. Robert Hart, one of the agronomists working on the project
 

Level of Collaboration requested: No request; this is a regional center.
 

CATIE is a Central American institution, located at Turrialba, Costa Rica.
 
It functions in conjunction with ROCAP. The agricultural section of
 
CTIE is concerned with farming systems. The effort is currently directed
 
toward obtaining on-the-farm descriptions of the systems usec by small
 
farmers. The intent is to use the described system as a basis from
 
which small changes in the system -..
n be implemented as a basis for
 
improving the system. The concept is that the farming system has been
 
developed over generations of farming practice in the environment pro­
vided on the farm and/or in that locality. It is recognized that because
 
of the effects of altitude and other geographical factors, there are
 
many systems that have developed. It is assumed that most are realistic
 
for the climatic and social environments in which they are used. Small
 
changes can be highly effective in improving yields, whereas "modern
 
technology" is often unsuccessful. Dr. Luis Navarro, an agricultural
 
economist who is studying farming systems from the socio-economics
 
point of view, is in charge of obtaining these descriptions of the farm­
ing system. He also emphasizes understanding the lifestyle of all
 
family members. (Dr. Navarro was not visited.) The other staff members
 
are concerned with researching the possible modifications of the systems.
 
CATIE has some staff at Turrialba, and staff members located in the
 
individual Central American countries. In the countries the support is
 
in behalf of the aational program. The efforts at Turrialba are also
 
basically in support of the country programs. The staff travels exten­
sively to the countries. CATIE receives funding from other agencies in
 
addition to RCCAP.
 

6. IICA - Inter-American Institute of Aricultural Sciences
 

Visited: 	 Dr. James Murphrey
 

Level of Collaboration requested: No request; not a research institution.
 

IICA has no working scientists of its own. Its function is coordination
 
of the Central American Agricultural activities. It is supported by the
 
Organization of the American States. One of the principal activi:ies now
 
centered in IICA is gathering and distribuLing information. ROCAP has
 
financed a special project on informat4in entitled PIADIC (Program of
 
Agricultural Information of the Isthmus of Central America). PIADIC is
 
an information statistics program for the generation of area-specific
 
profiles of information, and this body of data is computer-based. The
 
purpose of P WDIC is to provide a comprehensive data base on specific
 
geographic sites to aid researchers in those areas, one example being
 
CATIE. The basic data base is distributed, i.e., it is found among
 
all of the various data gathering agencies in the Central American
 
countries, such as census bureaus, climatology sections, marketing
 
boards, etc.; and the data are held in various forms, some in computer
 
files, books, pamphlets, cards, etc. Each country will eventually
 
have an information center, which will hold reduced data summaries,
 
i.e., summaries which compile data on a weekly or a monthly basis rather
 
than a daily basis. These data sunaries are available for agricultural
 
planning and research design activities in the respective countries.
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PIADIC also has, as one of its activities, the capability of extracting
 
from the information center an area-specific profile for any given
 
community such as Turrialba and Guanecasta, covering all of the subject
 
areas which an agricultural planning service or a research design acti­
vity may wish to have available. This includes information in the
 
profile such as data on climate, soils, marketing, family income,
 
family size, age distribution, research results for the area, highways,
 
marketing patterns, etc., all of which would be extremely useful in a
 
tech-pack. A tech-pack is a description of current recommended tech­
nology for, for example, a small farm. As for CATIE, the objective is
 
to describe the current situation so that slight modifications (the
 
tech-pack) can be tried by the researchers.
 

Another activity that is centered in IICA is the position fille. by
 
Dr. Guillermo Galvez who is a plant pathologist on the CIAT sta::f. Re
 
is fielded in the Central American region and headquartered at ILCA. Ris
 
job is to serve as liaison between CIAT and the Central American agri­
cultural programs. He is to provide outreach of the research information
 
developed at CIAT, and to p-eovide feedback from the Central American and
 
the Caribbean countries to CIAT.
 

7. ROCAP - Regional Office for Central America and Panama
 

Visited: Dr. James Murphrey
 

Level of Collaboration requested: No request - a USAID institution.
 

Dr. Hurphrey is the project administrator for ROCAP. His main office is
 
in downtown San Jose, Costa Rica. However, he has offices at IICA, CATIE,
 
in Guatemala, and in other of the developing countries. He travels into
 
all of these countries every week or two. Clearly, he is an administrator
 
of administrators.
 

Dr. Murphrey explained that ROCAP has no research or other programs of its
 
own. ROCAP is an organization of USATD. Its function is to coordinate all
 
AID activities in Central America. Its intent ii to develop capabilities
 
for these countries in the areas of agricultural science, and related
 
information. Dr. Murphrey spends his time in making short visits to the 
country administrators of the various projects. He emphasized strongly,
 
that any program the bean/cowpea CRSP develops should include the
 
capability of "finding our tracks" on repeat visits. In other words, the
 
visits must be close enough together that the collaborating LDC scientist
 
has not shifted to other activities, changed jobs, or moved from that
 
location.
 

Dr. Murphrey also emphasized the need for the bean/cowpea CRSP to use CATIE 
or another regional organization as a means of maintaining contact with 
the LDC components of the CRSP. He indicates that because the staff of 
such regional organizations are in nore or less constant contact with the 
national programs, they are in a key position to provide liaison between 
the U.S. management entity and the natl-nal scientists and world centers 

such as CIAT. 

Dr. Murphrey also strongly emphsized the need for participating U.S. 
scientists to learn the language of the developing country. [ie emphasized
 
that when we require a translator, we are a burden rather than providing
 
as such assistance as possible. Many scientists in the developing countries 
will not speak English, even uhen capable, and others cannot spiak English. 
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C. Panama
 

1. Z= 

Visited: Dr. Gaspar Silvera, Legume Programs Leader
 

Level of Collaboration requested: Tertiary
 

Dr. Silvers was one of Dr. Adams's students. We visited him during 
Lay-over tima in Panama while waiting for the flight to Colombia. He 
is working with beans, cowpeas, and soybeans. This was an unofficial 
visit. Silvera's office is in Panama City. The nearest research fields
 
are about sixty miles away. Most of the bean research requires a 
flight to the experiment station. The people of Panama prefer large 
red kidney sized and preferably red kidney colored beans, but yellow 
and red-mottled beans are acceptable. This is distinctly different from 
the preferences of most other South American countries.
 

D. Colombia
 

1. ICA - Investigaciones Ciencias _Uropecuaria 

Visited: Gilberto Bastidas, Program Leader of Grain Legumes, Pawzra 

Level of Collaboration requested: Primary
 

Hr. Bastidaa has a Master's Degree from ICA's graduate school program 
in Bogota. He is in chqrge of bean research, cowpea research, and soybean 
research. He has a staff of four technicians at Palmira. There are
 
breeders with a B.S. Degree at Pasto, Bogota, and Medellin. One addi­
tional man works with cowpeas on the lowland north coast of Colombia. 
They work cooperatively with CIAT for beans and IITA for cowpeas. Only 
variety terting is done with cowpeas. They also work cooperativrly with 
IFTSOT with soybeans. Because inflation is reducing his program effort, 
he is working very closely with CIAT and receiving, as other Latin American 
countries do, CIAT's breeding lines. He is interested in nutritional research 
but does not bave an organized program. Colombia has 100,000 hectares of 
beans, 10,000 of cowpeas, and 70,000 of soybeans. He believes there is a
 
potential for increased hectareage of cowpeas on the north coast, but this
 
would be primarily for export and there is no known international market 
for corpeas. ICA has a Socio-economic Department in Bogota. It is a 
large prograu with some Activities on beans and should be visited at a 
future tim.
 

Bastidas divided beans areas into hot (0 to 1500 meters altitude), inter­
mdiate (15 to 2200 meters), and cool (above 2200). 

2. US/AID - Colombia
 

Visited: Dr. Dave Scher, Agricultural Development Officer, Missions Office.
 

Level of Collaboration requested: Primary
 

Dr. Scheer volunteered to have our questionnaire translated into Spanish.
 

Inasmach an we did not visit in Bogota at the ICA headquarters, he strongly 
advised us to do so at the next opportunity. This could include a visit 
with the Socio-econoic Department. it 
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3. CIAT - Centro Internacioal do 	Agricultura Tropical 

Visited: Dr. Art Van Schoonhoven, 	Bean Program Leader
 
Dr. Peter Graham, Bean/Cowpea CRSP Liaison Designate, 

a Microbiologist 
Dr. E. Drijfhout, Pathologist (Visiting)
 
Dr. Steve Temple, Breeder
 
Dr. Jeremy Davis, Breeder of Climbing Beans
 
Dr. Shree Singh, Breeder
 
Dr. Howard Schwartz, Pathologist
 
Dr. Francisco .orales, Virololist
 
Dr. Douglas Laing, Physiologist
 
Dr. John Sanders, Agro-Economist
 
Dr. Mtchael Thung, Early Generation Yield Trials and 

Phosphorus Nutrition Studies 
Dr. Oswaldo Voysest, Coordinator of International Bean Yield 
Adaptation Nurseries 

Level of Collaboration requested: 	 Basic research in areas supportive 
of CIAT's mandate. 

CAT decribes their activities vet 7 lAlarge bredins pr M for b-&ns. 
Tn othe words, al d .sciFines support the breeding of improved bean 
varieties for use in Central and South America and elsewhere in the 
tropical world where beans are grown. CIAT does not aim to develop 
varieties. They will make crosses for any national program that requests 
them. They then provide the segregating material at a generation between 

F-2 and F-6 or F-7 tha. is appropriate to the capability of the scientists 
in the national country programs. 

With this mandate, their research leans heavily toward the applied rather 

than toward basic research. CIAT's mandate is to increase bean production 
in the tropics as rapidly as possible. They welcome the opportunity to 

have inte:action with the national programs on one hand and with the basic 
sciences on the other. 

CIAT road cts an extensive trainin_ proara in bean production. breding 
anA selection procedures, and trains bean extension personnel.
 

The agro-economist is working c.osely with the rest of tt.e team. He is
 

testing the economic merit of changes in the current farming system of
 

small farmers. He does this by changing fertilizer application, or 

time of application, or variety, or a curative spray for diseases and 

insects, a preventative spray (applied b4fore the disease or insects are 

seen), or nemtocides. His objective is to determine in monetary (economic) 

terms what these changes will man to the farmer. 

A Post-Doctorate is currently doing meteorological research to define the
 

characteristics of bean growing areas.
 

CAT has outreach programs in Guatemala, Honduras and perhaps other
 

countries. The man in Guatemala is vorking on diseases, the man in
 

Honduras is working on agro-economics.
 

"11
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A seed technology component is being planned. The maior germ pla.
 
collection in the world for beans is located at CIAT.
 

oe had extensive discussion with Graham regarding the SOTA. The discus­
sions dealt primarily with the reorganization of the outline and with
 
potential authors. The CIAT team had re,.iewed the SOTA outline. They
 
felt it advisable that the bean and cowpea components be as thoroughly
 
integrated as possible, rather than in separate but otherwise duplicative
 
chapters. One item not previously entered in the outline was meteorological
 
considerations. We concluded that the socio-economic section needs
 
further work on the outline by socio-economists. It was also deemed
 
necessar-, that the final section on constraints be sufficiently balanced
 
with statements of research-imperative needs. Also, physiology should
 
stand in a section by itself. !ithinthe section on fertilization.
 
Graham felt that the iteraction of mEcorrhiza merits as much consideration
 as the Rhizobium_-nitr0sen-reat onshjAL;, this is especay oreu 

E. Chile 	(Visited only by Adams)
 

1. INIA - Instituto .acional Investigaciones Agropecuaria
 

Visited: Dr. Alfredo Madrid, Director, Instituto Nacional Investigaciones
 
Agropecuaria
 

Dr. Hiram Grove, Coordinator of Technical Relations
 
Sr. Gabriel Bascur, Bean Program
 
Sr. Jorge Aeschlimann
 

(The latter two are both stationed at La Platina, the INIA
 
station near Santiago.)
 

Level of Collaboration requested: Primary, unofficially
 

Dr. Madrid is very interested in a Title XII CRSP that would involve Chile.
 

About 40% of irrigated land is in the hands of smell farmers; a "small"
 
farm in Chile may range in size from 5-40 hectares. Most beans (some
 
110,000 hectares) are grown in mono-culture in Chile.
 

Mr. Engel, President, Engel & Co. (an import-export firm in Santiago)
 
would like to give money and encouragement to INIA to hire an entomologist
 
to work on the weevil problem, if we can get a Title XII CRSP approved for
 
Chile.
 

2. US/AID - Chile
 

Visited: 	 Mr. Richard Apodaca
 
Mr. Ault Nathanial, Consulado, U.S.A., Merced 230 - 2nd floor
 

Mr. Apodaca and Mr. Nathaniel are AID officials in Chile. They are not
 
personally against Title XII but indicated that for the moment the human
 
rights issue prevents collaboration with Chile. I pointod out the
 
double standard that exists and the apolitical character of CRSPs. They
 
insist the ambassador can/will not approve Title XII activities in Chile
 
at this time. I made them aware of IlIA's interest and the interest of
 
the Universidad Catolica; the latter they knew about.
 

Since visiting Chile, we have received a latter from Dr. Alonzo Bravo
 
of the Pontificia Universided Catolica do Chile which outlines e4veral
 
problem areas in beans where collaboration with a Title XI1 CRSP 14
 
would be welcome. 
 V 
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3. U. S. 	Embassy
 

Visited: 	 Hr. Max Bowser, Agricultural Attache, U.S. Embassy,
 
Agustinas 1343.
 

Mr. Bowser is concerned with coiercial interest almost exclusively.
 
He personally thinks tying technical assistance to political affairs
 

is wrong.
 

The objective in seeing Mr. Bowser was to see if the State Department 

policy, as indicated by AID people, was really exclusive of Title XII. 

Bowser hadn't more than heard about Title XII and didn't know the answer 

He seemed 	like a nice man that wished politics was
to my question. 
out of the picture-that is, the politics of human rights. He pointed 
out that the government of Colombia was a much more repressive government 
than Chile and yet we can't do enough for Colombia, because the gcvernment
 

is ostensibly democratic.
 

CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMEDATIONS 

1. 	The LDC institutions are divisible into three catesorit. First is the 

international center (CUT). the siecond Sroupin is the regional centers 
(CATIE and tNCAP). The third and largest grouping is the national programs 

Most of the highly trained
of the individual countries of Central America. 

and skilled workers with Ph.D. training are at CIAT, CATIE and INCAP. These 

institutions have teams of scientists with overlapping efforts in numerous 
disciplines. On the contrary, the national programs have only a few people
 

With only 	one or two highly trained people, these
trained at the Ph.D. level. 
programs cannot be effective multidisciplinary efforts. The limited personnel 

to the extent that their limited trainingmust handle all disciplinary areas 

and division of time among numerous responsibilities permits. An additional
 

feature of the personnel of national programs is frequent change of personnel
 

and 	leadership.
 

It should be remembered that the international center (CIAT) has highly
 

trained sctentists doing relatively applied work. Their goal is an increase
 

CIAT scientists are anxious to have collaboration with
in bean production. 

They want 	us to do basic research that will facilitate
U.S. scientists. 


their applied efforts. The regional center (CATIE) does some research, but
 

most of its research is done through cooperation with the national institutions.
 

CATIE's objective is to support and build the national agricultural research
 

programs with an emphasis on small farms and their farming systeus. INCAP's
 

nutritional studies are excellent.
 

The 	opportunities for U.S. scientists to collaborate with scientists in the
 

with CIAT, CATIE and INCAP (b.) with the national
LDC 	institutions are (a.) 

programs which have very applied bean efforts. There should probably also
 

be opportunity to collaborate with some of the stronger programs in graduate
 

countries such as Brazil and Mexico, provided the research results are trans­

ferrable to the developing countries.
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2. 	U.S. scientists will generally find it easier to comunicate on a peer basis
 

with the scientists of CIAT, CATIE, INCAP or the stronger bean programs
 

in graduate countries. It would seem appropriate that some collaboration be
 

developed with these institutions. The true objective of the bean/cowpea
 

CRSP is to support and develop the national programs, and pass-through money
 

cannot be transferred from U.S. institutions funded by the CRSP to the
 

international, regional or perhaps graduate programs. Therefore, it would
 

seem apprcoriate that the bean/cowpea CRSP be planned so that opportunities 

are provided for collaboration at the more basic levels with the international, 

regional and graduate country programs, and that an effort be made to link 
one or more of the U.S. scientists with each of the national programs in 

the developing countries. Whenever a U.S. scientist visits Latin America, 

he should definitely visit with the national program. In general, it will 
take longer to develop true collaboration and peer-to-peer communication 
with these national programs. However, we must begin where these programs 

are currently and build their capability, this being 
cf the CRSP. 

3. 	In collaborating with the national programs, we must accept that there will be
 

constant "disappointing" turnover of personnel. This occurs primarily because
 

when these scientists have received training at the Master's and Ph.D. level,
 

they become one of the very few people with such skills in their country. 

Very frequently, after two to five years on the job, good people are offered 

salaries by commercial institutions that are three times those they earn 

from the national programs. Therefore, the better and more successful per­

sonnel are pulled into the comercial stream of agricultural activities.
 

For those of us trying to build these institutions, this is disappointing.
 

But, these individuals make genuine contributions in the comercial area;
 

their services are desired by their countries and their contributions can be
 

great. Thus, we must be prepared to continue to train and re-train people
 

until the pipelines for highly trained personnel within these countries have
 
been adequateiy filled.
 

4. 	Because of the need to fill and re-fill the trained-scientist positions
 

within the national bean programs, there will be an indefinite need for 

training as a major part of the CRSP. Training for research at the Master's 

and Ph.D. level will continue as a need for many years. The training of 

LDC students by U.S. institutions will strengthen the potential for establish­

ing permanent linkages with the national programs. 

5. 	Those of us who function in the Collaborative Research Support Program should
 

maximize our capability of injecting knowledge and training into the LDC
 

situation for small farmers. Achieving maximization requires that we learn
 

the language of the LDC country(s) that we participate in. It also requires
 

that we view the needs for injected information from the viewpoint of the
 

small LDC farmer. Obviously this must come from experience with such farmers 

and with the national bean programs. 

6. 	In general, extension programs within the developing countries are even weaker 

and lesb well supported than the research effort. There is a large and weak
 

gap between the research knowledge available and its adoption by the farmers.
 

-iq
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7. 	There has been considerable research on beans, but no major advances in
 

production have occurred. Production per hectare may h4ve der-asma in
 

tances 	with the introduction of major break-throuahs in other cros. 
beut and bean productiona -because these crois hve taken over the land 


has been relegate to the poorer soils.
 

8. 	A primary goal of the bean/cowpea CRSP should be to support the extension of
 

research training, research results, and research methodologies that are
 
These are the objectives of these international
developed at CIAT and CATIE. 


and regional institutions, and our collaborative efforts should also be
 

supportive of their objectives.
 

In some countries it may9. 	Thi definition of "small farm" is not constant. 

that are one to five hectares while in other countries it
refer to ;arus 

refers to a size up to twenty hectares. It is probably corect to sa that ecnabout 85 percent of the be as are grown 	on . .11 SnLp and ht8 

of thse eans are grown in association 	with other crops. 

10. 	 The Central American countries visited usually have some cowpea research, but 

this is conducted as a subsidiary component to the legume program which 

concentrates on beans. Therefore it will be difficult and will require time 

linkase be-twen U.S. scientit and thee LDC scinrIst.to establish a copea 

RECO.eMfENDED PROCEDURES FOR PLANNING THE BEAN/COWPEA CRSP 

1. 	FAO, the Food end Agricultural Organization of the United States, is conducting
 

a meeting at Sinto Domingo in the Dominican Republic on February 19-24. State­

ments from most Latin American countries have already been collected, which
 

present that country's listing of constraints and problems relative to bean 

production. Also, the PCCICA (Central American Cooperative Program for 

Improvement of Food Crops) is meeting at Tegucigalpa, Honduras on March 14-23. 

Further, CIAT is inviting many of the bean program personnel to CIAT for a 

.ovember workshop meeting. It would seem appropriate that these meetings be 

utilized to the fullest possible extent in the planning effort. This seems 

especially pertinent because all of these meetings tend to invite leading 

scientists or adnmt.1strator5 and because the February mating is specifically
 

aimed at definirg constraints to bean production.
 

2. At the time that U.S. institutions are requested to dubmit proposals for the
 

bean/covpea CSP, it is suggested that the LDC institutions also be asked to
 

a statement indicating how their own
submit, probably in much less detail, 

program and desires for assistance relate to the constraints that are outlined.
 

They should indicate which constraints they are working on, and to the extent
 

they are prepared, suggest the U.S. institutions that they would like to
 

research relative to these constraints. The LDC replies
cooperate with on 

to this should be available before the first peer review meeting to evaluate
 

the bean/covpoa proposals and CRS planning effort.
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3. 	Each proposal received from a U.S. scientist should, in addition to defining
 
the 	problem and goals, indicate the LDC institutions with which it would 
seem appropriate to establish linkages, or with which that institution would 
like to establish linkages, and with which that institution has a natural
 
basis for linkage such as former students or other contacts. Each proposal
 
received from a '1.S. institution should also have a one- or two-page sumary.
 
After the first peer review meeting, the suary for proposals that are to
 
this point accepted, or are suggested for modification, should be sent to the
 
appropriate LDC institutions. The LDC institutions should be requested to 
coment on the acceptability, applicability and/or suggested modifications 
in order to make the proposal meet their needs. These responses should be 
available from the LDC institutions for the second meeting of the peer review 
panel. Subsequent to the first peer review panel, but before the proposal 
suaaries are sent to the LDr.s, an updated sumary may be requested from 
those institutions for which modified proposals are requested, or for proposals 
where the peer panel thinks the sumary could be improved. 

4. 	 We suggest that rather tlan implementing the February workshop that has been 
announced, that the FAO, PCCICA, and the November CIAT meeting be utilized in 
developing the linkages required by the CRSP. The travel monies required for 
the workshop could be used to bring U.S. scientists to a bean/covpea CRSP 
meeting at CIAT just before, or just prior, to the November CIAT meeting. 
This meeting should be used to facilitate contacts between U.S. scientists 
and LDC scientists chat are likely to be collaborating in the ultimate bean/ 
cowpea CRSP. It should also be used to facilitate opportunities for U.S. 
scientists to visit with their potential counterparts at the base of the 
LDC counterpart. 

CONSTRALTS TO BEAN/COWPEA PRODUCTIO AND USE 

A separate statement is being prepared regarding these findings.
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REPORT OF VISIT TO 
International Institute of Tropical Agriculture 

at Ibadan, Nigeria 
February 13-15, 1979 

D. H. Wallace 

Visited: 

Dr. W. K. 
Dr. H. N.k 
Dr. S. V. 

Director General 
s Deputy Director General 
try, Director of Research 

Dr. P. R. 	Goldsworthy, Leader of Grain Legume Improvement Program
 

Dr. M. Lukefahr, visiting entomologist
 
Dr. L. Jakai, entomologist
 
Dr. D. Allen, virologist
 
Dr. C. Thottappilly, virologist
 
Dr. H. W. Rossel, virologist
 
Dr. H. C. Wien, physiologist
 
Dr. E. Pulver. physiologist
 
Dr. A. Redden, cowpea breeder
 
Dr. B. Smithson, cowpea breeder
 
Dr. A. A. Ayanabe, microbiologist
 
Dr. Rao, microbiologist
 
Dr. B. T. Kang, soils and farming systems
 
Dr. C. F. Wilson, agronomist and farming systems
 
Dr. F. Winch, agricultural economist
 

YAndato: 	 ILIA w1a orIvinally Ivan the mandate to work with cowieu in the
lowland_Cronir. nxei-r . .,rad that cowpeas art-=n 

ipqlla&A-nt&A rn rh'. b; d Inw.|( rwirs. Cowpeas are an mportant
 

crop in association with other crops in the dry areas between the 
Sahara Desert and the wet lowlands. One objective is to develop 
cowpea production in the lowland tropics. The effort is also 
shifting toward work with cowpeas in the dry tropical areas where 
cowpeaa are used most prominently. IITA collaborates with ICRASAT 
and with national institutions. There is an [ITA man at Goiania, 
Brazil. the country with the most cowpea production in Latin America. 

Level of Collaborarion requested. IITA is an international institute. It is 
interested In basic rese&rch that is supportive of its applied efforts 
on cowpeas. 

Insectsx 	 I1TA congiders ina--a to be the major ctntraint to his-.er yields 

OL 2s Tielda can easily be doubled or increased several fold 
'by Insect control. Current control is totally dependent on insecticide 
application. Thrips are probably the most damaging insect and about 
eight lines have been found to have resistance. Insucts that damage 
the pods are also serious. Storage weevil In serious, and some 

resistance has been found. The supportive research which [[TA dcuiram 
include: defining of economic thresholds of insect damaRe; daveloping 
methods for sampling nmsect populAtlons; developing mvthods for ivarlos 
Insect* for screening purposes; studies of the mechaninma of remltanco. 
Recognized sources of resistance need to be compared for nutritlonal 
acceptability of the bean. Abu Bells University and Ite Univorbity 
are the only national programs with entomolony efforts. Cowpea curcullo 
is not a problem in Africa, am it is in the United States. 

II 
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Diseases: Viruses are numerous and serious. The symptoms are not weil known,
 

but at least twelve viruses are recogni ed. The viruses are genetically
 

variable and resistance breaks down. The virology group is very
 

anxious to have basic research support. Most support to date has come
 

from Wageningen, Netherlands. Help is needed to extend the ELISA
 

technique, which permits typing viruses without transferring the virus
 

across international borders. Seed-borne bacterial diseases are a
 

problem.
 

Nitrogen-fixation: Cowpeas are never nitrogen deficient; they are always
 

nodulated in Africa. Cowpeas are promiscuous with respect to
 

accepting the indigenous rhizobial strains. There is need to
 

understand the diversity of rhizobium strains, and the basis for
 

any cowpea genotype-rhizobium genotype specificities. Cowpeas use
 

the rhizobium of beans, groundnuts. etc., but the reverse does not
 

Why are cowpeas universal acceptors of rhizobiun? Soybeans
occur. 

are very rhizobium-strain specific. Cowpeas do not respond to
 

inoculation, but might if superior rhizobial strains were identified
 

and matched with the appropriate cowpea genotypes. Boyce Thompson
 

Institute and Cornell University have just received support from the
 

UN for work on these projects. There is need to determine the effects
 

of stress on rhizobial fixation. What is the soil temperature effect?
 

What is the water effect?
 

Adaptation: IITA has collaborated extensively with Reading University on studies
 

It has been demonstrated that
of temperature and photoperiod effects. 


certain regions must have photopcried sensitive cultivars, so that they
 

can be planted uhan .eather permits but will flower and then mature
 

just as rhe rainy seasot. has sufficiently ended. Other areas can use
 

It is intended that a post-doctorate
photoperiod insensitive lines. 


capable of growth simulation modeling will attempt in the near future
 

to integrate the acquired knowledge.
 

Yield Physiology: Cultivars with a longer pod-filling period would presumably
 

give less senescence. Variation does exist for this characteristic.
 

Would like to determine the effect of pod temperatur on rate of
 

the flow of photosynthate
development. More information is needed on 


to nodules in relation to nitrogen fixation. This could be obtained
 

by C1 4 dosing of lower leaves. More extensive meteotological data are
 

needed.
 

Becatise cowpeas are grown in the dryer tropics, improvement
Drought resistance: 

of drought resistance would be very ben'irial.
 

this will usually be
Farming systems: Cowpea will never be the main crop; 

L. Cowpea does help maintain soil fertility;maize or sorghum and mil! 


60 to 70 percent of the nitrogen is left with the cowpea refuse.
 

The main crop may also be cassava. Wen cowpeas is given the
 
covpeatr and
advantage over cassnAva for three weeks the yields of 

cassava are hardly affected. The cassava hrn nitio nKmthM [i' which 

to recover. Host of thle agricultural economici work ha:; been done 

with main crops. rather thatn cowpeas. Most of the ut eful solo-econumic 

work has heen done at Alamadu Jello University. IITA has started work 

with Covpca and will be doing more. Palatability and cooking qualities 

should be better understood, with respect to usage in different cnuntr iw.
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Conclusions relative to planning the Bean/Coupea CRSP:
 

IITA indicates that it takes six months or more to plan workshops ond 

bring people together in Africa. The Director of Research invited
 

us to attached any meetings we may wish to hold cc their annual
 

workshop. The 1979 workshop will be the week of October 22. He
 

suggested that we have our meeting before or after this workshop,
 

which will be on insect resistance.
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3rief Report of the F.A.O. meeting on Limitations to Production
 
of Pulses in the Caribbean and Central America--Panama, in
 
Santo Domingo, D.R., held February 19-23, 1979. Attended and
 
reported by M. 5. Adams
 

The meeting was held in the facilities of the Central Sank of the Republic, 
and sponsored jointly by F.A.O. and the Deminican Ministry of Agriculture. In 
addition to production limitations a major objective was to find a consensus 
:n a plan for bringing about a better coordination of pulse research and develop­
ment in the regicc. 

For both objectives representation was desired froo all countries of the 
region and from the various argani:ations and centers vith in interest in or 
program of research in any one of the grain or food legumes, including peanuts 
and soybeans, grown in the region. The list of participants included 63 mases, 
representing aLmost every country and/or commnwealth (American, British, French, 
Dutch) island in the region, plus F.A.O. personnel, and 2 individuals from the 
U.S.
 

Documents on production constraints prepared by country representatives were 
distributed to all participants. Copies are on file in the Bean/Cowpea CR5P 
Planning Center at Michigan State tniversity. lru addition CARDI (Caribbean 
.4ricultural Research Development Instituta), having previously been requested 
(comissioaed) by F.A.O. to do so, had prepared an extensive document which served 
as a suggested plan of organizing and proceeding so as to achieve cootdination and 
nt egration.
 

Following two days of verbal presentations on these problems by most country 
spokesmn, the ;art.cipants were asked to assort themaelves into three co~missions 
(working groups) to consider an assigned task and bring recommendations back to 
the full Consultation for discussion and adoption. The comissions were to consider 
the following tasks: 

Comission No. 1: Production
 

1. . atural factors affecting production
 

2. Economic and social factors affecting production
 

3. Potential for increasing production
 

4. Seed production
 

5. Cmn el----nt* at the regional level 

6. Develoment of a program 

Comlssion No. 2: Wnveetigation and Tachnoloy rransote 

1. Present situation
 

2. Poesibilittes of reional cooperation and intogrtto 

3. Development of * prtoram
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Comission No. 3: Coordination, complementation, and collaboration between
 
countries and between national institutions and regional and inter­
national centers.
 

I. Present situation
 

2. Possibilities in the short, medium, and long run
 

3. Development of a program
 

4. Assignment of resources
 

The three coaission reports were presented on Friday morning to the full
 
Consultation and received considerable review.
 

The report of Comassion No. 1 is given here in the form of 6 points (appended). 
I need add only that the constraints as listed undt- item 1 of the report are to be 
interpreted broadly; for example, "high quality seeds" means high quality in the 
physical, biological, and genetic senrAs. In addition, inoculation and nodulation 
techmology, soil and land preparation, and farming systems research were approved 
by the Consultation as constraints. 

Comission No. 2 report (appended) approved most of the suggestions in the
 
CARDI document, except for section 25, in place of which an alternative hierarchy
 
of multiple coordinators was proposed. Thiu was both attacked and defended by
 
various participants. Eventually it was agreed that this alternative was not
 
acceptable, and it was decided that provision 025 in the CARDI report represented
 
the n.ust practic I approach to a modts operandi for achievirl coordination.
 

Commission No. 3 had also, by assignment, dealt with the coordination problem.
 
This group supported a more informal voluntary arrangement or structure for 
coordination, with only 2 full-time coordinators for the region. This proposal 
was opposed by the zealots of group 02 with their desire to impose a very formal 
coercive structure involving a corpa or coordinators. 

As noted previously, neither this proposal or the proposal of group 3 received
 
endorsemant. 

As the matter rented at the conclusion of the day, the FAO is authorized to 
proceed as per the CARDI plan, but making no fn-1 decisions on numbers of coordina­
tors necessary to carry out the functions until after rhe various Ministries of
 
Agriculture have given approval that they will participate in a region-wide coordi­
nated research and development program for the food legumes.
 

My personal opinion is that this will take time but that eventually agreement 
to participate will be (orthcoml . FAO will then approach funding agencies for 
financial support. If and when che program of coordination gets underway, the 
Bs"/CoVpea C SP will and mint be & partner, if we are to work in the member 
national program. We will have to ingegrate our activities with the coordinated 
program of the region. 

I explained the Bean/Covpea CRSP to Dr. Villanueva, Director of Research of 
the Dominican Ministry of Agriculture, and gave him some of our prepared papers 
on participatiou. He is very receptive but would like to study the material left 
with him, and receive any additional information we have. 



An edixVORIGINAL EN ESPAKOL 
PRO VESORIAIrAUCO 

wr i m No. 1 

Producticn, 

F0ll-ding the guidelines for the fonnulaticn of a draft project proposal for

the desing of a acerative progrm 
 cn food eguM productic in the
 
Czr 
 and,C-.ntlPana1a, and in idiat is related to short-ten
 
bjectives, this grou resolves:
 

1. 	 With referenc to the identificaticn of different intenhdiata level
 
techological owponts, 
with a wide gwra#iuc eustr-btia, that they 
are the foUlmi: . .
 
a) High qu ity seeds .,
 
b) Hebicies and pstici 
 s 	 " -

c) C:heacal fertilzers
 
d) Adequate machinry
 
e) 	 Irrigaton and drninap 

2. 	 T ftllcwing factcrs wer identified as ccnstraints to d nt cgl
 
of technology:
 

a' 	 Inequate credit, both in opporhmity and wount
 
b) Lack of agricultural insurmco
 
c) Fallurus in t.a mrktritg systam
 

3. 	 In mlaztcn to fonralatinr ucifics program for over t(M the al -
ready idntifiod Limitnq factors, it in dcje.eithat the different do

laates S1wst their 
rspctiv govrment, to develop them prr

that, cording to there on charactgrwitIcu, .uv consieirad the most

adtquio 
 for iapidly inInuas1Jg proucion and prohMcivity of food 

4. 	 Struwithan aoftwion servicos, promoting traiaing of natia~ml tech -
nicians in Irorvvad production "ymw, mqu ti the ,acesuiy tech
 
nical ustxwm from the RvcirlAz¢ n
U n ticnl, instltutions. This
 
auistrnac 
 oculd ba shcrt-toz tradning of niticnal tcctmicians at the 
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lnta=ntaial institutions, the contracting of highly qualify techicians 
to train oml epaerts, cr bcth posibilities. 

5. Study tho tadhnicn !d_W_ cc~ic fasility cf Introducing intennudiato 
lel agricultural meTaniLzatiC, with the pxmuose of Incrvasing luI=r of­
ficiency in the -­gricultun.1 intarprses. 

6. Evaluate the neod cf transfering .xpricnou nd kncwlodgu mwrn countries 
with similrs eolcgic cmnticrw. 

;Mother short-tem objectiv is tc obtain a dociez-d ard solid suJIort 
from govrrn"t fcr the forzulation tnd exocuticn of spocifics projects 
in order to dinin. alreay prv tod lcjical pnckages. This 
port will ruxuire tho tprintmnt of &qktua xrcn.i in sufficient nmu 
bkrs to do rusoarch, extcsicor. arI prtducticn work. 

Finally, it is ccrI _drud that a primuy short-tam obloctive, is to
hawm an operntive sc.'! lccislntion. ;.ll this, tw guarnntua mi adoqutot 

supply of cMrtifi qeti cf national mnd intrceul variatius, that e,­
; rlmntaly wotd havo shcwn ebity tn nrouce mccptbio yields In the 
ditffrimt ocntrius in tha arub. 
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PsuStIcn t
t kT.k GrCV, No. 2 and No. 3 

1. That In e.a future, att.tia is gien to mad inoculatic, In VW of 
the Ircro ing cost of nitrogen fertilizers. 

2.* That attention skhzule-~ be given to the starmge ca ity for tcod Ulogwusinctn 
 i type of infrastnucur i rquired In a policy disigned to 
frarueingProalticn we~ pr6X~I.tiVity. 

3. Ri at the support of the ot.ar working grop for the Ppceac made
by Mr. J. Jadnw, of Cayi IslmVs in the sense that this grou of 
expmrts rcogni s a th-nks F,Da Wciativa in orgaizing the pre­
wnt 0--ruiltation. 



AppendixVORIGINAL EN IESPANOL
 

TRADUCCION PROVISORIA
 

wM~r GFRXI No. 2 

recac wi r~nser o~f "Itchzlcy ' 

,asu oimckr group cn .eseardh wv Trans fer ' f Technc l09y, haB rOaolvd 

that we agrm with the3 cbexvat'Cts m520 in um Eno eccmimnt :U.T/78/Ccns/ 
801/5, Emargwt 1. thzt'c4i 29, -rith %mor-ticr of nizzer 25,, In plam Of 

iftdc w amu =i~sting tho Strnxtur'U" crgmUz~tiai Wzxnrth*vlogy that 

amu Gmplairsord in thio tollUAir =UU- X. 

In tOCe. lagirSs, '.Q LpTr-CS the intograticn vv-. oxjnsrtion at the re­

giaw2 ~ aticrml er' rogiona1 countries midFW1~1, instituticns, 
as is uggested in th att-Ktw1 dwert. 

I. 	 ro sx hrntic of the ('.ftarent qlrc rentlance 'n the diart
 
amu the fo1icwing,
 

1 . Diroctic n f the Fci L~cnru Pr-"-r~rm 
Th'fu W riigiCnal Wroscrnt.tivc will c=A,~ tk Ciit ~tc 

will be intagritue. by Ivio 1c'Aul VE~rCfl~l frani nternatinnals 

rogfaWu and natixeI~. c~rcprticn &wcifs. 

-o 	 gacypt that the cTIT ttKu ba torrrd by a l~iitod nurtar Of 

2. 	 'flU Ocrittom wiill b, thJe Link with FTD Mid cthar inturnatical
 
a&Wciss thit dtvanrl tuidsA.
 

3. 	 MWl Quoittoo will Ufft, ravisO ffe' 4yrrw all tkw pzroUm Ord 
Will swmtxdiaM aIucati tha umes. 

4. 	 Theu C,-Ifittou will raintrJin Ai InM wit 1dou" rWUt in thu r0­

9qM. 

r.W7 	 CocrdlJnntcr mv!~:.l maryr 

avm 


2or ei~h)
 

1. e crrlnator will lx. an ta~rt in tho alrorrK'UIq Crc (cm~ 
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2. Il maintain n~ link with intwrnticnal mV. ether high levc1 insti­

tfawi, spoially in -=der v)- cbtain infcmflhsn cnd urEdatrJ nte­

rial related with the specific crcp. 

3. 	 Will raintain a link with thu naticnal (1rectcrs of thKe diffarent 

cz,-5 in ;r tc obt3in rcpcrt-s on tjK3 Mrttlw at flct1iawmTts 

and to deliver the rwce.sary infrczaticn =! ntcrial mn specific 

4. 	KM aict us km{zir of &1l thc infcrmticnr stamuing fr=n within as 

walas frcm outside thd rogicn cn tho upocific crop. This will 

(3taizins the pzowint lewi of infotmaticn for prWUr3tion of twt 

milogical pa&.asuu 

5. 	 UMl prepaz pr~tIc3I tachrologic-al petdcajus for eifforent Mcm 

In tho~ regicn, ba.si on thu2 intormir cbtain.± ft= than wid 

availab1Q kxlL*. 

6. 	 With tho purpoec of ee*uTowly trainirxj Lcald rcnral,, thi M7 

rogicnal CxrdIn~ncr will wcrk with tho local mazitrcnrt for sc&di 

crop. 

7. 	 Will perfoxm othar fixwtic as requet~d by the ditvctiwe couita. 

M. 	"mi Gq 

a) AIX te o~rdinstcre 
b) Natlial dizsctoru anl other high level uWcalfat@an W~3aiMo 

tui wiawg of the regicxn. 

2. 	 WWl rucuve Vmroat pr'~cvdlm tru the nntiaxva c'LUvctor* vxl will 

rwvi.w fwv! fornmLtu regciol projcts­

3.* 	 Will uxanii thu rusults of rcscuci trnulp t romrm"'tIMSi to 

bewn in X)JcitiCm pK!)r~vmw at% will (Olivet thin to tho rA-

Uwal crop O~xarurs. 
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4. 	 M.1 pzocts to the directiva cariuttao in oreer to gotWiL~iwr 


finaming.
 

5. 	 Will perfc=rn ther c~ztiAs as roqi.asted by the ".iractive annitteQ. 

Natona inagrtco 	 ;oqr-_ .,will b:e LastabliFKedlaumprouctm 

depeiirq on the~ avzil~le rcacurcca in uai acxmwtry. Theb regicruil co 

ordimtcr will assist nationa.,l govormnts in structuring th~ir ciwn 

Thu pniinnt ]Awl of rgsoardh and transfcr of t oy will bxi do­

tsnizd by th. rogicnal ooordinators on tkh basis of existing intcr-

RI~sliities for rtcqica&l intraraticn vxrd ccOIpr!.tim 

1. 	 In tth, short-tarm 

[Prnuci1 tadchwcic-1 pack-6ys for thu -Iffc:=t zag~s fiI~fticnK4 

ekxova, Lx_,%o mn uxisting krcwlxq, shcl bu d~wlrpo! by thu re­

7icna1 cocr!d1n.tcra. 

12ga 	 projocts, will L*a dowlepWx by tho food leg~tva w-rkisc qr~v 

Ixnq-tam~ protocts will ba dL.vlcqic 6ccmriin w tha irVfic-,w*4 

systm in ortU-.r to hav it oontirv :u davoV%.nt n-f Utbo pr~ronm. 

cowlctownt of -i irrqr-=i'x 

it* msjrputd reoxch yut~ull trust tb. closely linfrAA with t~w prtci~w­

timx wystan dowlepwi by Itrl~Ng GmW ' Jo. I %.A tJhz a:ordinavIoin dwml 

q~dby Ww"i~ GmiX) Do. 3. This wculd t~uIu t2bJ t)*iAWvt of the 

twagned cbect(1
 

http:davoV%.nt


MRCGRlAMA RE.GI I.IA',. D'E LG''I 3,. 

' I.e.?, 

F 

cost 

1 . HIOHTE E 3) 1 
CCrr'-jI . , 

-­ i. 

" , 

" . [L-

I~cao&:L 

GRUPO DE 
L r u, , .,1 N .DGD 

DA 
' 

D-5, 
.,. 

IL ...... , ,­ ,,,3o J ... t,. 

I1 

test%aa bA D ,AIAn 44........... 

Beaft C
 



Appendix V 

woa No 3 

IDU 9LWUMATMI IM CCLXWTMN? AMMCOWPTZMf 0 
MW NAICNL# RIIONRL VV flf I7CL ORINIZATMNE 

Tte C~Itteu ment and ac 'dared manny models fcr achieving the tUnve 

goals stabed in the assigned task. Fonin an-i informal, vertical w-d 

Itorirxntal, we. logal w-d vAountcxy madauis 'wam (liscus&.d ticztrhly. 

7ba Oittg.. ruccum.xt th-t, wry orirpniiatiL-n rntricI for PL titng fOxd 

legum prodction In tho Qirikxoan, Cantrmi1 NPrrX ca aid Pwnm~ be in­

fme in nature -=Y! turthlr that Linkague bu utblishud Lbwo 

sciantists directly r'n -i sbjoct rmvuttr basi3. Th'- c~overTI!t of 

each cazttry afrvul! supprxt Pu-t.Icpt1,n Ly its sclentists in such 

infcn 1 ruliitirrahips. 

Scientists sAfil bu arcrtwrjud tn lavialc reLcrnhips with their 

coaI.Lam in rmltvnnt national, ruji~cxil and intarnt~cmal orqAnrzatiofU. 

A coondinar can a~ct tri tacifltnttap xvve aruunia't ti cf rvauvhxd 

results, help pruvunt dupl-ccni rf Qarts wwd urcrtvu--.vicvi of 

resen-c zruults thwxxjh detcablizsht ot An cifttctivu :ritw -rk. 

Qmn wto aprus"I~ by Lut Ommittau Uvit -%ny u t t, prrxjrmm. of 

activity afrulA ba clearly focuml on1 "diptio rt irr~ww VarlatsUM, 

crcw humiwxlzy tachnicuo, mid mtintrzls (f utilin7 fcnl izjuuw by the 

(Azwu-. flw C(Zrlta capua1aly rvarus zwLaike1imAS IC7M Y in 

Y nUotituto d. Ciancia y rv*vIcqU. tpifcc 

http:ruccum.xt
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Oajeto wd Plour 2/ (mw' PRIMfSA) in tndzrm an offoctive uy3tu 

fwx achiavir xkpu±-n ef rnoarch by tannrs.
 

The 0:mdittw~ ident-Iiod n~ 1.vant Cribbrmn r~gicnal c zanizAticns as
 

ENRA 3/, I=G 4/, (7=1 5/ v-e aIUS 6/. Relevant rmtl-n 1 orgamdzaticrm
 

%ith rmjicial rrmitiitios should abso bo Umvov. 7twQ rrrjardza­

tions 1rnAixdo UFM~ 7/, U I Y/ and CTrfl 9/. Liimo shcul11 ti establihod
 

with oth'w rogicznal crr-imatimcs suchi an C=TLO/, MawP III are
 

PMxIM 12I/ Ln Cmztrm1 kasriC3.
 

yProyactr, MmIs y rrijol 

4/ Inuttr Iflwrmrica1no do Ciw=as -qrtcc~lAs ds I& MD 

S/ OriUAtaan nord-c ari Daecp t Institiito 

yCulbeadn P-x~d C"-w focciot 

Urdwaruri tt ', kuww RICO .1 IMynQZ 

UrtUivurzuity cr tho Wst IOIxLJA 

Q/ itAn Prxd I&trItIrn Instituto 

LO/Owtmrrxi-nima-) ?IWiomI do Irwwstiqi.L~n y bvnm 

I/ I tuto (i W~tricitn parn c ntroamdrtcm y PwA 

hiowntce 

It~
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The Omte stated that the oxmriator ryutua fcr the bean prcqran 

in Oentral Pvwricn shou.ld not chmWgi, but cmsidered m possible mrxis 

foCr a 'OrciOmdin.a tor. Of specialI nco i the rationship amigr the 

CIAX 131/ Den Qmrditor II'\ ard POLMM. 

Itm0.= &ro~ r mrtinatcr shcuk! isrve as f3cilit~tor(zMtta that dou a 

to mmuam joint remoarch enI ih~rirq of ruults -md to raumx d.qpica­

tlcui cf .1 tzt. This wo~uld baoxxI~~IzhKw thrrA*~ parsmral axtacts, 

cxxifumI pidrtimw of join t researchi activibion. 

Actlvitlms c-f tku aordin.,ttzz migt iiclx o but rot bo 1Iindbe to the 

foltkoii 

I. Dc~1sprt (,%sip totinica1pkla t- incn~w prrixtivity, 

without thej ra"I f:c ljmvs*ite intradictlxon rif sohsiec taJtoingiue. 

2. Establ1Mh p~trcqrrm bo pr-uxi &Juquate wiplie rX gcxd quality 

mod, ard to prio effetive dixtribujtr-n to the tamr. 

3. DmIgn effetive pzcrwu to achimm parczt dissauwtin of the 

mst mu tabla tahndqe. 

4. 	 Em1wpw~ actkcn n't the a-untry 1I*Aml tn avoid dopliautim c ef foxU 

wd to make the beet uo (I On awintriem' emlrNIc crxrditlxns wid &vmilabJ* 

S. Qrxiztirro rE*Znret activties. MamI -it *.*1.ctizM Iqh yielding~ 

YS(1*Uuw 1K1a ,. . t- the Z~iSJISZ' a diffearuit *w1cqiC sce mAv tt 

o~biWl prctc. 

ly Ounin Intr*'AI& do WpiAcltu TmVL 
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6. C-Ocxd.1ate trials cn frtilizatiori rca istano~ to disomsm ar postse 

cultivation tachniqu id prevw*ticn of post-hrvest lcss. 

7. Dwm.q utiLizatin of laguziaa t:: izrprve rutritL-n n'f tha 

pe~o in the country. 

S. Prnte the owchange of infctIe on tcdical. and~ rotfrxdolgc± 

9. Ortginias wrkslqu with the partic±ptim of naticnal technicians, 

both at the ccuntry ud-1 them l1 ticral omis,* h*vmr racessaxy. 

1.0. ftmil1.ts train~Ir pror-es f or intwoi~ui.fat &1 prcfessicna1 

3.y3. staff. VwE twdivn.TWtilow~ymt n'f thko prqrmmm shmu~d be in­

(intccawticn *vts, publcionc). 

12. OcqafLm at I~mt rna ycrly mting, with tho pwitIcIit1on of 

reprowtativem tr-m the ditturw*t cuntris involved to maintain a 

penwurt .wmlttimz cf tha pvrqrwmls' prrqrms 'vd to, adjust, urd if 

roommay rufcmilte, prvrn r~f w.zr) wodingly. 

1. Itwt, init1a1ly, tw~o m inatt'rs be fcutkd to dwuvcp a =xpmxtive 

P 	. grM M. prC±!K!t tef- t Io umA in 03ntral ocwrio , Culikkan 

aid Pm". 

2. VIat themo: owxr1Iimtr~r to Lorvitmw. within -, CirLUIx instItUto. 

o*m* 	 so ciMI, cr IXC% i4ic wulid pr-viui k'gistIc ayrt vwl 

CONOX~aW trMIn1Jw bft. 

http:ftmil1.ts
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Report of Attendance at the PCOCMA (Programa Cooperativo Centroamericano pars 
al Mejoramieuto de Cultivos Alementicios) XXV Annual Reunion held 
19-23 of 	March, 1979 in Teoqug~alpa, Honduras - By M. W. Adam 

Meeting attended by D. D. Harpstead and H. W. Adams. 
Purpose of meeting was the presentation of plenary papers (1 day) on such 
subjects 	as:
 

1. 	Nenty five years of agricultural research in Central America
 
and Panama.
 

2. 	Participation of international centers in regional agricultural 
development. Dr. Robert Osler, CfIlTr, Mexico. 

3. 	Agricultural develoimnt in Latin America.
 
Dr. Jose A:aujo, Director General of TICA, Costa RIca.
 

4. 	Strategies of mchaniss of development and technology transfer. 
Dr. Edgardo Moscardi. CINtTr (Andean Zone) Ecuador. 

5. 	 The role of agriculture and food technology on nutritional problem 
in 	 Central America.
 

Dr. Ricardo Bressani, INCAP, Guatemala
 

On the second day, more speciali:ed papers were presented, covering experiences 
in various Central American countries.
 

Three papers were as follows: 

1. Analysis o! the situation in seeds of basic grain crops in Central 
America and Panama.
 

Dr. Ronald Echandi. University of Costa Rica
 

2. 	Strategies for increased production of seeds in Central America. 
Dr. Alexander Crobman, CLAT. Colombia 

3. 	 . ew Ideas for Improving efficiency of maize varieties.
 

Dr. Elme Johnson, Dr. Ken Fisher; CLNMYT, Mexico
 

On the third day. Wednesday. the participants were divided into commodity 
sec ions for crop-specific papers. I attended the Bean section where 28 
papers were presented, each of approuimately 15 unutes in length, on a 
range of subjects from genetics to nutritional aspects. 

On Thursday morning we presented a paper describing the rite XII Bean/Cowpea 
CR.P, and distributed 24 copies of the questionnaire on limitations to members 
of the audience. Dr. G. Calves has agreed to collect these when they are 
turned in on Friday, t arch 23, art send them back to us at Michigan State. 



2. Appendi VI 

Thursday afternoon we were bused to the Pan Atrican School of A.rizulture 
at _aorano. .ponthe reco=endation o; Dr. J-'ck Robinson, AID Mission 

school, Dr. Smon .Malo.and 4xplt1n%:dDirector, we met the Director of the 
briefly the it.a XU -i,rLram. Dr. .talo jiked -s :o visit :he school at .i 

grea:er :enith And axpressed "is .'ery 3,in t ere it .n I'er, znsii~red 

as a resarzh zQ1taborazor.
 

spent 2 hours an '.dnQsd. v ;."tdr-non tith :hd AIDDr. Ha-stead and : also 
Hondurin .isslo:'. licusinglnhe :1a X:: zonkeprl and planning progjrAm. 

?r sent were Mii,. Chief Jack Robinson..kArutural *fficer Dr. 3il1 "ansen.on 
and 4r. :. ..jvaji. ?rogram Jfitzr and Sub-diroctir o:the Mitsson. U.th3ugh 

at f.rist very ,ri. and challenging In i,v.rar:t:ud, tcYa d fl.:Ie X-'., 
us ofthese mn subsequently m.,derated this position, and in closin4, assured 

interest of the Honduran .Lnistrv of Natural Resourcestheir interest and the 
(which includes agrtcu.tire), and offered their assistance as needed. In 

particular, they requested we keep them £nfor'md of activities of the planning 

process, and of any teams of Scan/Cowpea reviewers that plan to come to Hnduras. 

'. were supplied with some Sector Analysis documents that will be helpful in 

the planning process. 

: was unable to see Dr. Contrers, Kesearch Director of the Ministry .ut it 
to AID Missionswould be appropriate to sed his copies of documents we send 

an the 3ean/Co wea CRSP. 
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2. 


the Pan American School of Agriculture
Thursday afternoon we were bused to 

at Zamorano. Upon the recommendation of Dr. Jack Pobinson, AID Mission
 

Director, we met the Director of the school, Dr. Simo, Malo, and explained
 
Dr. Malo asked us to visit the school at a
briefly the Title XII program. 


greater ltngth and expressed his very strong interest in being considered
 

as a reseaz h collaborator.
 

on Wednesday afternoon with tha AID
Dr. Harpstead and I also spent 2 hours 

Honduran M!1aion, discussing the Title XII concept and planning program.
 

Present were mission Chief Jack Robinson, Agricultural Officer Dr. Bill Jansen,
 

and Mr. J. Lovaas, Program Officer and Sub-director of the Mission. Although
 

at first very critical and challenging in their attitude toward Title XII,
 

these men subsequently moderated this position, and in closing, assured us of
 
Resources
their interest and the interest of the Honduran Ministry of Natura 


In
(which includes agriculture), and offered their assistance as needed. 

them informed of activities of the planning
particular, they requested we keep 


process, and of any teams of Bean/Cowpea reviewers that plan to come to Honduras.
 

We were supplied with some Sector Analysis documents that will be helpful in
 

the planning process.
 

I was unable to see Dr. Contrera, Research Director of the Ministry, but it 
send to AID Missionswould be appropriate to send him copies of documents we 

on the Bean/Covpea CRSP. 



A PROPOSED OUTLINE FOR THE STATE OF THE ARTS (SOTA) ANALYSESAppendix VII 
FOR

PLANNING A BEAN/COMPEA COLLABORATIVE RESEARCH SUPPORT PROGRAM 
'3e.. 4 	e COrA OU . b Assignment to review literature and to 

CO rAf orTprepare 
 a statement
lcfe14- .4emvZ. Al.4 D'c .'. 	 for use in4 No fir writing a first draft of The State
 
of The Art for:
 

Subject Matter Area, Constraint, or 4eed 
 Beans 	 Cowpeas 

1. Introduction
 

A. Role of bean/covpeas
 

3. Need for more production of beans
 

C. Subsistence Farmer 
- The Target Audience
 

I. Production Statisticu
 

A. Rectarages and Yields/ha
 

1. Latin America - By Country
 
2. Africa - By Country 
3. Asia - By Country
 
4. Australia
 
5. Europe
 
6. Oceania
 
7. North America
 

B.. 
World Averages and Considerations
 

tir. Cultural Practices of beans/covpeas 

A. Soil and Fertility Considerations and Practices
 

1. Soil selection
 
2. Soil preparation procedures
 
3. Planting Methods. Procedures, Daces 
4. Tillage Practices
 
5. Fertilization Practices
 
6. 	fertilizer Needs
 

Macro elesments
 
Micro elements
 
Mineral toxicicies
 

7. Soil acidity and liming 
8. Moisture stress
 
9. Excess Water 

10. 
The role of nitrogen in bean/covpea production
 
a. Growing beans with fertilizer-K 
b. Growing beans without fertilizer-N 

(1.) Growing wvchout Rhizobium inoculation 
(2.) Groving with RhLznbium inoculation
 
(3.) Rhizobium strains
 

11. Harvesting procedures., threshing
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Assignment to review literature and to
 
prepare a statement for use in
 
writing a first draft of The State
 
of The Art for:
 

Subject Matter Area, Constraint, or Need Beans Covpeas
 

B. Cultural Procedures for:
 

1. Weed Control
 
2. Disease Control
 
3. Insect Control
 

C. Intercropping and Multiple Cropping
 

IV. The Problems of Diseases and Pests
 

A. Diseases 

1. Fungi
 

2. Bacterial
 

3. Virus
 

B. Insects
 

C. Nematodes
 

n. Weeds 

V. Breading to Overcome Production Constraints
 

A. Breeding for Disease Resistance
 

Fungi caused
 
Bacteria caused
 
Virus caused
 

B. Breeding for Insect Resistance
 

C. Breeding for Nematode Resistance 

D. Breeding for Higher Yield Potential
 

1. Physiological and Morphological characteristics 

2. Adaptation to Environment
 
a. Deylength - temperature 
b. Drought
 
c. Excess water
 
d. Soil compaction
 
e. Salt and salit.e conditions
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Assignment to review literature and to
 
prepare a statement for use in

writing a first draft of The State
 
of The Art for:
 

SubjectMatter Area, Constraint. or Need 
 Beans 
 Cowpeas
 

E. 	Breeding for Protein and Cooking Quality
 
Quality
 
Quantity
 
Availability
 

F. 	 Improving Ben/Cowpea Breeding Methods 

G. 	Antimetabolites 

U. 	Organoleptic Factors
 

I. 	 Application of Aodern Genetic Techniques
1. 	Mutagenic alteration of genetic variability

2. 	Tissue culture, protoplast fusion
 
3. 	Interspecific gene transfer
 

J. 	Ongoing Yield Trials and Breeding Program
 

VI. Seed Certification and Technology
 

A. 	Freedom from disease
 

B. 	Freedom from genetic impurity 

C. 	Seed storage and handling
 

D. 	Seed Distribution
 

VII. Supportive Basic Research
 

I1. Traditional Utilization and Nev Product Development
 

A. 	Colnercial-Cooking quality, color preferences,

nutritional quality
 

B. 	Small farmer-Cooking quality, color preferences,

nutritional quality
 

IX. Storage of Edible Beans/Cowpeas 

A. 	 Commrcial 

3. 	 In the home 
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Assignment to reviev literature and to 
prepare a statement for use in 
vriting a first draft of The State 
of The Art for: 

Subject 4atter Area, Constraint, or Need Beans 	 Cowpeas 

X. 
institutional Infrastructures
 

A. 	.Marketing System
 

B. 	Transportation
 

C. 	Credit
 

D. 	Education
 

I. 	Extension
 

F. 	 Industrial Deelopwmnt & Availability
 
of Inputs
 

G. 	Labor & emloyment situation 

R. 	Political stability
 

XI. Values and Policies
 

A. 	 Governmental 

1. 	 General-development policies
2. 	 In relation to small farmers
 
3. 	 Public works 

3. 	Soceological
 

1. 	Regional or comunity practices­
dietary preferences, custom, beliefs
2. 	Siall farmers' specific needs­risk evaluation, villingness to
 

adopt new technologies.

3. 	 Individuals educational goals, status 

C. 	Technological
 

1. 	 Energy vs. labor 
2. 	Self-sufficiency 
1. 	Capital intensity 

D. 	 Envirostntal Manageent 
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Assignment to review literature and to
 
prepare a statement for use in
 
vriting a first draft of The State
 
of The Art for:
 

Subject Matter Area, Constraint, or Need 	 Beans Covpeas
 

XII. 	 Prioritized Listing of Constraints
 

A. Production
 

3. Economic 

C. Socio-cultural
 

D. Research constraints
 

1. Extension
 

XIII. Raco-manded Research Priorities 

A. Production
 

3. Economic 

C. Socio-cultural
 

D. Interface vith extension 

E. Collaboration and networks
 

M/. 	 Lt of Institutions Conducting Dean/Covpea Research
 

Institution Prolect scientiet(s)
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GUIDE TO PROPOSAL PREPARATION 
FOR THE
 

BEAN/COWPEA COLLABORATIVE RESEARCH SUPPORT PROGRAM 

Bean/Covpea Planning Office 
Crop and Soil Sciences Department 
Michigan State University 
East Lansing, Michigan 48824 

TABLE OF CONTENTS
 

I. 	 PLANING VERSUS IMPLEMENTATION (p. 1) 

I. BACKGROUND INFORMATION (p. 2) 
1. 	Objectives of the bean/cowpea CRSP
 
2. 	Definition of research within the bean/cowpea CRSP
 

Figure 1: Involvement of a research team
 
Figure 2: Role of the bean/cowpea CRSP
 

3. 	Collaborative linkages with LDC institutions and scientists
 
4. 	 Training activities that may be supported by the bean/cowpea CRSP 

II. WHO MAY SUBMIT PROPOSALS? 

IV. HOW MANY PROPOSALS SHOULD AN INSTITUTION SUBMIT? (p.5) 

V. 	 WHEN AND WHERE TO SUBMIT PROPOSALS (p. 6) 

VI. CRITERIA FOR ACCEPTANCE OF RESEARCH AND RESEARCH-TRAINING PROPOSALS (p.6) 
1. 	 Mechanics for Judging the Proposals 

a. 	Peer review panel and advisors
 
b. 	First and second meetings of the review panel 
c. 	Acceptance of the peer ;anel's recommendations
 

2. 	Criteria for Accepting or Rejecting Proposals
 
a. 	Objective: Solving constraints to production or use of 

beans/cowpeas in LDCs 

b. 	Priority of constraints and research or research-training
 
c. 	Effect of ultimate level of CRSP funding oi, acceptance
 

VII. CONSTRAINTS TO BEAN/COWPEA PRODUCTION AND USE (p. 7) 

1. 	 Sources of the listing of constraints 
2. 	 Listing of all constraints 
3. 	 Constraint grouping: FERTILITY, PLANT NUTRITION, ENVIRONMENT 
4. 	Constraint grouping: FARMING PRACTICES AND MANAGD{ENT
 
5. 	 Const-aint grouping: GENETIC LIMITATIONS 
6. 	Constraint grouping: PLANT DISEASES AND PESTS
 
7. 	 Constraint grouping: UTILIZATION AND STORAGE 
8. 	Constraint grouping: NUTRITIONAL-DIETARY MERIT
 
9. 	Constraint grouping: SOCIO-CULTURAL-ECONOMIC CONSIDERATIONS
 

10. Constraint grouping: RESEARCH AND TRAINING CAPABILITIES
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I. FLANNING VERSUS IMPLEMENTATION
 

In July, 1978, the Board for International Food and Agricultural
 
Development (BIFAD) and the Agency for International Development (AID), 
under provisions of Title XII of the International Development and Food 
Assistance Act of 1975 and in accordance with recommendations made by the 
Joint Research Committee, gave priority to planning a dry bean/cowpea 
Collaborative Research Support Program (CRSP). Michigan State University 
(MSU) has contracted ,rith USAID to plan and submit a Collaborative Research 
Support Proposal. 

BIFAD invited representatives from eleven Experiment Stations concerned 
with dry bean/covpea research to meet in Chicago on August 7, 1978. These 
representatives authorized MSU, acting on behalf of all interested Agri­
cultural Experiment Stations, to submit a planning grant proposal to USAID. 
The proposal was submitted August 28; the planning grant was awarded to MSU 
under contract from USAID, effective October 1, 1978. Dr. Donald H. Wallace, 
nov at MSU and on leave from Cornell University, is currently the planning 
coordinator. 

The current USAID grant to MSU calls for the planning to be completed 
before March 31, 1980. This includes the State of The Art (SOTA) manuscript 
which is being prepared more or less independently of planning of the actual 
CRS?. Obviously, the first year or two of operation of the CRSP must blend 
together: (1) continuation of the CRSP planning, and (2) beginning imple­
umntaticn of the CRSP. Thoroughly planned collaboration of LDC scientists 
and their institutions with U.S. scientists and institutions is not possible, 
for instance, until the bean/cowpea CRSP is a known and quantifiably funded 
reality.
 

Persons preparing proposals must fully consider: 

(1) 	 There is current inability to be precise as to collaborative 
linkages, best allocation of funds, etc. 

(2) The planning effort must extend into the first two-three years 
of funded imlmentation of the bean/cowpea CRSP. 

(3) 	 The proposal budget should be presented on a yearly basis. It 
is the intent of CRSPs (from Guidelines of the Joint Research 
Comittee) that each proposal that is funded can anticipate at 
least three-five years of forward funding. Continued funding 
can be anticipated as long as the CRSP-directed annual review 
finds: (a) that progress is adequate and (b) that continued 
work is appropriate to the bean/covpea CRSP needs, objectives 
and 	balance. 

tol­
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II. BACKGROUND INFORMATION
 

1. 	Objectives of the bean/cowpea CRSP. The overall objectives of the CRSP, which 
should also be the overall goals of each research or research-training proposal, 
are: (1) to develop that technology which can maximize production and use of 
beans/covpeas in those LDCs where beaus or cowpeas are the major protein sup­
plying s,:aple of the diet. (2) to place this technology with those LDC scientists 
and administrators who can and will extend it to the small farmers (3) to train 
LDC scientist(s) and improve the scientific capability of the LDCs. (4)to, over 
many years, link U.S. scientists and U.S. scientific output with the needs of 
LDCs. (5) to provide U.S. institutions with that program improvement derivable 
from combining an international component with their state- or regional-directed 
bean/cowpea research. 

2. 	 Definition of research within the bean/coupea CRSP. The CRSP will support collab­
orative research and/or training for research. Research may range from laboratory 
to field work, from basic to very applied. The research may, and ultimately 
should, include field trials conducted by scientist(s) on the small farms of LDCs. 
The research may also, an& ultimately should, include field trials conducted by 
the mall farmer on his farm-with supervision provided by the scientist(s). 
This continuum from basic through applied field research is to provide for full 
development of that technology which can give increased bean/cowpea yield and/or 
use. E-tension, Lr information transfer, which will not be directly supported 
by the CRSP, becomes a full-scale effort only after full development and testing 
of the technology (see Fig. 1). 

Probably 85Z of all beans and cowpeas in the LDCs are grown in multiple-cropping 
associations. Thereforn, the on-going farming system is the focal point from 
which all improvements of bean/cowpea production and use must begin, as illus­
trated by Figure 1. It can be assumed that the current farming system of a 
given locality has been derived through many generations of farming experience.
 
Therefore, this farming system probably represents a near optimum procedure for
 
the 	specific climatic, topographical, soil, sociological, family and economic 
enviro=zent in which it is employed. In other words, the farming system has
 
developed to maximize human satisfaction, under existing conditions. It follows, 
that improvement must come from full biological and socio-economic under­
standing of the farming system, followed by devising and testing step-wise 
improvements of the currently used system. Major changes could be disruptive 
and 	counterproductive. Figure 2 indicates the Important but relatively small 
function of the bean/cowpea CRSP in providing input toward improvement of the 
farming system(s) of the small farmer(s) of a developing country. Before pre­
paring your bean/cowpea CRSP proposal, reading of the following papers is 
suggested: Dealing with Risk and Uncertainty in Crop Production, A Lesson From 
Small Farmers (Appendix VIII) and Don Victor: A Small Farmer in Costa Rica 
(Appendix IX). Both papers are by Dr. Luis Nararro, of Centro Agronomico Tropical 
do Investigacion y Ensenanza, Turrialba, Costa Rica. 

3. 	Collaborative linkages with LDC institutions and scientists. Three levels of 
LDC collaboration with U.S. institutions are envisioned: (1) Primary LDC sites 
for collaboration will be institutions with on-going bean/cowpea research, with 
host-governments that have a strong interest in increasing bean/cowpea production 
and use. LDC scientists will work directly with U.S. scientists in the CRSP pro­
gram. (2) Secondary LDC collaboration sites are where beans/cowpeas are some­
what less important crops, institutional capability is less adequate, and/or 
where the LDC government designates beans and cowpeas at a lower priority. Small 
scale trials or programs will be conducted with cooperation between the LDC 
scientist and U.S. scientists. (3) Tertiary level collaboration will provide 
only for receipt of research information by the LDC institution. 
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For primary and secondary collaboration sites, it is expected that the LDC host 
goverunts would provide their facilities and local staff time as their share 
of contributions. The CR5P would fund U.S. personnel, and can fund other costs
 
in the LDCs, including some LDC staff, facilities and equipment as needed, project
 
related training, and some commodities. The extent of such U.S. pass-',hrough
 
funding would have to be worked out in each case. Pass-throuph lunds are to be
 
requested by U.S. institutions, in your proposal, but are to be spent by the
 
LDC 	institution ia support of your CRSP prolect.
 

4. 	Training activities that may be supported by the bean/covpen CRSP. Training 
falls within four categories: (1) Short training courses and workshops wLich 
are of a non-degree type designed to increase capability in bean and covpea 
production, field plot design, and other appropriate study areas. (2) Degree 
training activities for LDC personnel will be supported as appropriate for 
B.S., M.S., Ph.D. studies in relevant programs in the CRSP. The degree activities 
should be consistent and complementary to host country training plans. (3) Post­
doctoral programs may be developed to refine a collaborating ocientist's capability 
in working in pertinent specialized areas of research. (4) Professional exchange 
activities where the U.S. scientist and LDC scientist may exchange responsibilities 
in order to add depth to their programs. 

III. WJHO MAY SUBMIT PROPOSALS? 

Requests for research or research-training proposals will be sent from the bean/
 
cowpea planning office at Michigan State University to the Title XII represen­
tatives of selected educational uid research institutions. Receiving institutions
 
will be those that have indicated a manifest interest in the bean/cowpea CRSP, 
in response to the October, 1978 letter froa Director Sylvan H. Wittver of the 
Michigan State Agricultural Fxperiment Station. Each Title I1 officer is respon­
sible ar his institution for distributing the request for proposals to all sci­
entisms that may have interest in preparing a proposal for the bsan/covpea CRSP.
 

IV. HOW MA1NY PROPOSALS SHOULD ,d4 INSTITUTION SUBMIT? 

The CRSP intent is a balrnce of interacting disciplinary activities on beans/ 
corpeAs at the national (U.S.) and international levels. Each scientist or small 
group of scientists representing highly-interactive disciplines should submit a 
separate proposal. Proposals representing interaction between disciplines are 
encouraged. Integration of all disciplines represented at an institution for 
subission of one intra-institutionally integrated proposal is definitely dis­
couraged. Priority for acceptance into the CRSP will depend on the proposed 
effort being complementary to the total needs and balance of the CRSP. The peer 
review panel should be able to clearly visualize individual disciplinary compos onts 
of a proposal. They say select only one component from one institution and another 
from a second an a means of achieving balance for the CRSP. At the same time, 
the panel will went to understant the extent to which at each institution all 
possible relevant disciplines, as discussed in Section VII - CO.NSTRAINT TO BEA/ 

Ml PRODUCTION AN USE, can and will be focused speciticially on beans and 
cov pas. 
C 
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V. WHEN AND IIERE TO SUBMIT PROPOSALS
 

This request fc" bean/cowpea CRSP proposals was mailed from the planning office 
on April 1, 1979. Proposals are due May 15, 1979. The admin'strative office 

of your institution should forward 20 copies of each proposal to: 

Dr. 	Donald II.Wallace
 

Bean/Cowpea 	Planning Coordinator
 

Crop and Soil Sciences Department
 

Michigan State University 

East Lansing. Michigan 4882. 

If copies of the proposal are mailed in more than one package, the number of 
packages should be marked on the outside of each. Proposals musc be sent pre­
pald, not collect. The acknowledgement of receipt of the proposal will contain 

should bea proposal number. Later inquiries, atIdenda, revised budgets, etc. 

addressed to the Bcan/Cowpea Planning Office and be identified with the assigned
 
proposal number.
 

VI. CRITERIA FOR ACCEPTANCE OF RESEARCH AND RESEARCHI-TRAINING PROPOSALS 

1. 	 Mechanics for Judging the Proposals 

a. 	Peer review panel and advisors.
 
Recoinendation of acceptance, suggested modification, or rejection of pro­

pus ls will be by a peer review panel. Panel mermbers will not be from 

programs or deparumnts with participatory interest, as indicated by the 

submitted proposals for the bean/cwpea CRSP. In addition to the Michigan 

StAto L'niversit7 maWiCornell University personnel vho are t=pleicntIng the 

planing, a representative from 3 institutions with participatory interest 

in corpeas and I institution with participatory interest in beans will 

attend the panel meetings As advisors. Membership of the seven-menber 
review panel, and of the advisors with participatory interest, shall 

represent a range of institutions and of scientific and social disciplines. 

IITA and CIAT will each have one representative as advisors to the review 

panel. 

b. 	 First and second meetings of the review panel.
 
The poer panel and its "visory members will Mee the end of June,
 

about 	six weeks Aftor the Iue date for receipt of the bean/covposa CR P 

This first panel meeting will make praliminary recurnandationsproposals. 
of acceptance, suggested modif&ateai'n or rejection of proposals. It wfll 

also indicate any dditlOnal proposals needed for mpleting a balanced 

CSLP. After the suggested proposal modifications an any requested 
second timeadditional proposals have been received. tie panel will meet a 

(late August. 1979) to make its final rocotmenat inons. 

c. 	 Acceptance of the peer panel's raric aendat vna. 
Approval or rejection of the peer raview panel's ret:-tv %twiationslieu, 

in tho following respective order: (1) The Joint iResearch (:,L.te*e (JRC), 
(Btm)),(2) flw Soard fur Intornactonal Votod and Artiult'iral ?avalotpmnt 

and (0) 'he Untied Sttes Agency for rntcernsatlnal DavalopiSont (VA11l). 
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2. 	Criteria for Accepting or Rejecting Proposals
 

a. 	 Objective: Solving constraints to production or use of beans/cowpeas in LDCs. 

For acceptance the proposed research and/or research-training must be 
directed toward solving one or z=ra of the problems on the attached list 

(Section VII) of LDC-endorsed constaints to small-farmer production of 
beans or cowpeas in LDCs, or directed toward solving constraints to more 

usage of beans or cowpeas by rural and urban poor people in LDCo, or 
directed toward solving socio-economic constraints to acceptance and adop­
tion of appropriate solutions.
 

b. 	Priority of cmnntraints and research or research-training.
 
For acceptance, proposed research or research-training must be a desirable
 

to an essential component of an inrtgrated and balanced bean/cowpea Collab­

orative Research Support Program (CRSP). Acceptance, recommended proposal 
revision, and rejection of proposals by the peer review panel will all be 

based largely on the extent that the proposed effort meets: (1) the priority 

implied by "must be a desirable to an essential co poent of the CRSP". 
(2)estimates of the sponsoring institution's ard principal investigator's 
dswrCIALrated (past) and/or current capabilities for -uccessful implementation 
of the proposed research or research training. (3) estimates of the short 

and/or long range r:-.;-citial of ti., proposed research or research-training 

for solving the constraints. (4) evidence that funding of the proposed 

research or research-training will lead to effective linkages b -een the 

U.S. institution(s) and scientist(s) and counterparts in the LDCG. 
(5) evidence that appropriate work will be done in the I )Cs. 

Effect of ultimate level of CRSP funding on acceptance.
c. 

JUC, BIFAD and USAID have asked that three CRSP ber./co'-.a plans be developed
 

and defended, one each for high-, medium- and low-le-d. funding. Essentiality
 

of the proposed research or reseAl.h-training '.ry be modified by the 1%ltimate 

level of funding, so final futWing level may significantly affect the recom­

mendation that a proposal be accepted, recommended for modiic;c.L;on, or rejected. 

VII. CONSTRAINTS TO BEAN/COWPEA PRODUCTION AND USE
 

1. 	Sources of the listing of cons .-ints.
 

The following listing of about 80 constraints to improving bean/cowpea produc­

tion and use was derived from two sources. Most of thr." were perceived by 

scientists asking: What are the constraints - as perceived on the small
 

farm by the farmer, scientist or extension specialist? Ther; were listed in 

the questionnaire which most of you received. During interviews in the LDCs 

constraints were suggested which the original lint did not precisely present.
 

These are !"luded in the list included herein, so it is a listing of vi7rtally 

all 	possible perceived constraints. Those of the individual constrainti that 
a meansapply to mD :itbean/cowpea Prrduction areas are indicated as general, as 

of indicating higher constraint priority. Constraints not generally applicable 
to LDCs have also been so dentl, .ed. 

80 constraints listed have been categorized into sevenThu 	approximately 
groupings on the listing. Each grouping pli,, two viewpoints of the utilization 

and storage viewpoint are each discussed separately in the pages dir' tly follow­

ing the A1t':1.ng. Each discusnion of a grouping empha izn the con.trainta that 

should receive highest priority by the bean/cowpea CRSP. All constraints have 

some degree of merit for consideration by the CRSP. 
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2. A Suary Of Constraints As Perceivtd By Responses To The Questionnaire
 

No. The Problem/Constraint 
 Extent of Problem
 
Fertillt. Plant Nucrition, Environment
 

1. 	Fertilizer not available.
 
2. 	 Low fertilizer response.
 
3. 	 Chemical or physical properties of
 

soil are limiting.
 
4. 	Deteriorating land quality (arosion, etc.) 
5. 	 Economics of fertilizer use and response.
6. 	 Water inadequate.... ......... ........ o .o. ,,,,o., ,, * .. General
 
7. 	 Water excessive........ • 
 ..... 	,.o.* ° *,*,0.,,,.,°.°.....General 

S. 	Land Is not available
 
9. 	 Livescock waste used for other than 	fertilizer. 
10. 	 Yields strongly affected by win.d and weather.
 
11. 	 Temperatures too high or too low. 
12. 	 Non-nodulation at the farm level.
13. 	 Symbiosis of nitrogen and phosphorous use ...................... 

14.
 
15. 
16.
 

Ferming rcaticas and 43nagement 
17. 	 Low stand estabiisnment. 
18. 	 TI41d loqsos during growing Retson. 
19. 	 Harvest losses.
 
20. 	 .odrn inputs are too costly. 
21. 	 Equip=ent not available or coo costly.

22. 	 Multiplicity of far'.~aL systems, too primitive ................ 

23. 	 Seed quality (pathogcus, saprophytes, physical.) .......
 

24. 	 Lack of intermediate technolog7 and 
sppropriace equipment.

25. 	 Seed industry not well developed............................. 

26.
 
27.
 
28. 

Genotic .mitacions 
29. 	 Orhertzrrs are more productive ............................. 

30. 	 Ctitvvars not adapted. (Dayleaqth, temperature, etc.)
31. 	 Poor competi.:iveness in intaercropping. 
32. 	 Inherent yield pocential too low .................. 

33. 	 Low protein digestibility.............. .. ....... 
 .......... 

34. 	 Mturity.
35. 	 Sasitivity co drought and cold ................................
 
36. 	 Instability of performance .....................................
 
37.
 
38.
 
39. 
40.
 

n'ant 	tes 

General 

General
 
0........Genral
 

41. 	 lasects In soil..... 0...............................
09000") 

42. 	 Insects on seedllngs...........................................
 
43. 	 Insects on foliage............. 


Insects - Stes boring ...................................... 


General 

General 

neral
 
General
 

General 
Gen1 ral 

insects
 

) are 	a
 
g........)
eneral
 

) problem 4 
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J" The Problem/Constraint Uxtent of Problem 
plant Pests - cont. 

45. Insects - Pod boring ....................
 
A6. Controlling insects is uneconomic.
 
47. 	 Animals or birds destroy the crops.
 
48. 	 Pesticides unavilable or can't afford them.
 
49. 	 Fungal diseases. ................................... ) Diseases
 

are
 
50. Bacterial. ......................	 a~ee 


general
 
51. Viral diseases...... ................................... . .) 	 problem.
 

sooso..............
32. 	 Nematodes. ............................soeeeesaeneral
 

53. 	 Air pollution.... .. ................... Not problem of most LDCs.
....................... 

54. 	 Farmers donot use modern measures to control
 

diseases.
 
55. 	 Weeds inadequately controlied............................General
 
56. 	 Insects have become resistant to insecticides. 
57.
 
56.
 
59.
 
60.
 
61.
 
62.
 

Utilization and Storage
 
63. Home processing di ficulties ...... .............. .........General
 
64." Beaus are not a preferred crop/food.
 
65. 	 Dietary habits are iuadequate. 
66. 	 Post-harvest losses........................
 
67. 	 Beans are not a satisfactory food for
 

young children.
 
66. 	 Seeds becoce too hard when kept a long time ................ Ceneral
 
69. 	 Zase of cooking-takes too much fuel.. .........................Ceneral
 
70. 	 Low procein digestibilitT............................... nera.
 
71. 	 Cowpea texture--grittiness.
 
72. 	 Low echionine or methionine availability......................Cenera.


3. Tannin content.,.......................... ... ea
 

74.
 
75.
 

Soclo-Culcural and Soclo-Economic
 
76. 	 Color and size oi seed are not acceptable. 
77. 	 Flavor and texture are not acceptable.
 
78. 	 Risks are inharent in trying new technology ...................Cneral
 
79. 	 New tectuLques are not financially feasible. 
80. Developed technologies are inappropriata......................Cenertl
 
ft. Roads, education. insci:utions are inadequate..................Garal
 
82. 	 Socio-Policico-Economic systems limit the
 

sm farmer............
 
83. Labor requirements are not not.
 
$4. Farmrs aspLre to occupations other than farming.
 
65. 	 astro-intostinal or ocher diseases limit
 

Immmm activity.
 
66. 	 Zandcquaco avnilability of credit. 
67. 	 Zaentives lackint. ......................................... ... Cersl
 
86. 	 Small farmer family sociology not undrsood............ ....... Gneral
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... 
 The Problem/Constraint 

Extant of Problem
Socio-Cultural and Soc-io-conomic 
- cont.89. Small farmers Ive no policic"al power­need cooperatives....,,,,o,*o0 
 o.l..* , ,. .
 ,.., Ccncral90. 
 No land zonification.
 

91. Farmers adapt modern technology to
 

92. 
other crops but not to beans..........
Farmers get only a small share of the retail
 
market price.
 

93. .arketing 
94.
 
95.
 
96.
 
97.
'8.
 
99. 

Research Caoabltvin LDCs
 
-100. 
 Stablity and turnover of research personnel..... 
 e
-101. Language capability........... 
 ............ eneral
-102. 
 Trained personnel insufficient In number.............
_103. Inefficient or lack of screening procedures. 

..General
 

104.
 
.105.
 
106.
 
107.

108. 

109.
 

212. 

.U3. 
1.14.
 

Extens!on Ca-abilitv
-15. Extension inadequat ......................................... 

Gemeral


116.
 
.117.

118. 

119.
 
120.
 
.121.
122. 

.123. 

124. 
325. 
.126. 
.327. 
128. 
29.
 

30. 

10
 



Appendix VIII.1
 

3. 	Constraint grouping as seen on the small farm: FERTILITY, PLANT NUTRITION,
 

ENVIRONMENT
 

Yields of beans, and also of cowpeas, probably fluctuate more from planting
 
to planting than yields of most other crops. Crowth of beans and cowpeas is
 

strongly influenced by variable intensities and durations of rain, wind and
 
other climatic fluctuations. These effeats are direct, as by excessive or
 

deficient water, and indirect as by weather-influeace on population development
 
of pathogens, insects and weeds. Both crops are often fully dependent on rain­

fall for water. Beans are very sensitive to even short duration of water
 
deficiency. On the oth-r hand, cowpeas are commonly grown In the drier tropical
 

areas because, as compared with beans and many other crops, they possesn some
 
drought tolerance. Neither crop grr'-s well under the excess water that often
 

accompanies rain.
 

There is a human need to extend cowpea production inito the wetter and hotter
 

tropical lowlands, where temperatures are all right for cowpeas, but insects and
 

dise.ses, which are also the major constraints in the drier tropics, have not as
 

yet 	been controlled sufficiently to permit economic production. This need for
 

extension into the wetter and hotter tropics also applies to beans, but extension
 

is more difficult because, in addition to the greater disease and insect occurrence, 

beans do not rt,:i vigorously or set pods well under the higher tropical lowland 

temperatures. By contrast, in the tropical highlands beans are grown at their 

low-tamperature growth limit. 

Both crops often face low soil pH r.nd mineral toxicities or deficiencies. Nitrogen
 

from fertilizer or rhizobial fixation is always needed for maximum yield, as is
 
phosphorous from either fertilizer or natural soil content. Particularly for
 

cowpeas, assimilation of sufficient phosphorous may require appropriate mycorrhiza­

root associations. Maintenance and/or improvement of land quality is essential to
 

continued and particularly increased food production.
 

Effective procedures are needed for maximizing the environment for all of these
 
factors.
 

4. 	Constraint grouping as seen on the small farm: FARMING PRACTICES AND MANAGEMENT
 

There is a vast multiplicity of farr.ng systems employed in producing beans
 

and 	 cowpeas. The system used vnries from country t, country, and within countries 
it varies from this hillsidt to that, from this valley to that, for this altitude
 

versus that, and for all combinations of these and many more factors. That farming
 

system currently used by each farmer is the starting point from which improvement
 
A scientist aiming to improve bean/cowpea
of bean/cowpea production must comence. 


production must begin, therefore, by maximizing his own understanding of the
 
farming system(s) used by each farmer he aspires to assist. Only by understanding
 

the" farming systm(s) can the scientist maximize his capability to benefit
 
the 	small-farmer target audience.
 

An 	important management practice is planting good quality seed. Development of
 

an eafective seed production industry and an attendant seed distribution system,
 

or of effective farmer-implemented alternatives for farmers with inadquate trans­

portation options, could generally double yield and sometimes increase it many fold.
 

Compared with developed countries, lack of good quality seed is a deficiency that
 

affects almost all LDC farmrs. Low seed quality and attendant damping off
 

diseases, plus soil preparation factors and insect attacks, often give suboptimum
 

rgence and stand establishment.
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Tools that more efficiently achieve currently used soil preparation and culti­
vation, and improved procedures for safe and effective applications of insecti­
cides, bacteriacides, fungicides and herbicides are needed. These latter pro­
cedures vust use little if any water, when water is as scarce as in the semi-arid
 
tropics. More efficient manual procedures for harvesting would be beneficial.
 
Small machines may sometimes be appropriate for these operations, depending on
 
social needs and/or land topography.
 

Constraint grouping as seen on the small farm: GENETIC LIMITATIONS
 

Yield increases per unit land area for beans and cowpeas must come from two very
 
basic, complex, and equally important resources: (1)genetic resources and
 
(2)environmental resources. Higher yield can come from improving the genetic
 
resources (cultivars) used by farmers, i.e., by incorporating specific useful
 
characteristics into the bean/cowpea cultivars the farmers prefer and are growing.
 
Added characteristics may include resistance to diseases and insects; adaptation
 
to environmental stresses such as unfavorable pH, water shortage, soil salinity;
 
less than optimal temperature or daylength, etc.; or improved rate of any physio­
logical process of plant growth.
 

Alternatively, higher yield can come from amending the environmental resources
 
in which the current genetic resource (cultivar) is grown; i.e., by eliminating
 
the pathogen or insect, or altering available mineral nutrients or pH, etc.
 
By adequately altering the plant's environment, theoretically, the optimum genetic
 
potential of the plants can be expressed, because the effects of water, light,
 
nutrients, diseases, insects, etc. can all be optimized to achieve maximum yield.
 

In actuality, the highest vields will occur when the farmers use those cultivars
 
(genetic Lesources) that have been selected to give best achievable performance under
 
the farmer's most limiting and non-improvable environmental factors. The result­
ing balance of adjustable environmental factors and selectable genetic factors
 
is extremely complex. Each genetic and environmental factor interacts with every 
other factor, and even when a theoretically perfect optimum can be obtained under 
a static situation, it will not pertain under the always-changing non-controllable 
aspects of the plant's environment and the changing constraints upon the farmer 
(i.e., shortages of time, supplies, labor, etc.) which may be unavoidable.
 

Progress toward higher production depends on increased knowledge of both the 
genetic resource and of the extent to which it is possible and feasible for 
farmers to alter the plants' environments. With this increased knowledge, itwill 
be increasingly possible to modify the complex balances among all factors so as to 
give the highest possible yield for the specified farm or farming area. This 
optimum yield will apply until either the genetic or environmental resource can be 
further improved--or until there is an unwanted degradation of one or more resources.
 

Collection, evaluation and improvement of all aspects of the genetic resources 
available for beans and cowpeas and used by farmers are all essential to improve­
ment of production of these crops. Crop yields of beans/cowpeas are relatively 
low as compared to most other grain crops. 

12
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6. Constraint grouping as seen on the small farm: PLANT DISEASES AND PESTS
 

Pathogenic fungi, bacteria and viruses, nematodes or insects that attack roots;
 

insects that injure seedlings, leaves, flowers, fruits, or stems; birds or rodents
 

that ruin the growing plant or eat the maturing seeds; and weeds that compete
 

with the crop plants for environmental resources each constitute a factor (or 

factors) of the biological environment of the crop Each will impact on realized
 

yield, so all merit some rest-arch. For both beans and cowpeas, insect attack and
 

disease incidence are probably the two major current constraints to higher
 
Solving these constraints requires considera­bean/cowpea production in the tropics. 


tion of all environmental impacts on both the crop and biological pest, and simul­

taneous consideration of the impact of available genetic-resources (cultivars).
 

Two additional factors of the biological environment of beans/cowpeas merit research
 

emphasis. The first is determination of those crop-plant populations (plants per
 

ha) and crop-plant arrangements that will maximize crop yield. Considering that
 

most beans/cowpeas are grown in multiple-crop associations, the second factor
 

is the effect on the bean/cowpea crop plants of each associated crop /and its
 

population(s) and plant arrangement(s)1 and/or group of associated crops. Most
 

such research to date has been on the far less-complicated monoculture system of
 

farming. For maximizing assistance to small farmers in developing countries, the
 

research objectives of the bean/cowpea CRSP must include acquiring understanding
 

of these little-studied complex interactions between beans/cowpeas and the crops
 

with which they are associated in the farming system(s). Much of this research
 
onmust begin with small modifications of that system as tested the small farmer's 

farm. 

7. Constraint grouping as related to rural and urban consumers: UTILIZATION AND 
STORAGE
 

Two constraints to the use of beans/cowpeas are most conspicuous. First, post­

harvest losses of beans/cowpeas are often extensive. The losses may be due to
 

rodents, but more serious and difficult to control are losses due to insects.
 

As a solution to this problem, beans to be eaten are often treated with chemicals
 

that can endanger human health. Better solutions are needed. The second conspicu­

ous constraint is the time and fuel required to cook beans/cowpeas. In the arid
 

tropics fuel is often scarce, with much human energy utilized to bring it to the
 

home. Bean and cowpea seeds progressively harden and require increasingly longer
 

cooking with duration of storage. These changes are accentuated under high tempera­

ture and humidity, and especially with both. These constraints need solutions.
 

8. Constraint grouping as related to nutrition of rural and urban consumers:
 

NUTRITIONAL-DIETARY MERIT 

Beans and cowpeas are the major high-protein foods that are con5umed by the rural 
Animal products are not generally availableand poor of developing countries. 

for such use, or only in limited quantities. It is generally acknowledged that 

legume proteins complement cereal grain proteins. The balance of amino acids
 

is more nearly what humans need when beans and corn or cowpeas and rice,consumed 
for example, are eaten together. Therefore, more of the consumed protein can be 

utilized by a person eating such a mix than when either the legume or cereal is
 

eaten alone. Recently workers in nutrition are pointing out the strong taste
 
Where food is
preference for beans and cowpeas as compared to the staple foods. 


not abundant, the di-t available may be almost entirely the local staple (grain
 

or tuber, etc.) with little variation. Beans/cowpeas, then perform a similar
 

function to that of -eat in richer countries: enhanced flavor and dietary variation
 

which are highly valued by all populations.
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The greatest need for protein enrichment of the diet is for rapidly growing 
children, particularly at post-weaning, and for pregnant and nursing women. 
There is need for accurate assessment of the nutritional requirements of these as 
compared to other people, and for bean/cowpea products that will enhance needed 
conimcption of protein. Beans/covpeas contain tannins, hemagglutinins and 
factors affecting food digestion such as antitrypsins. The protein of beans/
 
cowpeas is not as readily digested as protein from mea,:. Because of this and 
lower content of essential sulphur-containing amino acids, bean/cowpea protein
 
is not as effectively utilized as animal or fish protein. The problem of gas
 
production in the digestive tract by beans/cowpeas needs improved understanding,
 
particularly as related to the needed feeding of these foods to babies and
 
young children. Environmental amendments that will improve all of these nutri­
tional relationships of beans and cowpeas should be sought. Genetic improvements 
with the s nutritional gains are also needed. All such advances are dependent 
on improved understanding of the true nutritional merits of beans and cowpeas. 

There are scientists who argue that the commonly accepted essentiality of beans/ 
cowpeas for providing adequate protein in human diets of malnourished areas is 
an artifact of inadequate understardiing of protein and calorie needs of humans. 
They argue that, with the possible exceptions of rapidly growing children and 
pregnant or nursing women, all cereals will provide adequate protein if suffi­
cient calories are consumed. People who eat low-protein staples such as cassava 
would constitute another e-nception. The viewpoint of such scientists is that
 
the human sensory (gustatc.'y) element is the principal bs3is for maintaining and 
possibly increasing human use of beans/cowpeas. No one argues that beans/covpeas 
should be allowed to disappear from human diets. The efficacy of these extreme 
viewpoints merits intensive study. 

9. 	 Constraint grouping as seen from the human viewpoint: SOCIO-CULTURAL AND 
SOCIO-ECONOMIC CONSIDERATIONS 

gIt has been stated frequently .hat increased production of beans/cowpeas must 
begin with the small farmer, and that such farmers usually grow beans/cowpeas 
in association with other crops. The goal of these farmers is not to increase 
production of bans/cowpeas. If it were, they would grow these crops in mono­
culture. Rather, their goal is maximized profit from their farming system and 
simultaneous maximized security for their families and themselves. Therefore, 
for whatever reasons you and I (scientists and politicians and family people of 
a very different culture) may have for increasing b n/cowpea production, this 
will only happen when to do so will add to the farmer's income, his sense of 
social-security and to other factors that he recognizes but we do not. Thus, 
as a starting point it is essential to know: Why does the small LDC farmer so 
frequently grow beans or cowpeas? Why does he usually plant them in association 
with other crops? Why, when fertilizer or other inputs become available, does 
he use them on other crops and even increase the hectarage of these crops, while 
relegating beans/cowpeas to his less prcductive land and depriving them of the 
inputs that could increase yields? Why do farmers, their family members and other 
consuers eat beans or cowpeas? What are the personal concerns and aspirations 
of the omall-farm growers of beans or cowpeas? How do this farmer's concerns 
differ from those of his wife and family members? What are the roles of women 
with respect to beans/cowpeas? The bean/cowpeA CRSP can achieve its goal of 
increased bean/cowpea production and use wh.,n and if this goal has become com­
patible with the socio-economic goals which the smell LDC farmer considers as 
he makes his decisions to emphasize, de-emphasize, or to ignore beans and cowpeas. 
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10. 	 Constraint grouping from the scientific effort viewpoint: RESEARCH AND TRAINING 
CAPABILITIES 

The world-wide infrastructure for research on beans/cowpeas consists of the follow­
ing juxtapositioning of scientific institutions: (1) institutions of developed 
countries. (2) international centers, located within developing tropical coun­
tries. (3)regional centers, also within developing countries. (4)national 
institutions of developing countries. Developed country institutions have
 
expertise for very basic research that can with planning be applicable to the 
needs of all countries. These institutions are located to facilitate applied 
research that emphasizes needs of their respective geographical locations. The
 
international centers have a crop-specific mandate to do relatively applied research, 
which can be of world-wide importance but by virtue of location and mandate will 
have 	greatest applicability for the developing tropical countries. The regional 
centers have a mandate and locational advantage similar to that of the international 
centers, but for a more restricted area. It is research and extension conducted 
at national institutions of the developing countries which must provide the effec­
tive thrust toward realization of increased production and use of beans/cowpeas 
by the developing countries. This is because achieving this goal depends on the 
effort of individual small-farmers of the LDCs, who in turn require support from 
their national research and extension institutions and also from their national 
government s. 

Realization of all possible benefit from the above described infrastructure requires 
numerous multiple-discipline-tem research efforts, and integration and coordination 
of these into a world-wide collaborative research network. This is doubly so
 
because: (1) where scientific capability is most needed, i.e., in the developing 
countries, it is most. deficient. (2) the well-trained scientists are most distant 
from 	and unfamiliar with the small LDC farmnr and his farming and social problems. 
The goal of food and nutriti-nal sufficiency can be achieved if the different 
experiences and capabilities of scientists of the developing and developed countries, 
and the similarly different expertise of their research and extension institutions 
and governments are all collaboratively directed toward assisting the individual 
small LDC farmer. 

A first requirement is organization of the research infrastructure to implement 
the needed collaborative effort. A second requirement that must be achieved simul­
taneously with the needed research is the training of scientists to fill the void
 
of scientific capability in the developing and also developed countries. This is 
a long-term effort because: (1) The best LDC scientists will shortly become adminis­
trators, or be hired by commercial companies to fill other needs for trained people 
within developing countries. Therefore, the need for training of scientific man­
power will continue through generations of scieutists. (2) It is also long-term 
because current scientists must both learn how to and adapt to work as members of 
multiple-discipline-teas of an international collaborative research effort. The 
training of additional young scientists should deliberately incorporate training
 
to work as teams involving disciplines as diverse as agronomy, biology, chemistry, 
physics, economics, sociology, politics and anthropology. Input from all these 
disciplines and more is needed to achieve the food production requirements of the
 
world of future years. 
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VIII. CONSIDERATIONS IN SUBMITTING PROPOSALS
 

1. 	 A number of situations frequently encountered in the conduct of research require 
special information and supporting documentation before funding can be approved 
for the project. Among these are the following, some mandated by Federal law. 
THE PRINCIPAL INVESTIGATOR SHOULD CONSIDER: 

a. 	 Research which has an actual and/or potential impact on the environment. 

b. 	Research at a registered historic or cultural property.
 

c. 	 Research involving the use of in vitro generated recombinant DNA. 

d. 	 Research involving the use of human subjects, hazardous materials, or
 
laboratory animals.
 

2. 	 The proposal should address each relevant item and provide information on the 
status of any special permissions, clearances, or provisions. Further, before 
submitting a proposal, THE ENDORSING ADMINISTRATIVE OFFICIAL SHOULD ENSURE THAT: 

a. 	 The proposed project is consistent with the policies and goals of the 
submitting organization.
 

b. 	 The organization can make available the necessary facilities, general 
and special purpose equipment, and services for the conduct of the project. 

c. 	The organization cau make available the necessary personnel for the amounts 
of time estimated to be required. 

d. 	The organization has legal authority to accept CRSP funding and the requisite
 
policies, procedures, and personnel to meet the standards.
 

e. 	 The total costs estimated to be required for the conduct of the project 
are reasonable and there is a plan for meeting such costs either from grant 
funds or from the sponsoring institution's funding. 
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IX. WHAT TO SUBMIT AS A PROPOSAL 

The research proposal should be prepared on standard sized paper (no 

larger than 8 " x 11") with pages numbered at the bottom, and printed only on 

one side of each sheet. TWENTY COPIES OF THE PROPOSAL, INCLUDING AN OkIGINAL 

WITH ALL REQUIRED SIGNATURES, are required for review by peer scientists and 
the CRSP staff. 

Complete proposals, arranged in a standard sequence, are required to 
expedite review and evaluation. An administrative check should be made prior 
to mailing, to ensure that the following are included in the sequence indicated. 
Each item is discussed in detail in the following sections. 

Check list of complete proposal contents. APPENDIX FORMATS SHOULD BE COPIED 
FOR 	USE IN PROPOSAL.
 

A. 	Title Page (Appendix I)
 
B. 	Proposal Source Document (Appendix II, 2 pages)
 
C. 	Special Considerations, Assurances, Certification (Appendix I1)
 
D. 	Proposal Sumary (Appendix IV, 2-3 pages)
 
E. 	Project Description (15 page MAXIMUM)
 
F. 	References for Project Description
 
G. 	 Vitae and Publications Lists 
H. 	 Budget (Appendix V) 
I. 	 Budget Justification. This includes any budget for pass-through 

fuding (Appendix VI) and its justification. 
J. 	 Current and Pending Support (Appendix VII) 
K. 	Appendices to rroject Description (if any).
 

A. 	Title Page
 

Format -Appendix I is the format for the title page. Copies of Appendix I 

must be used. An original title page with all relevant signatures must be 

included with the original proposal. Other copies of the proposal should also 

have a title page. 

Title of Proposal - The title (80 characters maximum) will be used for the 

USDA Current Information Retrieval System (CRIS), for information to Congress 

and 	for press releases. Therefore it should not contain highly technical words.
 
not 	be used. OtherPhrases such as "Investigation of" or "Research on" should 

items of the title page are self-explanatory. 

B. Proposal Source Document; only one copy required. (Use a copy of
 

Appendix 1i.) 

THE PROPOSAL SOURCE DOCUMENT IS AN ESSENTIAL PART OF THE PROPOSAL. It 
provides the Bean/Covpea Program with data for compiling information requested 

The 	items
by government agencies, the Congress, and the grantee couminity. 
for 	the most part. Please note the following: (a) the
are self-explanatory 

Performing Organization is the Organization of the PI, which will receive the 

grant through a subcontract with the management entity for the bean/cowpea CRSP. 

(b) The Institutional Administrative Official should be the same as the one 

given on the Title Page. 

C. Special Considerations, Assurances; Certification and Acceptance.
 

(Use a copy of Appendix III.)
 

The 	 proposal must contain an original of this signed document. 
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Research Involving Special Considerations
 

Soe research situations require special information and supporting

documentation before fuding can be approved for 
the project. If special

information or supporting documentation is involved, the Proposal Source
 
Document should si indicate. 
For research chat involves either recombinant
 
DNA or human subjects, special instructious follow.
 

Recobinant DNA. Principal investigators and endorsing per­
forming organization officials must comply with the guidelines

of the National Institutes of Health (See "NIH Guide for Grants
 
and Contract," Vol. 6, No. 19, Oct. 17, 1977 and subsequent

revisions). A Memorandum of Understanding and Agreement

and approval by the local Biohazards Safety Commuittee, muut be
 
provided before a Want can be awarded.
 

Ihuman Subjects. Safeguarding the rights and welfare of human
 
subjects involved in research 
supported by the bean/cowpea CRSP 
is the responsibility of the performing organization. The informed 
consent of the individual is a vital element in this process.
Guidance is contained in Public Law 93-348, as implemented by
Part 46, Subtitle A of Title 45 of the Code of Federal Regulations, 
as amended (45 CYR 46). 

If the project involves human subjects at risk, the grantee

must furnish a statement that the research plan has been revieved 
and apyrored by the appropriate Institutiona- Review Board at
the grantee organization, and that the grantee is in compliance with 
DHEW policies, as amended, regarding the use of human subjects.
Required documents should follow this page. 

Principal Investigator Assurance (See Appendix III) 

Certification and Acceptance (See Appendix III) 

D. Proposal S,,ar 7
 

Imediately following the certification should be a Proposal Summary, 
on tuo P (use a copy of Appendix IV). This should focus on: overall 
objectives and proposed goals; relevance and significance of the proposal;
and experimental methods, training methods and approaches. 

This sim ar7 will be photocopied by the planning office. It ill be sent to
apnropriate LDC institutions to ascertain their interest in collaborating on the 
work outlined in your proposal and/or on other relevant activities of the principal
investigator and/or your US institution. For the information of all principal
investigators, it will also be sent to others chat have submitted CRS proposals.
This sory should be in Language that will be meaningful to others in the rele­
vant sciences. The responses from LDCs will be used by the second peer panel review.
ohe
copies sent to prinv1pel investigators should help aim proposal revisions toward 

a coordinated unity as required for collaborative research. 

The ummary should also present additional ongoing activities of the pcincipal
investigator(s) and or institution that may be of interest to collaborating LDC
scientists or institutions. Describe all of your activities with beans and/or
cowpeas, or with relevant biological, sociological, or economic disciplines
Indicate how your institution has and/or will focus all of these relevant disciplines 
on research and training for furthering the goals of the bean/covpe CRSP. 
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E. Project Description (15 page maximum) 

1. Introduction - State overall objective(s) and long-term goals 
of the proposed research. Review the most significant previous work, including 
your own, and describe the current status of research in this field. Document 
with references. 

2. Rationale and Significance - Present concisely the rationale
 
behind the proposed research-training and list specific objectives for the
 
total period of requested support. Show how these objectives relate to
 
potential long-range improvements in bean/cowpea production or use in LDCs.
 
What is the potential importance of the proposed research-training? Discuss
 
any novel ideas or contributions which the project offers.
 

3. Experimental Plan - State clearly your hypotheses or the
 
questions you will ask and give details of the research and training plans.
 
Include a description of the experiments or other work proposed; the methods
 
and techniques to be employed and their feasibility; the kinds of results
 
expected; and the means Ly which the data will be analyzed or interpreted.
 
Include, if appropriate, a discussion of pitfalls that might be encountered,
 
and limitations of the procedures proposed. Insofar as possible, describe
 
the principal experiments or observations in the sequence in which it is
 
planned to carry them out, and indicate, if possible, a tentative schedule
 
of the main steps of the investigations and training within the project period
 
requested.
 

4. Training Plan - Indicate how training for research on bean/cowpea
 
related problems that is to be conducted in the LDCs is incorporated into
 
your proposal. How ".rill the proposed work strengthen the research capabilities
 
of the LDCs?
 

5. Expected Time Of Testing On Small-LDC Farms - Indicate whether 
you see results of your proposal aJ being ready for testing on small-LDC 
farms within 5, 10, 15 or 20 or more years. Explain as appropriate. 

6. Expected Duration Of Proposed Effort - State whether you see
 
the proposed effort as being completed in 5, 10, 15 or 20 or more years.
 
Explain as appropriate.
 

7. Facilities and Equipment - Describe the facilities available 
for this project, including laboratories and training opportunities. Point 
out any procedures, situations, or materials that may be hazardous to per­
sotml and the precautions to be exercised. List major items of instru­
mentation and research or training equipment which reasonably could be made 
available by the parent institution for this research. 
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8. Potential Colaborative Arrangmencs 

Indicate the LDC scientists and/or institutions tincluding

regional and international centers) that you desire collaboration with as the
 
mans of achieving the objectives of your bean/cowpea CRSP proposal. For each

indicated scientist and/or institution give reasons for favoring this specific

coLlaborative linkage. Use the following format.
 

(I) Institution Scientisc(s) 

Reasons for suggested collaboration (include relevant capabilities, 
facilities, reacttrces, environmental assets, etc.). 

(2) Liscitucion 
 Scientist (s) 

Reasons: 

(3) Institution__ _c 
 lenti1t (s) 

Reasons: 

b. Support your coLlaboration record as follovs: 

(1) Past and current :-laboration of the principal investigator(s) vith LDC 
institutions. 
 (Document -:!rh project titles and/or publication citations 
or other evidence of activicy.) 

(2) Past and current collaboration of the principal investigators with ocher 
US institutions. (Document with project citles and/or publicastion citations 
or ocher evidence of activity.) 

(3) Past and current coiLboration of the principal investigators vi other
 
di:,-,!'n4s (not ente.-ing into your proposal) -e*.aced to beans/t ;*as. 
including relevant social and economic discipli- . 

(4) Past &ad 
current collaboration between the princ j. invesitgatOrl. 
(Docuisnt with project titles, publication citati.ns, or other evidence 
Of activic.) 

F. References to Proect Description
 

These references shtiuld follov an accepted journAl forsat. 

G. Vitae and Publications List(*) of PI(s)
 

Vitae of the principal inveirlator. senior asoociate., aM other pro­
feosional personnel shoull be pra,!vL2d to amist reviewers in evaluatinl the 
coupetence and expettece of che project staft. This section shotui tm 4 4e 
curricula vitae of a-.. ke persons vho ill. )rk om the proj'ct. whether or not 
CASP f'ui. are sought. "-r their support. !MIncate 1arn'AgeK *.qbIttltee relevant 
to the cu,. .rlee vhere the .- o.Aborsti'e resear li '. 1' , , I,,4r. 

Provide for each person a ,:hronot'gcAl I t t. -uu.Mtta r)trst .t 
publications Juring the 5 7*ers =,GCIseopreceling wI.n=1icng in :ra. the 
authors in the esr order -t they appear 'n t-la paper. , e f'.l title, 4Ml the 
complece retence ,# those *-i..a~ly apper In Iotma. 

:'i­
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H. Budget
 

A detailed budget is required for one year of the proposed project. 
COPIES OF APPENDIX V MUST BE USED. F,mds may be requested under any of the 
categories listed so long as the item is necessary to conduct the proposal. 
The JRC guidelines call for an average of 25% of a CRSP's funding to come 
from funds of the insticution sponsoring CRSP proposals. This may be achieved 
by assigning staff salaries or operating funds from the institution's own sources, 
or foregoing overhead funds. Ongoing efforts can be so assigned, us long as 
the objectives coincide with those of the CRSP proposal. These sponsoring­
institution funds cannot be Hatch or other federal-source funds, except for 
proposals from federal agencies. Instructions follow for the items to be 
inserted in the format illustrated in Appendix V and Appendix VI. Amplifications
 
and justifications should be included on separate pages. (See Budget-I on page 24.)
 

(A.) Salaries and Wages - Salaries of the principal investigator 
and othrr personnel associated directly with the research constitute appropriate 
direct costs in proportion to their effort devoted to the bean/cowpea CRSP. 
Chargqs by academic institutions for work peciormed by faculty members during 
the sumer months or other periods outside tha base salary period are to be at a 
monthly rate not in excess of that which would be applicable under the base 
salary and to other provisions of section J.7 to the cost principles 
for educational institutions (FMC 73-8). 

The submitting organization may request that senior personnel salary 
data not be released to persons outside the government. In this case, the 
item for senior personnel salaries in the formal proposal may be expressed as 
a single figure and the man-months represented by that a~zount omitted. If this 
option is exercised, however, senior personnel salaries and man-uwnths must be 
itemized in a separate statement, two copies of which should accompany the 
proposal. This statement must include all of the infcL Ation requested in 
Appendix V for each person involved. The detailed informatikn will not bz 
forwarded to reviewers and will be held privileged to the extent permittcd by law. 

For research associates and other professional personnel, each position 
musc be listed, with the percentage of full-time and rate of pay (hourly, 
monthly or annual) indicated. For other personnel (graduate students, technical, 
clerical, etc.) the total number of persons and total amount of salaries per 
year in each category can suffice. Salnries requested must be consistent with 
the regular practices of the institution. 

Grant funds may not be used to augment the total salary or rate of 
salary of project personnel or to reimburse them for consulting or other time 
in addition to a regular full-time salary covering the same general period of 
employment. The grantee is responsible for work performed by a faculty member or 
any other employee under a grant. 

(B.) Frlnge Benefits - If the usual accounting practices of the perform­
ing organization provide thrt the organizational contributions to employee 
"benefits" (social security, retirement, etc.) be treated as direct costs, grant 
funds may be requested to defray such expenses as a direct cost. 
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(_.) Total Salaries and Benefits 

(D.) tusioent - Equipment is defined as an item of property which has
 
an acquisition cost of $300 or more and an expected service life of 1 year
 
o= more. Organiztions performing research or training with the suppo-t of a
 
CMSP grant are expected to have appropriate facilities, suitably furnished
 
and equipped. Gnly under very unusual circumstances should grant funds be
 
requestced for office equipment and furnishings, air conditioning, automatic
 
data processing equipment, or other "general purpose" equipment which is usable
 
for other than research purposes. This type of equipment requires special
 
justification and arrangement with the CRSP office.
 

Items of needed scientific equipment or instrumentation should be
 
individually listed by description and estimated cost, and adequately justified.
 
Allowble items ordinarily will be limited to scientific equipment and apparatus
 
which is not already available for the conduct of the work.
 

If purchase or lease of expensive, special-purpose equipment having a
 
unit acquisition cost exceeding $10,000 is planned, the proposal must contain a
 
certification that the equipment (a) is essential and not reasonably available
 
or accessible to the proposed project, and (b)will be subject to reasonable
 
inventory controls, maintenance procedures, and organizational policies designed
 
to enhance multiple or shared use on other projects if such use will not inter­
fere with the project for which the equipment is being acquired.
 

(E.) Materials and Suoplies - The types of expendable materials and
 
supplies required should be indicated in general terms with estimated costs.
 
Where substantial funds are requested, there should be a more detailed breakdown.
 

(F.) Travel - The type and extent of travel and its relationship to
 
the research should be briefl7 specified.. Funds may be requested for field work
 
or for travel to CRSP-related scientific meetings.
 

Travel in Canada, Puerto Rico, the United States or its possessions
 
is considered domestic travel. All other travel is considered foreign. If
 
foreign travel is planned in connection with the research, the proposal should
 
include relevant information (including countries to be visited) and justification.
 

Allowances for air fare will not normally exceed round-trip jet economy
 
air accomodations. Persons traveling under Federal grants must travel by U.S.
 
flag carriers, if available, unless:
 

a. the traveler, while en route has to wait 6 hours or more
 
and no U.S. carrier is available during this period.
 

b. the fliht by a U.S. carrier takes 12 or more hours longer

than a fore..gn carrier.
 

(G.) Shi me and Storase of Household Goods. Costs for shipping
 
or storage of urniure of long-term trainees, visicing staff, etc.
 

(R.) Housint Allowances. Costs for housing trainees, visiting staff,
 
temporary quarters.
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(I.)Oriei.tion and Medical Expenses. Costs of travel shots, or
 
required medical examinations. Orientation and language training costs.
 

(J.) Publication Costs. Costs of preparing and publishing the results
 
of research conducted under the grant, including cost of reports, reprints, page
 
charges or other journal costs, and necessary illustrations, may be included.
 

(K.) Computer Costs. The cost of computer services, including computer
 
based retrieval of scientific and technical information, may be requested.
 
A justification based on the established computer service rates at the proposing
 
institution should be provided. Reasonable costs of leasing automatic data
 
processing equipment may be requested, if justified.
 

(L.) All Other Direct Costs. Other anticipated direct costs not
 
included above should be itemized. Examples are: space rental at research or
 
training establishments away from the performing orgar 'zation, minor alterations,
 
and service charges. Reference books and periodicals may be charged to the
 
grant only if they are related specifically to to the research project. Proposed
 
subawards should be disclosed in the proposal so that the grant instrument may
 
contain prior approval, if appropriate. None of the research effort under a
 
CRSP grant may be contracted or transferred to another organization without
 
prior CRSP approval. This also applies to pass-through funds.
 

Consultant services should be included in this section. Grantees
 
normally are expected to utilize the service of their own staff to the-maximum
 
extent in managing and performing the activities supported by grants. Where it
 
is necessary for a grantee to contract for the services of persons who are not
 
its officials or employees, it is expected to do so in accordance with written
 
organizational standards which provide for consideration of the factors outlined
 
in the goqerning'Federal costs principles.
 

If the need for consultant services is anticipated, the proposal
 
narrative should provide appropriate rationale, and the Proposal Budget should
 
estimate the amount of funds which may be required for this purpose. To the
 
extent possible, consultant rates should show separate amounts for actual
 
services and each of the components of the rate.
 

(M.) Training costs. Give the total for tuition, fees, facility rentals,
 
translational services, etc.
 

(N.) Total Direct Costs.
 

(0.) Indirect Costs. The indirect cost (rate(s) negotiated by the
 
granteee organization with the cognizant Federal negotiating agency must be
 
used in computing indirect costs for a research proposal. Determination of
 
the appropriate indirect cost rate(s) is dependent upon a combination of factors
 
including but not limited to physical location of the work. The official
 
responsible for Federal business relations should review this part of the pro­
posal to see that itproperly describes any particular factors which may have a
 
bearing upon the indirect cost rate(s) applicable to the project. Normally,
 
the rate in effect on the date the proposal is recommended for award by the
 
CRSP Planning Office will be used.
 

If an organization has no established indirect cost rate it should
 
consult the CRSP Planning Office, which will establish liaison with the cogni­
zant Federal negotiating agency.
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(P.) Total Direct and Indirect Costs. /7N.) plus (0.7
 

a,) LassResidual Funds. Unused and uncommitted funds remaining at 

expiration of current CRSP grant. (Does not apply for original proposal.) 

(L) Total Amount of this Request. 

(S.) Provoued Expenditures in Deve!o :na Countries. All such expenditures 
have been included in the Total Amount /(R.)/ above. Give details of all such. 
expenditures by using Appendix VI. This should include pass-through fuuds which 
are monies that will be spent under the direct control of the LDC scientist(s) 
and institution(s) with which you are collaborating. A contract will be required 
with the LDC institution to guarantee that these funds will be spent on the 
objectives of your CRSP provosal. 

I. Budget Justification: Supporting statements should be provided for 
all major expenses on pages separate from the budget pages. Present these for 
each budgeito- /7A) through (S17 as follows: 

(A.)
 
(B.) 
(D.) etc. as needed through (S.)
 

J. Current and Pending Support (Appendix VII)
 

The proposal must list all current public or private research support, in 
addition to the proposed project, to which the principal investigator and other
 
senior personnel have co Itted a portion of their time, whether or not salary
 
for the person involved is included in the budgets of the various projects.
 
The proposaJ -.ust also provide analogous information for all proposed research
 
which is being considered by, or which will be submitted in the near future to,
 
other possible sponsors. USE COPIES OF APPENDIX VII.
 

If the project submitted for support has previously been funded from a 
source other than CBSP funds, the items of information requested in the fore­
going paragraph should be furnished for the immediately preceding funding period. 
This information will help analyze shifts in research support. Concurrent sub­
mission of a proposal to other organizations will not prejudice its review by 
the CRSP. 

K. Appendices to Project Description.
 

Each project description is expected by the members of review committees 
and the staff to be complete in itself. Distribution of additional material, 
nther than for the records, is limited to the principal reviewers. In those 
instances where appendix material is necessary (as for example: photographs 
which do not reproduce well, and reprints or other especially pertinent material 
which are not suitable for inclusion in the proposal), at least 6 copies or 
sets, identified by title of the research project and name of the principal 
investigator, should accompany the proposal. 

L. Revisions to Proposals during Review-Planning Process.
 

Revisions of submitted proposals (or budgets) may be recommended by the 
review panel, as may receipt of proposals in disciplinary areas not adequately 
represented in the oroporals received. The recommended revisions or requests 
for additional proposals will be for more precisely aiming the proposal at the 
BeanlCowpea CRS? objectives, or for adding research or research-training that 
is considered essential to a complete and balanced CRSP. 
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Research Proposal Submitted
 
to the
 

Bean/Cowpea Collaborative Research Support Program
 

Title 
(80 characters or less including 

Proposed amount: 


Principal Investigator (Pt) Name 


Address of Principal Investigator: 


Name(s) of Co-principal Investigator(s)
 
(U.S. Colleagues)
 

1. 	 Nam 
Dept. 


2. Name 

Dept. 


Make grant to:
 

spaces and punctuation; see instructions.) 

Proposed duration: 

Submitting Institution
 

AMdress of Submitting Institution:
 

3. 	 Name
 
Dept.
 

4. Name
 
Dept.
 

Nam of Institution or Organization to which funding should be made.
 

IM Number__ 	 Congressional District Number 

Endorsements:
 
Principal Investigator Institutional Administrative Official
 

sam_ _ 

Title
 
Phond No.-

Date
 

Signature
 

Dept. Nead, Director,
Nam e_ _ 

Title
 
Ph"* No. 
iate

Signature 

or 	other. 
__ _ __e_ 
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-ppen' .(pi-o . . . . 

PROPOSAL SUURCE nOCUIENT 

Principal Investigator(s) (PI) Names
 

First Middle Last
 

PI #2 

Proposal No. (CRSP use) 

City State 2- ZIP code Department or street address 
letter abbr. 

PI #1 
Phone + area Total requested Institute or subdivision of 
code (Direct & performing organization 

indirect) (35 characters) 

PI #1
 
Name oi performing or%3nization (35 Characters) 

Institutional Administrative Official
 

(CRSP use) First name Middle name Last name 

Phone + area code Department or Organizational Unit 

City State (2-letter abbr.) ZIP code 

(CRSP use) Date received Grantee Organization (35 characters) 
(CRSP use) 

Tifle of Proposal (maximumu 80 Characters) 
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Appeoufi ;; (page 2 &f 2 

PROPOSAL CODE 

A. 	Which of the following best describes the performing organization
 
of the first principal investigator? Check one choice only. 

1. USDA/SEA Laboratory 
2. Other Federal Research 	Laboratory 
3. -State Agricultural Experimeat Station (SAES) 
4. Land Grant University (1862, 1890) or Tuskeege Institute
 
5. Public University or College. Non-land grant. 
6. Private University or College. 
7. Private Profit Making Organization 
8. Private Non-Profit Organization 
9. State or Local Organization 
0. Other (describe)
 

B. 	Has the first principal investigator completed her/his most advanced
 
degree 	within the last 5, 10, 15, 20, 25, 30 or more years? 

(Circle one) 

C. 	 Will the work in this proposal deal with recombinant DNA or with 

human subjects? 

1. Neither 2. DNA 3. Human Subjects
 

D. 	Congressional District of the grantee organization
 

SUPPORT CODE
 

A. 	Will this proposal, or parts of it, be sent to another granting agency?
 
If so, indicate.
 

1. None 	 4. NIH 
2. Other USDA units 5. Other (describe) 
3. NSF 



-- 
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IpSSi Cons i ,orat. inns
 
Check appropriate statemenLs. 
 Supply additional information when 

necessary.
 

"This project does not involve human subjects."
 

-- _ "This project involves huamn subjects. It was approved by the
 
.Institutional Review Board on 
 (is
scheduled for review by the, Institutional Review Board
 
on 
 )." See DHEW regulations regarding the
 
use of human subjects, appearing in Title 45, Code of Federal
 
Regulations, Pert 46, Subtitle A.
 

"This project does not involve recombinant DNA research."
 

"This project involves recombinant DNA research. It was 3pproved

by the institutional Committee on 
 (Supply

apropriate documents as required by "NIH Guide for Grants and
Contracts," Vol.. 6, No. 19, October 17, 1977 or subsequent 
revisions thereto)." 

Principal Investigator Assurance
 

"The undersigned agrees to accept responsibility for the scientific 
and technical con:!uct of the resarch project and for provision of
required progress reports if a grant is awarded as the .result.of this 
proposal."
 

Date Principal Investigator 

Certification and Acceotance

(To be signed by Authorized Official of Submitting Organization)
 

"The undersigned certifies that, if a grant is awarded, the 
above-listed organization will make available the necessary

facilities, equi.pment, services, and personnel to conduct the project

substantially as 
outlined in the proposal or such modifications 
of a mey be mutually agreed and accepts the obligation to comply withthe Guidelines of the Joint Research Cominttee (JRC) of the Board ofInternational Food and Agricultural Development (BIFAD). 

(Signature)
 

(Typed Name and Title) 

(Date)
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Siuiary of Proposal 
for the 

Collaborative Research Support Program 

Principal Investigator and Department 

Institution and Location 

Co-Principal Investigator and 

Institution and Location 

Department 

Co-Principal Investigator and Department 

Institution and Location 
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APPwndMz IV (Poes ' ot 2 

Summry (Continued) 

Brief description of personnel and activities they vill perform In the LDCa. 

Additional ongoing activities of the principal investigator(s) and/or Institution 
that my be of interest to collaborating LDC scientists or institutions. 



4 Appe nd1 

Proposed Total Yearly Funding for Proposal 

Organization and Address 	 Proposal No. 

Assigned by Planning Office
 

Principal Investigator(s) (PI)
 

No. 	 Time Proposed Budget Assigned
 
T on Total From From By CRSP
 
CRSP for Your Title Planning
 

CRSP Instit. XII
 
A. Salaries and Wages
 

1. 	Senior Personnel 
a. 	 (Co)-PI(s) $ $ S $ 
b. Senior Associates 	 $ $ $ $ 

2. Other Personnel (Non-Faculty)
 
a. 	 Research Associates-Postdoc $ $ $ $ 
b. Other Professionals 	 $ $ S $ 
c. 	 Graduate Students ___ $ $ $ $ 
d. 	Pre-Baccalaureate Students A_$ $ $ 
a.Secretarial-Clerical 	 _____ $ $ $ $ 
f. 	 Technicians $ $ $ $ 

TOTAL SALARIES AND WAGES $ $ $ 
B. Fringe Benefits (if charged as Direct Costs) 	 $$ $ $ 
C. Total Salaries, ';ages, and Fringe Benefirs(A+B) S $ $ $ 

D. Equipment (List Items & $ Amounts for &,ch Item) 
Total Equipment $ $ $ 

E. 	aterials and Supplies (List) 
Total Materials and Suoplies $ $ 

F. Travel-. Domestic (Including Canada) 
2. Foreign (List Destination &
 

Amount for each trip)
 
3. Accompanying Dependents (on
 

long-term assinments) $ $ $ S
 
G. 	Shipment and Storage of Household Goods $ $ $ $ 
H. Housing Allowances 	 $ $ $ $ 
1. Orientation and Medical Exoenses 	 SS $ $ 
J. 	Publication Costs/Page Charges $$ S $ 
K. Computer Costs 	 S $$ $ 
L. All Other Direct Costs (List items and dollar 

amounts. Details of subcontracts, including 
work statements and budget, should be 
explained in full in proposal.) S $ $ _ $ 

N. Training Costj 	 $ $ $ $ 
X. Total Direct Costs (C through MI) S $ $ 	 $
 
0. Indirect Costs (Specify rate(s) and base(s) 

for on/off campus activity. Where both are 
involved, identify itemized costs included in 
on/off campus bases in remarks) 
Total Indirect Costs 	 5 $ $ $ 

P. Total Direct and Indirect Costs (N plus 0) $ S $ _ $ 
QL 	Lass Residual Funds (If for further support of 

current project)-vill only apply in future 
years. $ S 5 $ 

R. Total Amount of this Reauest (P Minus Q) $ $ $$ 

Rote: 	 Signature. Reniaired Only for Revised Budgoet. This is Revision 11o. 
Si. of Principal Investigator Data of Typed or Printed
 

Signature Name and Title
 
Sig. of Authd. Organizational Rep. Date of Typed or Printed
 

Signature Name and Title 



________ _______ 

eroposedExpenditures in Developing Countries
"e'emist have been included in the proposed total yearly funding. Appendix VIII.1
pass-chrough funds to be spent under control ot a collaborating LDC institution.
Identify proposed
 

Oralzaction and Address 


Principal Investigator(s) (Pt)____ 

A. 	Salaries and Waqes
 
1. Senior Personnel
 

a.(Co)-PI(s) 

b. Senior Ass~ociates ' 


2. Other Personnuel (Non-Faculty) 
a. Research ,Assoctates-Poscdoc 

b. Other Professionals 

c. 
Graduate Students ­

d. 	Pre-Bsccalaureate Studants 

e. 	 Secrerarial-Cleical 

-

f. Technicians 
TOTAl. SALARIES AND WAEGS 

B. 	7rInie 9.! 
ts (if cLur2ed r3 .nrcc Costs) 	 S 
C. Totol Splarles, Ua .'q. and Fr:nwe .ene.rts(A+1) S 
D. Equpmp-cnr (Ls: Ice--s & $ Amounts for Each Item) 

Time 
Z on Total 

CRSP for 


CRS? 

$ 

- $ 


-

$ 

-$ 


$ 

- $ 


$ 

$ 


Total r 

1. Ke.torials and S'ipplits (List)
local Yatcrlals and S'rilies 

Y. 	 Travi-l. Domscic (Including Canada) 
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AppendiX T
 

Current aud Pending Support on beans or covpeas or relevant disciplines - and on 
all unrelated projects. (Account for lOOZ of PI's times including CRSP proposal.) 

Total 
Annual Period % of Effort 

Names Agency Race Covered Committed Prolect Title 

PI: 

Current A. 
b. 

Pending a. 
b. 
C. 
d. CRSP 
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Ocher: 
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b. 
C. 
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b. 
C. 
d. CIP 

C,;onts (ifany)
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FOREWORD 

The presentation to follow is based on observations made during the
 

life of a Programme.of Research into Cropping Systems for Small Farmers.
 

This programme was initiated in 1973 by the Department of Tropical Crops
 

and Soils of CATIE (Centro Agron6mico Tropical de Investigaci6n y Ense­

flanza or the Tropical Agricultural Research and Training Center).
 

CATIE Is an autonomous non profit institution of scientific and edu­

cational caracteristics. Itwas founded in June of 1973 by a Joint action
 

(IICA) andbetwe n the Interamerican Institu:e of Agricultural Scierces 

Its purpose was to orient research toward
the Government of Costa Rica. 


the agricultural problems of Central America and the Caribbean region.
 

a meumer of the association.
Panama has also becom 


At present, CATIE is a transformation of the old Training and Research 

Center (CEI) - which gave origin to the Interamerican Institute of Agricul­

tural Sciences (IICA) belonging to the OAS InTurrialba, Costa Rica In 

the countries
1940-which provided research and training services for all 

of Latin America. Its main thrust has always been Investigation In agricul­

ture and related fields as well as education. It was the first Latin 

American graduate school In agriculture and has trained students from Latin 

and various other countries.imerlca, the United States, the Carlbbe 
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Another contribution of the Center to the field of agricultural
 

This Journal
Investigation and education has been the TURRIALBA Journal. 


publishes articles in Spanish or English and has been cowunicating develop­

ments in agricultural research since 1951. 

CATIE Is organized in three departments; Animal Husbandry, Forestry 

and Tropical Crops and Soils Department. 
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DEAL,;IC WITI, R:Ipl AND U.4CERTAINTY IN 

CROP PROsIUCTIO4. A LESSOII FROM 

SMALL FARERS* 

Luls A. iavarro**
 

TIlE PROBLEM
 

Any review of the agricultural statistics for Central America shows 

the lImportance of small farms for the sector and for the economies of the 

different countries. They.ara the most numerous and also produce most of 

the basic grain crops for the area using technologies which are sometimes 

classified as traditional and/or archaic.
 

Even though there have been substantial efforts to transfer Improved 

technologies generated in Experimental Stations and International Centers, 

small farmers have not adoptod these "improved" technologies very quickly. 

Without doubt there are many reasons for this. In general, however, 

it is obvious that most of those technologies are not appropriate for the 

conditions of small farm in tropical areas. The farmers themselves, per­

calve them as such and consequently thay do not adopt them. They cannot. 

* 	 Paper presented at the "Symposium on Risk and Uncertainty in Decision 
Processes of Small Farmers in Less Developed Countries". held during 
the AAEA-WAEA joint annual meeting in San Diego, California, July 31-

August 3, 1977. 

Ph.D., Agricultural Economics, CATIE
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Until recently, most of the modarn agricultbral technologies were
 

being generated in tom.ereta areas. Th.. few axperimental stations In tha
 

tropics genurilly presented environmental conditi*.,ns quite different from 

thosa of small f3ms. Although the generated technologies may accommodate
 

to the blo-physic3 conditions of smill farms they were not suitable from 

a socio-economic viewpoint.
 

The above described situation gave different people in various 

Institutions the Incentive to review the entire process of generating,
 

evaluating and transfaring new technologies to small farms In tropical 

America.
 

It was concluded that rasearch efforts should be directed tuward the 

generaticn cf produc:lon tachnolcgies appropriate to the conditions of 

small farms.
 

Such has ben the min objective for the acticn of the Department of
 

Tropical Crops and Soils at CATIE since 1973.
 

THE BEGINNING OF A PROGRAMME
 

To face the challenge of devising appropiate technologies for small 

farms the members of the Department started by studying: 1. Thu general 

situation of small farmers in the area, end their crop Production systems. 

2. The organization of the Department Itself in relation to the proposed
 

research.
 

The analysis showed the situation of the small farmers and their 

production systems to be highly ccmplex and dynamic. In addition the 

members of the Department realized that th,y knew very littla about the 

management and deeper chnricteritics of thosc systims. The members of 

the Oepartmant realized that such .mlexity and lack of knowledgo did 
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not allow an effective use of traditional research methodology. That is,
 

the organization in which each investigator works independently facing
 

the problem only in terms of his own discipline was Inappropriate.
 

It was clear that the production systems should be studied as an
 

Integrated whole working in a complex environment. The ecological, social
 

and economic components of the total environmental needed to be considered
 

If the system was to be completely understood.
 

The first step taken by the members of the Department was to reorganize 

themselves into a multidisciplinary team. Immediately a training programme 

ws initiated for gaining experience on how to approach specific problems 

as a multidisciplinary team. For doing this, activities were initiated: 

1. At the Experimental Station in Turrialba, and 2. With selected small
 

farmers in Costa Rica. The focal point of this training effort was the 

"Central Experiment". In this experiment they started with five crops which 

were planted In different combinations. Those combinations wtre spacial and 

chronological arrangements of one, two or three crops, which tended to si­

mate various cropping systems practiced by small farmers. Combined with 

the "Contral Experiment" there were the "Satellite" and "Complementary" ex­

to allow closer study of specific questions
periments whose objective was 

not answered by the main experiment. The Universities of Florida and North 

Carolina participated In some of these early experiments and In related 

work In cooperation with the Department. 

THE PROGRAMMEOF RESEARCH IiTO CROPPING SYSTEMS FOR SMALL FARMERS 

The initial effort and results Indicated a groat potential for the 

approach. Consequently the Department approached AID to fund a regional 

project to develop research on cropping systems for small fans In Central 

I 
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America. This financing would provide outreach for the CATIE programme.
 

AID con,dered that the contract should be administered by the Reilonal
 

Office for Central American Programs of AID (ROCAP) with headquarters in 

Guatemala. The final project contract (AID 596-153) was negotiatud with
 

ROCAP and was signed on June 10, 1975.
 

The financing permitted expasion of the multidisciplinary team and
 

allowed the programme to be extended to other countrias In Central America
 

The primary objectives of the programme can be stated as follows:
 

- To learn about the systems of annual crops production used by the 

smell farmers of Central America. 

To search for possible alternatives or modifications to improve the 

generation of income, use of labor or nutritional aspects of those 

systems which could be adopted by the farmers. 

To create in the individual countries a working capacity to continue 

the study and improvements of those cropping systems. 

The 20 professionals in the teha represent, today, most of the agro­

nic disciplines and include two economists, two communicators and an
 

anthropologist working as consultant.
 

Presently themain thrust is being developed in specific locations 

elected as priorities by the governments of Costa Rica, Nicaragua and
 

Honduras. The programme is also beginning action in El Salvador and Gua­

temala. The situation of Panama is now under study.
 

The location In each country are as follows:
 

Costa Rica
 

Atlantic zone; the specific locations are near Guapiles (Guacimo
 

&d Carlatr) and near'Turralba (Gggyabo). 
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South Pacific zone; the specific locations are near San Isidro de
 

El General (San Rafael de Platanares, Pacuare, Pejibaye).
 

Nicaragua
 

Center part of the country; the specific locations are near Matagalpa
 

(Saimulali) and Esteli (Estanzuela).
 

Honduras
 

San Pedro Sula Valley; the specific locations are near San Pedro
 

Sula (Yojoa, El Progreso, Agua Sucia and Cuyamel).
 

El Salvador
 

in the northern part of the country near Chalatenango.
Proposed area Is 

Guatema I a 

Pooposed area is in the highlands near Quezaltenango. 

An Interested r2ader could consult an ecological map and find that 

these locations represent different points on gradients of rainfall, soil, 

altitude, climatic or other conditions. They are representatives, also,
 

of different market and soclo-economic conditions. 

of the team, and his assistant,
Logistically there is one member 

Most of the remainingstationed in each country outside of Costa Rica. 


team members are housed In CATIE, Costa Rica, but travel continously to
 

each site. 

The member, stationed in each country works In close contact with 

the respective national agricultural research institution from where he 

receives additional support. 

THE METHOOLOGY 

The following is the simplest description of what the progrwme is 

use a system approachat the moment: A multidisciplinary team trying to 
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to study the problem of generating (sometimes adapting), evaluating and
 

giving the base for transfcring alternative cropping systum technologies
 

which are adap:bNk to small farms.
 

What is descr!bed in this mouthful did not start overnight. It came
 

to Its prasent :t3tLF thr,..jgh a natural, .cnw-t.mus paicmul, evolutionary
 

and learning procass. 
 This evolution is the result of Interaction among
 

team members and also r-flects the Interaction of the team with: the
 

literature, other institutions, experts in different disciplines, 
techni­

clans working in the field and mostly, the small farmers themselves.
 

The consideration of the farmer himself In the production system­

environmental comp!ax kcs a!wayi bstn a key aspect. 
 Only in Interaction 

with farmers has th. -eam been able to accumulatai useful knowledge about 

tha system tnd its -nins ;-' --,:*tion allows the tec- ... -etect 

key problems whic! ,,,.p to direct research effort:s, and both farmers and staff 

members fael their inturaction is mutually benficlial. The eAxchange of 

experlinca and knowledge betwen the technicians 3nd farmers Is recognized
 

as a positive and imiadiat6 output of the total effort. 

In short, :n. immediate goal of the.team is to gain: A working know­

ledge of the total environnmnL and the cropping systems pricticad by the 

mell far-mars of an specific area. This knowledge Is the base for f. !Ing 

the key problcs and possible modifications or alternatives to improve such 

systewm, and also provides base for evaluation and transferenca of those
 

findings.
 

The Steps in the m..thodolo.y
 

One may specify different phases In the methodology as follows: 

a To learn about the system and Its envIromnt. 

a Identify spocific problems and possible solutions. 
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- Design and initlte tust of altLrnative which include those possible 

solutions. 

- Evaluation of the most pronissing altarnaCivgs. 

-	 Transference. 

Thase steps do not necessarily occur chronologically. Any or all of
 

th'm may be happening at :-ny given mowint. Tho team Interaction with
 

farmers ptrmits that som knowlcdge of the team be transferred to them
 

from tha beginninrn ind allows the t.am to continuously accunulati more
 

knowledge about thu production systevn and its environnmnt.
 

Up to the prosent the programu at CATIE has bIn qiving emphasis to 

the throe aspccts listed first. The crucial jv~luation of g9enerated tach­

nologius wrill star- when they gre rcljased to the direct and uxciusive
 

mienogamwnr of collAborsting farmrs. Thc pro,-ess of Intensive transfercnce
 

will ned furthur supnort from national govrnmntcs.
 

It it important to note, also, that the smm. to.m should be Involved 

in all th' listed phases until well advancLd into the transference effort. 

It Is the orly way to givu the flexibility and adaptation of the methodo­

logy to th4 sites In which the uffort is buing duvaloocd. 

Thu totil %chunm sugqust.d could ba in alternntiv, to the traditional 

approacJ ermental St.itionExtunsion Survfc'--;mrmurs. Th.. last has 

often proven to b4. non-effuctivo in L~tin Amuricd b',r.juso tlio two ways 

4r rows are. v irt,i Ily non igst.ntl. 

Fig. i. w spiaced between pages 10-11 could represent, in sumary,
 

the proposed mothodolojy.
 

At this point t1-re are two clarification to make:
 

I. 	 Specialized al basic research is still a valuable effort for sup­

porting teams working In 0e.described manner. They have a 

rightfull pl4c#. in the yeneij', b,'o .. ( bittern,,nt rf agriculture. 
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2. 	 Eventhough the discussed methodology might look too site specific
 

there are aspects which might satisfy those souls yearning for
 

"bigger", "more significant" Impacts. The advantage of having the 

same 	team work accross sites allow them to observe the reaction of
 

the systems under study to:
 

A. 	 Changes in manageable production factors as usual. This are
 

changes in plant population, fertilizer dosification, etc. 

B. 	 Changes In non-manageable factor (environmental) which cannot 

be done working in only one place (i.e. an experimental 

station). 

All these allow the team to find guidance to a more efficient use of 

both types of fact: rs. This is very crucial especially when working at 

the A type aresmall farmers level where the ratio of B type of factors to 

larger than for berter resource endowed producers. At che same time the 

added knowledge facilitates the task of interpolation and extrapolation of 

the accumulated LaovJed~e and experience. Final ly and assuming that the 

cross sectional differences in the 8 type factors -in a specific year­

simulates the year to year variation In them the stability of the systems 

can be 	also studied.
 

The Tools in the Methodoloqy 

lesides the consultation of existing secondary Information and ins­

titutions working In a comparable fashion (i.e. IRRI, ICTA) there are 

specific too's which have been used in the irogramne. They can be briefly 

presented hero. 

Surveys
 

They hav been used from the beginning to accumulate Information In 
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agronomic and socio-economic aspects on specific sites. Their structure
 

has been simple and they have attempted to nnswer specific questions needed
 

for progr3m planning. 

Case Studies
 

The Information provided by the surveys has been complemented, in some
 

cases, with single fymily type case studies. The purpose here is to obtain
 

a more profound insight about the total environmental of the sites. The
 

Ideal would be to perceive the situation as the farmer does. The operation 

of these case studies h3s been to periodically visit the family for un­

structured conversations which are complemented with the use of specially
 

designed forms to accumulate daily information. In most cases the forms
 

are ranagtd by family membets.
 

The ccmbination of surveys and case studies help teams members to
 

understand what the farmers do, and why they do things the way they do.
 

Specialized Reconnaissance
 

For specific aspects there have been visits to the sites by experts
 

(i.e. anthropology) or group of them (i.e. soil surveys). The objective of 

these reconnaissance visits is to accumulate specific information which 

will help to better characterize the sites. This information also helps 

to make compariscns amou9 sites as well as between sites and other larger 

aroas of Central America. 

Field Experiments 

The initial experiment done with farmers in their forms is mostly of 

on exploratory type. Baginning with the second round of field experiments 

the tam stnrts to Introduce now alternatives cr tn suggest modifications 

nd testing of existing alternatives. 
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It is expectud that as the programme continues 
intb the posterior
 

phases, new research tools will be needed.
 

THE LESSONS
 

The close contact with small 
farmers and their production systems
 

allows one to understand the dynami'sm and complexity of those systems.
 

They.are the manifestation of the ways In which farmers have evolved and
 

adapted their activities 
to produce In diF'erent environments. It is also
 

a good opportunity to observe the manners in witich small farmers have 

dealt with situations of risk and uncertainty imposed by 
the environment
 

during their decision-making procasses.
 

What follows. ;,. ,.is presentation, are results of 
zbervations -in
 

respect to the later part- ida during the life of the 
-rogramme r"d 

previously. 

It Is necessary to point ouc rnat most of this matur.,.l has been col­

lected In an unstructured manner. Consequently, in many cases a more 
strict
 

study isnecessary.
 

This is an attempt to communicate some pr.liminary findings and the
 

effort Is done mainly. to:
 

a) Stimulate further studies In some of key points 
to be dfscuss.d.
 

b) Provide Incentive for the development of simpler more practical
 

tooI3 to be used by economists having contact with field work,
 

esptcially to handle risk and uncertainty Issues.
 

The tools, mentioned In point b) should allow more than just an
 

Impressive oresentation of sommon..'s 
 results to our colleagus in the pro­

feeslon. 
They iliculd h4lp the economist to obtain a w.orking knowledge of
 

farm r's dacisi , "-)King process and also help i(i his communication with
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What is available for the team
 

Governmental 
objectives: I.e.	 o 
Income, use of Experimental
ntri-_/ 	 I s i u i nlabor,~ 	 tio and othernutri -Sta
labor, 	 o r e of know­tt.on n 


and factorsledge 
of product ion ............... ...... 

dy o f the 
....................................... stu ........ .	 .... _ .......Emphas is on
nitial
i 


Generation

farmershis systems IC" 	 or- 4and 	 envi ronment 


C 	 adaptation
 
of
 
appropiate
Research on possible and 


h f rm 	 technologytechnoog Ies
12 - alternative wi ers 
tn Inte ract ion 

U Test and evalua tion of technol-	 Evaluation
tumber 	 of___-o ogles under N direct manage-

a ment of farmers of 	 technology 

farmers 

X 	 or
/ knowledge 

Intensification about them of the trans ­

ference of ge and their nerated tachnol- Transference 
ogles or prod environment uctIon 
programs 

COMMUNITY OF FARMEPRS
 

EXTENSION ACCOtPL ISHHENT 

BENEFIT TO HUAN SOCIETY 

Fig. 1. Involvement of 
a research team 

In 

an area of small farms concentration 
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team mates -most of them non-oconomists- government officials and other 

professionals. Th.)y should also 1knd themselvos for transforunce to
 

econonists with less thuorutical or mathumacical tralning.
 

Organization of tho, Prdsenttion 

For comunication purposos the presentation is organlzjd by concen­

trating attention on the three basic 4conomnic que stions: 1) What to pro­

duce? 2) How much to produci? and 3) How to produci? Furthurmor;s, to
 

give an idea of the iynamism ind omplexity of the decision procussas fol­

lowed by small farmers iH Cntral America, speciol attention will be given
 

to the components of "Hov to produca/", that Is, thc tuchnology which will
 

be employed. Th~su cormponents which may look too "agronomic', Imply that
 

some decisions arc takon,usually under conditions of Incomplete Infor­

mation. Furthernora, tho%,4 ducisions influunce thu flow of inputs or out­

puts proper to the systams whlch ".z, Ir..-diotu socio-uconomi; implications. 

The phases to bui review.-d are: I) Soil prcp.mration, Z) 'i.dlng or planting, 

3) Use of fertilizer, 4) Wtud control, 5) Oisos.s and insuct control, 

6) Other cultural measures. 7) Havestlng and 0) Product handling.
 

*i3t to Pro.,jr's? 

Consistent with the objectlvos of thu programe descrlbed above, 

wain attention will b 9ivcn to the production of annual crops on the small 

form. These crops arj Just on, of the components rf the smnll farmer's 

total production systm -thj farn. 

Few small firms sp~jcialize in tho production of only annual crops. 

Thd farmers know that these 4ra more risky from . production point of view 

In omparison to the other corixwentS of the f4m, i.e. perennial crops 
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and animals.
 

Perennial crons. When permitted by the bio-physical environment,
 

i.e. low production risk, and viability of the crop because of a secure 

market, perennial crops may beccme the main cash crops, i.e. coffee, 

sugar cane, plantain, cacao. Otherwise they are relegated to a few fruit 

trees exclusive for home consumption. 

Animals. At the small farmer level animals are proferentially poultry 

and swine because they imply lower investment and less care. Poultry are 

mainly for home consumption. On the other hand swines are a sort of safe­

guard. They are sold specially during periods of cash shortage which may 

occur when money is needed for operation of the farm or food for the family. 

Bovine animals also exist in the small farm but in small numbers. They 

are also a clear devir.e to deal with risk. Inmost cases their purpose is 

saving -farmers prefer to put their money ina cow than ina bank- for 

The milk pro­emergencies or to ta used as collateral to obtain credit. 

ductlon, usually for home consuot;cion, isa free bonus. 

It Isexpected that a pure economic evaluation of the different animal 

the small farm will give, at best, reiults closeenterprises included in 

frrmrs isdifferent andto break-even. However, the evaluation made by 

thus, Inhis context, they are of significant benefit. 

Annual crops. Compared with perennials these crops are risky Inpro­

ductlon. Unless the market isprotected for the farmers I.e. price sup­

port, they also face a marketing risk besides the low value of their pro­

duct. All of these characterlstics may partially explain the adversion 

showa, for producing annual food crops, by larger producers. 

Mtet of the annual crops cultivated by small farmers are food
 

crops i.j . Theso are pcrtly cash crops and partly for home consumption.
 

4o 
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The proportions depend on the ecological and market conditions of the ares.
 

farms will produce vege-
In areas with comparative advantages, small 

tables as cash crops or non-food annual crops as cash crops also, for 

example, tobacco. In specific areis some annual food crops are grown ex­

cash crops, for example wheat in the highland of Guatemala.clusively as 


There are food crops which have no market but are grown in small 

quantities on the small faro, strictly for home consumption. Usually these 

4re crops of low production risk for 'tho aroa requiring minimal care. 

Now Much to Produce?
 

In any given year the maximum level of production of annual crops that
 

tho em.nt of land, capital and labor
a saIll farimr con attempt depends on 


jntarprise. Tho availability of
available, i: key moments, for such an 

the production factors for annual crops depends on the composition of the 

farm. 

Land. Annual crops compete fo;" this resource with perennial crops
 

and ailmals. In general It has been observed that the larger the ratio 

of ftmily size/farm si:o, the larger the proportion of farm land dedicated 

This implies that the primary goal is to produce foodto annual croos. 


for the family and then for market L . It Is rare, however, to find a
 

smell farm producing only annual crops -except under share or renting ar-


The tendency Is to diversify the number and typi of enterprises
rangements. 


as a means to avoid production and marketing risks. The relative composition 

depends on farm size and also on the comparative advantages of the possible 

enterprises. 

Capital. For the small farmer, the most important capital factor e­

lement In annual crop production Is seed. It Is the only capital factor
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elament he cannot do without. Except for sded, sma!Il fernors t.and to :,,c'd
 

risk by investing as little as possible in ither cash inputs su'n as fLrei­

lizer, pesticides and the like. For tha smali farmer the risk of losing
 

the money invescad in those cash inputs is more important than the risk 

of lower yields induced by low fertility, insect attacks or other problem.
 

This consideration is a key one In relation to transference of technology.
 

The high czesh requirement of most modern technologies prooosed to small
 

farmers is one key reason for their rare adootion. Under the present si­
-- _ ---- -­

tuasion facac by small farmcrs proposed technologies have to require less
 

operating ccsh. Tachnologlas requiring higher cash inputs and possibly
 

socio-aconcmi.cally more attractive technologies, will have potential only
 

if accompanied by some institutional support, for example effective credit 

or subsidies.
 

Labor. When land and seed arc not problems, labor could constitute
 

a serious one. The curve of labor reauirement for agricultural work pre­

sents notorious peaks and valleys at specific dates during the year. This
 

Implies an added risk for the individual farmer. He will plan his productioi
 

based on the. possibility of obtaining enough hand labor at key moments.
 

Because of present day opportunity cost of labor, there is a clear
 

shortage of hand labor for annual crop production at the small farmer level
 

especially during periods of higher requirements in many areas of Central
 

Merica. Large families do not idequately aliviate this shortage since
 

their members have :h& samo opportunity :-it and tind to work in alterna­

tive Jobs to increase the cash inflow for the family.
 

There are various manners in which iormers have been dealing with the
 

rnih of not having an adequate labor force at critical dates, which may
 

Imply crop losses. They may offer higher salaries, tend to use some labor
 

/5-i 
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substituting Inputs such as 
herbicides -which -re 
expensive- or tend to
 

usa croppinr- systams with lower labor requirements. Most of the measures
 

.aken imply inr.reased cost or the exchange of one type of risk for another.
 

The greater amount of cash needed to obtain 
Icbor or its substitute is an
 

added barrier to motivata farmers 
to add non labor substituting Inputs to
 

their technologies.
 

How to Produce :t?
 

To observe how the small farmers rospond to the question "how to pro­

duce?" 
 is to obsa.rve their technologies.
 

Careful stud,.nts of thdse technologies have already categorized them
 

highly efficient in using the avaiiab,e
as 
- "-. Th| 1i possible 

becaus oi the emprirical knowled3e, al-reut the total en-,,ronmk,-, and tho 

alterrativu cropping systems, accumulated by the small farmers and their 

ancestors.
 

A close look at the technologies used by small 
farmers to produce an­

nual crops helps :'v Investigator to ientify several strategies used by 

the farmer to deal with situations of incomplete information. Some of 

thrse devices will he reviewed in this presentation. It is not an exhaus­

tive review since there Is more to learn from smal? farmers. 

Soil Pr,-.:ration 

The smll farmers realizes that there are production bancfits, from 

a tchncal',"good" soil p-sooration. Usually, however, "good" Implies 

the use of plow and the nacussary powar source. This represents anadded 

Invostment and the former will be reluctant to make it. Furthermore such 

'good"me preparation may have disadvantagjs -i.e. accilerato erosion- wicn 
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are magnified undur the generally non favorable conditions of soil slope
 

and structure inmost small farms. Consequently, under tho generalized
 

conditions of capital restriction and low quality of resources, small
 

farmers tend to prepare soil by hand.
 

In some areas, a primary mechanization exists for improved
 

soil preparation, usupslly based on animal energy and wooden plow or light
 

machinery doing a minimal work of the soil. Inall cases the cost of soil
 

preoaration is lower than a technically "econnendedone.
 

It isgenerally accepted that improved soil freparation not only pro­

vides a better growing medium for crops, but also reduces risk from insects, 

diseases and weeds. is w ll -s enhanc. watar pen.c-tration. W'hile the 

mall farmer generally does not have access to 'eans which make the benafits 

of lrproved soil preparation available to him, he frequently obt3ins 

many of the same benefits with 31tarnative practicas. These practices may 

include the burning of crop and wud resicies,manual weed control ,or use 

of some harbicide and spaciol practices for seading. The seeding practicas
 

depend on soils type, their :lo,, "t,. 4 mtst.irc content. 

At the small farm level the soil praparation is sometimes highly so­

phisticaced but the tendency is to minimizu tillage. The advant~ges of 

minimum tillaga inrelation to costs, energy and resources conservation 

is now belngj recognized by invostigators and larger producers. Small 

fanmrs have ben practicing it for hundreds of years. 

SeedIng (or Planting) 

In relation to seeding thre are tw os.ects to observe sapartaly; 

te seed end tw seeding process itself. 

16q 
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Seed. It was anticipated that for small 	farmers the seed is the
 

Usually a small farmer does
most important component element of capital. 


not know the exact area planted with a specific crop. He knows, however,
 

The quantity of seed Is usually measured
exactly how much seed he put th.re 


They use the same units to assess
in volumetric units instead of weight. 


yield and relate the volume of grain harvested to the volume of seed used
 

area Index used by technical people. That

Instead of the common weight / 


one of the main indexes used by small
Is, the return to the seed used is 


is an important fact to consider
farmers to evaluate their crops. This 


In communicating with farmers specially when surveying areas 
for produc­

tion and land productivity i.e. censuses.
 

Because of the importsnce of seed, small farmers are very careful
 

This attitude has
 about knowing the behavior and quality of this input. 


to stimulate a rapid use of Improveo varieties at
 made it very difficult 


the small farmer levels. Sc.-eties it is easier to attrack attention for 

ich they have no seed than for a new variety of crops which a new crop for w. 

They consider those now varieties highly risky speciallythey already have. 


rhn they require, as corplaments, higher levels of other Inputs such as
 

Lertilizor, which is cc-non. 

Another risk safety device is ".lready built into the farmer seed It-

ThaL Is, the seeds used by small self, this Is Its genetic variability. 


farnrs usually are rnxtures of cultlvars 	r21 .The farmer knows It and 

favorable conditions
 
tries to maintain the nix. They expect that under non 


to produce, thereby

at least some of the components In the mix will be able 


This is a good defanse against risk
 
avoiding a total fallure of the crop. 


he like, which affect differently the
 
of Insect, disesses, drought and 




Appendix VII1.2
 

18
 

various components in the mix. This principle used during hundreds of
 

years by small farmers is also being considered today by plant breeders.
 

There are several "synthetic" varieties in corn and 'multilines" In bean 

which are based on this principle.
 

Seeding process. The various aspects of seeding or planting the
 

different crops arc again lessons on how to handle somae production risk. 

The principle seems te continue being the imposition of variability or, 

in economic term, to impose different types of diversification. They seldom 

put only one variety in a significant area of the land allocated to annual 

crop. They tand to divide the land in parcels which they seed with the 

over time. Furthermore they tenddifferent "vori .tes" tl'ec have selected 

to form an echelon of seeding dates with those parcals during the seeding 

period. This in turn implies that seeding rate also varies, being higher 

the end of the seeding period. [ 21 1 

All these practices tend to reduce the risk of missing the, usually
 

ellusive, rain distribution during a specific year. The tremendous var­

lability almost eliminates the risk of a total failure due to i single problem
 

It Is knon that those biotic agents
 

at 


such as a specific insect or desease. 


tend to pref r specific ! :s and coreentrate in short periods of time and
 

seldom will produce a general attack.
 

The s Idea of inducing variability to faca the environmental var­

iability Is present In the practice of multiple croooing common among small 

faruer. 9 ]. Under this practice the risk of failur, due to problems In 

the blo-physical envlronment is diminished even more. Besides the benefit 

of genetic variability, discussed proviously, the differences among species 

present added benefit. Some of the crops acts as barriers against wind 

or Insects protecting the accompanying crops. Furthermore some combinations 
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allow a better utilization of space above oe underround.
 

Finally the physical operation ot puting the seed on the ground is
 

also important to observe. Usually thu farer will put the seed in a hole
 

dug as deep as necessary to secure moisture for germination. In most
 

cases they use a stick with an iron tip which they force Into che ground
 

to open the hole ond throw the seed In. Also, they tend to put several
 

seeds In one hole despite the usually good quality of this input. The
 

objective now is to secure the survival of some seedlings aftar the una­

voidable attack of -nts. birds and insect5. It is again a safety device
 

which they use even when they broadcast seed or seed after a plow.
 

Use of Fartiliz,;r
 

Most small farmers rccogn;ze the benefits of fertilizer for bettur
 

yields. However, because they consider this input to be expensive they
 

are not sure of the net benefits for them. They see that the necessary
 

iivestment increases the loss risk.
 

Another problem conceptualized by farmers in relation to fertilizers 

Is the fact that on efficient use of the recoiniended dosis requires com­

plementsry input,. When soil fartility is a problem it means :h.: some 

nutrients, which are c;-lementary in production with other Inputs, are 

low. The application of small quantities of fartilIzer Increasus the of­

ficlency in productior. if those other factors up to a limit. If too much 

fertilizer is applied .hen thq fartIlizar Is used inefficiently since their 

camplem.ntary Inputs ncw too low. To solva this nsi situation small 

farmrs would need to oiv.st -ven more Implying i loss of control over their 

cropping system which tlihv do not like. 

In most casis, win n small farmer uses fertilizar, It Is obsorvad 
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that quantitias used are much lower than those recommended. This is a
 

rationi: bzn-'*orunder th, enaiysis made :bov. 

In sunm3ry, the Implicit cost and the fact that fertilizer does not 

t 
to require complamentary 

learly substituteor.hr imputs, but r3thor tnds 

inputs, diminishes thu farmurs' interost. 
Organic mattor is not always used. as ferti|(zur either. The farmer 

will have to decide batwwen leaving the vegetative rasidues as. mulch and
 

orvlanic matter to be addad t.o th4 gro.nd or eliminate it by fire. The
 

decision dapends on the typa of crop and insect or.slug risks. 

Weed Control 

The risk of losses boc.use of weeds is well recognized by farmers and 

different characteristics of their cropping systems can be Identified'-s 

devices to hendle thu problem. 

.It wes rwntioned - -rlicr thit it is common to observe farmers burning 

vegetative residues during soil priparation. Such practice already helps 

In elimliating som weeds which could constituta a problem later on. 

The crop varietids se;ictcd by farmers aem usually of aggrossive be­

havlor. This helps than to coete with weeds by ;r ,sving fester, covering 

quickly the ground, or climbing and fin-illy sofocatIng some weeas. 

In most aras, however, these practicas are not .nough, end farmers 

usually hend wead their crops which Implius 3 pressure over the short supoly 

of labor. This pressure on labor at wvfeding time is more notorious in areas 

Wero at least som, rudimentary machanizntion exists for soil preparition. 

In those arens tha small firmrs a. 3bl& to prop~re and seed largur plots 

of land to ma" more efficient use of tho implement. In turn this rcens 

that wsds -#I aa 9ring 4t the sgm :Ine In e lirger aroa also. The 
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farmer is forced to start woeding in on4 part too early and finish wead­

ing the latter p.'rt too I:tu because thu lack of labor or because he can­

not Invest in hired labor.
 

Sometimes, firners use a plow to partially weed their crops or they
 

may ":ttempt the use of herbicides. Thi lost happens preferentially in
 

areas where they are familiar with usa of herbicides because of the exam­

pl given by conmercial banana or coffee farms. The main attraction of
 

herbicides is their capability to substitute labor.
 

For those farmers who have formed an echelon of seeding dates the
 

handling of weed problems is easier with less available labor since they
 

move from one plot of land to another.
 

It is also interesting to note that small farmers do not try to
 

maintlin the crop completely fr-e of weeds as is usually seen in experi­

mental stations. On occ33sins they wed only the intorrows leaving some
 

weed within tha rows. Usually they attempt to iliminate more carefully 

only thosq wo.ds which thay know are more aggrossivo.
 

Disoasas and Insect Control
 

The diseast and ins'.:t (includinq slugs), risks are very high on the 

smiall farms of tropical Americi. Smell f~rmars tend to fool dufansoloss 

in front of these problems which they rink very high 21 Practics to 

diminish .hosa risks includz burning of vegetative material during soil 

preparation, sued cleaning and sometimes hand control In a frw cases they 

use insecticides or fungicidus, specially when they grow vegetables or other 

crops of higher value. 4Ithout doubt this typo of risk will continue to 

be high for small farmers. 
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Other Cultural Measures
 

Thura are other operations which are specific of the management of 

some cropping systems and which also tend to diminish some of the risk in-


A couple of examples will help to illustrate this.
volved inproductfcn. 


weed control or to increase lodging
Hilling incorn. This isdone for 


of the plants incase of strong winds, or to help the generation of new
 

roots specially under risk of insects attacking the roots, i.e. whitu grubs.
 

After corn has roachad physiological maturity small
Doubling of corn. 


farmers usually double the stalk immediately below the ear. This practice 

helps the corn to dry more quickly, prevents water from entering the ear
 

is the case ifcorn isnot doubled over, and
with a concomitant rotting as 


also reduces insect 3r bird attacks. Inmany cases this isalso a tra­

sometime for consumption or sale. Inditional way of storing corn until 


areas, an added practice at the time of doubling over corn Is the removal
 

of most of the corn loaves. These leaves are used as animal feed or mulch 

the next crop isseedd among the corn stalks.for weed control before 

Hoover, the main interest of removal of the leaves is to allow ventilation 

and entrance of more light to allow a better drying of the corn. 

Harvesting
 

are also risks which the farmer tries toreduce.At harvesting tirn-3 there 


Same of tham are excessive moisture sprouting of grain on the plant, bird
 

att3ck, loss of grin.
 

The progresq'va seeding dates used by many small farmers, and the dif­

life cycle of different varieties disminishes some of the
ferences In the 


isready
mentioned problems. In this manner, at least part of the crop 

4c 
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for harvesting at a d.te with favorable environmental conditions. Most 

of the varieties hove also been selected considering their behavior at 

harvesting tire, i.e. beans or rorn should not geminate on the plant, 

and beans pods shculd not open before , but they should release 

the bean ea6sily uader the normal practices. 

?r:7"uct h1-nn-l !r,(­

is 1 lingddfferently depending 

Small farmers will put the most affort into cleanning the product 

considersd for direct ccnsumption, less care is taken in cleanning grain 

The product di.,	 on its purpose. 

for carkcting and even less for the grain they will store. 

The grain fcr r;',et is eoae.-!d a3 much _Zs is necessary for this to 

be accepted by Inter diartes; t-,y do not sea the advartage of additional 

offorts. In tha casQ.of grain for storage, they prefer to leave enough 

r.siduas to maintain scr.e humidity and ccntrol of temperature 	 under their 

traditional storage ..thods. They argue -thatperfectly clean beans lose
 

too much humidity which icrplies a loss in culinary quality and allow some
 

Insects to attack, i.e. weevil. These are, again, risks faced by farmers
 

and some devices used to diminish tham.
 

Final Czanent:: 

As anticipated "6:,:-,.as not an exhaustive revlwing of the decision
 

asking process done by farrrs. It showt, however, scme of the many Iden­

tifiable considerations which are ta!e:n Into account by the small farmer 

even when the analysis is done cnly for annual crop production which is 

Just one part of the tot3l production s'stam nmnagad by him -the farm. 

T........h-;na .-- on-4i.rprIces in the 	 form 

~ 1 kner"e'k~ 
...,...
Tim ~~~~~~ 
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can bo alsn rationalizad as aof. ty dovicos to handle problems of risk and
 

uncertninty in production and mw.rketing. Thara is no doubt that scme of
 

those entarprisas ,r rractics .jra un'ccnomical. The oconomi: avaluation
 

of them may not be tha mppropriate ona to mnke. Howevur, there are many 

Indications that lowering risk Is a condition the small firmer Imposes to 

his actions tending t ward :n economic benefit. So It is not strange to 

obsarve that small farmers many times cross-subsidize entorprises which 

are clearly unaconomic3l Inside their farm simply to assure a security level 

they fatl comfortable with. 

The whoia field of smll farnr behavlor is, without doubt, in in­

teresting fiald for rasaarch. It also 'ff6rs the possibility of Identi­

fying factors which could be useful for these pcoilolho nuad halp but 

can also help sciety , genor-l. h'hsir tochnologies h:ve a lot of posi­

tive charactiristics whcn considaring issuas of rasourca consarvation and 

freedom frrm fosil ancrgy. UIith appropriate Institutional support the ex­

perliunco of small farrvirs could be transfarred to banefit the whola scclaty. 
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CENTRO AGRO.Ov.:CO TROP:CAL DE :.*VZST:GAC:ON y ENSEjANzA 
Program of Annual Crops
 
Turrialba, Costa Rica
 

I..M CORN AND BEANS CROPPIN:G SYST%.1S IN S.AJLALI, NICARAGUA 

The agricultural co~unity of Sa.ula.1, in ":icaragua, has 160 families which 
total 1300 inhabitants. Cne of the most important cropping systems is the planting 
of corn -inthe beginning of the rainy season, i.n April or iay ('primera"), followed 
by the planting of beans in early September ("segunda") in the sr'ia field. Beans 
are planted prior to the ripening of the corn. Farers remove sume of the corn fo­
.iage perm'--'.-g sunlight to reach the beans. Both crops are harvested in December 
isee ?ig. N;o. 1). 

T.he preparation of the land for planting, the care of the plants, as well as 
the harvest, transpo.rt and marketing of the grains is done in a traditional manner 
utilizing local equipmeAnt. Pesticides are applied once and fertilizer twice a year, 
and decisions related to t-.e qua:tity, doses and iocality of product %pplicationand 
t.es of app.licat.on are made taking into account only the necessities of the corn 
crop.
 

Plan.r.ng densities &re high. The bearns, planted bet..een the corn rows, soon 
cover the soll and prevent t..he farmer from entering his fields and harvesting his 
corr.. 

After two 'ars of intensive studies CA has dasigned an alternative system 
w.out =di!fy:ng su.zstant.ally the fa=ers and Lntrcducing only the following 
changes: 

a. 	.od_!fica-tion of the spatial arrangement of the beans to enable -.e farer 
to enter his field to harvest corn in October at maturity and not at 
Dece=ber. T-.is reduces the loss of corn caused by Insect damage. Howev­
er, the bean population is reduced. 

b. 	 Modification of the dosage, .:antity, frequency and position of the fert.liz 
er applied to the corn. =-%-*s change, combined with the altered spatial 
a.rrangemrent, perm.s the beans to benefit from the residual effict of the 
fertilizer (see Fig. N02). 

c. 	 Fa--ars are advised also to apply additional insecticides (optional) and 
fertilizers to both the corn and beans. 

?eso smp!e -wdif'catlonspermit the following: (see Table No. I). 

1. A notable increase in production according to experimental results the beans 
yields increased from a. average of 550 Kg/ha using the traditional rathods 
of tAe frmers, to 975 .9.gfna using the proved alternative at lower..- althouqn 
plant densit.7: corn yields -creased from an average of 2500 Kg/ha. 

2. 	Althouqh t*e farmer obtains only 7Ct' of the output achieved experimen:ally, 

h-'s 	n t income would increase from 64% to 135%. 

3. 	'otaI cost ir.creased only 9%.
 

Ataberto JIrnos-I
 
.,s...r/979. 
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Table Io. 1. Comparative economic analisis for the farmer's cropping system 

and its recommended technological alternative. Samulali, Nicaragua 

Farmer's Alternative 	 Rate of increase 
cropping cropping 	 in relation to 

the best of thesystem system 
control farmer 

Expected range Expected range 	 Expected range 

Corn yield' (Kg/Ha) 	 3000-2000 6000-5000 100%-67% 

(Xg/ha) 	 500-600 850-1000 42%-67%Beans yield 

Gross income (W$/Hai 606-503 1155-1071 92%-77% 

116-13 619-535 	 434%-361%Net Income ( $/Ha) 

Net income when assuming only 
116-13 273"214 	 135%-84%a 70% of experi=antal yields 

Family -ncome (it assumes that 
all lahor -s .!a=ily l.abor) 

FamilyI-cc=e based o. experi 

mental evidence. (CA$/Ha) 443-340 959-875 116-96% 

Family Lncome when assuming
 
only a 70% of experiantal
 
yields. (CA$/Ha) 443-340 613-554 38%-25
 

Zate for the far-Ar'a yield variation were obtained through interviews with 
farmers in Saulall. Yield data for the technological alterna.ve are based 
on eperimental results. 

* C, - US$ (ore Central American peso - one USA dollar) 

http:alterna.ve
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DON VICTOR: A SMALL FARMER IN COSTA RICA
 

Summary of acue study
 

Introduction 

Conuidering the Important role that low-income 
fams play in the agrulturhl economy of the 
Central Anmrica Isthmus, them isnow some concern 
to improve mote rationally their economic and social 
situaton. CATIE. very much awar of this trend. has 
been developing a methodology to idenufy or 
develop cropping systems. technically improved. 
adapted and adoptable, which can help to improve 
the lot of those tane= This means that the effos 
being made should improve earfiet attempts which 
tried the simple trnse e of h ogi that 
were developed in experimental statkos and that 
coodered 3nly technical factors to be used Wsa 
socl vacuusr. 

The croWeli systems that an traditionally 
utlized by low-income ftaners in the Central 
American Isthmus show a clear adaptation to the 
phly biologaJ sand ocio.ecc.omic conditions of 
the anvironw-nt us Sitich those farmers operate.
Undoubted.y. those systems :ta the result of a 
selec-.ve and evotonary prnccsa that has permited 
ther adaptation and approximation to a dynamic
eqwilAlbru with the environment in which they 
pmoqe (4.6.9). These obsetr.tions ugest that the 
identificaton or leertion of nprovd. pted and 
posiby adoptablecppng aems soulde based 
on p!vious know le of the enviromnettal 
condtiomunder wch thsyseyem a expected to 
prosper. Thu ,,one of the mos important aocts of 
the methodology beng utWied in the Cropping 
System Project of CATIE (7).

The previous knowledp that is obtaied from the 
environment in which the small farmers operate nuke 
it poble; a)to orient research and required studies 
to find the improvementsicaru for production 
systems b) to idaub the rm ctions to the research 
results; c)to find the bae for evaluatuini reltUs; an 
d) to ive adequate direcson later to the diffusion 
proces. or production prornas (6,8). 

An exmnnetion of the environnent an which the 
c!oppwq systems prospe unplies a study of the 
p LY kaoWlW andlocAloeCOoMICAl fatorm, both 
withn fendopws) as well as outside exolonousa 
the firm. 


The smdy o( phy/al kAolga factors hos been 
leneraly pIvw by trmItosal lrculwal 

To de o( lana Okia ts€ofdurt 
mcio-4roaomtr at--ton) , hw0Imvrr. rcent in 

efforts of ths type. OW its methodogy iin astate 
of evoluti ( 1- 45.. 7). 

CATIE'i project in sna fim croppmq systems is 
studywq the envotvne t of the mualarnes by 
pu ioIou to t Wconwlutaes. statical W 
dynmw surveys uiclaadiq some speia studis of 
UbdOW" families ICas study). 

Cue study 

ilecu Afamsily.A cMe study Coasuift o( ioang 
those tha ht Woftfere to (coper t inthe arwe imeI 

studied, and visitin it periodically for informal 
interviews during the agricultural year. The informa. 
tion acquired during the Interviews iscomplemented 
with the use of farm records showing daily activities. 

The records have been oriented, in most cams, 
towards production aspects and endeavor to reflect 
the activities of the family group living on the farm. 
Including the use of inputs and sale of products. The 
keeping of records has been done by one member of 
the family, which has made it possible to obtain 
information with respect to the family's consumption 
habits. 

The cae studies ar, based on the following 
supposition: the study of the activities of the fanner 
and his family, for one agricultural year, gives the 
observers an oppoitunity to envision the situation in 
amanner coser to the way the farmr faces it. This. 
in turn. makes it possible to evaluate the farmer's 
activities and the decisions he takes ina more 
adequate way, and thereby learn somedung from the 
exercise. 

The small sitze of the "snple"(a family Uvin in 
the community) is considrd to be partly compn­
sated by the intensity of the observations during the 
year. The npresentativeness of the selected families is 
detmndin nrvious visits to the community by 
program technians who choose a family among
thos wishing to cooperate.

InCosta Rice, three ce studies have been carried 
out. One family wo chosen to represent the more 
traditional small fmaer. in accordance with his 
technology and production of basic gais. wuch 
served only partly for subsistence. since he sells mor 
than fifty per cent of his production. The second 
family represents thos small tamers whose technolo­
gy is more up.to.date. uulizng mom modem n t 
and inclined towar.s vegetable production. The = 
family represents thoe: progresve smal farmers 
inclined towards producing commercial crops such u 
coffee and sugarcane. 

This paper by Dr. Luis A. Navaro. Agrcultural 
Economist. rfers to the case study made of the 
most traditional faner. Some of he most imponant 
aspects of the case are summarized here, A 
prvlmunary report has already been published 
reference No. 7) and savadable in Spanish to thou 

persom interested an obtain g acopy by wnti to 
Ing. umloeto JIneL. Specht inCoernmuakation. 
CATIE. Tun, albe. Cossica. 

The family amd Its resources 

Dun Vcior 152 year old) and hl. wife Ttre ta 
147 yearsold)lave 1-. chldren, o(whom Olve wth 
the family, mode up of 16 persona. The permanent 
family labor stiff conuts of don V(ctor, thre tuns 
over I" esinr aionusmlawof slo and rhe rest of the 
family works with less intenity in the rn aivtlties 

deaLing dirowuvY with ptodactknon. 
The (inn cov.n I 5 hectars. f,.p t cent ( 

which to devoted to annual crps. 3 I per #nt to 
natunrl pautut, 4 per cent to coil" and pei cent to 

http:selec-.ve
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tmociazed
with the coffee. Eighty.-wo per cent of the 
(am s on Land with a 10 to 45"per cent slope. which 
a not favorable to ntnasive agrculture, especially 
when one consider that the orp sod materui is 
sapritic, dend from sedimentary mud rock. which 
s com (lelyunw dldl This mans thai te 
[,leniof gm ad I i cnttcal and is 

u ted een.more due to thhgh rainfall 
*ter.6f to tie area. The chemial chrateristics of 
the sod u nomso unfavorable (although the fertility 
his docnmed). which can apit :i. in per. the low 
lemvi of feruluer us. In 1976. USS12 were spent on 
thaM W"L 

Based on the rainfall data for San lIdUo de El 
Gera&L a distance of 40 km frorn the farm. the 
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20-yea average comes to a maximum of 587 mmn in 
October and a minimum of 15 mm in February; the 
annual average being 2944 mn (Fig. 5). From the 

point of view, the rainfall distribution can 
be considered as if it were bimodal. which gives rise 
to the existence of two cropping periods, the
"priment" or "invernis" which begins in April-May 
and the "postrena" which begins in August-
September. The canicula, a relatively dry reriod in 
July-August. makes it possible to harvest the crops of 
the "priment" and to plant those of the "ostrera". 

activities are determined mainly by rainfall 
distribution (availability of water) and also by the 
coffee piking seasoun, which begins at the end of 
September in the area and implies compettion for 
labor, including that of the family. 

Cropping , ten 

Farm production destined for market or 
consumption is based mainly on annual crops and 

T main annual crops an basic pains such as 
maze ben and rice. 

and beanm are planted in both cropping
Bean management and technology ismore 

intense in th- "primern", which Is tt.z lesi favorable 
for this crop as far a climate is conc.rned, but more 
favorable with respect to the availability of labor.in the "potrera" are cultivated as "frijoltapado", a traditional technique. using a minimum of 

labor. It consists of broedcasting the seeds on land 
that has been "resting" and which Is therefore
covered with hih weeds. Then the woedsre cut 
flush to ground level :nd cover ("tapado") the beans. 
The next job is to harvest the beans. * 

Rice i plantd during the "poetrvr". although the 
most adequate period would be in the "primm'. The 
main reison for not doing it in the "prtmera" is the 
scarcity of alternate food crope in this period for the
wild birds, implymig a reat rtisk for the planting; 
somtin that does not occur in the "postrera. 

Coffee picking activities an concentrated in d 
Lt of the year. This man that the family 
labor, at t k time, should be free of actvties dealing 
with th annual crops on te (Arm. to pick their own 
coffe and also to go out to pick coffee in other 
farms, and th-; increase the influx of needed cask 

Other crope such as cssva (Manihot esculeniwn. 
p ion pot10u* sp.).a s comn/. tauier (Xanrhosomi 
squash (Cwudnrau noowherv and Cunabite msrtmwi. 
and cucumber (Cuisl serowj. use gion in snall 
qutitis md only for fuily consumptson. Fruit 
production is mMnimal and maly to- fanily ue also. 
Occoinally avocados and oranges as sod, 
depending on the tume of the year they co."e into 
production. 

The technology used on the fan can be described 
as traditional, tending tO reduce the use of modem 
inputs, with almost all the work done manually. 
Durin the year 1976, the family obtained a knapsack 
•.prayer to 3pply heriuckies (or use mainly in the 
pastures an in the ke fields, under the duectioa o( 
local suppliers of this input. Other inputa included a 
little fNerdUer for the cor. bait to control terrvitrial 

which arn one of the outitandinj blotic 
problem#il that esialt on th (arm,espicially inbeans, 
and idru (or treatul We 
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Lad isprepared without breakisg the sl ust by The economic efficiency of the livestock operation
rapiog and burning crop residue, or leaving = as iscleady inferior to that of the annual crops MW
ulch in the case of make, which does not suffer coffee on the fm This alone isreflectedinthe fact

from da stacks, that the objective function of the livestock isnot
The swi of crops isdone manualy with the enactly economic, but rather social; providing

help of dibbles ("espqum" or "macanw"), and plant subsistence, security and away to invest Iifact, the 
deties ai generally low.All the crop 'vazities" livestock wu partially subsidized by other activities 
can be comidered as local; weed control is also on the farm. 
manual. The poultry wu raised mainly; for meat and ens.

The moat common croppI systems an: 1)beans There were sporadic Waes when Ihere was an exc..m 
planted between rows of maize 6 meters arn,both over what was needed for the usuil consumption (I ­
plated In "prknera" and rice planted in postrera" 2 chickens and 10 to IS ew weekly), or in minor 
bet the bent over maize of the "prkers"; 2) emerlencies. The hop come closer to being a 
bans pluned between rows of maize 6 motrsapan. coirnn eral operation, besides being considered as an
both planted in "prtime" and maize planted in asset which can easily be convened into cash incase
"posus.us between the bent ovir maize of the of majr emergencies. The cows are rised only

pelmea"; 3) maize planted in "primers" followed partially for their milk, and for the time being, as
by maize pkated In"poma" brm the bent ovm means of savinp and major lnvesturnt. They am sold 
mae of the "pe~erm"; 4) -" tapdo" broacan (which is considered a true "acrifice") only in ca 
I the "pone" on land that ha bee "restig" for of serious emergences, and can be used also a 
as lse the first pa of the yin; 5) main planted in guarntee, should then be a need for requesting
the "prim" fogowed by rice planted inthe credit. Ingeneral the family resists getting credit for
"porr" betwe the bent oWer malze of the prducton and only considers it necessry forL
Mers investmrents in land or for buying mor ankmals.

The management of thew systm cons of Faced with the nmd for cash to produce, the
Ngml tract of Id. Only in one ca did the pe.n is to off the farm to Qind wok.in 

hint - awe than one hectars at one tm which cam don V(tor umally utle his skill a a 
Every apicultw practice capenter.tl is completely fined In 
each plot Wore g to the nimt in otder to permit

S&GomwU conrol of wods cosidering the total 
ad cultitd and the avalality of lbor. In 1976,

them Mel 12 plots of land, varying in si from 0.18 Forestry aspects 
to 1.05 H, maged independently In the first

tpaing period and 19 portions, varyng in size from The forestry aspects are not to be considered s a 
1to Identified u be differadntly buolness operat6on, but rather as an operation.05 Ha. 

anaged Inthe iwond pet of the year. complemntary to ihe others. The trees ue used for 
The 'sin of the production from t e annual f or firewood. and occasionally to make 

cro"sfc the yewar 1976 was USSI.750 of which S2 chaeal to be sold. Due to the chracttorta of slope 
per cent was sold dainoastrauing that the function of and typ of vWi of the land resource. this operation
thme crops is n only for markest but go for siteald be mom important. the sa e for pereia 

LUvetock Fmrmmvitonmnwt relationship 

The live tock maament a quit eutesive, Don V(ctor's farm i licated 4 km from PeJlbeye.
epeclAy with respect to card*. The five hectaes of a populated cnter with 400 perons. iWthe district 
poor wpemm stocked with three cows, thre bew"n the same name n the canton of Pirez
hefs, two ailer aneesa- and a horm. The most Zeled6n. San JoW provice, Costa RicL The ditrnct
iort cae commed looking aer the cows .cover 745 Ha. with 84 agicultural operations and 

pend Lamctm asch a "tonalo" a populaon of 00 (3).
(Dmrmneobd homame. Durng the dry maws. when PNebeye i the main maket to purchase Inputs.
tee m s they food ud products needed on the um.can not the mocking rac, 
neep the by letting thm go alterntely The market for inputs and fond suppin consists 
on the cmp sdam md inthe pmeasme. This benefits of thre iporye stores and shop%, besides a
both ties and the Ud to be cultvated , wAce conuseasry belonging to the Nauonal Production
the IN breklu up the reidises and the wtesals Council ("NP").a goverrmental entity. The market. comm the Wee prowth. whch mean, a seing of manly for baasc pu is in prvte busunemset, which
lab" a ti 'mu of piepeir" the land for the act as middlemen between the (armnr aW the "*,.N",
fwi vhset perbod. The coffee is wid by the farmen directly to the 

procemon through coUcting terminalsu stablied in
The Mge I8of vuarou aelsi and chickens t90 of the community,

vakma q) me card (or by the housewife. The The famly has to travel to San lidro de El 
pqplnt mamntuied perha too clos to the house. Genewa1L a city 40 km away, to buy clothes. for 
The h ad chacken u fed oncntrates &adpw medical an or dental work. Ptlboye offers limited 
o('Jwb giam produced on the fm. In14'6, modica rvue. only an the cae of emerencies. Th
the (stly ""entUS$179 on concentraes (or these extwg rod lse dmg to the (arm ue pusble yeor
monak round. 

http:posus.us
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Wheer additonal Labor, other than that of the family had received an advmnce of only 75 per cent of
fmAy, conm from the coinmunizy. the final value of the coffee picked during that

The folw g dgai -fgures 1-4- show dh masn 
flow of cnas income, as expemdlues, and the use The indices undoubtedly indicate a high efficiency
of labor, as observed duriq 1976 and pan of 1977. for the farm's activities during the period. The figures

reconfirm, at the same time, the low intensty of
technology as far as the use of capita Land the high

Other oh rsedons and corn to intensity with respect to the use of the farmer's own 
resources epecially family labor which, although

The data included ian this report ar only modestly evaluated, comes to 50 per cent of all t& 
u and am bsd on observations made costs. If it were necesuay to identify the most
 

t 23, 1976, and January 23, 1977. limitins factor, without a doubt, it would be capital,

The economic movement of the farm during the esecaly in the form of an adequate flow of cash.
 

year asone of the most interesting mong the Although the efficiency of farm production is 
observations. Thes obsmationa ammunmnzed in good, the low use of capital implies that the volume
Table 1. or absolute levels of income am very low in relation 

The opotunity costs utilized in Table 1 ax, in to thea resoures ad family size. This means that
 
with the p Ltetatintng In the arms the family Lives in quits a tight situation for getting


d.th s The daily we"pehi for faily the means to s=rvv and conr Its mm of 
wa quoted at US2.34. and the yearly cost of production.

land use at US50.20 per hectar. The resltsai the The major Limitatiou fie the family consitutes the
table $bow that Only 17 pet cent of all cot re In avaability of cash During the obw..,'tioa period,
cs wich implies a relatively intensive ue of the they reived US$2191 in cash; 82 per cent came 
lm and Labor resnosacs. firom harm productin 7 per cent from the frotily

Ti We a mbow that S4 per cmt of the working off the f(am, and I I per cint from anPodictimn ws so, ad 46 per cent for extraordinary Income, thanks to an Inheritance OfcamPMom of store for lo sae. Fhally, the this mo y. US$2,133 wu spent In the following
idu of econom c ef iciency (1.28) ndiate an mamo. 47 per cent on consumer's oods (food,
attractive met metum of 28 per cent on total iouSahoWl articles.Mdical cRM), 20 p cent on farm
inestment. although at the time of the Naay, the operating costs. and 33 per cent on inestments. The 

Table No. I. Monsny valu for the different components of r ctipu ad peodlturse made by don Victor on his
farm. ae productin system between ApriL 1976. and January, 1977. 

ITEM 	 UI Toal I pw He 

EVALUATION OF INPUT (Cos) 

Labor 
Cab psymnts 171 13

Toa (mncls f(mi, Labor) 1480 110
 

Cash peyment 233 17 
Total (caded uos of ow mde) 	 3W 22 

Ob 	 , , -(Opporulliy coIsts) 
nr a mMe pu 12 0.9cau fo r the d 

Tota37 62 

Tod Com 
lIsca 418 31

Total 2620 194 

EVALUATOE OF Ot.,II (INDom) 

Incash (me) 	 IWIlaw33
 
Total (vdwe( toal productia) 	 3343 :44 

OmM or "t ,"Mt
 
to&(000"M c" am
nd nome) 	 1312 102row 	 721 4 

t1v
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ikastmautt, howeve. inchade payment of the debt Those tichnological aspect plus the minimum 
(m the lad. pwchm of animal and production. dependence on modem inputs, am.at the same time,
miserns, but not the ismp nent of resources, a source of learning for the technicians concerned 

The remainder of the cu when the study was with fInding adequate low-ost and independent 
temitued, about USS60, besides the rest of the inputs derived from petroleum technelogie forfood 
payments on the coffee, would be the money production. 
available foe conaamptkmn n production activitie Any attempt to solve the problem of 
on the f(un between February and July. This is too compensation and conmervation of natural resources 
astere, and the mmnbers of the family will have to at the smal farmers' level, as the one observed. 
go off the farm to work, besides resorting nany to implies a cost that the farmers can not afford without 
the ak Of hop. help. It is society's responsibility and concern to 

This limit of cash in relation to family nes think in terms of long term solutions in contrast to 
makes it imposmbl to consider consei or the actions of the farmer which may be. by necessity,
improvinresources. e y the land. The latter short term solutions. At the same time the existing

inhas that farmes ich as the one svdid, ax 
comuiq tl.r resou c , which, on a long term 
bes ies a total deteroration of resources, and a 
coilap Of the (MU, even at a mesa of simple 
msusnce. This i a social problem kamp as the 
reenas, though posmed , d samag d by the 
fhoe, M aleo socistyls rsous. and their 
detadouusion shoulid be the concern of everybody.
espscisily the govenelL

intevimw with the fusner being 3Wdied, and 
othes sisnas to him, show that they asaconscious of 
what ishaning, ad in effect the of-mnaemnt 

ther fitrm redect this Po01 C L sodl 
pwPaa and culul practices k gnmal. ohm a 
mininsl Miount of tifl. which dses the 
deerotmho rate of thee resources, eaelny when __'_'_"__ "_"_""__ ,_." 
oe coodm thei quality. pmtke - ..-. -2 .. . 
are ia accordanc, with the scacity of captal nd f AN o.d byfaMMY OW hbonw MA 
labo. "kan re WWL,(Do*Vie w. 19 74- 19 77) 

D.-7 L 
" I. WS* /. a A 

' : -. 

tam t 1 . & 
~s~re44v hwe~ .W.III.I0.. i. raw i~g.11­
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codict ould be comdd by moa technician way over the yeam considering the liknitation of
mdpkmw who inaH thei eamM for 	 mi andesting rouces their potalbie detedoratiot. 

=god on& f:,%n = te APesibilti for thi kind ofaproach are, partly, in 
bato oo dLou.Ot cotnuay, the appropriate research, weil directed twlnis

mould be to atain bett 
pevlde moe hnome, at l.. coet, Ina continuous actual constralnts of Clients. 

mtunpt 	 pmoduction that amsance and credit propwas which conider the 

seterature 
 cited
 

L 969&*4 F. osqueo lo.,u In todol Smkmds pe
IaIs e d P da Slumms de

C uM0 	 PeqdlooAwicutoe. TUUaba, Coa 
IN. CAIE, 1977. 29 p.24 r. 

2. Commim I. P. r.fmaagpmt pem t "demitw, 
a bodbook for iwal deaouap gin AM.. 

3. 	 Coat Rim,Dkec6e Gdm do Eatadfstas Cau. 
aumISmIa, Im. Sm iollk Co'" wcm 1974.

V.3 , . s ',P 

Woi R. 	 L Towid doe w@4a at tm 91010we'4. - ?.s. NOW York. In- -,1.4A*, 118 

rn mwwhoaIde 	 5. , P.L Um - - a p 

-r--at Ma P.rkc.( ~taw.Tut~
I ,D, ,, 6.r."IUint.Am ., 197. 79p.96 5P
 
L Hesta,LDA. T Jete fW mdi fanrtin
m 

5/a CM,1M77.29Imd p.M,4: 


7. _ Vstm MINIM Vfqm, einA do 
ono amCu Wasimloem memIW). Turb*. 

40 jh~ Cot CI I M. 7V 49

P mA JJ A 3 N70O0J P
"Nm 	 y amno. El mifoq*. mn~dlidpU 

_____ arnie - Is, wis16m aiic cmnpqeo ucI

ft I. MAIV -~ Pw v bw am 20ysoftn. TurwL. -coma )Ica.CATM",1976 p


AL t9 CW Ak.30 Isf C 
9. Noume. 	D. W.The wsmimr in~ ymIma b

Af~ 202 mom bowmw- n 1001W Lac; 84 rmwdl. In Wou mF Ina- System ResmmhcLarW ainqe mmm ink &u Nowl ama.13p.20ubAt N4 mm op 	 is Mai~.c I 716. 
tsmayww ZUPC 

http:ama.13p.20


Appendix IX.1 

MICHIGAN STATE UNIVERSITY 

DEPARTMENT OF CROP AN* SOIL S=CZECE LOT LANSING - WIHIGAN - 4W64 

SOIL SCIENCE BUIIG 

December 22, 1978
 

FROM: D. H. Wallace, Bean/Cowpea Planning Coordinator
 

TO: Title XII representatives of institutions with manifest interest in
 

a Collaborative Research Support Program for Beans/cowpeas
 

RE: Delivery of the following to your scientists
 

1. 	For each covpea worker there is a letter suggesting that the cowpea workers
 

organize.
 

2. 	For all scientists there is a letter requesting assistance in identifying
 

potential authors for the State of the Art manuscript that we must write.
 

This letter also provides an update of bean/cowpea planning activities.
 

3. 	For each bean/cowpea worker a copy of a proposed outline for the State of the
 

Art manuscript is enclosed.
 

There will be about two more mailings of this type to all scientists indi­4. 

cating manifest interest. First, a copy of a questionnaire relative to
 

the major constraints to bean/cowpea production and use will be supplied
 

in January. Second, a request for research proposals will be sent to your
 

office in March. Thank you for your assistance.
 

PLEASE DELIVER ENCLOSURES 1IMEDIATELY TO THE INDICATED SCIENTISTS.
 

DHW:Ikc
 

Enc.
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MICHIGAN STATE UNIVERSITY 

OUPARTME!NT Of CROP AND SIL SCIENCES AST LANSING • MICtIGAN * 48124 

SOIL SCIENCE WILDING 

December 20, 1978
 

FROM: D. H. Wallace, Bean/Cowpea Coordinator 
for 
A Title XII Collaborative Research Support Program 

TO: U.S. cowpea workers 

RE: Organizing U.S. cowpea workers
 

I strongly encourage you to organize a cowpea group in the very near future to
 
represent all U.S. cowpea workers. 
An appropriate time would seem to be at the
 
Southernpea (Cowpea) Workshop that will be held at the Southern Region Meeting

of the American Society of Horticultural Science. This workshop will be at
 
12:45 P.M. on Monday, February 5, 1979 at the Downtown Howard Johnson Motel,

New Orleans, Louisiana. An organizational meeting could be held after this
 
workshop, if necessary.
 

Reasons for suggesting a cowpea organization are as follows:
 

1. 	For the planning of a Title XII Collaborative Research Support

Program (CRSP), beans/cowpeas have been tied together by the Board
 
for International Food and Agricultural Development.
 

2. 
For the past 20 years, bean scientists have been meeting every other
 
year under the auspices of an informal organization, the Bean
 
Improvement Cooperative. Many U.S. bean workers are 
currently

formally linked together under a regional project C-150; Genetic
 
Improvement of Beans (Phaseolus xlaris L.) 
for Yield, Pest
 
Resistance, and Nutritional ValueJ.
 

3. 	Because of the above organization bean researchers are able to
 
coordinate and jointly plan these U.S. efforts, as well as 
input

into the bean/cowpea CRSP.
 

4. 	Lack of organization leaves cowper researchers poorly represented and
 
virtually unable to coordinate and Jointly plan.
 

DHW:kc
 

ec Title X11 representatives of institutions with manifest interest in cowpeae
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MICHIGAN STATE UNIVERSITY 

DIEPARTME.T Of CROP AND SOIL SCIENCES LEST LANSING , MICHIGAN , 4W4 

SOIL SCIENCE BLILDIG 

December 22, 1978
 

FROM: D. H. Wallace, Bean/Cowpea Planning Coordinator
 

for a Title XII Collaborative Research Support Program
 

TO: All Scientists wir.h manifest interest
 

RE: (1) Request for guidance and help on a State of the Art Manuscript
 
(2) An update of progress to date
 

Request for ,uidance and help on the State of the Art (SOTA) Manuscript. A
 
proposed outline is enclosed. Plen:iu send by Febrvary I. your suggestions of
 

the most competent author (or authors) and also peer reviewers for individual
 
chapters of the SOTA. I need your sugGestions now so that the authors can be
 
asked to do their part by mid February, and so that the first drafts can be
 
completed within 6 months, i.e. by about September 1, 1979.
 

An update of progress to date. (1) The enclosed outline for a State of the
 

Art manuscript speaks for itself. I believe that our Joint efforts on this
 
book w-ill be a very valuable contribution.
 

(2) Manifest interest has been indicated by 35 institutions and about 213
 
scientists. The interests of the scientists are as follovs:
 

Breeding and Genetics 
Plant Pathology 

23 
19 

Plant Physiology 
Production Practices 

20 
15 

Agricultural Economics 12 Seed Programs 10 
Entomology 8 Sociology 10 
Food Science and .utrition 49 Soils 6 

.4itrogen/Rhizoblum 29 Weed Control 5 

Total 213
 

(3) A letter has been sent from this office to all covpes workers, suggesting 
that they organize on an informal basis (like the Bean Improvement Cooperative) 
or on a more formal basis (through a regional remeerch project). The bean 
workers already have both organ!:acions, and oriani:trlon is also needed for the 

covpea workers-to provide a cl.Annael of comuu.nication with this office, and to 

assist the cowpoa workers In cooperating, collaborating, and coordinating *(torts. 

/hi
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Memo from D. H. Wallace to Scientists with manifest interest re Bean/Cowpea Program
 
December 22, 1978
 
Page 2
 

(4) During January and February and perhaps early March, four teams of 2 or 3
 
scientists each will be visiting: A., Centr. America and the Caribbean;
 
B., South America; C., East Africa; and D., West Africa. The purposes are
 
(i) to make initial contacts and (ii) to determine whit the major constraints
 
to higher bean/cowpea production and use are in the LDC's.
 

(5) About February 20, a workshop will be held in Africa and another in South
 
America to: Achieve concensus among U.S., LDC and other scientists as to the
 
ordering cf constraints that limit bean/cowpea production and use, and of the
 
priority of research that should be directed toward solving these constraints.
 

(6) During the month of March, each station will receive a request for research
 
proposals to be based around the constraint l.it and its priorities. The prime
 
goal of all proposals must be to assist the small bean/cowpea farmer of the LDC.
 
Additional criteria for judging t.-ong the proposals will be provided with the
 
request for proposals. The proposals will be due one month to six weeks after
 
the request is delivered to the Title XII representative of your experiment
 
station.
 

(7) As soon as the questionnaire for determining constraints is fully completed,
 
a copy wi!.l be forwarded to your Title XII representative. I will ask your
 
Title XII representative to distribute the questionnaire to you, so that you can
 
I-?*- input into the determining of constraints to higher bean/cowpea production
 
and use by sall farmers of the LDC's.
 

D*HW:kc
 

Enc.
 



ART ANALYSIS Appendix IX.1
BEAN AND COWPEA PRODUCTION: A STATE OF THE 

The Board for International Food and Agricultural Development, (BIFAD), its Joint
 
Research Co~ictee (JRC). and the United States Agency for International Development (USAID)
 
have requestt,1 a State of the Art (SOTA) manuscript as part of the planning effort for the 
bean/cowpea program. We first considered a more rapidly completed effort by a limited num­
ber cf authors. It has bcen decided that a thorough effort involving all available expertise
 
op a world-wide basis, in a common effort of authoring and peer review would: (1) give
 
a &ore thoroughly researched, ano objectively written and complete manuscript. (2) give a
 
manuscript that could be published as a book, and (3) provide a state of the art analysis 
that could be generally acceptad by all bean/cowpea scientists an~d (4) initiate the kind of 
collaborative efforts that should enter into the collaborative research support program that 
is being planned.
 

Attached is a proposed outline for such a book: Note the following main headings:
 

I. Introduction 	 IX. Storage, Distribution, and .arketing
 
It. Production Statistics of Edible Beans/Cowpess
 
I1. Cultural Practices X. Supportive Basic Research
 
IV. 	 The Role of Nitrogen in XI. The Role of Institutional Infra­

Iean/Covpea Production structures
 
V. The Problems of Diseases and Pests XII. The Role of Values and Policies
 
VI. 	Breeding to Overcome Production and XIII. Prioritized Listing of Constraints
 

Usage Constraints to Production and Use
 
VII. 	 Seed ?roduction and Technology XIV. Recommended Research Priorities
 

VIII. 	 Traditional Utilization and XV. Listing of Institutions Conducting 
New Product Development Bean/Covpea Research 

Note also the following headings for the four major subdivisions that are included
 
within most of the main headings I to XV:
 

A. Beans In LDC's 
B. Beans in developed countries
 
C. Covpoeas in LX'a.
 
D. Coreias In developed countries
 

The intent of A and C is presentation of thorough and complete coverages of the sst 
of the art and state of the science In the lesser developed countries as related to beans and 
covpeas. respectively. The intent of A and D is an as-brief-as-possible sumnarisation of the 
state of the art and state of the science for developed countries as related to beans and 
covpas, respectively. This is for contrast of the LDC situation with that of developed 
countries. The StuIMaritations for developed countries should cite only the major, usually 
latest and mist thoroughly integrative references. 

The sections for the LDCos should be sich more complete In scope and cite more references. 
The intended audience Includes scientists, engineers, administrator* of agricultural and 
biological programs In all countries, social scientists and their administrators, and other 
n-technically trained people including farmrs. for these reasons. the language should be 

as precise and non-technLcal &a possible, and the small-farmer state of the art, his problems 
and his needs shuuld receive the major attention, 
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MICHIGAN STATE UNIVERSITY 

LARTMINT OP Co AMD SOLC C 	 LAST LAMNG ,OrAN* K 4" 

SMI SWl UDiG 

January 29, 1979
 

TO: Title XII representatives at institutions with manifest interest
 
in the bean/cowpea CRSP
 

and to
 
Scientists With interest
 

FROM: D. H. Wallace, Bean/Cowpea Planning Coordinator
 

RE: I. Questionnaire regarding constraints to bean/covpea production
 
by small farmers in LDCa.
 

1I. Criteria for acceptance and rejection of btan/coWpaa research
 
or research-training proposals.
 

III. Forzat for proposal preparation.
 

IV. 	Update of planning progress.
 

/I. THE QUESTIO',AIRE. 


Attached is a copy of the (ujestronnalre that is being used to ascertain 
the constraints to increaaad production of beans/covpeas by the small 
farmrs of dovelopinn countries and/or the constraints to more usa of 
boana/covpeas by the poor people of chese countries. Kach scientist 
who feels qualif1od is reqtacatd to anavor the QutestLonnaIre. Please 
mail the copleated =ussttonnaLra to: 

Dr. D. It. Wallace 
B4ar!Covpea Planning Coordinator 
Crop aru Soil 1ciences Department 
Michigan StAte University 
East 	Lansing, Michigan 4.'-'s 

11. 	 cWtTKIA IOU ACCEPTACCE AND REtICTIOI Of IIE./CCNf.A RISWLA OR 
UlSKAR8-T1LAI fI G P1t'OrlAI5. 

Attachod is a draft = of the forepart of a GUIDr TO PRI)POSAL PXPAIATIOW1 
YO I.f11£ AFA./(.CA' ($LLAIVI4)ATIVY Rnrrt.A€I )(;l4A. rLAea note that this 
i a draft that to oublect to ,,hango. Tt wo Io not hoar fro you, we will 
sMAm that the current draft is arreptabla tu /ou and this draft will 
accowpany the request for boon/crwvpea prop.iasia. 

0 IrSTRUCTI(04 TO TIT!,r X I R1KP~I:kir.T.TIV,., 

P16AsM deliver these tmmttad1al0# o ¥-rarGy ttt4 

sociAl seLntists. allricultaral scientists and home economists for wbon 
w have not provide, a copy:.! 

http:AFA./(.CA
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Title XII representativas at institutions with manifest interest in the 
bean/cowpea CRSP and to Scientists with interest 
January 29, 1979 
Page 2 

' -
Il. FORMAT FOR BF.AN/COWPEA PROPOSAL PREPARATION. I)"I ' A#p,4 7II,.I 
I
 

A precise format is not presented, but we are currently planning to 

use the format of the USDA/SEA Competitive Grants. Your research 
office will have a copy of thn guidelines for thia. An additional 
item that we wilt requec., l an indication of the LDC institut!on(s) 
and ozientist(a that you are proposing that your collaborative renearch 
be linkeI with. Since everything is only at the proposal stage. 
no final link.ajes are posuibls whn your proposal is submitted. But, 
your propose. should present your proposed linkages with the research 
and rosearch-t Aining institutions of the I-DC6 in particular, but also 

with other U.,. and developed-country 1natitution(s) and scientiet(s). 

The pasr link-Ages and experience of your institution in international 
agriculture w*ll be requested. 

IV. UPDATE.
 

1. 	During late January. Wallace and Ada. s will be consulting -tith 

Centro Internacional do Agricultura Tropical (CIAr) at Call, Colombis. 
The objective is to obtain CIAT's input into planning of the CRSP. 
their suggested constraints, their Input into the State of the Art 
(SOTA) outline. their input into the planning of the Questionnaire,
 
and 	 their general agreement for co-,editing. co-iuthoring and 
co-planning the bean/covpea progra-.
 

2. 	During early February a similar trip with the same objectives as 
those for the CIAT vilt, except that coupes will be emplihalzed, 
will be made to the International Institute of Tropical Agriculture 
at Ibadaln, Nigeria. 

3. 	The CIAT and IITA visits dtailed absr¢e, mist be followed by a 
team visit to eachiof Latin Amriva nri the Caribbean. South Aaerica. 
West Atrica and Last Africa. Tha goal of these visits i to deter­
mine the constraints to bean and co-pe production by eail famors 
of the developinK countries and to use of beans/covpau by the rural 
&M u;ban poor. A further objective In to evaluate potentl1 Lfl( 
sites of collaborations. In turn. the tea visits =jet be follwed 
by vrkshope conducted with deveLopIng-country scientists and research 
adinistrators to obtain their agreement of ti priority ordering of 

the ,Constraints. 

4. 	 All of the above Intaract i n witth the Iitornat lanaI Inst Ittt ls And 
developing cmntriea Are occurring a&1mut one munth later than We 

originally planned. Therefore. you Will probably receive the relueCt 
for boaa/cowpea proposnla tit April rather than Karch. a* previously 
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DRAFT
 

GUIDE TO PROPOSAL PREPARATION 

FOR 

BZAN/COWPEA COLLABORATIVE RESEARCH PROGRAM 

Bean/Cowpea Planning Office 

Crop and Soil Sciences Department
 

Michigan State University
 

East Lansing, Michigan 48824
 

TABL OF CONTENTS 

FORVJORD.
 

I. BL,.kCKOUIND LWFORMATION. 

1. Objectives of the bean/covpea CSP.
 

2. Definition of research within the bean/covpea CRSP. 

3. Collaborative linkages with LDC institutions and scientists. 

4. Training activities that may be supported by the bean/covpea CIUE.
 

II. IqtO MAY SUBIT PROPOSALS? 

III. HOWOI PROPOSALS AN INSTITL'7ION( SUBMIT?.A.CI SHOULD 

IV. WMi2 AND 4J11M TO SUBMIT PRLPOSALS. 

V. CRITERIA FOR ACCKMA.NCE OF RESE.ARCI AND RES.AR2I-TlAINING ROPOSALS. 

1. ?Iachanic tor Judging the Proposals. 

a. Peer review panel and advisors. 

b. First axW second ma.tings of the review panel. 

c. Acceptance of the peer panel's recommendations. 

2. Criteria for Accepting or Rajecting Proposals. 

a. Lbjective: Solviag constraints to production or u" of boans/covpeao 

tn LLti.
 

b. Priority of constraints and research or resoarch-tratninX. 

C. 4t of ultimate level of CIS? funding on acceptance. 
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DRAFT
 

FOREWORD
 

In July, 1978, the Board for International Food and Agricultural Development
 

(BIFAD) and the Agency for International Development (AID), under provisions
 

of Title XII of the International Development and Food Assistance Act of 1975
 

and in accordance with reconmendations made by the Joint Research Committee,
 

gave priority to planning a dry bean/cowpea Collaborative Research Support
 

Program (CRSP). Michigan State University (MSU) has contracted with USAID to
 

plan and submit a Collaborative Research Support Proposal.
 

BIFAD invited representatives from eleven Experiment Stations concerned with
 

dry bean/cowpea research to meet in Chicago on August 7, 1978. These repre­

sentatives authorized MSU, acting on behalf of all interested Agricultural
 

Experiment Stations, to submit a planning grant proposal to AID. The proposal
 

was submitted August 28, and the tlanning 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 as the planning coordinator.
 

I. BACKCRIOUND INFORMATION
 

1. 	Objectives of the bean/cowpea CRSP. The overall objectives of the CRSP, which 

should also be the overall goals of each research or research-training proposal, 

are: (1) to develop that technology which can maximize production and use of 

beans/cowpeas in those LDCa where bean* or cowpeas are the major protein sup­

plying staple of the diet. (2) to place this technology with those LDC scientists 

and administrators who can and will extend it to the small farmear. (3) to train 

LDC scientist(s) and Improve the scientific capability of the LDCa (4) to, over 

many years, link U.S. scientists and U.S. scientific output with the needs of 

LDCs. (5) to provide U.S. institutions with the program improvement der.vable 

from combining an international component with their state- or regional-directed 

bean/copea research. 

2. 	Definition of research within the bean/covpea CRSP. The CRSP will support collab­

orative research and/or training for research. RAsearch may range from laboratory 

to field wrk. The research may, and ultimately should, include IiLld trials 

conducted by scientist(s) on the small (arm of L.D0C. The research may alao, 

and ultimately should, include field trials conducted by the small farmer on 

his farm--with supervision provld.d by the scientist(s). This continuum frots 

basic through applied field research is to provide for full development of thlat 

technology which can give increased boan/covwea viald and/-r una. rttanscnn 

or information transfer, which will not be aupported by the 5P", be.go a.or 

full development and testing of the technology. 

I?I
 



Appendix WT
 

3, 	Collaborative linkages with LDC institutions and scientists, Three levels of
 

LDC 	collaboration with U.S. institutions are envisioned: (1) Primary LDC sites
 

for 	collaboration will be institutions with on-going bean/cowpea research and
 

with host-governments that have a strong interest in increasing bean/cowpea
 

production and use. LDC scientists will work directly with U.S. scientists in
 

the 	CRSP program. (2) Secondary LDC collaboration sites are where beans/cowpeas
 

are 	somewhat less important crops, institutional capability is less adequate,
 

and/or where the LDC government designates beans and cowpeas at a lower priority.
 

Small scale trials or programs will be conducted with cooperation between the
 

LDC 	scientist and U.S. scientists. (3) Tertiary level collaboration will provide
 

only for receipt of research information by the LDC institution. (4) The management enti­
ty will have funds for ;eneral technical service consulting opportunities that may arise.
 
For primary and secondary collaboration sites, it is expected that the LDC host
 

governments would provide their facilities and local staff time as their share
 

of contributions. The CRSP would fund U.S. personnel, and can fund other costs
 

in the LDCs, including some LDC staff, facilities and equipment as needed, project
 

related training, and some com odities. The extent of such U.S. funding would
 

have to be worked out in each case.
 

4. 	 Training activities that may be ,upported by the bean/cowpe.a CRSP. Training 

falls within four categories: (1) Short training cournse which are of ,a non­

degree type designed to increare capability In bean and covpea production, field 

plot design, and other appropriate -itudy areas. (2) Negree training activitias 

for LDC personnel will be supported as appropriate for B.S., M.S., Ph D. studies 

in relevant programa in the CRSP. The degree activities dhould be consistent 

and 	 complementary to host country training plans. (3) Postdoctoral programs 

may 	 be developed to refine a collaborating scientiat'a capability in Working in 

pertinent specialized areas of rene4rch. (4) Profoasional exchange 4ctivitiof 

where the U.S. sLientlut and LDC scientist may exchanga reaponsibilitios in order 

to add depth to their programz. 

II. WHO MAY SUBMIT PROOSALS? 

Rqtssts for research or research-training proposal* vill be sent from the bean/ 

covpea planal:ig office at Mi. higan :;tatp t'nivoralr- to the Title XlI rapreen­

tativee of telected educational and reeaArch Inatitturlona. Receiving iLtItut ions 

will ") thome that have Indtl:atad a manifat Inarrt in thr beam,/cowvpa (:R!uP. 

in re.pone to the O:to',r ltter fro,,m )1raet,,r *,vtvai II. W tvar or tho 4t1Ihigltl 

5tate Agt'c*oltural Oparinant ';tatlon. riach title XI officer to rot3,'.nutlba 

at ht*Inat totIon for ,1:1atriboht InK the re,, at for propoala to All ac'tanti1t u 

that 	PaY have Interest It prCpArlnll a propOsal ('fr the boati/rovpan :.. 
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3. 	 DRAFT
 

III. HOW MANY PROPOSAL- SHOULD AN INSTITUTION SUBMIT?
 

The CRSP intent is a balance of interacting disciplinary activities on beans/
 

cowpeau at the national (U.S.) and international leels. Each scientist or
 

small group of scientists representing highly-interactive disciplines should
 

submit a separate proposal. Proposals representing highly interactive disciplines
 

are encouraged. Integratiott of all disciplines represented at an institution for
 

submission of one intra-institutionally integrated proposal is definitely Jis­

couraged. Priority for acceptance into the CRSP will depend on its being com­

plementary to the total needs and ba-ance of the CRSP.
 

IV. W1EN AND WHERE TO SUBMIT PROPOSALS
 

This request for bean/cowpea CRSP proposals was mailed from the planning office
 

on _ 1979. Proposals are due__ 1979. The
 

administrative office of your institution should forward 20 copies of each
 

proposal to:
 

Dr. 	Donald II.Wallace
 

dean/Cowpea Planning Coordinator
 

Crop and Soil Sciences Department
 

Michigan State Univarsity
 

East Lansing, Michigan 4882'4
 

V. 	 CRITERIA FOR ACCEPTANCE OF RESEARC AND RLSWC-TRMNNfhG PROPOSALS 

1. 	 Mechanics for NdIginX the Proposals 

a. 	Peer review panel and advisors.
 

Recomendation of acceptance, '.JK*ted modificaulon, or rejection of pro­

posals will be by a peer review panel. P!anel members will not be from progra=
 

or departments with participatory interest, an indicated by a submitted pro­

posal for the bean/covpea CRSP. In addition to the HichilMn State University
 
and Cornell University personnel who are impl,-mentinK the planning, a representa­
tive from ) Institutions with pa&!ricipatory Interest in covpoan plus 2 with Interest 
In beans plus 2 adminiat,'stor* from instituciona with manifest interest 

will attend the panel Mree'ngs 40a4dvisors. Membership of the review seven­

amber panel. and of the a,Jv!sors with participatory interest. shall represent 

a range of institutions and of scientific and social disciplines. U1TA and 

CIAT will each have one representative on th review panel. 

b. 	First and second etinga of the review panel. 

The peer panel and Its advisory member* will set within three to four weeks 

after the due date for receipt of the baan/cowpea Cl.e proposal$. This first 

panel mootIng will make preltminary rerinmndat lonsn of arreptane, Iua ate|d 

modification or rejectiuin. It will also indic'ato eny 4(iditional proposalq 

needed for complatins a b1anrel C9:0. After 'he 1taKautel PrOlo4sal f-odifiCa­

tiona antd any rt.quertvd addillonal proisola| have been received. the panel 

vill met a sepond time to make its final renariom tlt lona. 

J(J
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4.
 

c. 	Acceptance of the peer panel's recommendations.
 

Approval or rejection of the peer review panel's reconendations lies with,
 

in the following respective order: (1) The Joint Research Comnittee (JRC),
 

(7) The Board for International Food and Agricultural Development (BIFAD), 

and (3) The United States Agency for International Development (USAID). 

2. 	Criteria for Accepting or Rejecting Proposals
 

a. 	Objective: Solving constraints for production or use of beans/cowpeas in LDCs.
 

For acceptance the proposed research and/or research-training must be
 

directed toward solving one or more of the problems on the attached list
 

'ppndix?) of LDC-endorsed constraints to small-farmer production of beans or
 

cowpoas in LDCs, or directed toward solving constraints to more usage of beans
 

or cowpeas by rural and urban poor people in LDCs, or directed toward solving
 

socio-economic constraints to acceptance and adoption of appropriate solutions.
 

b. 	Priority of constraints and research or research-training.
 

For acceptance, proposed re,,earch or research-training must be a desirable 

to an essential component of an integrated and balanced bean/cowpea Collab­

orative Research Support Program (CRSP). Acceptance, recommended proposal 

revision, and rejection of proposals by the peer review panel will all be 

based largely on the extent that the proposed effort meets: (1) the priority 

implied by "must be a desirable to an essential component of the CRSP". 

(2) estimates of the sponsoring institution's and principal investigator's 

demonstrated (past) and/or current capabilities for successful implementation 

of the proposed research or research-training. (3) estisw'es of the short 

and/or long range potential of the proposed research or research-training 

for solving the constraints. (4) evidence that funding of the proposed
 

research or research-training will lead to effective linkages between the
 

U.S. institution(s) and icientist(s) and counterparts in the LDCa. 

(5) evidence that appropriate work will be done in the LDCs. 

c. 	Effect of ultimate levels of CRSP funding on acceptance. 

JRC, BIAD and USAID have hiked that three CUSP bean/covpoa plans be developed 

and defended, one each for high-, medium- and low-level funding. Essentiality 

of the proposed research or research-training may be modif'ed by the u.timate 

level of funding, so funding level may significantly affect the recomendation 

that a proposal be accepted, recomended for modification, or rejected. 

d. 	The J1C guidelines being developed indicate that, on average, 25% of the CRSP 

must be supported by funds from the participating institutions. Except tor parti­

cipatinnlg federal institutions, this 25% cannot consist of federal funds. An 

institution's financial participation in its proposals will influence their 

acceptance vs. rejection.
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MICHIGAN STATE UNIVERSITY 

DRPART'IENT Of CROP AND SOIL SCIENCES 	 EAST LANSING * MKIHIGAN * 424 

OIL SCIENCE SUiLDING 

March 14, 1979
 

FROM: 	 D. H. Wallace, 
Planning Coordinator for a Bean/Cowpea CRSP 

TO: 	 Title XII Representatives of institutions with manifest interest in
 
the 	bean/cowpea CRSP 

RE: 	 GETTING READY FOR PREPARATION OF PROPOSALS 

A. 	 This update is being sent only to the Title XII Representative of each 
institution. It is up to him/her to duplicate this comunication and 
distribute it to that institution's scientists who have manifest interest 
in the bean/covpea CRSP. 

B. 	About April 1, a request for proposals will be sent in this same way­
only to 'he Title XII Representative. It will be up to the Title XII 
Representative: 

1. To duplicate the appropriate number of copies of the received 
GUIDE TO PROPOSAL PREPARATION FOR THE BEAN/COWPEA COLLABORATIVE RESEARCH 
SUPPORT PROGRAM. This guide may be 60-75 pages in length. About one-third 
of this .­ill be suggested reading material which should be read by every 
scientist, although he may not need a personal copy. As received, however, 
it will be directly attached to the essential pages of the GUIDE. 

2. To 	distribute the duplicated copies to scientists with manifes
 
interest.
 

3. To, after the scientists have had opportunity to review the 
guidelines and suggested reading, call all appropriate scientists and 
administrators together for a discussion of the institution's total commit­
ment to and involvement in the bean/cowpea CRSP. This meeting should 
consider how the institution can focus all relevant disciplines on beans/ 
cowpeas in order to assist the CRFP to increase production and use of these 
protein-rich legume graini by small farmers in the LDCu. It should also 
consider how the institution will back the coitment to support about 
25% of the funding of its proposals for the bean/cowpea CRSP. 

A. To include in the above discussion and in proposal preparation 
scientists who may not iieditely respond to a call relative to beans and 
cowpeas, but whose scientific expertise is relevant to ont or more of the 
constraints that will be indicated in the GUIDE. Your stateents of mani­
feat interest are considered as representing your institution and not indi­
viduals, so scientiLss not previouuly named may submit proposals. 

5. To collect and approve, or have your research office do so, the 
proposals from the principal investigators, and to submit them to the 
Bea/Cowp*a CRSP Planning Office by May 15, 1979. 

DWokc 
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MICHIGAN STATE UNIVERSITY 

DATUZ4 Or Cy" AMD so. $CERAMS 	 AST LANSIG - NMIGAN - 4WS4 

April 1, 1979 

FROM: D. H. Wallace - Planning Coordinator for:
 
A Bean/Cowpea Collaborative Research Support Program
 
Alternative title:
 
SOCIO-ECONOMICS AND BIOLOGY
 
OF BEAN/COWPEA PRODUCTION AND
 
USE IN DEVELOPING COUNTRIES
 

TO: 	 Title XII Representatives of
 
Institutions with manifest interest
 

RE: 	 I. REQUEST FOR PROPOSALS
 
II. UPDATE RELATIVE TO TEAM VISITS TO LDCs
 

III. UPDATE RELATIVE TO WORKSHOPS
 
IV. CONTINUING SCHEDULE OF PLANNING ACTIVITIES
 
V. 	INVOLVING ALL RELEVANT DISCIPLINES
 

VI. RELEVANT READING MATERIALS
 

I. 	REQUEST FOR PROPOSALS
 

1. 	A copy is enclosed of: GUIDE TO PROPOSAL PREPARATION FOR THE
 
BEAN/COWPEA COLLABORATIVE RESEARCH SUPPORT PROGRAM.
 

2. 	You should make a copy of the GUIDE for: (a) all of your scientists
 
with manifest interest and (b) for department chairmen with such sci­
entts or whose scientists should/could have such an interest. (See V,
 
INVOLVING ALL*RELEVANT DISCIPLINYS.)
 

3. 	Note the due date of May 15 for the proposals, and your institution's
 
administrative responsibilities relative to approval and submission
 
of proposals.
 

4. 	Please bring this proposal request and the GUIDE to the attention of
 
all appropriate subject matter disciplines as discussed in detail under V.
 

1I. TEAM VISITS TO DEVELOPING COUNTRIES
 

Previous announcements have indicated that these would occur prior to the
 
request for proposals. For reasons similar to those under III, they have not
 
been completed. Four teams, each consisting of two biologists and a socio-economist,
 
are currently being assembled. Each team will visit one of the following locations:
 
(1) West Africa (2) East Africa (3) Caribbean Countries (4) South America. The
 
reports of these teams and ea:lier visits will present a brief sumary of the acti­
vities and scientists of aLl LDC institutions that are interested in collaborating
 
with the bean/cowpea CUSP. 
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We are aware that the above list would be helpful to all of you in preparing 
proposals. However, we cannot now present a complete list, so we are providing 
none. This list will be available to the peer review committee and will be 
forwarded to you at about that same time (June-July). 

Please note that several stages of feedback and acquaintance-making between
 
US scientists and LDC scientists are provided in the planning procedures presented
 
to you.
 

III. UPDATE RELATIVE TO WORKSHOPS 

Previous updates announced workshops to be held in the LDCs prior to the
 
request for proposals. The workshops were to discuss the constraints to bean/cowpea

production and use in the LDCs and to prioritize them. These workshops have oeen 
postponed until October and November (See IV). 

The delay is because: 

1. IITA and experience assured us that at least 6 months and preferably a 
year of preplanning is required to facilitate attendance by invitees from African 
countries. 

2. FAO conducted a workshop with similar objectives in February in the
 
Dominican Republic. It did not seem appropriate to schedule another workshop on
 
top of this recently concluded similar one which dealt with the constraints for
 
all grain legume crops.
 

3. IITA and CIAT have each invited us to hold our seminar (to distinguish 
from their workshops) before or after their fall of 1979 workshops which are
 
scheduled, respectively:
 

IITA: 	 October 22-26. The subject will be insect problems 
of cowpeas. 

CIAT: 	 November 12-15. The subject will be disease problems 
of beans. 

4. The bean/cowpea CRSP has a major need to facilitate acquaintances between 
US scientists and the potential collaborating counterpart scientists in the develop­
ing countries. This can be facilitated by maximizing the attendance of US sci­
entists at the cowpea insect and bean disease workshops, and by encouraging the 
US scientists attending to visit the institutions of potential LDC collaborating
 
scientists. The planning office will strive to facilitate this international
 
travel 	by US scientists. 

IV. CONTIXUING SCHEDULE OF PLANNING ACTIVITIES 

These schedules are as per the deadline dates listed on the following page. 
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PROPOSED DEADLIWNE DATES FOR PLANNING BEAN/COWPEA CRSP 

Complete visits to Latin America............................ June 15, 1979 

Request for CRSP Proposals circulated ........................ April 1, 1979 

Complete visits to Africa .................................... June 15, 1979 

Due date for CRSP Proposals .................................. May 15, 1979 

let peer-review panel meeting ................................ Juue 25, 1979 

Recaipt of sodified ClRS Proposals...........................August 6, 1979 

2nd poer-reviev panel meeting .......................... o..... August 27, 1979 

Request institutional statements re interest 
in serving as management entity ............................ September 4, 1979 

Draft of bean/covpea CRSP plan.............................- September 17, 1979 

Institutional board meeting re draft 
of plan and managet entity ...............October 8, 1979 

Technical Committea meeting re 

plan, priorities, coordination, balance .................. October 8, 1979 

Workshop sponsored by IITA (Tnsect problems of coypas) ..... October 22, 1979 

Seminar sponsored by bean/covpea CUSP planning.............. (before or after IITA workshop) 

Workshop sponsored by CIAT (Disease problems of beans)....... November 12-15, 1979 

Seinar sponsored by bean/cowpea CUSP planning.............. November 16-17, 1979 

Complete been/cowpea CIS? plan. . ..... ..... ... . ..... . December 15, 1979t ....... 


~bEWOSD DEADLnIE DATES OR 1REPARIG BEAN/COWFIA SOTA MANUSCRIPT 

Outline of SOIA completed ...... .............................. march 10, 1979 

All requests for substantive input forwerded to 
kemledgeable scientists asking for their assistance.......April 15, 1979 

Recelpt of outlines for substantive-input writins..........June 1, 1979 

Receipt of substantive-inpuc writins. ...... o........o.......... September I thru 30, 1979 

Capltio by the editors of lot draft of SOTA............... Harch 31, 1980
 

kviewo of let draft of SOTA completed.............to........ June 30, 1980
 

wimsed draft of iOTA reedy for publicatio..................Kartch 31, 1961
 

http:completed.............to
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V. INVOLVING ALL RIEEVANT DISCIPLINES 

Our project is comnonly called the Bean/Cowpea Collaborative Reseach
 
Support Program.
 

We are concerned that this title may not attract social scientists and
 
others whose disciplines are relevant and essential to the CRSP. Please inform
 
your scientists and departments that the following title is also applicable.
 
Please do all you can to facilitate proposal preparation by all relevant
 
disciplines. 

An appropriate alternate title is:
 

SOCIO-ECONOHICS AND BIOLOGY OF BEAN/COWPEA PRODUCTION AND USE
 
IN THE DEVELOPING COUNTRIES
 

VI. RELEVANT READING MATERIALS
 

To provide scientists with improved understanding of the context in which
 
the bean/cowpea CRSP is being implemented, the GUIDE includes two articles on
 
farming systems.
 

Two very recent articles which also merit reading are: 

1. Nicholson, Heather J. and Ralph L. Nicholson. 1979.
 
Distant Hunger-Agriculture, Food and Human Values 
Purdue University Press
 

2. FARMING SYSTEMS RESEARCH AT THE INTERNATIONAL AGRICULTURAL RESEARCH CENTERS
 
THE CONSULTATIVE GROUP ON INTERNATIONAL AGRICULTURAL RESEARCH TECHNICAL 

ADVISORY COMMITTEE 
(Printed at the World Bank, Washington, D.C., U.S.A.) September 1978 

DHW:kc 

Enc.
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DS/AGR/FCPi JMYOHE/CL
 
12/29/78 235/1497
 
IS/AGR, DFPETERSON
 

IS/AGR/FCP, KMBYERGO ILAC/DR/RD, VCUSAMANO (SUBSTANCE)
 
LAC/DR/RD, RHUGHES (SUBSTANCE) 
 I
 

PRIORITY LIST L
 

ADAC 	 DFp
 

Jfly '
 E.O.l11S2: N/A 


KMBp

TAGS: 


SUMMARY OF PROPOSED COLLABORATIVE RESEARCH 
VC .
 

SUBJECT: 

SUPPORT GRANT ON COMMON BEANS AND COWPEAS (BEAN AND RH
 

COUPEA CRSP)
 

SUMMARY: THIS CABLE PRESENTS (A) A SUMMARY OF THE BEAN/
 

COUPEA CRSP INCLUDING RATIONALE, PURPOSEi AND PROGRESS TO
 

DATE% (B) CURRENT ACTIfN REaUIRED (CC) FUTURE ACTIONS TO
 

K TAKEN. END OF SUMMARY.
 

A* PROGRESS TO DATE.
 

COMMON BEANS AND COWPEAS ARE EXTREMELY IMPORTANT
I. 

MORE THAN 67 PER CENT OF
FOOD LEGUME CROPS IN rANY LDCS. 


24.5 MILLION HECTARES OF COMMON BEANS
THE PRODUCTION FRiOM 

AND 96 PER CENT OF THE PRODUCTION FROM 6.1 MILLION HECTARES
 

MOST OF THE BEANS AND COWPEAS AR
OF-EOUPEAS ARE GROWN IN LDCS. 

MOST OF THE BEANS AND COW-
Of COUPEAS ARE GROWN IN LDCS. 


ARE GROWN ON SMALL LOW INCOMIE SUBSISTANCE FARMS IN
PEAS 
BOTH THE HUMID AND ARID TROPICS ON POOR SOILS. SEAfiS AND
 

IN THE DIET OF POOR PEOPLE IN THESE
COMPEAS ARE A STAPLE 

AREAS. 

L.CHICAN STATE UNIVERSITY RECEIVED A GRANT FROM A.I1D.
 
INITIAL DESIGN AND PLANNING PROCESS
qO-CARRY OUT THE 


UNCLASSIFIED L 
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TO CARRY OUT THE INITIAL DESIGN AND PLANNING PROCESS
 
FOR THE BEAN/COWPLA CRSP. TO DATE THEY HAVE (A} SOLICITED
 
EXPRESSIONS OF INTEREST FOR PARTICIPATION FROM THE U. S.
 
COMMUNITY, BOTH PRIVATE AND PUBLIC; {B} AN OUTLINE FOR PRE-

PARATION 0I A STATE-OF-THE-ART STATEMENT Oil BEAN/COWPEA RE-

SEARCH HAS BEEN DEVELOPED; AND (C) A QUESTIONNAIRE ON
 
IDENTIFICA*2ON OF CONSTRAINTS -ILL BE USED AS A DISCUSSION
 
DOCUMENT ltd A LDC WORKSHOP TO BE CONVENED IN LATE
 
FEBRUARY, 1979 (LOCATION TO BE ANNOUNCED}. THE PURPOSE OF
 
THE WORKSHOP WILL BE TO OBTAIN LDC CONSENSUS FROM BOTH LDC
 
POLICY/ADMINISTRATORS AND SCIENTISTS ON WHAT THE MAJOR
 
CONSTRAINTS TO INCREASED PRODUCTION AND UTILIZATION OF
 
BEANS AND COWPEAS ARE. THE RESULTS OF THIS CONFERENCE WILL
 
BE USED AS THE FRAMEWORK AROUND WHICH THE CRSP WILL BE
 
DEVELOPED.
 

2. THE PURPOSE OF THE CRSP IS TO FACIITATE COLLABORATION
 
AMONG SELECTED U. S. UNIVERSITIES1 INTERNATIONAL CENTERS,
 
AN) LDC INSTITUTIONS IN A COMMON RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT
 
EFFORT TO IMPROVE PRODUCTION AND CONSUMPTION OF BEANS AND
 
COWPEAS AMONG POOR LDC POPULATIONS. TO ACHIEVE THIS1 THE
 
BSAN/COUPEA CRSP IS DESIGNED TO PROVIDE LONG-TERM COLLA-

BORATIVE RESEARCH ON THE MAJOR CONSTRAINTS TO IMPROVE
 
BEAN/COWPEA PRODUCTION, DISTRIBUTION, STORAGE, MARKETING,
 
AND CONSUMPTION. THIS RESEARCH IS JOINTLY SUPPORTED BY
 
A.I.D. AND THE COLLABORATING INSTITUTIONS. THE PARTICI-

PATING U. S. INSTITUTIONS WILL CONTRIBUTE TO THE CRSP
 
SUBSTANTIALLY FROM THEIR OWN RESOURCES. THIS IS JUSTIFIED
 
TO THEIR BOARDS OF DIRECTORS BECAUSE OF THE VALLE OF THE
 
RESEARCH TO THEIR DOMESTIC CLIrNTELE. THIS PROGRAM UILL
 
BUILD ON THE EXISTING EXPERIENCE AND ONGOING RESEARCH AND 
TRAINING ACTIVITIES AMONG U. S. AND LDC PARTICIPATING IN-

STITUTIONS. THE PARTICIPATING UNIVERSITIES WILL CON-

TRIBUTE A MINIMUM OF 25 PER CENT OF THE TOTAL RESOURCES
 
REQUIRED IN THE PROGRAM. A.I.D. WOULD CONTRIBUTE THE
 
OTHER 75 PER CENT IN GRANTS TO THE PARTICIPATING UNI-

VERSITIES AND TO LDC COLLABORATORS THROUGH A MANAGEMENT
 
ENTITY YET TO BE SELECTED.
 

3. PRIMARY SITES FOR COLLABORATING INSTITUTIONS WILL 
BE IDENTIFIED ON THE BASIS OF INSTITUTIONAL CAPABILITY, 
IMPORTANCE OF CANS AND COUPEAS AND INTEREST OF HOST 
6OVERNMENTS. COLLABOAATION WILL BE ACHIEVED BY INTE-
CRATING ONGOING, LOCAL RESEARCH AND TRAINING PROGRAMS
 
rOR BEANS AND COWPEAS WITH THE CRSP. LOCAL SCIENTISTS
 
WILL WORK DIRECTLY WITH U.S. SCIENTISTS IN THE PROGRAM.
 

UNCLASSIFIED
 



Appendix X.1 

UNCLASSIFIED I I 

SECONDARY COLLABORATION SITES WILL ALSO BE IDENTIFIED WHERE
 
BEANS AND COWPEAS ARE SOMEWHAT LESS IMPORTANT CROPS, INSTI-

TUTIONAL CAPABILITY IS LESS ADEOUATE, AND/OR THE LDC
 
DESIGNATES BEANS AND COWPEAS AT A LOWER PRIORITY. FOR SUCH
 
CASES FIELD TRIALS AND PROGRAMS WILL BE INITIATED TO THE
 
EXTENT POSSIBLE.
 

FOR EACH OF THE ABOVE CASES, IT WOULD BE EXPECTED THAT HOST
 
GOVERNMENTS WOULD PROVIDE THEIR FACILITIES AND LOCAL STAFF
 
TItME AS THEIR SHARE OF CONTRIBUTIONS. THE CRSP WOULD FUND
 
U. S. PERSONNEL, OTHER LOCAL COSTS, INCLUDING SOME LOCAL
 
STAFFi FACILITIES, AS NEEDED, PROJECT RELATED TRAINING, AND
 
SOME COMMODITIES. THE EXTENT OF SUCH U. S. FUNDING WOULD
 
HAVE TO BE WORKED OUT IN EACH CASE.
 

A TERTIARY LEVEL Of COLLABORATION WOULD BE AVAILABLE FOR
 
COUNTRIES WITH CONSIDERABLY LOWER LEVELS OF BEANS AND COW-
PEAS IMPORTANCE, INSTITUTIvNAL CAPABILITY, AND/OR INTEREST. 
THIS WOULD INVOLVE PRIMARILY RECEIPT OF INFORMATION ON
 
RESEARCH RESULTSi GERM PLASM DISTRI9UTION ON REQUESTi AND 
TECHNICAL GUIDANCE AND TRAINING FROM COLLABORATING
 
INSTITUTIONS WHERE DERIVED FROM OTHER THAN PROJECT FUNDS­

4. TYPES OF TRAINING ACTIVITIES ENVISIONED FALL WITHIN
 
FOUR CATEGORIES: (I SHORT TRAINING COURSES WHICH ARE OF
 
A NON-DEGREE TYPE DESIGNED TO INCREASE CAPABILITY IN BEAN 
AND COMPEA PRODUCTION, FIELD PLOT DESIGN, AND OTHER APPRO-
PRIATE STUDY AREAS; (2) DEGREE TRAINING ACTIVITIES WILL BE 
SUPPORTED AS APPROPRIATE FOR B.S., M.S., PH.D. STUDIES 
IN RELEVANT PROGRAMS IN THE CRSP. THE DEGREE ACTIVITIES 
SHOULD BE CONSISTENT AND COMPLEMENTARY TO HOST COUNTRY 
TRAINING PLANS% (31 POSTDOCTORAL PROGRAMS MAY BE DEVELOPED 
TO REFINE A COLLABORATING SCIENTISTS CAPABILITY IN WORKING 
IN PERTINENT SPECIALIZED AREAS OF RESEARCH% (4) PRO-
FESSIONAL EXCHANGE ACTIVITIES WHERE THE U. S. SCIENTST 
AND LDC SCIENTIST MAY EXCHANGE RESPONSIbILITIES IN ORDER 
TO ADD DEPTH TO THEIR PROGRAMS. 
PROGRAMS. 

A TECHNICAL SERVICES CONCEPT IS CONCEIVED AS PROVIDING TO
 
REOUESTING COUNTRIES TECHNICAL AND LIMITED SERVICES
 
RELATED TO BEANS AND COWPEAS TO IMPROVING DEAN AND COWPEA 
RCEARCH% PRODUCTIONi AND UTILIZATION.
 

UNCLASSIFIED
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S. ACTIVITIES ARE YET TO BE IDENTIFIED THROUGH THE CON-
THESE ARE ANTICIPATED TO
STRAINT IDENTIFICATION PROCESS. 


ADDRESS PROBLEMS RELATED TO INCREASED PRODUCTION AND
 
THIS WOULD INCLUDE
UTILIZATION OF BEANS AND COWPEAS. 


ACTIVITIES IN THE BIOLOGICAL SCIENCE AREA AND THE SOCIO-


ECONOMIC INTERRELATIONSHIPS.
 

THE PROGRAM WILL BUILD ON EXISTING EXPERIENCE AND ONGOING
 

RESEARCH AND TRAINING ACTIVITIES IN PARTICIPATING UNI-


VERSITIES. THESE, COMBINED WITH DEVELOPMENT OF EFFECTIVE
 

LIC INSTITUTION LINKAGES, WILL CONTRIBUTE TO COST
 

EFFECTIVENESS, SOCIAL SOUNDNESS, AND TECHNICAL FEASIBILITY
 

OF ThE PROGRAM.
 

1. IT IS ANTICIPATED THAT THE MAJOR INPUT FROM MISSIONS
 

ELECTING TO PARTICIPATE WILL ASSIST IN ESTABLISHING LDC
 
IN MOST INSTANCES, MISSIONS
INSTITUTIONAL LINKAGES. 


PROBABLY WILL WANT TO INTEGRATE MISSION SUPPORTED
 
ACTIVITIES IN BEAN/COWPEA RESEARCH WITH THE CRSP.
 

THE.INTENT OF THE CRSP IS TO FOSTER A LONG-TERM RELATION-

SHIP BETWEEN THE PARTICIPATING U. S. INSTITUTIONS AND
 

APPROPRIATE LDC INSTITUTONS IN A MANNER WHICH WILL
 

PERPETUATE THIS RELATIONSHIP ON A SELF-SUSTAINING BASIS
 

FOR MANY YEARS TO COME.
 

B. CURRENT ACTION REQUIRED.
 

DETERMINE PRELIMINARY LEVELS OF
I AID/W WOULD LIKE TO 
TO THIS END WOULD LIKE A
COUNTRY INTEREST IN THE CRSP. 


RESPONSE BY COB JANUARY 20 WITH RESPECT TO.YOUR COUNTRIES:
 
4A) INTEREST IN PARTICIPATION; (B) LEVEL OF PARTICIPATION
 
Eog., PRIMARY SITE LEVEL, SECONDARY SITE LEVEL, TERTIARY
 
SITE LEVEL (SEE PARAGRAPH 3); (C) FOR COUNTRIES INTERESTED
 
IN PRIMARY SITE LEVELS OF PARTICIPATION, MICHIGAN STATE
 
UNIVERSITY WOULD LIKE TO SEND A CONSTRAINT IDENTIFICATION
 
TEAM FOR INFORMATION AND DATA GATHERING PURPOSES IN PRE-

PARATION FOR DEVELOPING THE DISCUSSION DOCUMENT FOR THE
 
WORKSHOP TO BE HELD IN LATE FEBRUARY (SEE PARAGRAPH
 
A-b). FOR THIS PURPOSE, PLEASE CABLE TEAM CLEARANCE AND
 
IDENTIFY INSTITUTIONS AND/OR INDIVIDUALS THEY SHOULD
 
CONTACT.
 

C FUTURE ACTION REQUIRED.
 

FOR COUNTRIES INTERESTED IN PRIMARY SITE LEVEL OF PARTICI-

ATTEND THE WORKSHOP
PATIONv PLEASE NOMINATE TWO PERSONS TO 


TO BC HELD IN LATE FEBRUARY 1979. ONE NOMINEE SHOULD JE A
 

UNCLASSIFIED
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THE SECOND NOMINEE
BCAN/COWPEA RESEARCH SCIENTIST. 

SHOULD BE A POLICY/ADflINISTRATOR TYPE PERSON, E.G.,
 

)IRECTOR OF NATIONAL AGRICULTURAL RESEARCH, NATIONAL
 
MISSION REPRESENTATIVES, E.G.,
PLANNING OFFICE, ETC. 


ROOS, FOOD AND AGRICULTURAL OFFICERS, AGRICULTURAL
 

PROGRAM ECONOMISTS ARE E:COURAGED TO ATTEND ALSO. THE
 

POLICY/ADMINISTRATOR NOMINEE SHOULD BE A PERSON WHO CAN
 

INITIATE PISCUSSIONS ON SPECIFIC LINKAGES WITH THE CRSP.
 

TRAVEL AND PER DIEM FOR NON-A.I.D. PARTICIPANTS WILL BE
 

FUNDED UNDER MICHIGAN STATE UNIVERSITIES' BEAN AND COWPEA
 

CRSP PLANNING GRANT, NO. AID/DSAN-G-0066. THE NUMBER
 

Or NOMINATIONS RECEIVED WILL AFFECT WHETHER OR NOT ALL
 

NOMINATIONS CAN BE ACCEPTED DUE TO AVAILABILITY OF FUNDS.
 

Vy 

UNCLASSIFIEP
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DRAFT 

TO: USAID Missions
 

RE: Planning for the Bean/Cowpea CRSP 

1. If bean/cowpea teams have not already visited your sites, they will do so
 
during April, May or June, if your LDC institutions have requested primary level
 
participation.
 

2. Via mail you will receive shortly a copy of the Guide for Preparation for
 
bean/cowpea CRSP proposals. This was distributed to U.S. institutions on
 
April 1. A schedule of continuing planning activities will also be included.
 

3. Please provide us with the information requested in this telegram by 
June 1, 1979. 1. will be used in the first cut at beginning to match LDC 
and U.S. institutions for collaboration. 

We need to know in which of the following areas each of your institutions 
wishes to collaborate. The Guide to Proposal Preparation may help them to 
anmulr these questions, but in any event we need a response by June 1. Reply 
by naming the LDC institution, the discipline areas that it wishes to collaborate 
in and their suggestions for possible U.S. scientists or institutions to be 
their collaborating partner(s). 

Broadly presented, some possible subject matter areas for collaboration 
are as follows: R~search on: 

Breeding for (many possibilities)
 
Yield trials
 
Adaptation trials
 
Diseases (which)
 
Insects (which)
 
Cultural practices
 
Soils and plant nutrition
 
Water relationships
 
Harvesting
 
Storage 
Cooking
 
Marketing 
Nutritional merit
 
Associated plantings
 
Socio-economic concerns
 
Other
 

The GUIDE TO PROPOSAL PREPARATION will help you identify additional broad 
areas and also more specific areas. 

00 
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MICHIGAN STArE UNIVERSITY 

DUAWmDENT OF CROP AND SO. SCIENCES EAST LANSING • MICHIGAN • 4W42 

SOIL SCIENCE DULDING 

This letter is to request your assistance in preparing the substantive contents
 

of a manuscript entitled -


BEAN AND COWPEA PRODUCTION AND USE: A STATE OF THE ART ANALYSIS
 

The U.S. Board of International Food and Agricultural Development (BIFAD) has
 
asked that this State of The Art (SOTA) manuscript be prepared as a part of plan­
ning and implementing a Collaborative Research Support Program (CRSP) for beans
 
and cowpean. It has been decided that the SOTA should be published as a book.
 
It should present a well documented, thoroughly peer-reviewed analysis of the
 
current practices and procedures used throughout the world in bean and cowpea

production, especially in developing countries. 
It should also present the current
 
state of knowledge of all scientific disciplines that could have an impact on
 
improving the production and use of beans and cowpeas, and it should suggest the
 
most pertinent research goals and procedural improvements. The emphasis is to be
 
on knowledge of beans and covpeas for the developing countries. Procedures and
 
knowledge for developed countries are to be included for completeness and contrast.
 

The book will be edited by Dr. D. H. Wallace, a bean breeder/physiologist from
 
Cornell University; Dr. M. W. Adams, a bean breeder from Michigan State University;

Dr. P. H. Graham, a microbiologist from the bean program of the Centro Internacional 
de Agricultura Tropical at Cali, Colombia; Dr. P. R. Goldsworthy, leader of the 
cowpea improvement program of the International Institute of Tropical Agriculture 
at badan, Nigeria; Dr. W. W. Hare, a cowpea pathologist/bLeeder from Mississippi 
State University; Dr. J. C. Miller, a cowpea breeder/physiologist from Teaws A & H 
University; and Dr. S. Bradfield, an economic anthropologist from Kalamazoo College, 
Michigan. 

The editors will write the first complete draft of all chapters of the book, using
the substantive writings that you and others with detailed knowledge of specific
subject-matter areas are being asked to write. Your efforts will provide the appro­
priate and relevant substantive subject-satter content for the book; this subject­
netter substance must com from highly knowledgeable people like you. Similarly, 
the overall writing by the editors is essential to achieving the flow of subject 
matter and concepts, balance and cohesiveness that is required for this State of The 
Art Analysis. It is expected that the SOTA book will provide the benchmarks of
 
kmnwledg, from which future progress with bean and cowpea production, use and science
 
wLL be masured. 

SAL'/ 
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You and other contributors of detailed subject-matter content will be given
 

opportunity to review, to the extent you desire, all chapters to which you have
 
made a contribution. You will probably also have opportunity to review other
 
chapters.
 

A meeting called by BIFAD was held August 7, 1978, in Chicago. Scientists and
 
Directors of Research (or Directors' representatives) from eleven experiment
 
stations attended. This group agreed that on behalf of all U.S. workers and insti­
tutions interested in the international aspects of beans and cowpeas, Michigan State
 
University should request a planning grant from USAID. This grant was given to
 
Michigan State University, effective October 1, 1978. Dr. M. Wayne Adams is
 
assisting, and Dr. Donald H. Wallace who is on leave until June 30, 1979 from
 
Cornell is currently coordinator of this Title XII planning effort. BIFAD's request
 
for 	the SOTA, involvement of Drs. Adams and Wallace, and our request for assistance
 
from you are all derived from this background of events.
 

Our 	specific request from you is presented at the end of this letter. It is also
 

indicated on the enclosed outline for the SOTA.
 

The 	following are also enclosed to assist you in your %0iting:
 

1. 	 A copy of: GUIDELINES ON A METHODOLOGY FOR PREPARING STATE OF 
THE ART ANALYSES, DOCUMENTS, AND HANDBOOKS FOR WORLD FOOD PROBLEMS 

2. 	 Outline for: BEAN AND COWPEA PRODUCTIJN AND USE: A STATE OF THE ART 
ANALYSIS. The extensive outline provided has incorporated all feed­
back received after distributing an earlier version with the 
December 22, 1978 communication from this office. The extensiveness 
of the outline included is primarily for defining and dividing the 
desired acquisitions of inputs from the subject matter experts such 
as you. In writing the SOTA, the editors will condense, modify the 
outline or emphasize the knowledge for beans vs cowpeas and developing 
vs developed countries in the manner that flows best and is most 
cohesive. 

To facilitate completion, by March 31, 1980, of the first draft of the SOTA, please 
send to this office: 

June 1, 1979 
1. 	By hpu'4-OOT4M", an outline for your proposed writing.
 

2. 	By September 1. 1979. or not later than September 30, 1979,
 
your completed written materials, an herein requested.
 

3 bor: The target audience to be assisted is the mall farmer and the rural
 

and 	urban poor. Persons who will read the SOTA, and to whom you should direct
 

your writing will be scientists, engineers, administrators, government officials,
 
and 	others having no specialized training in the subject matter.
 

Follow steps 1-5 of: IV. Preparation of SOTA..On pages 6 and 7 of: GUIDELINES
 

ON METHODOLOGT FOR..SOTA.... FOR WORLD FOOD PROBLEXIf. 
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Considering the audience being addressed, usage of technical words should be
 
minimized, or clear definitions given. Do cite sources as you would for a
 
scientific journal. We will need the complete citation, so please provide these
 
ciations in the form indicated by the following hypothetical citations:
 

Author, D.R. 1978. Growing beans in the highland tropics. Crop Production
 
6:35-42.
 

Author, D.R. and C.B. Osana. 1977. Growing cowpeas in the tropical lowlands.
 
pp 36-60. In: Wilks, A.B., Ed. Tropical Legume Production. Rhinefeldt Publishers.
 
Amsterdam. 700 pp.
 

We will not suggest a given number of pages. Please write to be all inclusive in
 
terms of ideas, pro and con considerations, etc. The editors will be responsible
 
for condensing or filling out your written material. Therefore, a thoroughly
 
polished statement is not required. Rather, it is a thorough presentation of
 
pertinent facts, concepts, 1ideas, potential merits, difficulties, etc. that is
 
needed.
 

Please send =e a letter indicating your willingness to accept or your inability
 
to fulfill the assignment indicated below.
 

Thank you for your willingness to assist. We look forward to working with you.
 
Let me or Dr. Adams, or another editor, know if we can be helpful to you. The
 
office telephone at Michigan State University is 517/355-4693.
 

Sincerely,
 

D. H. Wallace
 
Boan/Cowpea Planning Coordinator
 

DMW: kc 

Enc. 

TMi REQUtEST FOR ASSISTAN~CE FMO YOU IS AS FOLLOWS: 
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HELPING THE SMALL sadw MARGINAL FARMER IN LDCs 

Stmwe.hre-An Anayus 

Critical Question 

In attacking the world food problem andameliorating the plight of dwma sn-Jid 
wsan poor, what cwrent knowledp-und to both him and low sacbmeeh 
AIulcultwe- or can be meaningful fo the smil. subsistemce, family firme b 
developing countries? 

The AID Approach 

Like many other bilateral and multilateral development agencies. the United 
States Agency forintetrnaional Development b giving serious attention to the 
above queslion and Its Implications. Recognizing that: (I)in organized knowledge 
base. foicusing on existing practices and their modification into a technological 
package appropriate to the needs and constraints of the majority or farmers in r-naa 
developing countries simply does not exist in many, if not most. cases; And (2) the 
principles and practices developed in temperate climates are not usually applicable 
to the tropic"s wlere mou of the poorest dcvelopingcountnes are located and the 
potential ftr increased production is peatcst-AID has developed a new instrument 

which itcalls state-of-the-art analysis (SOTA). This instrument is the focus ofa new 
programming ,.nd analytical approach which seeks: (1)to develop guides as to what 
should &adshould not be "delivered" to the targeted fumer;(2) provides guidanef 
fot testing the application of known principles and practices; and (3) idenftifes 
critical knowledge gaps requiring investigation. The guidelines for preparing SOTA 
analyscs and (he expected products ate attached for your information. 

Why Ou Approach Should Interest You 

Wile the atached guidelines on an appropriate methodology for SOTA work 
ar designed primarily for use by AID grantees and contractors. (I.e.. principally 

U.S. Land-Grant Institutions who are interested in the food problen of developing
countries), they require a cooperative relationship among themselves and with m 
scmniats from developing cmar other dewoped countries with uopicai L, 
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GUIDELINES ON A METHODOLOGY
 

FOR PREPARING STATE-OF-THE-ART ANALYSES. 

DOCUMENTS. AND HANDBOOKS ON WORLD FOOD PROBLEM 

r 

Probl 

AID and the US. land-Grant institutions have long been engaged in a
pMractship to assist developing countries in increasing agricultural production. IS 
recent years. the trend has shifted from aconcentration on itstitutionbuiding and
loe education and taining of developing country nationals tO a marN

pioblcm-oiented focus, accelcrated by the recent evidence of A"world food crisis" 
and C.oilgcssional mandatles. 
n warsinl iats 

Incrcatwng concern with the small farmer, the quality of life for ine rural and 
urwban p1ou. and such factors as the energy crisis, ecologcal balance, and the
requirements fo A sysicanatic approach to the production, delivey andconsumption of food necessitate anew concept of development assistance which iscnirethan just the simple trantfer or adaptation of sophist:.ated agricultural
technology so characteristic of the developed world. 

Many US. land ant universities have a long history of involvement INdevelopment assistance and have acquired a dealgreat orknowldge about 
developing countries. Unfortunately this knowledge is often confined to asingle
region or country, is not focused on the problems of small family farmers and the 
constraints within which they must operate, and s all too often based on broadgeneralizations from a limited amount of information. An organized knowledge 
base, focusing on existing knowledge and its modification to A technology (of 9hsmall LDC farmer, simlply does not exist in most cases even though many of thecritical problems and limiting factors have already been identified and at lalspartial aolutioas ae known. The pdmhay issue, then. is: what do we know aWd what 
does It an mean? V 

i 
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d qiumi W..- h,a "-" Wof Wod aquleiaalsV 0sed- , - in .. Ay p... .am imthetd farIs flhqt(30A) famien. TMhateulq Ws 
- mi n a-Su-oue4rf~utthe restlt of a gmroing concern that developedeomolY Winatia (Partanauly in the US) who were experts in their own (nd." d A Lflaow gh aul th problems as they @amuselisreM could OR rec1codren in the opn andoptinulalutioasbec w:e increasdlu of gencial app icabhty" Thisy appen, a the cinptchelv reviws, 21li(d)ao ipoulose was to tswhoseircalhcn U.S. inhtltutona competence in piutlty prublembL 

Th- daoloes l ef such a knowsdp as. isnow.mo of she priuse elemens ina6z"ng Vmt -.
Wr 21 1(d) grant$ and the p aryjstio foe the extesion and rCv11ion ofIt is'also requml in many research contracts and should beUeUaeM A r an

Say arw p oiramoathoihied under Tide XII of the FAA of 1961.cauw Of tio 11p14t10 nowUcesary to d"elop lives.to SOA effort. AID believm it isutually &mau-, l gid es goashieved, informertlon is intef 
th desied results arnchl. e amd the' raphazis Ison thelJ a101316711mn nvntoryinOf Pacwtic appropriate for the developing cuueitin an o solely or 

priat"I,acadim c Goscientfic sseathica.
 
Obviouslyt 
 X =uct han one Way to perform a SOTAPorpare review mdor soa 5YA siatere.Maaure,a, The approach win alo vary with: (a) 

the problem Oaubject; (b) the inteicdand e(per3 the cwnplexvlyMoym. tim ue of the results; (c) the 

infatroa. 

availab; (d) the avaabrisy of appropriae data and 

ka-atvisr 

and (a) moss important. the comprehensin. ingenuity and
ess of the people involed. 

MthodologyPidelans arm aotThe or formal isr intendedequucd. to be reod. When a specific: approach.this wall be negotiated in the aproplp lead.al arecment. The intent here is to exptain the concept ad sumest ageneral 
iPpr shhcb wajk- tt o adaptatim sod modifliati. 

C'mmmo r t nloa d Dadapmas IM-Un. of Arl,, Utah Samoa Unt,Celgade Sasso Uai w. jvs.ml Owsmsam Semts Ttpics KOM-eofa Sam U*1. CommtioCom thaw, Pla Catelie ScanU s,. Pistil View 
A AR Uoso. ats. *be noIticak adU aie. d UelHauaa A sbmau kv. 

I. Desbdem md Cemep 

As usd bert, "Nate-of.thoar" i a keenly analytical r@ew of theaccumulated by research and practice on either a narrow or brood subject acingforth the establishedrnciples., how and where they can be used. and Idenlling 

aosAWled 

the gaps In knowledge needing research for establishment of belier principles. Ifthese Is no practial or economic solution to the problem or a speciflic wae. crop.or other subdivuson, altcnatives should be suggested. Some conventional -revews"meet these standards, but most do not. SOTA is notabstracts, and an anthokgy a book ofshould nut altteipl to cilc all of the accumulated liseurae.Empaslis nIIuss be on the pginciplcs and how they can be applied. Not a recipebook. t is a guide voi dwn vnuss aid solutnsunplicity and - .. ,aomy. uof a prublems with the emphasis on 

Preparation of aSOTA paper 
Purpose 

serves several useful purposes in the applicado
knowld#e. Including restrch. For 

of 
those involved. its preparation forces dhenrticalUy exanne the literature. disti to 

researchable hypotheses. For those 
out the principles, and crystallize usW andnot involved in the effort but working in thearea. it provides an authoritative background and guidance for furtherivestigaions. Far too much work is undertaken without acritical review of the


literature before-hand with the result that cnorious amounts ofeffort are wasted,

I.e., study of problems already solved or of low priority.
 

In application of knowledge (extension. education,"tate-of-the-art" delivery systems)products are the guide as to what should be and what should mat
be delivered. This is an 
important point. Much information, for example, on sol
cropping systems cannot be extendedand water manac ement developed in temperateso the climates withtropics and teaperae-zorn
to do so is danIrous,
 
"State-otftliafat"
particulaly lWVnMaaathrgmied at developing counatry problems and to theto what can be and should be extended. topics areresearch For guidance ofand development where principles have been established, bu their 
application is being tested, the "state-of-the.art" effort should offer a guide [04."testing these principles wish aminimum of effort, cost, and tint.
There are 
other results expected, not the least of which is the involvement oft-XU.S. agricultural scientists in a Cupcpaaive relatinsmhip with scientists from .developing countries and regional research centers in a probtem-oriented effort of!4urmuj benefit. The very process of doing aSOTA study i expected to strngthen 

botls the domeslic (US.) and international networks. 



PAen. How.hluw' Far example, there Is now no Authoritative guide on the behavior of phoahon a 
-sixe-Oi'-the-t" effottA A should be und etk n when there is adefniteneed whenqlity.appliedetc. to tropical soilsIn kims of its critical role for crop response-yield. 

and soam person. gpoup or instituaiti is available with the ability to conduct It. 
Since the emphasis ison critical anlysis of accumulated knowledge, piepaatlton Second. and equally important, such papers would be a valuable text for 
Um might fl to two years or isore guidance of developing country scientists in their research and extension pgogrnLs.g tale one of pal-tinve work. Tile ipeatcr the 
experience and accuwnulated kno ledge of the analysis. theosetically the less time Of course they would maLe adaptations fur their specific situations. 
requied Frotn the standJpoint ol the Teclrdcal Ausltance wuscau. negotiatio.ns forL 
rit¢e-orch tut- papers can be a "t te eiant. cmratmvdeawefCCincstlat/r Finally, they would be used by national governments. regional and internatalon€ made$. whels:
Mwisc'tJltht Mle expensive C 4: is not othergwise agskultural research centers, and bdlateral and multilateral donors as an hnporta

.ltle. are throuh spcil co•trats wih indrviduals. res4arch ceiterIs or input in deternslnhng ioritics. training requirements. land-use patterns, improved
consulrants, Since the cntimass ts on citicai analyses and quality. scientists must bi.- practices, research and a host of other needs with which administrators sre often 
carefully scecrned as to abtlity and tatest. Authurship can be sngiie ortmultiple. forced to deal with limited information. 
but mdnJiual responablity isckaly needed for analyticAl thinking. To the extent 

feasible, pa1ticipation isslcctcJ paits of die ghost shoul uin hl sceenliats from 
ownude the designated imirtution, e g.. sister isniitutions, initenational research &-'Ili-cgan of[oblein 
centers. coopserating country istitutions, etsc. Subject attIler can range fton very narrow to very broad depending upon the 

All nmanuicrit hould be reviewe~d by p€1 scientists. s selected problem. Obviously; no attempt should be made to cover all problmss, IcludlI those of 

developing nourtcss, Io adequacy.accurcy endscint tin of i ith in perine•n to increasing food prodution in the developing countries. By the time 
AID fr pingcabicutr .lothis y waidau oae of moge woktgps dtu the coui the List SOTAs are written die first one will be outdated. Overlap between subjects 
of rtveu.r snrpaeasonopsddur should be minindied, but some is essential. Nature and the production problkms 

related to its variations and limitationis were not put in neat little boxes. Subject 

The ubjecive in publmication of the ffinl products should be its availability toa matter, by definition, should not be directed at a single country" but should be 
wde spe.trum of reaJess at reasonable cost for a period of five to ten yea.- AID written for world-wide or general application to similar soils, climates andwill pubnh and dissemnte SOTA handbooks and bulletins to the development constraints. Thc extent of applicability should be specifically stated insofar as 
comm publi.hderulatioSOTcnatim$ o arevi Advances ina w se inssuch as known from tie world literature, soil maps. clinute data. authusitative literature. 

coruruoity.Othr ictmo as dvaces n ad other sources.altrnaivesarereviw sriessuc 
Agronomy or experiment station bulletins, but such alternatives may be more 

deirable Icr specic p oducts fkoin ftom the SOTA paper. e4. julctlna on In fact. the prevalence of the problem in the developing world and its 
applicabe practi;cs, susceptibility to A i ntlcooperative approach by rise international network of 

Tih style and !nuag¢ should be simple. commensurate with adequate agricultural insitutulons will be the prime criterion of SOTA selection by AID. 
Themunicstlondofangeubjectgtutterne should be erated th a e Also. the rclevancc of U.S. competence and experience to the problem and AID's€ommaz of" th subject nisuer. The audience should be regarded not only as ability to cotribute will be another important factor. 

ssentists o cagincers, but government officLis and others having no specialized 

traini inthe subjet matier. 
 In most cases AID. in) close cooperation with its field mission and developing
Uiditon country officials, CGIAR. the regional and international agricultural research 

centers, FAO. USDA. lORD, and the '1.S.land-grant community, will select the 

flow should "state-of-the-aln papers help food production in developing probkms or subjects it believes have priority and warrant funding, either through 
countries' Fas. they would supply authoritative souces of information relevant to grants. contr1acis or oitherwise. However. universities, private organizatiuns and 
the uoptcs to teachers and students at the ULniversity level. to scientists and individuals fron tihU.S. and elsewhere are invited to propose topic , including a 
engiaeers conducting research pertinent to production problems, and to persona proposed plan for carrying out a SOTA effort. the expected results. and most 
prpamg cducauoa and extension naterials foe use !a the development process. importantly, their Impact on the solution of problcms inpeding devyiopmcnlO ' 

"iowevr.amarfled SOTA approch can be applicable so siu-speeiricpaokn
 

i4
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O" d MP010O M MMI 00 2he the 30TA e fi t k1# p hy.
Chsth - d wei ti critical variabes con tra ts, etc. for c u t 

IV. 	hF m .i SOTA 
- inltratecomponents and amalyan lteruemship 
- prepare statement on "what I naaa" eg.

Gaue~dm"Awar ql rechmird Fmn 	 - recommend practicesAt - training needs
 
Tk tso lmeway I* do a comprehe, Uate-of-
 t " de/u heembl.th . I II ulwh anl tm 	 - knowludge Spsd be %VWtoa a unful - reseiach prkities
lUSdct. La.. the SOTA pqer Itself anW Ins mooal utlitaok. It lndude:
 

6. Prepare outputsI. 	 DeOW the poblem 

- publicatims, bulgns. etc.
- descnbe and set I the con t of dswlopq cuuatris amd focuml on the 


-AmW Ufar6r 
o a
 y 

- new proposals for R&D
 
- determdo lopmAa cosupomals of she problems (Include eavlemmmial
 

wici-coanoluic
echnical imomle)and am camwomen in admidon to brealudown of
 
P th Apposch


2. By mr* mca ompoint 

A complete. comprehnlve
WeforN and suacceusf SOTA elffot usually Mm hing- deteatmie maam-oJ-dhe.clce ~ tandapplicatiminlrence to as 

the consideration of technical facets by a designated JnUlutlos ad CatIII 
devioping d Cntimue after the actual work is conpleted and published by extendin Ihe week0 a1other approxintatiom partidpating in woikshops, of other followo.r
ifwOCY NW amalyze €srest and Ism pr dpW and pr~ctoe8 I of' Ioutreach activity. Illustrative milestone events re: 

md 

theit useflulem to the developing Cuantrns 
L Subject and institution selected- determine critical wariable e.g.. demgoglaphy. cibe, W "kinfad.e&e - AID determines SOTA effort it wishes to finance according to Prupam 

- de3erom.m ¢rili.lty to dewveed elop-
- at AID request. individual, ilstlIttoni itpoup of vnirsj t agres ii 

take on responsibiliy

- relate to odwhr on-o-ga SOTA workL 


- approprite agreements 
Uodated ad execited
 
-
 specify adtional knowledge/dasa quken 

4. 4-SSpecifyey stepsuam tIo complete iti Oryco mte ator 2. Pelminary work-plan prepared
 
- SOTA leader selected
 

-- literature review or data ehbmV 

- problem components deteniml.
 

- wkho ms~-
staff selected or Identiflid 	 b 

mo o s- tc n c a l [ Wes considered . 
- tInks asigned 

~-	 work-plus and buadge approwsdi 
6 



S.IOTA wek b as I. F* muw cwuVpven (of the peoblem) 
-	 Ireau W. Of11dwd1o0re uirmleked (RWOak idedhk
 
bat it scope and coMelemtsm) * Activity o work to be performed
 

-	 coeudlario. coespo~e snc,wVArlkad o Staff to be involved 

-	 rluld I* obtain cneat practices Md experincOe 9 Scheduled evntUllja ts 

- wem uscnawy. onflming laboratory o field mammmenat may be * Expectcd results and/or nd-of-work status bedicatosA 
rquINd is G&J: to evaluae otundarUamd pinikn ora lq wiOk. * Estima ted cost and ns-moaths Orfltl
 

- luatia. systhria and Identic.atimo umafWerable hformsdoa 
 Wak 	 * Suoaryt of wok expected fog Maii Ofr01 Mt 
etc. applicable) 

4. Cenuxleo of SOTA fobowoa deltermmeq 2. Se 8n m,&jConran"#(Of tbs PIObM) 
-	 fIud docum al(s) e Acdvityor wok to be rerorwed
 
- lymposium to diaueminate SOTA iafonssatiom 
 * 	 Staff"o be Isvolsd 
-	 detemnine ed for addtional SOTA oaproblm. acriuca empnlwae ofr * si
 

problim or ilaer rlated problem
 

- remind osatreack/exlmgalom r.aboe 

-	 send msw resee. training. etc. 

Phbnnb the hkwk 

Detld wogkpla should be devekped, with AID particpaio end/or 
a~ov4 for two year periods. When SOTA k desipted foe mwr tban two yeaw. 
smary workplau are acceptable lo tkat period beyond the nt two years. In 

order to mum se comu ecy and Complcteness. the oudio, below should be 
followed whmnever a wotkpha is appropnmit for a pstiuar sub-catelory. La.. 
problem Fm pOaeaL While te workplaas will not be includnd as part of the 
grass or cuattact apeement itself. it will be considered an informal underslandiag 
ea substantive israd and schedules and be made avaiale at a"tpr ate preogea 
s Tvkm& wU be encouapd to keep such woskplaas up4o-da adThe insuatiuom 
Ne tam alas nca a year wien tle amugal report is5" Ited to the 
Womrusg "chakal ofrica. (Sr ,ez: Pef cornmsia 
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