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Executive Summary
 

PURPOSE:
 

The summary is a part of, and not intended as a substitution for the
 
full report by the external evaluation team on the mid-term evaluation of the
 
Farming Systems Support Project (FSSP). It is a highly summarized version of
 
selected observations, conclusions and recommendations cast in the framework
 
of the two primary purposes of the exercise, viz: (a) to assess project
 
performance; and to (b) review the current validity of the project concept
 
approach. A complete understanding of the rationale for team recommendations
 
can be obtained by reading the full version as this summary is intended only
 
to provide the highlights.
 

ASSESSMENT OF PERFORMANCE AND EFFECTIVENESS
 

It should be noted that, because of the selected cooperative mode for
 
project implementation, assessments of performance involve both AID, as the
 
grantee, and the University of Florida, as the recipient. Also performance
 
must be viewed in the context of changes since the original project design as
 
explained in the body of this report, e.g., the less than anticipated USAID
 
field mission demand for project-cycle support services and its impact on FSSP
 
activities. (The section on "Conceptualization and Synthesis of FSSP" will
 
help set the proper background for the reader.) Nevertheless, the fact
 
remains that, while considerable accomplishments can be cited, there have been
 
and are some serious problems in project performance.
 

Technical Assistance
 

Based on the mission cables, there has been a quick and reasonable
 
quality response to USAID requests but these demands have been at a low level
 
in terms of expectations, particularly concerning needs assessment or problem
 
diagnosis. Other project support activities have varied in quality, i.e., a
 
good bio-data system has been developed but its cost-effectiveness is
 
doubtful. A research/extension project handbook of questionable usefulness
 
has been drafted, and an Evaluation Task Force has been set up to provide a
 
special methodology for FSR/E projects without the effective involvement of
 
AID, the principal client.
 

Training
 

Domestic workshops, covering orientation (sensitivity) (10),
 
methodology application (1) and training of trainers (1), have been spotty in
 
quality but useful as a n,' working technique involving AID employees and
 
foreign nationals in FSF tivities. They have improved, both pedagogically
 
and technically, over ti but are now in need of redirection and to become
 
more responsive to critical feedback from clients and sponsors. The current
 
intent of FSSP management is to concentrate on three priority applications
 
modules and de-emphasize introductory workshops.
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A relatively large number of overseas workshops were held (21) which
 
were apparently administered very well in LAC but less so in Africa. The
 
latter were often weak with regard to African content, relevance and also
 
quality. Improvements have been made moatly by trial and error methods, but
 
this has been an example of too much attention being given by core staff to
 
doing things rather then doing them well. With one or two recent notable
 
exceptions, e.g. Togo animal traction and the Paraguay program, overseas
 
workshops seem opportunistic reflecting little sense of strategy, direction or
 
problem focus.
 

Overall, while noting a number of improvements already instituted or
 
planned, performance to date has been less than could have been expected given
 
the resources available to FSSP management through its SEs, AID and others.
 

Publications
 

The newsletter, bibliographies, and guidelines, an inventory of
 
activities, etc., have generally been of good to excellent quality with some
 
exceptions but represent a dispersion of staff effort and financial resources
 
which adversely affects their overall effectiveness. The annotation and
 
distribution service performed by AID/PCC/CDIE has been both slow and
 
te-hnically weak.
 

Networking
 

An outstanding achievement of the FSSP has been in fostering the
 
development of a network among U.S. univeruities and several private firms
 
concerned with FSR/E. In addition to the "oriezuatiua" workshops, of
 
particular note is the annual KSU symposium which has become the fulcrum of
 
international farming systems activities In the U.S. and, with growing
 
participation from non-U.S. practitioners, is becoming the single most
 
significant gathering in the world for those involved in farming systems
 
research.
 

Networking efforts overseas have been more exploratory and
 
experimental in nature, particularly concerning Africa, with current emphasis
 
on commodity, animal and university based-networks. There is as yet an
 
unresolved contradiction between whether FSSP's commitment should be primarily
 
at creating networks or complementing the activities of others. After some
 
marginal starts, a pace-setting animal traction workshop was held in Togo in
 
1985 which, by all reports, was Nery successful. Again, significant
 
improvements in performance are noted at 
a cost which could have been avoided
 
or reduced if more FSSP core collaboration with AID, SEs and others had taken
 
place. Judgments on effectiveness must be tentative since successful networks
 
require a sustained and continuing exchange.
 

SOTA/Synthesis
 

The range of topics selected by FSSP core appears an appropriate list
 
of farming systems problem areas to begin with but the strategizing and
 
prioritization process has been internal and largely subjective. Production
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of SOTA materials has been slow and developed mainly for other purposes, e.g.,
 
training materials. The quality of the documents produced show a need for
 
improvement, not only in methodological rigor, but in comprehensiveness and
 
usefulness. While the current conception of SOTA research has been an
 
evolving one, performance to date has been weak.
 

Organization and Management
 

The FSSP is an innovative and experimental effort involving a
 
collaborative network between U.S. institutions, the FSSP core management and
 
AID based on a CA which was vague in structure, expected results and
 
strategy. In a number of vital areas, e.g., selection of SEs, oelection of
 
and participation in important task groups, determination of training and SOTA
 
priorities, FSSP core management has often moved without the effective
 
participation of AID and the SEs through the Technical committee. This is
 
expanded upon briefly by selected topics as follows:
 

Lead University
 

Given that the precise advisory and participatory structure was not
 
stipulated in the CA, the FSSP Director took the initiative in developing a
 
"core program," recruiting core staff and negotiating memoranda of
 
understanding (MOAs) with selected universities and consulting firms. The
 
core staff is largely made up of young social scientists, partly because the
 
FSSP terms of employment were not attractive to bio-scientists. This resulted
 
in a core imbalance which, in combination with a tendency to do things itself,
 
resulted in some false starts and resentments by some SEs. While the core
 
staff is highly motivated, bright and learning fast, the trial-and-error
 
approach has obviously adversely affected performance and external
 
perceptionE. The FSSP Director has done a good job in separating FSSP core
 
from the University of Florida while at the same time getting good university
 
support. According to the survey results, the SEs give FSSP management a
 
qualified endorsement but it is clear that it is sometimes insensitive ao to
 
when AID should be involved in FSSP decisions and activities and at what
 
level. This has seriously affected perceptions within AID as to project
 
performance and relevance.
 

Committees
 

The Advisory Council has been quite active in providing policy
 
support to the Director, but, being non-technicdl in comparison, has not been
 
effective in helping the core staff to prioritize its efforts. The Technical
 
Committee might have been expected to fill this void but, aside from sume
 
inputs into bibliography readings and setting up an evaluation task force, it
 
is ot yet functioning effectively. While task force groups have been
 
established for evaluation and livestock, this mechanisma to involve technical
 
expertise has been underutilized.
 

Support Entities
 

There are 21 universities and five consulting firms who have signed
 
MOAs and thereby officially became SEs. The criteria for selection, with the
 
advice of the Advisory Council, is unclear and did not involve the APMT.
 
Since MOAs are unfunded, a better grasp of their use is through the amount of
 
purchase orders issued by FSSP management. In the top category (t250,000-$300,000)
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were AGRIDEC, CSU, MSU, and KSU. In the second category ($50,000-$249,000)
 
were 	U. Ariz., WSU, VPI, Development Alternatives, and U. Minn. The survey
 
results indicates that a great deal of dissatisfaction exists (presumably
 
mostly from those not mentioned above) regarding their involvement in or
 
support of FSSP activities. At the same time, not surprisingly, the
 
institutional impact of FSSP is reported as mixed.
 

Program Management
 

Program development has been conceived by core staff as an internal
 
rather than a collaborative process. In the absence of a life-of-the-project
 
strategy, there has been an over-reliance on the annual short-term work planning
 
process which has been time consuming and frustrating to both parties. In the
 
absence of a consensus and conflicting signals, FSSP management has taken
 
refuge in a "strict interpretation" of the CA, hardly the expectation when
 
this instrument was chosen by AID in lieu of a contract. The description

"adversary" rather than "collaborative" may more accurately describe recent
 
relations between the "partners," a condition which definitely needs
 
improvement.
 

AID
 

Problems on the AID side have also contributed to this less than
 
optimum FSSP performance. The first project manager was not able to wield
 
together a consistent and cohesive agency position(s), e.g., the Project
 
Committee is dormant, or successfully communicate it to FSSP management. The
 
appearance of a split in responsibility between the S&T offices of Agriculture
 
and Rural Development and within S&T/AGR and the mixed signals coming from the
 
Africa Bureau working level have exacerbated the problem. Nevertheless, given
 
recent AID efforts to solve this situation, the team was not impressed with
 
FSSP management's continuing vacillation and confusion regarding proper
 
channels of communication.
 

Overall Assessment
 

In sum, performance to date has been spotty, ranging from poor to
 
very good but, in most areas, is improving. Nevertheless, past performance on
 
training, manual development, SOTA and program development leaves a lot to be
 
desired. In view of the importance afforded the evaluation exercise by both
 
parties, there is a recognition that these problems do exist and R
 
determination to move forward in solving them. The following sections
 
summarize the team's efforts to help in this direction, mindful that these
 
actions are the responsibility of AID and the University o:- Florida, hopefully
 
acting together.
 

MAJOR OBSERVATIONS AND CONCLUSION
 

On the basis of its analysis of performance to date and current
 
planning, the following isnues were identified as most important by the team:
 

o 	 lack of consennus regarding the contribution of a 
centrally-managed support project; 

o 	 absence of a long-term strategy as a basis for joint 
determination of FSSP priorities and for program development; 
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o 	 changing AID policies and priorities which affect the FSSP
 
approach;
 

o 	 tne inhercat management difficulties and need for a better
 
balance between core and SE participation; and in light of these,
 

o 	 the need to review the current relevance of the original project
 
design and revise it accordingly.
 

Within this framework, the following observations and conclusions are
 
presented.
 

Strategies, Priorities and Program Development
 

o 	 The FSSP has already followed an "opportunistic" or "response"
 
mode but more activities need to be conducted in the "proactive"
 
mode.
 

o 	 Lack of strategizing and planning is apparent throughout FSSP
 
activities and prioritization which has taken place has been
 
mostly unilateral.
 

o 	 Strategizing, especially in respect to Africa, should have a
 
problem or commodity focus and be developed in close
 
collaboration with AID and the SEs.
 

o 	 The Technical Committee needs to take a more active role in
 
planning, technical review and promoting access to technical
 
resources.
 

0 	 FSSP management must recognize AID as a full and equal partner
 

in this process.
 

AID Policies and Programs in Relation to FSSP
 

o 	 The overriding problem regarding the issue of field support vs. 
research wa' a basic flaw in the project design which assumed 
that SOTA field support could be provided independently of 
hands-on involvement in agricultural research. 

0 	 Within AID there has been considerable ;-mbivalence regarding 
what FSR/E is and what it should do, with FSSP left to generate 
a definition which would suit the various players, an 
impossible task. The commodity orientation of the AFR research
 
plan 	 now representa an agency consensiust, at leat as far as 
Africa is concerned, which should help matters. 

0 	 There has also beeti siome ambtgiitty regarding the role of 
networks in agricuiltural development. Recent All) network 
concepts hav not been ff,:ctyetvely cemmunicated to FSSP and 
their networking ;tvlti,s are viewefd with some disfavor due to 
a general lack of techn[cal. contont. 
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o 	 In any event, more careful attention must be given to ensuring
 
that technical issues guide the development of future FSSP
 
networking activities which are supplemental and supportive of
 
existing commodity and agricultural problem-based networks in
 
the developing world.
 

o 	 Major decisions on reorieuLz..tion of tre project design, 
including the Africa program, should await the results of an 
urgently convened joint exercise of strategizing aad program 
development. 

Management of FSSP
 

0 	 A clarification is requiree of the core's role vis-a-vis AID,
 
the Sj~s and the Technical Committee, leading to more core
 
involvement in planning and facilitative effort and less in
 
implementation activities.
 

o 	 The Technical Committee is the obvious mechanism to add
 
substance and interdisciplinary technical input into FSSP
 
activities. Similarly, more use of problem-oriented task forces
 
is called for with more effective AID participation at the
 
working level.
 

o Widespread AID participation in task groups and workshops is
 
highly desirable but a unified channel for strategizing, prog.am
 
development and work planning must be maintained in S&T/AGR.
 

Relevance of Existing Project Design
 

o 	 It is clearly timely to reassess the relevance of the original 
project design, particularly its purpose and approach. Thlis is 
all the more important because, to date, there has not been a 
constructive dialogue between FSSP management and the APMT which 
assures that the project develops in concert with the needs of 
AID and other clients. The annual work planning process has 
clearly not been an effective mechanism. 

0 	 A redesign should include, as one of its major objectives, ways 
to improve the capabilities of intermediaries-thoe who cause 
things to happen on the farm. 

o 	 It should also reflect the fact that the moset important level of 
networking occurs within the developing countrienj. 

0 	 Networking, SOTA and training, the major activity categories, 
should emerge from any project redesilgn with a ,trong problem 
focus.
 

o 	 Any rcedesign needn to focus; on Improving the technical content 
and pedagogical quality of higheti priority training activitieg, 
reducen or elimina tet involvemer,t In peripheral activLittes and 
reaches out more systematically to the expertLisc available 
within the SE/Technical Committee structure. All this requires 
more and better communication with Al). 
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RECOMMENDATIONS
 

The full team report, both iv.its body and concluding chapter, includes many
 
detailed suggestions for chaages and improvements under headings concerning
 
major activity categories and problem areas. They are further summarized here
 
and presented in a rough categorization of the type of actions recommended.
 

Activities which should be continued
 

o 	 Support of the annual FSR/E symposium at KSU
 

o 	 International training workshops with a specific focus on
 
priority (Africa) agricultural problems
 

o 	 Joint etforts which involve outside support
 

o 	 Networking activities at the current level but in the "support"
 
mode and problem-based
 

o KSU publication of key paperc and its documentation role
 

Activities which should be stopped
 

o 	 Further efforts on project handbook and similar efforts
 

o 	 "Sensitizing," orientation or introductory domestic workshops
 

o 	 FSSP funded technical assistance to non-African countries
 
(provide on buy-in basis)
 

o Non-prioritized training programs
 

Activities which should be minimized
 

o 	 Documentation efforts not related to priority areas
 

o Core staff delivery/implementation activities 

Activities wlich should involve SEs and others 

o 	 The blo-data servicesj should be merged with the Winrock 1ADS 
system
 

O 	 Annotation services now provided by AID/PCC/CDIFE should be done 
by FSSP throu),h an SE 

0 
 AID should be more ictiv el.y Involv(,d in the ,'valuation Task 
Force and similar e.[orts 

0 	 FSSP managviner,. should Involve the technilcal re;ource; of SEtj 
and others actLvely ilglgedFS"i livttie, in correctingin E act 
idertified weaknestj In training content, me thodology and 
mnterials 
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o 	 Greater use should be made of SEs and others through problem or
 
technically oriented task groups with active AID participation
 

Rationalization of current/new activities
 

o 	 FSSP management, in close collaboration with AID and its
 
advisory groups, and in consideration of the recommendations in
 
the report, should embark as soon as possible on a comprehensive
 
strategizing process leading to redefinition or revision of the
 
original project design and prioritization o' current and
 
planned activities
 

o 	 Training strategy, already evolving, should concentrate on no
 
more than two or three modules
 

0 	 SOTA/synthesis activities need to be defined in terms of target
 
clients, its purpose and methodological standards
 

o 	 An explicit strategy for networking, concentrating on problem
 
and technical oriented networking activities in the developing
 
countries, needs to be established in close cooperation with AID
 
and particularly its Africa Bureau
 

Need 	for policy decisions
 

o 	 The selection of an Africa focus, exclusive or primary, should
 
be formal.zed as soon as possible
 

0 	 Recognition of the change from "response" to "proactive" and
 
frun "support" to predominately "SOTA/research" and networking
 
support should be acknowledged and tied into other AID
 
priorities, e.g., IBSNAT
 

o 	 Clarification of the role of the FSSP core staff vis-a-vis the
 
SE and AID, including a renewed emphasis on planning,
 
coordination and facilitative effort
 

Program development and chanves 

o 	 Based on the results of qtrategizing for the 
life-of-the-project, revise the logical tramework for the 
project, Including neces;ary changet; In purpose and approach, 
specification of end results, lOPS indicators, etc. 

0 
 A specific plan for SO(IA actlvLli- leading to a useful
 
synthenis of experlenc. In ';elect.er area, siouid be formulated
 
in collaboration with AlI), which lnclude ; an lde.ntil cation of
 
resources and ass lgnmrnt of ri-rponsbtI llt ie aong.col laborating
 
S Es
 

0 As metlhodoloI.cal and concvpLIIaI Ititit'; are rv,,;olv(,d, . IA 
activities should llifi t to t :linical 1, .tivsof re lev;nnce. to 
developing countr lt wherr, FY'--annociate.d projects are conducted 

http:elect.er
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o 	 Based on the above, develop an output oriented work plan limited
 
to SOTA/synthesis, development of priority training modules, and
 
problem oriented networking support activities
 

Management iaprovement
 

o 	 FSSP management and core staff need to recognize the

"partnership" role of AID in a cooperative agreement. 
 To
 
facilitate this mode, AID should have at least ex-officio
 
membership (at the policy level) on the Advisory Council and
 
formal APMT membership on the Technical Committee
 

o The Technical Committee should be revitalized, with help from
 
core staff and the APMT, to serve as the mechanism for (a)

supplementing and expanding the interdisciplinary base, (b) as
 
the nexus between core staff and SE on technical matters, and
 
(c) accelerating more effective use of SEs in problem-oriented
 
FSR/E activities
 

o 	 The APMT needs clearer guidelines from agency management and
 
help in ensuring that an effective intra-agency consensus
 
process is working. Progress over the next 12 months should be
 
closely monitored, particularly the implementation of actions
 
approved in this evaluation exercise
 

o 	 Unified AID project responsibility should be maintained in one
 
office, viz, S&T/AGR, and under a single project manager. This
 
should be made abundantly clear to the Director of FSSP and his
 
staff, including those problems or subjects in which high level
 
agency management participation may be appropriate
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I. PURPOSE OF THE EVALUATION 

The Cooperative Agreement specifies that "Internal monitoring through user
 
ratings must be complemented with periodic external evaluations".
 
Accordingly, in consultation with the University of Florida (UF) and the PLTD
 
regional bureaus, the Office of Agriculture, Bureau of Science and Technolo y,

assembled a multi-disciplinary team to conduct an on-site review. 
During the
 
AID/W briefing of the team, it was 
provided with a set of "FSSP Evaluation
 
Guidelines and Issues" as a terms of reference which is incluLed herein as
 
Appendix No. 1.
 

Given the timing of this exercise (i.e., three years after execution or
 
approximately mid-term in the five-year period of the agreement), 
the
 
comprehensive and complicated nature of the project, and the limited time
 
available for the review, the Evaluation Team interpreted the primary purpose
 
of the evaluation to be as follows:
 

o 
 to assess project performance and effectiveness to date and
 
review plans for the remainder of the contract period;
 

o to review the current validity of the project concept and 
approach and recommend new directions if warranted. 

This report is focused on these two major purposes and, to the extent
 
feasible, the specific issues provided to the team have been addressed,
 
including how the project could be usefully redirected to provide increased 
attention to Africa while, at the 
same time, accommodating probable reduced
 
funding levels.
 

II. PROJECT BACKGROUND 

Approval Process
 

The PID for this project was approved in late 1981 and the process for 
preparing and reviewing the Project Paper and negotiating the Cooperative 
Agreement was accelerated. Partially as a result of the limited time 
available for review and because it was not desirable to specify a fixed scope
given the then state-of-the-art in farming systems research (FSR), a 
collaborative mode was selected through use of a cooperative agreement (CA)
rather than a contract. Only one member of the present AID Project Management
Team (APMT) partLcipated In this process. 

Sel.ectl on and Start-up 

Title XII unLversitleot were surveyed and 25 inlicated interest in becoming
the "lead university". The fleId was nr,.rowed to the University of Missouri, 
Purdue Univer:;ity, Colorado 1;tate 1univri,;Lty, University of rli-noi s, Michigan
State Univer.iity and , of cour:;e , the IMn vernity of Florida which was 
apparently ielectedl particularl y for It! relevant experier:ce in I.Latin 
America. B.!cmxoe of urgent ,itart:--up priorities, inclui tg activities already
underway, it was, not: until ear.y in 1983 before the frI;t work pian was 
developed. The early project thrut wan on de[tn~tion of F'SR/E and 
orientation wor,-_,hops. 
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Project Design
 

As stated in the AID Project Paper, the goal of the FSSP is to
 
strengthen developing country agricultural research and extension programs in
 
order to increase the productivity, income, and quality of life among small
 
farmers. The purpose of the project is (sic) 
to provide technical assistance
 
to missions and LDC agricultural research and extension programs for the
 
design, implementation and evaluation of projects intended for the small or
 
limited-resource farmer while, at the same time, building institutional
 
capacity within those countries through training and networking.
 

Concerning the cooperative agreement itself, its purpose as stated is to
 
develop, strengthen and expand the capacity of the recipient and collaborating
 
institutions to provide technical assistance, training and guidance to FSR/E
 
programs in developing countries. The recipient will perform as the lead
 
entity and will coordinate the inputs of collaborating institutions with
 
similar interests in FSR/h.
 

In both documents, outputs are described more in terms of
 
acceptableactivities than specific or pre-determined, significant end-results
 
expected at project completion, reflecting the "process" nature of the
 
original agreement. 
 These activities include: technical assistance,
 
short-term training; networking; and state-of-the-art (SOTA) research.
 

The FSSP, as originally conceived, is basically intended to provide

field support, viz, making available to USAID missions and agricultural

research institutions technical assistance in the design, implementation and
 
evaluation of farming systems research and extension (FSR/E) programs on a
 
global basis.
 

III. EVALUATION METHODOLOGY
 

AID field missions were queried by cable fot their views 
on (i) most
 
positive features of FSSP; (il) most negative; (iii) recommended changes; and
 
(iv) what impact FSSP activities had on mission funded farming systems

efforts. in addition, at the request of the Team Leader, questionnaires were
 
sent all FSSP support entities (SEs). Adequate responses from both queries
 
were received, aaalyzed and made available to the 
team, (See Appendix No. 4).
 

An issues paper was also prepared by AID project staff for team guidance
 
on the substantive points of most interest to AID, (See Appendix No. i). 
The
 
team first assembled in Washington for two days of orientation and briefings

(June 24-25) which included interviews with appropriate officials in both S&T
 
and the cegional bureaus, as %ell as BIFAD. Appropriate documentation was
 
also provided.
 

The team then conducted its on-site investigations at the Univer.ity of 
Florida (June 26-28). it began with a well-conducted oral presentation by the
FSSP Director and core staff, supplemented by a written presentation on 
progress and plans on producing outputs (see Appendix No. 2) as previously
requested by Lhe team leader. This appendix is an integral part of this 
report. In addition to FSSP and University of Florida (UF) staff, also at the 
team's request and on short notice, a representative of the FSSP Advisory
Council and the Chairperson of the Technical Committee met accommodatingly 
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with the Team in private sessions in Gainesville. A list of officials and
 
staff who talked with the team is provided in Appendix No. 3. FSSP staff dlso
 
provided the Team with examples of their products, supplemental documentation
 
and special presentations requested by the Team.
 

Cooperation during the evaluation exercise by all parties to this
 
agreement was commendable and the only weak point in the exercise, (aside from
 
the limited time available) was the absence of direct knowledge on the use and
 
effect of FSSP services by developing country clients. Nevertheless, during
 
the evening of June 27 and the next day, the team was able without great
 
difficulty to arrive at a consensus regarding its assessment of performance to
 
date and recommendations for the future.
 

The evaluation report itself is not intended to be a summary of progress
 
and achicvements to date. Appendix No.2, in combination with annual and
 
other special reports, will provide the reader with this information. Rather,
 
the Team has attempted to provide the rationale for its assessment of
 
performance to date, highlighting what it believes to be the most critical
 
issues requiring resolution, and presenting action-oriented recommendations
 
for improvements and changes which are intended tG, help the partners and
 
collaborators in this agreement arrive at appropriate decisions regarding its
 
future.
 

IV. PERFORMANCE TO DATE 

A. Technical Assistance
 

The first section of the Cooperative Agreement calls for technical
 
assistance in problem diagrams, design, implementation, and evaluation of
 
projects involving FSR/E. The agreement envisions this activity as providing
 
immediate help to resolve specific program implementation issues related to
 
problems on farms and in program management. In the longer run, there should
 
be a development of capacity in national organizations through institution
 
building to develop in-country "professional expertise and commitment" which
 
is needed for "swistaining coordinated national programs". The FSSP was
 
envisioned as a field support project which would take its guidance from USAID
 
missions, and respond to their expressed needs. The specific services which
 
were included in the agreement would be available during pre-project, design,
 
implementation, and evaluation phases of projects.
 

Project Support
 

The project was involved in needs assessment in three activities in
 
1984 - for Honduras, for Liberia, and for Cornell University/FSSP training
 
needs. During the name year there were three activities in project design -
for Jordan, the Gamb'a, and Sierra Leone. In project evaluation, the FSSP
 
supplied people for tuur country activities -- Honduras, Botswana, Zambia, and
 
Philippines. Team or individual briefings were conducted for four countries
 
-- the Gambia, Honduras, Rwanda, and Jordan. Debriefings were conducted for
 
teams and/or team leadern from activities in Honduras, Paraguay, Rwanda,
 
Gambia, and Liberia. Information from the debriefings is destined to be added
 
to state-of-the-art files and used in the future in modules for training or
 
for other materials in print.
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The evaluatioi. team commends this activity but notes that
 
disappointment has been expressed in the lower than expected level of demand,
 
particularly in needs assessment. 
Since we were vot afforded the time or the
 
opportunity to interview any of the individuals who received this briefing or
 
specific help in the field, it is not possible to evaluate its effectiveness.
 
This would require personal interviews or an extensive questionnaires, which
 
was not envisioned as a part of the exercise. 
The team was very impressed
 
with the selection of contracting entities to implement projects in Latin
 
America which built on the talents of professionals who were native Spanish
 
speakers and who had extensive experience in the region. However, this
 
reliance on a single private consulting firm has meant limited opportunity to
 
build up the *apacity of U.S. universities to fulfill this function - another
 
objective of the FSSP. We hope that this support capability is maintained
 
within the project, although the basis for future contracts should be on a
 opayment for services" or "buy-in" basis by missions in this region.
 

From the mission cables, we were impressed with the projects quick
 
response capability to do these contracts, and this capacity should be
 
expanded and made available to missions on a world-wide basis. There was some
 
concern expressed about the relevance of some of the technical expertise
 
provided outside Latin America, and every effort should be made to provide

professionals with experience which is relevant to the specific job at hand.
 

Biodata
 

The current biodata resource includes infornation on more than 540
 
individuals. These "Program Associates" come from twenty six organizations in
 
the FSSP Support Entity Network, including twenty one universities and five
 
consulting firms. During 1984, rifty four searches for seventy one
 
individuals were conducted and, during the first six months of 1985, twenty
 
seven searches for thirty nine persons. There is an apparent growing interest
 
in this support function, with requests coming from universities, AID, and
 
private consulting firms. Of the searches conducted and individual blodata
 
supplied, there is no evaluation of how many were actually placed in a
 
program. From repeat requests from the same institutions or companies, and
 
from limited qualitative feedback from clients, this biodata service appears
 
to be filling a need. The job clearly is never finished, and must be expanded
 
and kept current as people's circumstances change. The pool of specialists in
 
the current biodata file represents the support entities, and there are many
 
experts outside the project who should be included. Given the future cost of
 
maintaining this activity, we 
believe the project should consider other
 
options. Our recommendation would be to merge this biodata file with another
 
file, such as the one maintained by Winrock International (WI), and by adding

additional identifiers to the WI system this could provide an even greater
 
pool of professionals to prospective clients at 
a lower cost. We consider
 
this activity as one that has been done well, has attracted interest and
 
provided a valuable service, but should be handled in a more cost-effective
 
and comprehensive way.
 

Evaluation Task Force
 

During 1984 and 1985, a task force was aet up to meet a need
 
perceived by the Technical Committee of FSSP to provide quality, replicable
 
evaluations of FSR/E projects in the field. After some initial delays in
 



start-up, a task force was appointed with eit 
t members and nine additional
 
people in a backstopping group. 
They have meL and outlined a framework for
 
the evaluation instrument. At the moment, sections of the draft are in
 
preparation, and the FSSP is making plans to test the instrument in CATIE,
 
CARDI, and Zambia, plus other projects in Africa.
 

The evaluation team applauds this recognition of the importance of
 
evaluation in projects and the need to develop tools which are appropriate to
 
FSR/E in field evaluation of specific programs and activities. However, there
 
is a critical need to involve AID/W effectively in the decision-making and
 
formulation of any tools of this type. 
 There is an institutionalized
 
evaluation procedure already operational in AID, and a number of handbooks
 
have-been written at large expense to facilitate and standardize this
 
process. 
 It is critical that the agency which developed these instruments and
 
which will need to use any new ones or modifications be included in their
 
formulation. It is important to consider evaluation at 
the several levels of
 
the project framework, decide what the evaluation should focus on, e.g.,

efficiency, effectiveness, and/or impact, and how it should be done within the
 
context of AID contracts, There is need for an evaluative framework and a
 
uniformity to approach which will use a standard device across as many types
 
of projects as possible. There is also a need for a USAID technical input

during the testing and evaluation phase of this activity. Thus, the team
 
commends the effort, but insists on a greater participation by the agency to
 
ensure the possibility of use within the AID system.
 

Research/Extension Project Handbook
 

Development of this handbook has been active over the past two
 
years. It is envisioned as a document which could be used for future
 
workshops on management of projects and the institutionalization of the FSR/E
 
process. There is an assumption by core management that this document would
 
be widely used by people in USAID missions, national programs, and bilateral
 
assistance projects. It was cited that nothing exists in this area, at least
 
in the specific area of FSR/E, and that most projects have no written
 
guidelines to follow in development of this type of project.
 

The evalup [on team has reviewed the current draft of the
 
research/extension project handbook, and concludes that although this may be
 
the only such guidebook to date, its approach is overly simplified and the
 
draft as presented would be of limited value to managers of FSR/E development
 
projects. There are several books available on project design, and AID
 
currently runs programs on project design and management. These should be
 
used as a basis from which to start with project handbook development if,
 
indeed, one is necessary. If so, there is a vital need for active AID/W

participation in the process. 
The current version is weak on guidelines for
 
management of interdisciplinary teams, for rigorous design of research on
 
farmer's fields, and for a specific emphasis on FS research. Since
 
considerable time and resources 
have been invested in the development of the
 
current draft of the book from this project, it could be made available to
 
development projects in its current form, perhaps in a loose-leaf
 
arrangement. Given other priorities, it is not recommended that additional
 
resources be dedicated to this handbook or future activities of this type, but
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thLt emphasis be placed on implementation in the ficld using existing
 
materials and procedures.
 

B. Training and Publications
 

Introduction
 

This performance assessment is based on interviews, a review of FSSP
 
documents and training materials, a support entity survey done by S&T/AGR, and
 
a review of cables from missions commenting on FSSP activities. Since there
 
has been no opportunity to get the direct views of participants in any of the
 
training sessions.
 

Inventory of Activities and Assessment
 

FSSP has initiated a broad range of activities that can be regarded
 
as training. These include: "sensitivity" workshops in the U.S.;

"sensitivity" and "networkshops" in Latin America/Caribbean and in Africa; the
 
development of specialized state-of-the-art training networks; a number of
 
miscellaneous activities; and publications. Each of these five categories is
 
reviewed separately below.
 

Domestic Workshops
 

Three different types of domestic workshops have been organized by
 
FSSP. Most of these were basic orientation workshops; in addition, one
 
methodology application workshop has been held and one workshop to train FSR
 
trainers (Iowa State). The table below summarizes these workshops: 

Table 1 FSSP Domestic Workshops 

Type 1983 1984 1985 Total 

Orientation 5 4 1 10 

Application 0 0 1 1
 

Training of Trainers 0 1 0 1
 

Total 5 
 5 2 12
 

Several aspects of these workshops deserve comment. First, there has
 
been commendable success in having them sponsored by support e'tities; of the
 
twelve workshops, only four were held in Gainesville and these have been for
 
the most part pilot activities. Eight other institutions hosted the remaining
 
workshops, and one - Virginia State University - has agreed to become the
 
permanent home of the orientation workshops. Only one per year is now thought
 
necessary, but the team believes the "orientation" mission has been
 
accomplished.
 

Second, the domestic workshops have proved very useful as a way of 
building relationships among the U.S. community interested in FSR/E. This
 
emerges strongly in the SE survey conducted by S&T/AGR.
 



-7-

Third, there was significant involvement of AID employees and foreign
 
nationals (administrators, scientists, students) in the U.S. activities; about
 
one-half or so of all participants were in this category.
 

A fourth point is that the domestic workshops have improved over
 
time. Initially they were very weak both pedagogically and technically and
 
AID criticisms and suggestions were often ignored, but significant
 
improvements have been made.
 

Finally, the number of activities is large given the relatively short
 
period of time FSSP has been in operation, which is a compliment to the energy
 
and organizational talent of the FSSP core staff, but also reflects the lack
 
of a "programmatic" focus.
 

There are a number of points where improvement must be sought.
 
First, FSSP staff attempted to use the domestic workshops to assess overseas
 
training needs (for Africa especially). This "informal" needs assessment
 
however was no substitute for a rigorous assessment through visits to AID
 
field missions and national program leaders as is commonly done in other
 
centrally-funded projects. A limited amount of this was done on a somewhat ad
 
hoc basis in West Africa, but all-in-all the attempt to understand the full
 
range of indigenous training needs was inadequate. This has led to
 
disagreement among various concerned parties regarding the focus of many of
 
FSSP's activities. Second, the early slide-tape modules were of lesser
 
utility than they could have been; rather than attempting to prepare these
 
materials in-house, FSSP could have used their Technical Committee structure,
 
with AID participation, to gain access to people able to strengthen the
 
materials both with regard to region-specific content as well as A-V technique.
 

Third, the workshops have been implemented by relatively junior and
 
inexperienced people-again FSSP could have done better by administering the
 
workshop process but leaving implementation to people with the breadth an
 
depth of experien:e required. 

Fourth, th2 workshops have been relatively heavy on social science and 
process, out light on technical content and problem focus. (Again this could 
have been improved through greater reliance on outside expertise and AID 
participation). 

In sum, the domestic workshop series has been spotty but it is 
encouraging that things appear to he getting better as time goes on. Probably 
too much was attempted by the core !;taff itself in the beginning; quality 
suffered. The current intent to de-emphasize the introductory workshops and 
concentrate on a few priority areas, is a laudable attempt to prioritize and 
focus the FSSP effort and should be given strong support by AID. 

Overseas Workshops 

A relatively large number of overseasv workihops of varying duration 
have been held. in some of these FSSP was solely respoitible for the 
proceedings, in others responsibility was sharl and in some FSSP has played 
an ancillary role. Some attempt to categorize the activitles along these 
linea is made in the table below (this ,loes not count workshops organized by 
others at which FSSP wasi represented.) 



Table 2 FSSP Overseas Workshops
 

Year Region Major Moderate Minor Total
 

1983
 
AFR 1 0
1 2
 

ASIA 0 0
0 0
 

LAC 2 0
0 2
 

1984 APR 1 1 1 3
 

ASIA 0 1 1 2 

LAC 2 0 0 
 2
 

1985 APR 1 6
2 3 


ASIA 0 0
0 0
 

LAC 1 3 0 4
 

Total 9 
 7 5 21
 

The following positive points need to be recognized. First, the LAC
 
workshops have apparently been implemented very well judging from mission
 
cables which are on the whole complimentary. Second, the quality of
 
activities has improved with time, indicating that FSSP staff are learning
 
from their experience. (This is particularly evident in Africa). Third, the
 
large number of activities undertaken suggests a very high level of energy and
 
commitment on the part of FSSP core staff and their hard work should be
 
recognized.
 

There are also some areas where improvement is warranted. First, the
 
Africa workshops have been weak with regard to Africa-relevant content, with
 
regard to the availability and quality of French language translation for both
 
oral presentations and written materials; and with regard 
to A-V technical
 
quality. Although some improvement has been made over time, the current
 
materials are still far too weak. 
This must be addressed as a high priority,

preferably by drawing on the technical resources of others actively engaged in
 
FSR and related activities in the region.
 

Second, the very large number of activities carried out suggests that 
the FSSP staff have been giving too much attention to doing things and not 
enough attention to doing them well. A third and related point is that the 
workshops exhibit little sense of strategy, direction, or problem-focus. FSSP
 
has seemingly been willing to support nearly anything anywhere, with the
 
result that their staff and intellectual resources have been fragmented. Two
 
noteworthy exceptions to this general rule 
are the Togo animal traction
 
workshop, which was preceded and succeeded by related activities that appear

technically-oriented and cumulative in nature; and the Paraguay program, which
 
although little advertised is very important.
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A final point relates to the Paraguay activity specifically and the
 
LAC program generally: these activities have been implemented very often by a
 
private consultant firm, and it is questionable whether this is the best
 
approach to host country institutional development. AID/Paraguay makes this
 
point explicitly in their cabled assessment of the FSSP activities there and
 
notes the lack of a multiplier effect associated with U.S. university
 
expertise.
 

In sum, the overseas workshop program has been implemented with
 
admirable energy but has been weakened by inadequate attention to the quality
 
and relevance of training materials. Good trainers can compensate to some
 
extent for weak materials, but all-in-all FSSP needs to devote much greater
 
attention to improving their materials with effective involvement of the SEs
 
and AID. This is recognized by FSSP leadership and staff and is, we believe,
 
in accord with their own emerging sense of priorities.
 

Training Materials Development 

Much of what needs to be :.aid regarding this topic has been touched
 
on in the sections above. But it is important to note that FSSP staff have
 
progressed over time in their approach to training materials development, with
 
the result now that energies are being focused on refinement of three training
 
units or modules on diagnosis, design of field trials, and management/adminis
tration. This focus should be encouraged and supported, but even further
 
prioritization is needed. Specifically, the management module should receive
 

lesser priority than the other two. This is not because management is
 
unimportant, but because (a) the other modules are more central to FSSP's
 
basic mi-iion; (b) it will be easier o introduce good technical content and a
 
sense of problem into the first two than into the third; (c) the management/ 
administrative module as currently presented is technically much weaker than 
tht other two; and suffers from the same deticiencies noted in the Project 
Handbook; and (d) FSSP has strict limitations of staff time, financial 
resources, and time remaintng until project completion. Attention should be 
concentrated on improving the first two modules and institutionalizing their
 
delivery in appropriate SEs and host country national programs.
 

Miscellaneous Training Activities
 

FSSP has !sent core staff or SE representati ies to an impressive 
number of meetingsi, r'onferences, and workshops. FSSP has also provided useful 
support to relattv(.:- large numbers of individual scientists overseas, 
enabling them to attend activities that they could otherwise have missed. 
While admirable in intent, the cumulative impact of these various :Iisconnected 
efforts ii probably not great and there is an unfortunate fragmentation of 
staff attention as a result. Especially now that funding levels have 
declined, FSSP management should re-think the approach to such activities and 
give serious attention to reducing the level of support provided. 

Piibt cLatlons and Rlated| Matteri 

FSSP produiren a utimbe r of ti,,f ul p)rinted matertal.! that leserve 
mention. The newsletter has been generally accepted in the U.S. and in very 
highly regarded overseasi. The d(st ribution list is large (nearly 5,000), and 
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it is available in Spanish and French as well as English. It is possible to
 
quarrel with the content of the newsletter and with the translations, but
 
overall this service is a valuable one and FSSP should be commended for having
 
done the job well.
 

FSSP is also responsible for generating 100 bibliographic entries
 
each year and arranging for them to be annotated and distributed by AID's
 
central evaluation office (?PC/CDIE). In addition, all such materials are
 
retained at the Kansas State University (KSU) documentation center. One
 
problem is that the annotation service provided by AID/PPC/CDIE has been both
 
slow and technically weak. This reflects a flaw in the original project
 
design. The annotations should be done by FSSP (preferably through SEs), iuoL 
by CDIE. S&T/AGR shoild address this problem immediately.
 

Many other doc imentary efforts are also underway - various books,
 
manuals, an inventory of FSR activities, guidelines in various fields, and so
 
forth. It is clear that this represents a dispersion of staff effort and
 
financial resources, and not all the activities can be regarded as high
 
priority.
 

FSSP management should undertake a careful review of these activities
 
and thin down the number considerably both to conserve core fu')ding and help
 
staff prioritize their time. As already noted, two obvious candidates for
 
elimination are, first, the manual on project management guideline3, which is
 
peripheral to FSSP's basic mission. Moreover, this topic is addressed by a
 
large number of other books, articles, and training courses. The second clear
 
candidate for elimination is the series of country briefing books. While
 
undoubtedly useful, these represent an extremely low-priority undertaking
 
given FSSP's basic purpose and limitations of staff and funding.
 

C. Networking
 

1. Introduction
 

Program lesign gave this activity a high priority and it was a
 
featured poirt of the FSSP presentation during the review. it was clear that
 
FSSP staff have thought long and hard about networking and its implementation,
 
e.g. see Chris 0. Andrew, "Considerations for Networking D)evelopment to
 
SuTport 1).S. Technical assistance," 1985. Several specific activities were
 
listed in briefing materials (,ee exhibit ill) and the process itself was given
 
considerable attention.
 

FSSP told un a network links three or more in sustained interaction. It 
features exchange among equalq, a collegial activity refiting on common 
concerns. FSSP'n role is to actively promote such networki--"to 
foster/fiiel/fan" In the wori of one. To thisi end FSS P;Iie-ki to Hentify
 
themes of high prl.oritv to farming !sys|trmn rwesearc:h, to Identif y Inilviduals 
with interest in the thi-me, to farilitate their coming together, and to 
struvtre an envi ronment In which they can Inilt late aInd ;uitain the t-xchnnge 
of ide;as. The aim iii to Improve perforrwince tirough the titi tilaiton that suCh 
sharing engendern and through the rense of endortement trom pee rsi with common 
cauelo. 
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Exhibit # 1 
FSSP NETWORKING ACCIVITIE5 
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Response
 

Newsletter
 
Program Associates
 
Training
 
Technical Assistance
 
Documentation
 
FSR Inventory
 
Publications
 
Biodata Files
 



FSSP sees several lines through which networks can be developed: 1)
 
within the U. S. support base, 2) through IARC networks, or through such
 
regional institutions as SAPGRAD, 3) inside countries, 4) through groups bound
 
together by topical interests, 5) through private firms, and 6) through the
 
creative crossing of barriers.
 

2. Achievements
 

In looking at the six activities initially envisioned it is clear
 
that FSSP's major success to date has been in fostering the development of a
 
network among those in U.S. universities and private firms (SEs) who are
 
concerned with FSR/E. One possible measure of this is the undocumented FSSP
 
management estimate that every dollar of funding from FSSP for this activity

has called forth up to two dollars of added spending by others.
 

Emphasis has been given to technology generation through
 
collaborative, on-farm research in which interactions and the farmer play
 
critical roles. Coming together in FSSP sponsored meetings, and in the
 
context of an ever clearer framework of ideas, has contributed much to the
 
exchange among practitioners based in U.S. universities. The principal FSSP
 
activity here is the annual workshop at Kansas State University. This
 
recurring event is certainly the fulcrum of international farming systems

activities in the U.S. With growing participation from non-U.S. practi
tioners, it is argueably the single most significant gathering in the world
 
for those involved in farming systems research.
 

A second major U.S. based effort is the nine "introductory"
 
workshops. These are seen by FSSP as training and are discussed above but it
 
is likely that a great deal of peer exchange occurs and that much sustained
 
exchange has been touched off. To the extent this surmise is true, then t1ose
 
workshops have fostered/fueled/fanned networks among those of like interests.
 
FSSP has undertaken several training courses in developing countries. While
 
these have featured a teacher-student stance of varying quality, it is again

likely that significant peer exchange has occurred and that potential networks
 
have emerged. 

Among the networking activities to date, perhaps the most significant
 
for the future were the focused efforts in Africa. There, three classes of
 
networks were identified for the west-commodity based, animal based, and 
university based-and a pace setting animal traction workshop was held in 1985
 
in Togs. It was judged by participants and observers to be quite useful. Its 
format will, according to FSSP staff, set the pattern for future efforts. 
While it is still early to say whether sustained communication among 
practitioners will emerge, there Is cause for optimism. As well, the model 
(and that for a similar effort in early 1984 in Southern Africa) contributed 
to an Afries wide workshop on animal traction at ILCA in July 1985 to which 
SSP contributed. 

Judgment about these earlier efforts must necessarily be tentative. 
Networking, after all, requires a sustained, continuing exchange if it is to 
be cost. effective, It seems likely that sustained exchange has come about 
through the efforts in the U.S. An unresolved issue is the extent to which 
FSOP should take a leading role in networking vie-a-vie efforts to supplement, 
expand, or reinforce ongoing networking activities carried out by LARCs, 



regional organizations, and others concerning FSR/E problems already 
identified and prioritized. Clearly sufficient time has not yet elapsed to
 
see if that will emerge from the Togo session. 

3. 	 Projections
 

fFSSP staff expressed a strong commitment to creating networks in the 
future.' They have the animal traction theme as one point of departure. The 
more general farming systems research theme is another. FSSP staff are well 
aware that much attention is already being given to networking in Asia, Latin 
America, and Africa. Indeed the funds already committed by others-West 
Africa, for example, has networks in each of several commodities and in 
farming systems research, the last through IITA and others-total well more 
than will be available to FSSP. In these'circumstances, they see themselves 
as taking steps which will complement the activities of others. As can be 
noted, this reflects some internal inconsistencies in approach.
 

FSSP is optimistic about farming systems networks based on West 
Africa university staffs. These professionals have, as we understand it,
 
participated less than their NARC colleagues in existing networks. With the
 
success of the Togo workshop, FSSP plans to use that effort as a model for
 
future networking. Along with workshops, FSSP will incorporate other vehicles
 
for structuring and facilitating exchange, e.g. exchange of staff,
 
professional visits and exchange of publications.
 

4. 	 Conclusions
 

In evaluating PSSP's efforts in networking and in commenting on its 
future, several conclusions can be reached and suggestions offered, as follows. 

o 	 Less emphasis should be given to networking in the U.S. 
With what has already been accomplished, FSSP can reduce 
its commitments and expect that participants will find the 
funding necessary to carry on this work. 

o 	 The role for FSSP in farming systems networks in West
 
Africa has yet to be clearly defined. For instance, it is 
not clear what an institution based in the U.S. can do to 
ensure that the role of identifying priority themes and 
participants for developing countries is satisfactorily 
played, especially siven the substantial commitments 
already made to the development of networks by others. 

* .. 0 	 1SSF, in collaboration with AID, should bring more evident 
purposiveness to their networking efforts. This means 
identifying priority problems, priority countries# and 
priority participants. It also means framing appropriate 
supporting materials, reducing the role of oppor.nism, and 
reinforcing structure and design in the planning of 185
supported networking activities. 
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o Given the cost of the activity and the uncertainty
 
associated with the utility of output, the evaluation team is
 
forced to question the cost-effectiveness of the current
 
approach and urges that, as part of a collaborative strategizing
 
process, the purpose, scope and approach of future networking
 
activities be clearly defined, particularly in Africa.
 

D. State-of-the-Art and Synthesis
 

1. Introduction
 

"State-of-the-art" (SOTA) activities are the synthesis of current
 
information and experience on farming systems concepts, methods, and technical
 
issues. The purpose is to make such information, including guidelines and
 
training rwiterials, conveniently available to practitioners. This is
 
important because the FSR/E projects that produce and use the information are
 
often small and widely separated. It is difficult to learn where information
 
is available and to obtain it. Accordingly, it is difficult for individual
 
FSR/E groups to compare and evaluate various approaches, procedures and
 
results. SOTA activities in the FSSP are a service to FSR/E practitioners and
 
others who set the direction of agricultural development efforts located in
 
universities and other contractors for FSR/E projects and AID. Thus, it is
 
important for FSSP to obtain access through effective linkages with the
 
deliverers of FSR/E services.
 

This review of "state-of-the-art" and synthesis activities within the
 
FSSP addresses their following aspects: general approach; procedures; level
 
of achievement; and future directions. The basis for review includes oral
 
presentations and answers given to the evaluation team by the FSSP staff and
 
other informants, program documents (the 1982 Cooperative Agreement, 1984
 
Annual Report, 1985 Annual Work Plan, 1985 Implementation Plan for the 1985
 
Annuail Work Plan, and '7FSSP Summary Memo on State-of-the-Art Develop-men7) 
prepared for the evaluation tean and several State-of-the-Art subject matter 
papers. These sources appeared representative of the scope and quality of 
work required of FSSP and of FSSP's response, and hence adequate for the
 
review.
 

2. General Approach
 

The Cooperative Agreement (October 1982) suggests that 
state-of-the-art research should identify issues -ommon to FSR/E programs and 
evaluate causesi, qolutionsi and possible consequences of the concerns most 
frequently expresjser. The work is expected to yield five practical field 
guideltnesi that might cover alternative methodologtes used by national 
programs, organizational concerns, extension, trafiLng and the cost
effectivenes, of FSR/E. 

,rhe 11Ijmary inemorandurn on SOTA given at the June! 1985 review 
indlcatea that effortj to riynttmati,1f! SOA devel.opmvnt have jus' begun. SOTA 
development Is regarded as an implicit activity in training, networking and 
technical ass Iistance, but no specific ttrategy has evolved. Fifteen topics 
nre listed on which Information has been assembled, or toon will be. The 
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topics are prioritized presumably according to the need expressed by
 
practitioners of FSR/E, and hence in the order in which work on them will be
 
completed. Unfortunately, AID was not invited to participate in this process.
 

Intervening reports and workplans discuss SOTA activities but do not
 
reflect a consistent approach or consistent themes in conceptualization of
 
thia area of activity. Each discussion tells what is being done but the steps
 
aren't clearly related. In presenting SOTA syntheses, one report highlights
 
the role of the Technical Committee and the bibliography, another training
 
units, and another case histories; all no doubt related to SOTA development
 
but not according to a particular plan. A definition of SOTA iL not found,
 
nor the purpose of SOTA, its objectives, or a plan for achieving the
 
objectives. Nevertheless, from several sources and through diverse
 
activities, syntheses of information on a number of topics are being
 
accomplished (See Appendix 2).
 

The sources of SOTA syntheeis vary. The role of extension and issues
 
with respect to ;!'-estock in FSRiE wre examined by special task forces. Many
 
of the topics are to be treated in training units. Agro-forestry is covered
 
in a workshop proceeding, as is traction power, while integrated pest
 
management is presented in a University of Florida course, and nutrition in
 
case studies.
 

The Evaluation team wishes to express the following concerns about
 
FSSP's general approach to SOTA and synthesis development:
 

o A definition (and perhaps renaming, if it aids
 
understanding) of SOTA/synthesis activities is needed, and a
 
stronger conceptualization of the job to be done.
 

o Given a definition of the concept, a strategy and work plan
 
for achieving objectives is needed. A strategy might show how
 
aims suggested in the cooperative agreement are linked to
 
activities (bibliography, case studies, technical committee,
 
course development, etc.) at any given time, how activities are
 
linked one-to-another, and how these together are linked to
 
expected SOTA products.
 

o If convenient access to synthesis of information on
 
frequently cited issues in FSR/E is indeed an objective, as we
 
think it should be, then the present passive approach (i.e.
 
leaving the syntheses to comprise mainly of products from other
 
activities--training units, textbooks, courses, workshop
 
proceedings, network operations, etc.), requires modification.
 
Accessing and using information from such diverse sources and in
 
such diverse formats may not be an easy task.
 

o Even if information were easily available and understood 
from thes2 various sources, it is not clear that it would 
represent a state-of-the-art synthesis. Training courses, for 
example, might reasonably contain the basics of FSR/E,
 
emphasizing "tried-and-true" methods, but go light on theory,
 
history, or comparative review that a synthesis might contain. 
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Similarly, workshops, textbooks and case studies often are
 
developed with objectives that may not support a synthesis.
 
There is no substitute for SOTA/synthesis in a dynamic setting
 
based on research.
 

3. Procedures
 

Identifying issues for study, prioritizing them and getting the work
 
done are the major procedural concerns. The Technical Committee of the FSSP
 
is to provide guidance on the identification of issues for study and, presum
ably, in the setting of priorities. This is to be done through a representa
tive of the FSSP core on he Technical Committee. Information is then
 
assembled and synthesized through the various means mentioned above--training
 
unit development, task forces, bibliography, workshops, etc. In practice, the
 
leadership and initiative for getting the work done, and much of the direct
 
responsibility for SOTA activities, presently resides with the FSSP core staff.
 

A review of the procedures followed and results obtained suggests
 
that identification of issues and setting of priorities with respect to those
 
issues has been satisfactory. That is, the areas of SOTA activities listed in
 
Appendix 2, particularly the highest priority areas, appear an appropriate
 
beginning set of problem areas for study. However, the prioritization was
 
apparently done primarily by core staff, with little input from the technical
 
committee and no discernable input from AID. The set of issues contains
 
technical problems (e.g. agro-forestry, IPM, livestock), methodological areas
 
(diagnostic surveys, on-farm trials), institutional questions (e.g. extension,
 
social science, in FSR/E and evaluation of FSR/E approach), and principles of
 
FSR/E (e.g. economic characteristics of small-scale farmers).
 

The identification of issues and setting of priorities, however,
 
might be improved by:
 

o Organization of issues in a manner that provides a sense of
 
the kinds of expertise required for their study-e.g. principles
 
of FSR/E, methods of FSR/E, organization of FSR/E, technology of
 
FSR/E, economics of farming systems, etc.;
 

o Establishing procedures for identifying issues that more 
explicitly incorporate the vievs of FSR/E project staff 
overseas, e.g., what are the FSR/E backstopping issues that can 
be explored by FSSP for bilaLeral contractors?; 

o Associating with each problem area a quantitative or
 
qualitative measure of the importance of the issue (e.g.
 
projects that requested work on nutrition, areas of the world
 
where agro-forestry technology is a concern, economic conditions
 
under which crops/livestock technology is lacking, expected
 
gains from closer linkage of research and extension).
 

The slow progress to date in developing and implementing an overall 
plan for SOTA activities within the cori FSSP, and the largely untapped 
greater capacity of the FSSP program as a whole (including the support 
entities), suggest that a larger amount of the responsibility for SOTA
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development should be distributed to associated universities. A needed
 
expansion of activities that are explicitly planned; a process closely
 

involving the Technical Committee with AID participation, for SOTA synthesis
 
(i.e. not simply comprised of training units, workshop proceedings, etc.),
 
cannot and should not be accomplished solely by an already heavily committed
 
core staff. Both the quality and the volume of SOTA development
 
accomplishments require a wider base for contributions to this effort.
 

4. Performance
 

The level of achievement of the FSSP with respect to SOTA activities
 
is reviewed on the basis of selected SOTA materials already identified.
 
Assuming the products presented by the FSSP to be the appropriate kind of
 
output, how satisfactory are they?
 

o The range of topics selected by FSSP management for study as
 
SOTA activities appears an appropriate beginning list of farming
 
systems problems areas. As methodological and conceptual issues are
 
resolved, the program should increasingly focus on technical issues
 

identified through network activities. Traction power is an example
 
of such an issue already covered. Additional issues should be
 
identified according to their importance in the countries where
 
farming systems projects are being carried out.
 

o Prioritizing the SOTA problem areas, in collaboration with AID,
 
is also a useful step and should similarly be based upon likely
 
benefits in countries where FSR/E is being carried out with linkages
 
to the FSSP.
 

o Production of SOTA materials has been slow, with very few of the
 

15 initial topics considered finished. As cited earlier, SOTA
 
materials have been developed mainly for other purposes and without
 
much central direction. Apart from content consideration, this
 
approach has undoubtedly delayed SOTA output, compared to identifying
 
resources and proceeding with a specific plan for producing SOTA
 
materials.
 

o Materials vary widely according to the apparent target
 
audience. The "Task Force Report on Livestock in Mixed Farming
 
Systems" may be useful to a high level research officer to
 
understand broad concepts, perhaps as input into a decision of
 
whether to commit agency resources to a farming systems
 
livestock project. The report is not likely to be of much use
 
to a field practitioner needing to know the state-of-the-art for
 
conducting livestock research in FSR/E. This problem is shared
 
by many of the materials because they were not planned as SOTA
 
documents.
 

o The quality of SOTA documents needs improvement, largely
 

from the standpoint of comprehensiveness and practical
 
usefulnessi. In most cases, one or two items are recommended as
 
the SOTA documentation on a topic. Again, perhaps because they
 
were not produced as SOTA documents and often written by a few
 
authors, they necessarily lack the perspective and credibility.
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usefulness. In most cases, one or two items are
 
recommended as the SOTA documentation on a topic. Again,
 
perhaps because they were not produced as SOTA documents
 
and often written by a few authors, they necessarily lack
 
the perspective and credibility.
 

In summary, the quality and rate of progress of work on SOTA
 
activities to date suggests that a specific strategy and multi-year plan for
 
producing a limited number of priority SOTA products be formulated and that
 
resources be identified among the support entities to conduct the work in a
 
timely manner. The materials produced should be carefully reviewed for
 
comprehensiveness, soundness, understandability and practical use 
to
 
practitioners. Review of SOTA might be conducted by either the Technical
 
Committee or by independent scholars recognized for their expertise in the
 
respective fields.
 

5. SOTA Strategy
 

There is little in FSSP documentation to suggest planning or
 
direction of SOTA activities. The above recommendations with respect to
 
general approach, procedures and level of achievement imply future steps to be
 
taken. Most important is an overall strategy and plan, agreed to by the
 
principal parties of interest, that defines what SOTA activities are, who is
 
the target user of the documents and for what purpose, and that shows where
 
the SOTA program is headed.
 

Finally, usefulness of the term "State-of-the-Art" without reference
 
to synthesis should be ieconsidered. Its meaning may be sufficiently obscure
 
as to inhibit understanding of FSSP objectives within FSSP, USAID, and country

projects. Another acronym or word denoting "modern methods, principles and
 
technology" may be more useful. than "SOTA", per se.
 

E. Organization and Management
 

1. General
 

The management of this project has reflected, to a significant
 
extent, the problems in a collaborative arrangement involving a large number
 
of institutions in an innovative and experimental effort. The FSSP project

management team, that is, the Director and his core staff, have a number of
 
clients to deal with and satisfy, e.g.; the Title XII community in general,

and particularly the FSSP participating universities (generally referred to as
 
support entities); AID including S&T, the regional bureaus and field missions;

and, ultimately, the end-users including bi-lateral contractors, NARCs, IARCs,
 
etc. The cooperative agreement itself is vague regarding expected results and
 
the signals coming from AID are sometimes distorted or contradictory, or at
 
least are interpreted as such. Since there is not complete agreement or
 
understanding among all the players as to 
the purpose and principal thrusts of
 
the proje ts, annual work planning and result-oriented progress reporting
 
becomes a difficult process and, without an agreed upon strategy, short-term
 
and activity-oriented. As will be briefly described, the FSSP has made
 
a strong effort to develop organizational and procedural guidelines* but it
 

*See "Procedural Manual - Operational Guidelines for the Farming
 
Systems Stipport Project:, a draft dated April 1985.
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appears that often there is more structure than substance in the arrangements
 
and materials.
 

2. FSSP
 

Lead University
 

The Cooperative Agreement specifies that the University of Florida
 
will "... perform as the lead entity and will coordinate the inputs of 
collaborating institutions with similar interests in FSR/E." It goes on to
 
explain that the FSSP will be administered centrally with core administrative
 
and management staff coordinating and supervising overall program activities.
 
Program and administrative support was envisioned as emanating"... from a
 
confederation of entities working cooperatively with the recipient." The
 
precise advisory and participatory structure was not stipulated in the
 
agreement but was expected to evolve as the dimensions of the program became
 
more obvious. Many entities are to be called upon to participate in and
 
prepare for implementation responsibilities. A "core program", presumably to
 
be worked out in the work planning process, was to multiply expertise by
 
helping developing "core areas", also undefined, at various institutions
 
directed toward establishing specific areas of strength. It is worthy of
 
particular note that the CA language states:
 

A coordinated organizational administrative
 
and managerial strategy will be essential
 
to achieve that end. The rapidity with which
 
the FSSP is being initiated through the coop
erative agreement has not provided the inter
institutional communication time required to
 
finalize a particular mode.
 

The FSSP Director pointed out to the team that "lead entity" is not
 
the same thing as a "managcment entity" as used in CRSPs. The participating
 
universities or support entities are not equal and there is no cohesive
 
research objective to provide the basic framework. Therefore, one of the
 
earliest challenges facing the project leader/director was to recruit his core
 
staff and build-up the project structure and organization.
 

Core Staff
 

The original agreement contemplated three core staff members, i.e., a
 
project leader, a coordinator for technical assistance, and a coordinator for
 
training and networking, plus supporting staff. It was anticipated that
 
consultants would provide many of the short term services required by the
 
agreement. The current staffing pattern is listed on pages 50-52 of the
 
Procedural Manual and includes, in addition to the Director, five
 
coordinators. Core management has also actively been seeking AID's approval
 
and funding of a regional support program based in Cameroon and the assignment
 
of an additional full-time coordinator. In addition to advice received by
 
organizations mentioned below, the Director receives counsel from a
 
senior-counciler in residence (Pete Hildebrand) and from time-to-time, may
 
seek external advice, e.g., the hiring of a consultant (Bob House - Vanderbilt
 
University) on FSSP management.
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In the view of the team, and as expressed elsewhere in this report,

the core staff has taken on more responsibilities and delivery activities than
 
originally contemplated or desirable. This is due, at least in part, 
to the
 
pressure on them to produce results, the absence of an approved long-range
 
strategy and agreement on the priority and nature of specific expected results
 
(i.e., outputs), and their individual and collective high motivation to pro
duce. It has had, however, some unfortunate consequences regarding quality
 
and relevance of work undertaken and/or planned. The size and skill compo
sition of the core staff is obviously at issue, particularly in light of the
 
current funding difficulties. Since these are non-tenure track positions and,

according to the Director, are more management than substance or discipline
 
oriented, it was not possible to recruit 
an agronomist or other bio-scientist
 
for the core staff. The net result, except for a former AID research manage
ment specialist, is an unbalanced team of young and ambitious social scientists
 
who are learning (and they are learning), but mostly by trial and error. In
 
the process, the natural self-preservation instinct of the core staff (like
 
any institution) may be subconsciously modifying the original project approach
 
to fit personal capabilities, objectives and perceptions.
 

Particularly in the early days, there was a reluctance for core
 
management to involve the SEs effectively in the central program and to accept
 
SE proposals but, according to a member of the Advisory Council, this has
 
improved and there is more acceptance of "delegating a chunk of the program to
 
specific SEs" 
 There can be little doubt, however that some SEs felt spurned.
 

The Project Director, a long-term and tenured faculty member of the
 
University of Florida and an economist with extensive experience in Latin
 
America, has a good personal style and is well-liked and respected. He has
 
done a very good job in separating FSSP per se from the UF in the eyes of the
 
university community while, at the same 
time, getting good UF support. He has
 
not, however, always been equally as successful in dealing with AID. Core
 
management is not always sensitive as 
to when AID should be involved in FSSP
 
decisions and activities and at what level. Confronted with conflicting
 
signals, or signals he doesn't like, the Director has shown a tendency to
 
treat the cooperative agreement as an Iron-clad contract rather than a partner
ship. This is an indication that, after three years, there is still a great

deal of misunderstanding, confusion or disagreement as to what FSSP is to
 
accomplish and the optimum way to do it.
 

Advisory Council
 

An Advisory Council, composed of three members selected from amongst

the SEs of the FSSP network, was established as an advisory body to the
 
Director and a sounding board for policy purposes. Current representation

includes: (1) Larry Zuldema, Cornell University; (2) Jean Kearns, University
 
of Arizona, and (3) Dale Harpstead, MSU.
 

Apparently this council has been quite active and has the 
support of 
the university community. It has been involved in the selection of SEs, in 
policy meetings with AID officials, and, most important, in me'ding the 
various views regarding FSR/E, at least at the policy level. it has helped in
 
establishing the Technical Committee and providing general support 
to the
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Director. The Council, which is non-technical in composition, has suggested
 

or concurred in areas of program concentration but agrees that more can be
 
done in strategizing and using a problem focus; possibly through the use of
 

regional committees. As a support project, FSSP activities are viewed as
 

about right with a need to broaden the base of faculty participation. If the
 

Council can be faulted at all, it would be in taki.ng too soft a role in
 

encouraging program development and project design revision, providing more
 
programming guidance to core management, and in advising the Director on the
 
more effective timing and level of AID involvement as a partner in major
 
project decisions.
 

Technical Committee
 

The Procedural Manual describes the Technical Committee as the only
 
"standing committee" of the FSSP and as advisory to the Director and core
 
staff. It is to serve as a technical resource base and as regional and
 
institutional representative for network and communication purposes. Areas to
 
be considered include: research, extension, management, data retrieval and
 
analysis, family, livestock, cropping, agro-forestry, soil and water
 
infrastructure and policy systems. Its purpose, inter alia, is given as (a)
 
provide for common goals and serve as trustees of the systems approach (b)
 
assist in developing guidelines and roles for task force strategies and (c)
 
representing disciplinary interest in farming systems through
 
multi-disciplinary interfaces and integrated approaches to research and
 
extension programs. Membership selection is primarily from Program Leaders
 
with core staff representation.
 

Given the size and composition of the core staff, the Committee was
 
viewed as a mechanism to involve the technical agro-disciplines but, by the
 
admission of most parties, it has not yet functioned effectively. The
 
Committee as originally composed was balanced and with good people but after
 
two meetings attendance began to fall off, partly due to indecision about the
 
advisory role of the committee and its clients. There have been no inputs
 

into networking or training with the only concrete result being the review of
 
submissions for the bibliography of readings in farming systems by the
 
Committee itself (Kansas State University serves as the lead institution in
 
this documentation effort).
 

The currert chairperson indicated some frustration in attempting to
 
set priorities for a support or passive type project. There has been an
 
attempt to come up with task force subjects and people, e.g., in evaluation,
 
animal traction, and intra-household dynamics, and to determine SOTA 
priorities but they are mostly short-term and reflect on-going functions. To 
a considerable extent, this reflects a lack of sufficient guidelines and/or 
delegation from the core staff. In turn, this may also reflect the conflicts 
between a service and research orientation. The Director himself has 
indicated concern about the gap which has evolved and the underuse of the 
committee to date. It appears obvious to the team that a good part of the 
problem concerns the role of the core staff vis-a-vis the supporting entities 
and the FSR/E community in general.
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Task Groups
 

The task force concept (ad hoc committees) is emploved to address
 
technical support needs as an instrument of the Technical C.mittee and core
 
staff. The task-oriented approach is to be employed to support training,
 
terhnical assistance, networking, and SOTA/synthesis. A product is expected.
 

The most active task force appears the one concerned with evaluation, 
a subject initiated by the Technical Committee and reflecting their concern 
with the need for quality, replicable evaluations of FSR/E projects in the 
field. A lead entity - Winrock International - was selected in September, 
1984. The group, led by James Henson from WSU, includes membership from 
several universities, The Re. arch Triangle Institute, with ex officio 
advisors from FSSP and AID. The evaluation task force is also backstopped by' 
a large group of individuals but there is a significant gap - no professional 
representation from the AID evaluation community. Since AID already has a 
well-developed and institutionalized project evaluating system, the team is
 
concerned that the end product may not be acceptable in part or in whole to
 
AID.
 

Other task forces have been created, e.g. on livestock, in connection
 
with the animal traction workshops, but to date this mechanism to involve
 
technical expertise has been underutilized. 

Support Entities
 

An important objective of the project is to increase the quality and 
quantity of U.S. expertise in FSR/E to strengthen the base for the FSSP and 
other kID initiatives in FSR/P'. As the lead university, U.F. is expected to 
"...eagerly solicit help from and cooperate with other lnstitutions" which 
will collaborate in providing technical assistance, training and guidelines to 
FSR/E programs in the developing countries. The agreement is non-specific 
regarding the structure of the "confederation of entities" which will work 
cooperatively with UF. Therefore, one of the first tanks of the Director was 
to develop the University iupport base which was formalized in a non-funded 
Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) for the purpose of linking support entitles 
(universities and private firms) to the FSSP'. Accorling to the 1984 annual 
report, there are 26 support entittes in the base, including five consulting 
firms. 

Some All) offtciali have! Inidicated surpr i,s It thel a:ge number of SEs 
which was dec ided by the Director with the asisjtanc! of the Auvisory Council 
but without consultatton with .k[D/S&r. It 123 important to note, in this 
connection, that the execution of MOA noesi not, by tnelf, give an accurate 
picture of SK participation s!ince, on the one hand th:ey art non-funled and , on 
the other, SE, may u.1e other than F;PI fundsi when partlIc ipatlng In an FSSP 
related activity 

At the repie ;t of thfe team, FY;P Irnanagern,,nt nippit en nion, rough data 
on the issuance of funded Purchasie Orders (POs ) to SE1. Tlh!i wni s d iff Icut. to 
do because the accounting system Is not net up to provide aggregate data by 
SEa. In the 250,000 to 302,000 bracket were, in order of magnitud: 
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SA&GRIDEC, CSUO MSU, and KSU. In the $50,000 to $249,000 bracket were, also in 
order of magnitude: U. of Arizona, WSU, VPI, Development Alternatives, Inc.,
and U. HnUn. In effect, the major recipients of FSSP funding have been two 
orivate consulting firms and approximately seven universities - neither an 
unwieldy nor impressive number. It appears that MOAs are used mostly as 
public relations instruments rather than as the basis for programmed linkages. 

* At the request of the Team Leader, the S&T project manager prepared a 
survey questionnaire which was sent to all SEs asking for their response to a 
series of statements describing their reactions, on a rough favor-to-disfavor 
scale, to FSSP activities. Nineteen program Leaders and 18 Administrative 
Coordinators responded. The two groups did not differ substantially in their 
replies and were therefore consolidated. The questionnaires and a compilation 
and analysis of replies is included as Appendix No. 4.
 

The support entity survey reflects the judgment of the respondents

based upon direct observation, information provided by the FSSP, and other 
sources. A significant n'mber of the respondents had no opinion regarding the 
training and networking activities in foreign countries. Perceptions of the
 
members in the joint venture regarding the performance of the project,
however, are important regardless of the amount of direct involvement in the 
project. Although the responses in large part are self standing, some major
conclusions from the "objective" questions are evident. 

o 	 Members of the support entity group are more favorably impressed 
with the domestic workshop training activities than the delivery
of training and networking activities in developing countries. 

o 	 A great deal of dissatisfaction exists regarding the lack of 
involvement or contribution to the support of FISP activities. 
In additiono the type of involvement is not strongly correlated 
with original expectations as reflected by the KOA. 

o 	 Almost all institutions believe they have considerable expertise
and capability in FSR/E. This finding has implications with 
respect to the development and delivery of future domestic 
workshops. 

o 	 At this point in the project, only about half of the respondents
feel 	that the FSR/I methodologies and training support materials
 
are appropriate. This finding warrants additional follow-up to 
determine the basis for this response. 

o 	 The institutional impact of participating in lISP is mixed. A 
majority of the respondents feel it is beneficial; however, over 
one third of the respondents feel lSSP participation has not 
enhanced their iLstitutional capability in faming systems. 

Among the top-ranked positive features of the ISP reported in an"open-ended question" fashion were: 

o opportunity to participate in FSR/E work overseas without along-term project (particularly for smaller universities); 



o 	 opportunity to interact withSo /esthinkers and 
practitioners; and 

o providing a forum for synthesizing and testing key systems
 
elements.
 

On 	the negative side, the features most reported were:
 

o 	 lack of opportunity to gain overseas experience; 

o 	 start-up problems, including visible mistakes such as the 
slide-tape modules for training materials; 

o 	 inadequate technical inputs; 

o 	 excessive reliance on the "old-boy" network; and 

o 	heavy on organizational structure and light on SOTA/research 
results. 

On one point there seems to be universal agreement. The annual FSSP 
conference at Kansas State has been, in the short life of this project# almost 
inetitutionalized indicating a real need for this type of mechanism to bring 
universities together in the development and use of FSR/E.
 

Program Hanagement
 

While this subject is also addressed in other parts of this report, 
it is important to note that there has been an undue reliance on the annual 
work planning process to provide the framework for strategizing, refining or 
redesigning the project and to develop priorities. Program development has 
been conceived by core staff as primarily an internal rather than a 
collaborative or joint process with AID and LF6P collaborators. With an 
evolviug (hopefully.) project concept and the collaborative mode provided by a 
cooperative agreement, this has proved to be a weak reed to lean on. There 
has also been little interaction with other AID centrally-f undad activities of 
interestp, e.g., in livestock, aquaculture and crop systems analysis. 

There are indications that the Director and his Advisory Council may
be uncertain as to where the project is going, or should go, ad what AID 
actually wants. This is manifested by the protective tendency to rely on a 
strict interpretation of the CA wording, To soe extent this is 
understandable given the conflicting signals sometimes coming from Washington, 
e.g., global v. Africa approach, support v. research. Itis also reflected in 
the 76SP core confusion or Intransigence as to who is in charge in AID/W
despite a recent letter to the Director, dated March 12, 1985, which clearly
designates the "B&T/Aa management team" and its specific responsibilities. 

Finally the extraordinary interest in this evaluation exercise by
both parties indicates a realization that serious problems exist end uned 
prompt resolution. 
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University and State Support 

There is ample evidence of support of the PS~ by the University of 
.Florida both directly and indirectly. In addition, U.. also acts an an SE. 

There are problems, however, in applying State of Florida regulations to 
international and national activities, e.g., in sub-contracting, per diem 
rates, provision for travel advances, and late payments. Since a large number 
of out-of state institutions are involved, thisi serious enough to warrant 
special attention.
 

3. AID 

From the organization and management point of view AID has had its 
own share of problems beginning with, and to some extent the result oft, the CA 
itself and an over-reliance on the annual work planning process as the 
mechanism for collaboration. At some point after the first year or so of 
operations, it could have been reasonably expected that a project redesign or 
definition could have been attempted. This, too, is awaiting the results of 
this evaluation - a heavy burden for a limited and external exercise. 

The relationships of the first project manager with FSSP, insofar as 
day-to-day activities have been concerned, have been excellent. However, for 
some reasons beyond his control, he has not been able to act effectively as a 
consensus mechanism for AID itself. The Project Committee appears to have 
become inoperative and "considered" regional bureau inputs based on a Clear 
understanding of the project have been difficult to obtain. 

While the PP or CA does not mention an Africa Locus, the Assistant 
Administrator of S&T believes this is the raison d'etre for the 7FS5. While 
all concerned now reaUlls that Africa is, or wil1 soon be, the principal if 
not the exclusive focus of the FSSP, signals from the Africa Bureau have been 
mixed, have not been adequately reviewed by mid-level management, and have not 
been communicated to the FOSP management core through proper S&T channels. 
Problems with the Lnt*e-bureu communicating process and AID's collaboration 
with 1981 are also exacerbated by the appearance of split responsibility 
within S&T, i.e., between its offices of Agriculture and Rural Development. 
As an example, despite the arch 12, 1985 letter on new project management
arrangementIs astaff member from M/RD introduced himself to the twea as the
"project co-manager", and apparently his still considered so by U.. 
Perhaps S&TWR thought it was solving this problem when an IPA officer 
assumed responsibility for overall project management and direction but this 
does not yet appear to be the case either internally to AID, or with the 185P 
and its Advisory Council, and will not be until a single officer is designated 
as the project manager. 

A final observation on sanagement concerns the nature of AID staff 
relatidou ips in a cooperative agreements It is unlike a contract involving
specific services or products which, after negotiation, involves AID primarily 
in an oversight and facilitative role with the contractor responsible for 
implementation. ather, in a CA, AID and the recipients 'become rtners,
throughout the entire project cycle, in a Jint~ effort to achieve the project 
purpose using an approach that requires fiiIx lrt2andIexperimentation. This 
means that staff and backup resources must be available at appropriate 
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organizational and technical levels and in a timely manner to interact with
 
FSSP management including its Advisory Council, Technical Committee and task 
groups. Staffing and funding shortages have made this difficult for AID staff 
to perform effectively, at least up to this time. 

V. ISSUES AND ONCLUSIONS 

The Team, on the basis of its analysis of performance to date and 
current planning, believes that the major issues involved may be summarized as 
follows: 

o 	 Lack of consensus regarding the contribution of a centrally
managed support project to FSR/E; 

o 	 Absence of a long-term strategy an the basis for joint
determination of FSSP priorities and as the basis' for 
program development; 

o ajor changes in AID policies and priorities; 

o 	The management difficulties in this type of project and 
the proper balance between core and SE participation; and, 
in light of the above; 

o 	The need to review the current relevance of the original
 
project design.
 

In this section, the report repeats or expands on the team's analyses,
conclusions and suggestions on these principal issues which, in an 
action-oriented version, are summarized in Section V as team recommendations. 

A. Conceptualization and Synthesis of 1SSP 

A sense of diversity in views and approaches was a major
consideration in establishing the need for the FSSP. Why this idea emerged
and what the Project has done about it is itself an interesting story. 

Step back a bit and see the impressions about agricultural research 
over the last decade or so. Most notably, there was an impression -
supported by study - of the great potential for investment in such research. 
Accoupanyinq that was a spotty record for development. assistance investment in 
the research systems of developing countries, some enormous successes but 
overall an uneven record. Finally, there was an eaerging Impression that the
research paradigms which had had such apparent success were not the most 
relevant for research aimed at the problems of small farmers in developing
countries. Practitioners vere coming forward with different ideas. Among
the"e 	were a set of guidelines :leaturing farmer participation in research,
on-farm efforts, collaborativ cr interdisciplinary activities, and some

* 	 broadly defined problem settings. Activities with this flavor came to be 
called farming system research and development assistance agencies saw $reat 
potential in their application. USAID in particular invested substantially in 
this pursuit through bi-lateral programs and a diverse set of undertakings was 



soon in place. As wal, there a xat awas sense enson esearch 
not coming together as they should. Smhw twstogt omncto 
amon. farmers, researchers and extension agents was not as it should be. 

By 1980, with vocabularies coming from several disciplines and with 
ends defined by a multitude of purposes, the farming system field presented
great apparent diversity. While at its core the concepts are clear and
simple, farming systems research soon encompassed virtually everything in 
agriculture  from technology generation, through markets and infrastructure,
the rural household, women's roles, to rural development and agricultural
policy. Kany sought to keep technology gen ration, testing and diffusion at 
center stage. Even so, however, there was still scope for diversity as, along

one spectrum, attention varied from a commodity or enterprise emphasis all the 
way to simultaneous coverage of the entire pattern of production with crops
and livestock accorded appropriate weights. Little wonder, then, that 
practitioners (or managers, or apologists or interpreters) frequently talked 
past one another. 

USAID saw the need to bring order and coordination to their own 
programs and to contribute to harmony and understanding in farming systems
research wherever it was underway. Thisled tothe 1SSP project, which was to 
"foster and coordinate the many farming systems research and extension 
programs1). (PSR/E) instituted in the last decade" (Cooperative Agreement, Page 

An we understand it, FSSP was to offer two kinds of support to those
 
concerned with FSR/E. 
One went to AID missions and involved assistance with 
the program cycle - briefings, PID preparation, PP, needs assessments, 
evaluation, debriefints - where farming systems was involved. The second 
related to the intellectual dimensions of 15R/R and involved training (for
Title XI teams and for NAIC staff), networking, and assessing the evolving
dimensions of the work itself. 

What has happened with these objectives over time? First, the need
for the first kind of support has not evolved as predicted, The emphasis on 
FSR/E Title X1I participation has not grown as was projected. Horeover, 
recently USAD regional bureaus are fLndiL advantage in having project
preparation undertaken by the same entity which will implement the project.
These developments have led to a lower than anticipated demand for assistance 
through the project cycle.
 

On the intellectual front, time has brought substantial change.
Impressions about what farming systems research is all about have begun to 
jell. ?SSP's activities (along with those of COGAR and many other 
institutions) have contributed to this. 15SP, as with a great many others, 
sees such research (1)focused on technology generation and diffusion, (2) for 
well defined sets of farmers, (3) involving collaborative efforts (e.g.,
biological and social scientists), (4)with significant on-farm activities,
and, (5) sensitive to the heavy influence of Interactions (concurrent and 
through time, biological and economic) on the decision making of small farmers 
in developing countries. This last point, with the emphasis on interaction,
makes it possible to accommodate research on whole systems well as that onas 
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commodities or enterprises within the farming systems rubric, so long as the
 
research is undertaken with full awareness of the interactions, e.g., across
 
enterprises, into the household, and including off farm work.
 

These developments have forced a change in the priorities among 
clients. As an example, service to overseas missions has been less than 
originally anticipated while networking for Title XII contractor overseas 
staff is being given higher priority. These new priorities and opportunities 
are described in the subsequent portions of this section. 

B. Strategies, Priorities, Program Development
 

A Change in Approach
 

FSSP staff expressed to the evaluation team two approaches to the 
selection and Scheduling of activit.es, a response approach and a proactive 
approach. The response approach mean, LO inform clients of capabilities then 
supply servicos upon request. This approach was also referred to as the
"opportunistic mode" of operations. The proactive mode implies the 
formulation of a strategy for reachi g a goal, the creation of an environment 
in which clients are likely to request services, and otherwise elicit actions 
by clients that advance FSSP goal!;. 

The FSSP has largely followed the "opportunistic" or "response
 
approach tintil now. This, perhaps, was appropriate to the Intended
 
"cooperatiwve node" of the FSS P's design by which the project's services would 
be redesignel as the need becomes evident. Indeed the opportunistic approach 
has been useful in the early phase of FSS P. Clients,' needs and ,'SSP's 
comparative aivantage,; in servicesi were initially unclear. The opportunistic 
approach factlitate ,an an.se.ine nt ard mtching of nee(l s and capabt lit ie. 

It ts a major conc luslon of the evaluation team that more of FSSP's 
activities ilhould be conducted In a proactive m:ode. Or in a somewhat negative 
context, s;trategic planning and priorities setting are not yet apparent in the 
principle acttvities, of FSSP. lIck of planning and strategizing is apparent 
in: 

Program feve lopment
 
Training
 
Technical a'sI itance
 
Networking
 
Prograin ,,v, lopoaent
 
SEn ,itructuire and linkages
 

Somie unilateral prioritization is apparent in SOTA but it is not 
clear how they were set or how thOi relates to level and scheduling of 
effort. Mluch more needs to bo lone. 

R,'siponI,' Merl'* 

A oI'Or.t at,,,l wILth the Inc I !lAt. Io t 01 he1 - , toward a "reiponse 

approach" In an apparnt ,.mplla s is on It p)ro:c,!ii and iiamlcr; ttlroiigh wh'ch 
FSSP ,ctlonti aind d(ec 1nin iappe-ned rlthl,.r than on t:hi, content and direction 

http:activit.es
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of actions based on any strategy to achieve desired results. The evaluation
 
team recommends the following.
 

o 	The emphasis on an African focus, while justifiable,
 
should not exclude the use of relevant experience in
 
Asia or Latin America as it may apply to Africa or limit
 
their access to FSSP products. Technical services to
 
these regions, however, should be supplied on a "buy-in"
 
basis.
 

o 	Identify technical problems that critically affect food
 
production, particularly in sub-Sahara Africa, which
 
prospectively can be solved through a FSR/E approach.
 
Principle activities of FSSP should relate to those
 
technical issues, including networking, training, SOTA,
 
technical assistance, and the distribution of responsi
abilities to SEs. Network activities on traction power
 
is a step in the right direction. Additional examples
 
of possible tec' ical issues are: weed management in
 
upland system, small farm irrigation practices, dryland
 
range management, efficient water use in arid and semi
arid regions.
 

o 	The formulation of an FSSP strategy with respect to
 
Africa should have a problem focus and be carried out
 
in close collaboration with SEs, S&T, and the regional
 
bureaus. Qi estions such as whether to post core staff
 
in Western Africa should await the results of such a
 
process.
 

o 	Program development should be defined to include the
 
inputs of not only the internal management of the core
 
FSSP team, but all collaborators including SEs, task
 
groups and others. Particular attention must be given
 
to planning how they might diverge from activities
 
planned under the original project design. Strategic
 
decision,-, should be consistently reflected in work plans 
and annuil reports. 

o 	While it may be clear internally to the core what the
 
priorities and strategies are, it does not come through.
 
These must be clearly articulated in processes and
 
products from the various program activities. 

o 	The Technical Committee shoul be immediately given the 
task of performing a more active role in strategizing, 
technical review, promoting access to technical resources, 
and to follow up evaluation of FSSP outputs. 

o 	 AID should be recogpntze-d by FS5P management as a tLll 
partner in strategizing, program development, and work 
planning at the purpo,;e and output levels. 
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C. AID Policies and Programs in Relation to FSSP
 

FSSP has experienced a number of difficulties in implementation due
 
to unresolved contradictions about AID's approach to agricultural development
 
in Africa and elsewhere. Three of the most prominent contradictions are
 
discussed below, and a final section draws conclusions that shed light on the
 
question of what needs to be done over the next two years.
 

1. Field Support vs Research
 

At the time FSSP was conceptualized it was generally felt that FSSP
 
should not do research per se but should rather provide support for field
 
research activities. This is reflected very strongly in the PP and
 
cooperative Agreement. Now, however, the pendulum has swung in the direction
 
of research and FSSP is criticized for being insufficiently involved in or
 
linked closely to field-level work.
 

This is not fair to FSSP management and should not cloud our judgment
 
of the value of what has been accomplished. There is more subtle aspect to
 
this as well. By restricting FSSPs involvement in actual FSR/E work, the
 
PP/Cooperative Agreement made it very difficult for FSSP to develop (SOTA),
 
training materials and problem-oriented networks. This is because only
 
hands-on involvement in the process of agriculture research can generate the
 
up-to-date and well-targeted guidance and knowledge required. On the other
 
hand, FSSP management has been slow in establishing working linkages with
 
field researchers. FSSP has also been too slow in bringing a technical
 
orientation to their work. However, the overriding problem was a basic flaw
 
in project design, which assumed that SOTA field support could be provided
 
independently of hands-on involvement in agriculture research.
 

2. FSR/E vs Commodity Work
 

Within the Agency there is considerable ambivalence and lack of 
clarity regarding what FSR/E is and what it should do, particularly regarding
 
the relation3l.ip between FSR/E and commodity research. People's different and
 
often partial conceptions led to conflicting expectations regarding FSSP. All
 
this might have been resolved had more time been spent putting together the 
project paper, but this process was rushed. FSSP was left to generate a 
definition of FSR that would suit various actors in AID, and the FSR/E 
community, an obviously impossible task. Now, however, at least with regard 
to Africa, an Agency consensus on the role of FSR/E has been achieved, FSSP 
should carefully review the Plan for Supporting Agricultural Research ant, 
Facilities of Agriculture in Africa, and discuss the implications with those 
in S&T and AFR who share responsibility for guiding the evolution of FSSP. In 
the meantime, however, FSSP should not be regarded with disapproval for having 
failed to develop a definition of FSR/E that would Satisfy everyone in AiD and 
outside as well. 

3. Networks and Networking 

As with the concept of FSR/E, there has been considerable uncertainty 
and disagreement regarding the role of "networks" in agricultural 
development. FSSP management has chose, perhaps inevitably given their lack 

http:relation3l.ip
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of involvement in on-going research programs, to concentrate on simply
 
facilitating the exchange of views and experience in the realm of FSR/E
 
broadly defined. At the same time, there has been within AID a growing
 
conviction that the "network" concept should have the following basic
 
attributes: (a) be organized around the definition and resolution of
 
particular technical issues or problems arising in agricultural research; and
 
(b) facilitate the exchange of genetic material and trial results on a
 
regional basis among cooperating scientists when joint activities complement
 
and support one another. This understanding had not been concisely stated
 
until publication of the Plan referred to above, and it has not yet been
 
effectively communicated to FSSP management. Thus their networking activities
 
are viewed with some disfavor due to the general lack of technical content;
 
but until recently it was not all that clear what AID expected of a network 
and in any ca t FSSPs "support" role makes it difficult for them to take any
 
sort of technical leadership role in supporting network development. There
 
are a range of possible solutions, including careful discussions with S&T and
 
AFR of the networking guidelines contained in the Plan (which represents an
 
AID concensus on this point); more careful attention to ensuring that
 
technical issues guide the development of future networking activities; Lid a
 
general withdrawal from the "sensitization" type of FSR workshops.
 

4. Redefinition
 

This evaluation has identified some significant issues in commu
nication between AID and FSS"P management with regard to implications for the
 
future shape of FSSP programs, particularly in Africa. The one-week exercise,
 
however, does not provide sufficient scope to wholly resolve these issues and
 
arrive at definitive, viable, and pragmatic conclusions. It is not possible
 
for an external group to say at this point exactly what FSSP should do to meet
 
emerging AID interests in research as opposed to program support. It is not
 
clear to us how a project directly focused on FSR/E can effectively address
 
the commodity tie-in; given FSSP distance from national programs and IARC's.
 
It is difficult to state how they can best help Eupport networks; and there is
 
insufficient information available to judge how best the focus can be
 
sustained and increased. For these reasons it would be prudent to defer major
 
decisions on re-orientation of FSSP and the nature of the Africa program in
 
particular until early 1986, prior to which AFR, S&T, and FSSP would have
 
participated in a joint strategy review leading to a respecification or
 
redesign. of the Cooperative Agreement which would have taken into
 
consideration .he recommendations included in this report.
 

D. Management of FSSP
 

The management of a complex project of this nature, (i.e., an
 
innovative effort in an evolving interdisciplinary systems approach to on-farm
 
management involving a large number of competitive universities and disci
lines with differing perceptions and needs) is bound to be difficult and
 
challenging for 4t is breaking new ground. In a cooperative agreement,
 
management control is shared and even diluted further when there is a lack of
 
an operational consensus as to the purpose of the project and the approach to
 
be taken among the principal FSSP players, including AID. The . problems,
 
some already identified under "performance", are reiterated below along with 
the teams' suggestions of what might be done. The team wishes at the outset,
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however, to make clear that in its view, all the parties have been making

significant and honest efforts to improve the management of this project in
 
order to assure its success. In many cases, the problems are due to resource
 
and other constraints beyond the control of the participants. The pressure to
 
get started and show results has sometimes affected their quality and
 
relevance. Some critical assumptions made at the beginning of the project,
 
e.g., a projection of USAID field demand for project-cycle support in FSR/E,

have not the been validated. In hindsight, it is easy to find fault. This is
 
not the intention here. 
Rather it is to provide the rationale for considering

immediate steps which can be taken to improve the management of the FSSP
 
within the context of the other findings, conclusions and recommendations
 
included in this report.
 

1. Organization
 

Lead Entity
 

The Director of the FSSP, under difficult circumstances, has done a
 
good job In: (i) mollifying most of the universities who originally competed
 
for the "lead" role; (ii) separating FSSP core management from the University

of Florida; and, in the process (iii) gaining acceptance from the FSR/E

community in general. The ability of the Director and his core staff to work
 
effectively with AID, however, is subject to some qualification regarding
 
timing and sensitivity to AID needs, complicated by problems within AID
 
itself.
 

While an elaborate organizational plan has been developed covering

the purpose and role (operational guidelines) for the FSSP, including its
 
mandate, organization, and procedures, the university support base, etc., 
it
 
is often more structural and procedural and lacking a programmatic rationale.
 

This is particularly serious itt 
the case of the role and functions of the core
 
management staff vis-a-vis che SEs, including the Technical Committee and its
 
task groups.
 

While since,.e recruitment efforts were undertaken, because of the
 
lack of tenure-track positions and other reasons, most of the 
core staff are
 
young social scientists and there is an absence of adequate

biological-scientific input. Under pressure to produce, through
 
trial-by-error if necessary, the staff has become too 
involved in delivering
 
per se but without the cohesive framework of a high level of USAID mission
 
demands or overall strategy. Quality and relevance of )esults have su fered
 
thereby and appear ad hoc in nature. Given the nature and history of the
 
project, perhaps thi-s d-evelopment was inevitable and imprcvements ate being

made! In the team's view, however, they are not sufficient and require, inter
 
alia, a clarification of the core's role vis-a-vis AID, 
SEs and task groups

which takes into account the expectation of continual funding limitations. In
 
short, core 
staff should become more involved in planning and facilitative
 
effort while "delegating" more implementing responsibilities to selected SEs
 
and providing support to them through backstopping services and supplemental
 
funding.
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The University - Private Sector Base 

Land-grant universities and five private consulting firms, all U.S.,
 
make up the FSSP base. Twenty-one universities have signed MOA's and,
 
together, they thereby become "support entities". The lion's share of FSSP
 
funds, however, have flowed to two private firms and seven universities.
 

The SEs are the primary source of members serving on the FSSP
 
Advisory Council, the Technical Committee, and the two or three task groups
 
established to date. The team was not able to ascertain the policy and
 
criteria for the number of entities selected and the reason thereof except a
 
willingness to sign an MOA and expand the base.
 

The Advisory Council appears to be functioning in a useful manner as
 
a small advisory group to the Director and a buffer to both the university
 
base and AID. It has not, however, been of much use to date in helping him to
 
strategize, at least on a more formalized and long-range basiq, or in putting
 
life into the Technical Committee. The team sees the Technical Committee,
 
which has had a marginal impact to date, as the mechanism or the means to add
 
substance and interdisciplinary technical input to the core management
 
function and as a means to more effective technical and problem-oriented
 
participation of the SEs and others, including AID, in FSSP activities. More
 
use of problem-oriented task forces seems called for under the leadership of a
 
specific SE, with core support not leadership. AID staff, not just confined
 
to the S&T project management team, also needs to be involved at the
 
working/technical levelc with field participation when feasible. The absence
 
of such involvement, and the possible negative consequences, is particularly
 
noteworthy in connection with the Evaluation Task Force.
 

AID 

There are similar problems evident on the AID side. From an
 
organizational point of view, they are not helped by the preceived split in
 
project management responsibilities both within S&T/AGR and between S&T/AGR
 
and S&T/RD. It is in the process of being exacerbated further as the focus
 
shifts to Africa. Despite recent attempts to clarify matters, the FSSP
 
Director acts confused as to who is calling the signals in AID and at what
 
level. Since these signals have sometimes been contradictory, he takes refuge
 
in a literal interpretation of the CA, a position which is not conducive to
 
eventual project effectiveness and success. For the time being, at least,
 
senior management in the S&T (and perhaps the Africa Bureau) must provide more
 
guidance to the APMT staff, allocate the resources necessary to operate in a
 
collaborative and joint manner, ensure that the intra-agency consensus process
 
is working, and closely monitor progress over the next 12 months. While it is
 
desirable that many bureaus and offict-s of AID are involved in implementation
 
through participation iin the Technical Committee and working groups, for
 
strategizing, program development and worK planning, a unified AID front must
 
be maintained through S&T's Office of Agriculture. 

At this point, the team wishes to note that the collaborative mode 
involving joint decision-making, as usually envisioned in a CA, while often 
indispensable is also a difficult mode for AiD and S&T in pJirticular, given
its multitude of goals, programs and clients combined with continuing staffing 
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and support constraints. It is particularly severe when a centrally managed
 
project involves a number of technical disciplines and combines research ar!
 
similar activities with technical assistance and support of field activities.
 
When the basic approach and the expected results are unclear, it puts even a
 
greater responsibility on AID staff who may not have the time, inclination
 
and/or capability or background to contribute to the process. In extending
 
this project or entering into new CA's, these facts of life need to be
 
considered by AID programmers and managers.
 

2. Management Processes
 

Operational Framework
 

The report repeatedly points out the need for a new project framework
 
which, as the result of experience to date, should provide a verification or
 
revision of the original project logic, i.e., project purpose and approach,
 
including a rationalization of research and support, the establishment of
 
desired end results/project activities (outputs), critical assumptions, and
 
performance and EOPS indicators. This redesign should be the result of a
 
strategizing process which involves AID, FSSP core management, and
 
representation from the Advisory Council and Technical Committee in a joint
 
exercise. It is evident that the annual work planning process with its
 
short-term and activity orientation has not and cannot provide the raison
 
d'etre which appears missing in the eyes of some important officials within
 
AID and the Title XII community. Such a redesign, and its acceptance by the
 
major players, must be a pre-condition for any consideration of extension of
 
the FSSP.
 

During this process, the issue concerning the role of the core
 
management vis-a-vis the APMT, the SEs, Technical Committee, and expanded use
 
of problem-oriented task groups, must be considered. The potential and 
desired interface with other AID/S&T projects should also be reviewed. The 
global vs regional focus of the project and its ramifications must also be 
resolved as quickly as possible. On the ba ;i of this redesign, a work plan
should be developed for the remainder of the project emphasizing, as suggested
 
elsewhere, SOTA/synthesis, development of priority training modules, and
 
networking/support activities, with new starts postponed until the
 
justification for an extension is cle'arer.
 

The team was impressed and a bit concerned with the role both parties 
were granting to th Evaluation Team regarding these Iss'ios. While it is 
hoped and expected that our analyses and suggestions will help in arriving at 
critical project management decisions, these issues must be resolved by the"partners" themselves, i.e., UF/FSSP and ATD, in a andjoint, collaborative 
continuous fashion.
 

Reporting and Accounting 

One of the advantages of a redesign as suggeste!d above is that it can 
provide the basis for improved reporting on progreos involving pre-determined
results using milestone events even when quaifilc-ition is not feasible. An 
annual report of the plans, activities, and accomplishments of the Ailvisory
Council and Technical Committee would also be useful, combined with a 
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similar report on the annual FSSP conference. Rather than requiring quarterly
 
reports, per se, progress reports by various task groups might be more useful
 
in the future and more feedback on the effectiveness and impact of field
 
activities. There also should b' more reporting on how FSSP is impacting,
 
directly and indirectly, on the U.S. FSR/E community.
 

In addition, accounting data could be adjusted or repackaged to
 
provide more programmatic information, e.g., the amount of funds transferred
 
to individual SEs and task groups and the results obtained and the cost of
 
producing major products such as training modules and manual. This would help
 
in making more rational choices from program alternatives and choosing the
 
most cost-effective outputs. The need for both a worK pian, based on an 
output concept, and an implementation plan appears redundant. 

Annual Conference
 

As both a management tool and networking device for the FSSP, the
 
annual KSU symposium has been widely recognized as very useful and valuable 
and should be continued. The process of using the annual symposium to involve
 
SEs in planning and decision-making should be continued and strengthened,
 
including more effective AID participation.
 

State of Florida 

Finally, it has been noted that the regulations of the State of 
Florida regarding contracting, travel costs and advances, etc., are not always
 
comparative with a project which has a nationwide and international 
dimension. This problem ha-i been faced and solved by other universities in 
similar circumstances. Solutions range from special legislation granting 
exemptions to establishing "institutes" with special authorities. If the 
Univer.ity of Florida wishes to continue Its role as sponsor for the FSSP, 
i.e., as the "lead" university, and enter into similar arrangements in other 
subject-natter areas, the team believes that the University should initiate 
action with its legislative committee to seek a satisfactory and immediate
 
solution.
 

3. Follow-u_ 

The limited time available to carry out a comprehensive evaluation of 
this project precluded an in-depth investigation regarding specific 
activities, e.g., view:- of officials who received training, discussions with 
individual SE.s, or any as:msnsment of field activities. For these reasons, it 
is believed that noino fol lo--tp ,!valuation on spocific topics1, particularly 
those of interest to the Arlrca Bureau, should be tndnlrtakit by qualified 
consultant(,,,) in collaboration wtith All) sitaff. 

4. Specif ! 9_ crn'e: i 

,: ,' t of F?;SP 

O The corrv ui nat,,:o, it ,taf f :hoti , bo rI isi d i siz and become 
more tnvo v'l In. plinnitntg, coordinating and fanclltative effort 
while tr;ins ferrl ng , or,- Imp lerntitIon/del,! vry rnponnIbilitten 
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to selected SEs and task groups, providing support through
 
liaison and backstopping services and allocacing FSSP seed
 
and/or supplemental funding.
 

o 	 Greater recogt~ition needs to be given by FSSP management and 
core staff to the "partnership" rcle of AID i this cooperative 
venture. As part of an effort to izcrease the relationship 
between FSSP and AID, there should be at least ex-officio AID 
representation on the Advisory Council (outside of the APMT), 
formal representation ef the APMT on the Technical Conittee, an
 
increased .'UD participation in task groups. 

o 	 The Advisory Council. should assist the Director of FSSP in the 
further elaboration of the FSSP -FSR/E approach and in 
multi-year strategizing with assistance from the Technical 
Committee. 

o 	 The Tcchnial Comnittee should be revitalized, with help from 
FSSP core staff and the APMT, to serve as the mechanism for (i) 
supplementing and expanding the technical and interdisciplinary 
base necessary to carry out basric functions; (1i) to serve as 
the nexu:1 between the cort: d ,-j-Frlla pzroadl FS'R/E 
activities. 

o 	 In pursing the afove, greater use should be male ol >; and 
others, through problem-oriented tatk group!s, lead by selected 
SEs and with core support. All) staff participation at the 
working level honul be encoura.ged ani facilitatfeI. 

o 	 Senior management in S&T, and in th,. ,%ir,,-a herean .f a regional 
focus Is (icre,,, , shon i prov! clearer ,uildelines to the -PMT, 
ensure thrt an ,trot , [we i ntra-agency consensiu proes; i; 
working, allocat,, Lhe ;w,-fe.s,;iary priority and r.-:sources (tiae and 
travel fun+,i) nce;s' ;a, to opecmato- In a coll aborittve an,1 
partne rshIp modv, andi closely monttor pro gre; ov,.r the n' xt 12 
monthbi-part ic(,larty the Implem,-ntatton of mee ommat.itlon:; in 
this report \Jrich are accepta le to thee. 

o 	 A unifi,! 'encv project managem(., nL r, spon.i hi lIt y shoul (i, 
maintainort !i one )ffl,-P, vi-,, SAT/AR. Th! Oshoul be maide 
,, oundant ly rbter to the Director ot- , incluiding; those 
problems or suthjects in which higher-level participation nay be 
appropriate. 

o 	 An exerc Ls ihotuld he Initiated as noon as ponsible to attempt 
the forrul.,itIon of at least a preliminary, multi-year 
W ratevl z;ng proce:so which will providie the basiti for the 
foiLowllig ac r.lonIn : 

- revsi;[ of tlhe project logical frarnework (,design) 
includting a verification or change in project purpose and 
approach; 
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rationalization of the research (SOTA/synthesis and
 
methodology) versus project-cycle support focus;
 

selection of regional (Africa) v. global scope, or some
 
reasonable combination of both; 

resolution of the role (including size and composition) of 
core 	management vis-a-vis the SEs; 

determining desired interface with other AID centrally and 
field managed (i.e., bilateral contracts) projects; and
 
within the context of these actions; 

redefining the major project design elements, i.e., clearer 
statements of project purpose and approach, specification
 
of desired end-results (major outputs) of project
 
activities, explicit wtatements of critical assumptions and
 
provision of performance and )PS indicators. 

o 	 Based on the results of the above recommended joint 
strateSizing, rationalization and programming exercises, develop 
an output-oriented work plan for the remainder of the current 
project life, limited to SOTA/synthesis, development of priority 
training modules and problem-oriented ntworking and support 
activities.
 

0 	 Also deriving from the steps suggested above Is an improved and 
more useful reporting system for management purposes, which, 
inter alia, woulds 

focus on progress (through use of milestone events) in
 
producing major results and problems encountered;
 

provide more information on the plans, activities, and 
achievements of the Advisory Council, Technical Committee, 
SB, and the task groupsl 

provide a feedback on the effectiveness and impact of field 
activitiesI
 

present highlights on the impact of FSP in involving the 
SEe, in particular, and the US FSR/E community in generalland
 

discuss the results of the ISU-FSR/Z symposium and plans
for the next one. 

Budget and fiscal data should be repackaged to provide more 
programmatic information, for examples
 

the purpose, cost and results of 1SP activities carried out by 
Sta 	 task groups, core staff and otherl; and
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. .actual and/or projected costs to produce major products such as
training modules, management manuals, evaluation methodology; 

0 
 High 	 level representation to the appropriate authorities of the State 
of Florida should be made by the University of Florida for 
appropriate relief from State contracting and similar regulations
which impede 7SSP activities involving a nationwide as well as 
international dimension; and 

o 	 Finally, that necessary changes in budget categories and increased 
allocations be made for the high transaction costs involved in a 
cooperative agreement of this nature. 

E. Relevance of Existing Project Design 

After two and one half years of project implementation, it is timely
to access the relevance of the project design as envisioned by those who wrote 
the project document, and how this was translated into the Cooperative
Agreement. This must then be evaluated in light of the above analysis of the

project, and how the perceived needs have changed during the Interim.
 

Programs and needs evolve, as do the perceptions of what farming
systems is or can be for projects and for the farmer. This evolving
understanding of concepts and ways to implement them need to be reflected in
 
the types of specific plans and their implementation in the field. This

project Is a "support project", and the types of support to AID missLons,

bilateral contractors, and 
 national programs has changed as the FSSP has 
attempted to provide specific types of services over 	the past two years. Some
activities have generated interest and response, while others have not This
is the framework within which we analyze the current relevance of project
design. 

The evolving needs for support in farming systems were envisioned by
AID in their choice of the cooperative agreement mechanism instead of a 
contract for this project. This meant that a regular dialog hopefully would 
occur between project management and AID to assure that the project is
developed in concert with the needs of the agency and other clients. In theabsence of other mechanisms, the annual work. plan has turned out to be the
main instrument around which this dialog occurs. There has been a relatively
long and cumbersome process surrounding the preparation and negotiations of 
this, plan, with the recipient expressing concern about the length of time 
needed to "get it accepted by AID", the lack of direct involvement by"appropriate" level adinistrators, and the resources and tine invested in
rewrites and additional trips to Washington. AIm expresses concern about the
recipient ignoring or not seriously incorporating its suggestions and the poor
quality of its proposals. Clearly, there is a need to streamline and clarify
this 	approach, although the choice of a cooperative agreement mode still 
appears to be the appropriate one to maintain the relevance of the project
approach from year to year. 

Several shifts in mphasis in project design are regarded as critical
by the evaluation team at already proposed. A major objective is to improve
the capabilities of Intermediaries - those who cause things to happen on the 
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farm. Any redesign must consider a reappraisal of the purpose of the project,
deciding what the project will produce as a measurable output, and how this 
may be evaluated. Recommendation to this effect are included in this report. 

Any project design must reflect the fact that the most important 
level of networking is within developing countries. Networking is needed 
among bilateral contractors, among CRS s, among IMCs, among national 
programs, and linking all these entities when appropriate with each other and 
with USAID mission people and projects. This is an important support function 
which should receive major importance in future strategies. Both networking 
and training should emerge from any project redesign with a strong problem
focus. 

Comparative analysis of experiences and synthesis of lessons learned 
as specified in the Cooperative Agreement is a worthwhile activity, and one 
specific project in cooperation with the Population Council with partial 
support from outside (Ford Foundation) is under way. This should be 
encouraged, with a minimum investment from core funding. The center at 13U 
also provides a resource for projects in the US and other countries. This is 
not synthesis, but the use of these materials and the continued publication of 
key papers by experts in the area of farming systems (networking papers) can 
help to move this process along. This is not a |h-ghost item, and should be 
continued. 

The documentation center at IU has done an outstanding job of 
bringing relevant materials together, cataloguing them, and making this 
resource available to people throughout the world who are interested in 
farming systems. This activity should definitely continue and remain a part 
of the project design. The evaluation team views this activity as an 
excellent prototype for contracting specific projects to Institutions in the 
supporting eantity group. 

State-of-the-art research was envisioned as a part of the original 
project design. This has not received high priority in the FSSP, although 
many individuals associated with the project have carried out research under 
other sources of funding and their reports often are found in newsletters, 
papers, the XSU symposium, and in specific project Implementation papers or 
reports. The case study project is a good example of attracting outside 
support to syntheasie information and provide this to people interested in 
farming systems research and extension. 

The balanced use of funds for SOTA, training, and networkian is 
important for the project, and determining this balance on the basis of a 
central stratgy is a function of the design considerations each year when 
developing the annual work plan. 

In sumary, the project design needs to be an evolving activity which 
takes into account past experience in the project and elsewhere, the current 
thinking in AID, In the central bureau and in missions, and the current 
ability of the contractor and supporting entities to deliver. This process 
needs to work more efficiently than it has in the first two years of the 
project, and everyeffort should be made to keep the project relevant to 
current needs of client groups, the thinking of AID, and growing capacities of 
the project and the supporting entities. 
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IV. RECOMMENDATIONS 

The previous narrative has included many explicit and implied recommenda
tions which are "actionable", i.e., if approved by the parties to the FSSP
 
Cooperative Agrcement, action may be taken to implement them or initiate
 
follow-lip action-;. They are compiled and consolidated below to facilitate 
review. 

Technic,,l A.'nI:;t a;n,. 

1. Provide future technical assistance to non-Africa regions through
 
"buy-in " only. 

Support 

2. 	 Handle bio- data ;.rvice.i on ,', more-co;t effective and comprehensive 
basis, e.g., merge with WI ,y-item anl add additional "identifiers". 

3. 	 Include Ali) e valuatton co-mmniiity p'rt lcl ipatl1on In th' Evahluatton Task 
Force. 

4. 	 Distrtbists, curr tt ',prlon ot iraft i<;./i. pro eot. liin'dbook in 
looiw-leatf to-m. [to not .llocalt. .tiI r,. -;t;iff timel.lona l ,uirc,.; or 
to thl-i or !;imllar .tctIv!t ,; at thl:; t,pe. 

!ho5. A careful r,,viw duic, :nintat I) #t I rt!; ; ht.Ii uinibrt4ken by 
FSSP 	 , 1namlc itortt)) th' APIt , to re 'icee.u!n I Colll!r,) wIt.1 
con.ild'rahlv th, , ribo.r, c iorve ',r,' i unIl , .11n! prlorit ze .italr 
time.
 

6. Annotatl in nw l)v 	 -;1w 1w. !;i,. bytvlo,.:nprovid,' I A1ID/1'Ic{:/C"w I* !,, 
FSSP, t!hrorigtv SE.i 1;/, nhoilo *udl,.c; t : roltlo.m i: :;ooh1 iiin .i. 

Do ,ol1i1, .
 

7. 	 Contitnt,', F.;,U p1bl ctttoni ot k(pl rt ind 11-I ,)(wiot.itlon center 
ro 1 v. 

8. 	 Contlntmi .tipport of aniti:l1 -I{ I p It: m. 

Trainin 

9. 	 F';S'.P m itilp',ntL , o)n ,I pr Io !ty b:n Ii., ,1o1, 1 1 allri - t, l dent Ifled 
wtrikn rhjt-t!.i in currvnt tr.iltnol , met hollology .1il titort Ilin -- prirtlc
ularlI 9 l',r f on vtii to rhIc- ,[%IW4An), h. tell icai',I,.uvtiw At -1y wI; thl, c 
reriourcenw;v,.f .(dt ath .ra 1/1lt I ,' ,. In ;m rol'tIte 
ac t I v I L,,,I 

10. 	 Dev11lop 'InII vral Itro!:ontr. .t ra. ,, which, litr .ul: 

0 wlthiot:lA I r m "?w I 1It i I /mp ' oI 	 ,hoopo 
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o 	 emphasizes international training workshops with specific focus 

on priority Atrican agricultural problems; 

o 	 concentrates on development and refinement of priority training 

module, using the technical resources of the entire SE network 
and other institutions and individuals with unique capabilities; 
and 

o 	 re-thinks miscellaneous training activitieS and reduces level of 
supp.: rt. 

SOTA/Synthesis
 

11. 	 A specific plan for SOTA activities leading to a useful synthesis of
 

experience In a small number of priority areas should be formulated
 
in collaboration with AID, which will include an identification of
 
resources and (at least preliminary) assignment of reiponsibilities
 
among SE!.
 

12. 	 This plan should include a strategy statement which defines what 
SOTA/synthesis activities involve within the FSR/E framework, who are 

the target users or clients for its products and for what purpose, 
and where this proram is headed, both in the short and long-term 
tIme fram'e. 

13. 	 A.n methololol ical and conc optul ar r!iiv,'i, SOTA activitiesoil:;ue 
should .h1ft to , s ot reli: vnce to developing countriestechnical s;. 

whiere FSS1P-i, i-ocleat- projoet:; -ire conduct;:d. 

14. 	 Encouraig 'otnt effort-; ivolvtrig out;idte support (e.g., Population 
Coinel 1). 

Networki nv,
 

15. 	 An In tralain, and SOTA, awi in collaboration with AI) and the SEs, 
FSSP nanagemirnt ihouId e,;tablti.h an overaill !tr:tegy for networking 
activitles in FR/K whicrh Include:: 

o 	 Conrentr:it ing on problwin and tchni cal.-orii'nted networking 

act lvi t l,'; - t h . ,, ,V .Iop n -0 11t,r 0.11; 

o 	 the r,- rllt:; ii , car,. l rovliw ol tihe AlI)/Ai' "Plan for 
Support I a,, Art,:ull?.lti r CharhandiFae iitoes of Agriculture 

In Afric. ", part Viil,, y in ret.,it lon to a problem and cour~odity 
focrus ; an I 

0 	 Coit 111 n11'.not ,olrklr, i t. Iv t I vs at tihe crrent level but in 
rlulrp'irt ()t 'x1:it rg vlabl networki. 

I,' , _.u,-i ,'t ',.
Pro.rnm JD, apv. Pro_, ,, 

16. 	 An ,n,. in'', In s,,v,,r,il at , r h;io,ahoyw., there lit an urgent need to 
ri,1:t- t , Bipt!c pa ,irt. vIll i of F! *.1, * rwtworkin,, 
,TA/-:/ tit lir.!%, niili n ri,;a ii'r t hulh c;i 1 :tlri ,tanrc to t.vochnical 
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problems critically affecting food production, particularly in Africa. FSSP
 
management, in collaboration with S&T, APR, the Advisory Council and the
 
Technical Committee, after review of the conclusions and recommendations in
 
this 	report, should embark as soon as possible on a strategizing process
 
leading to a project redesign in early 1986 for the remainder of the existing
 
agreement. This redesign and/or respecification should include:
 

o 	 revision of the logical framework, including a verification or
 
change in the pro ject purpose and approach;
 

o 	 rationali.ation of .he research (SOTA/synthesis and methodology)
 
versus project-cycle support focus; 

o 	 selection of regional (Africa) v. global scope, or srome 
reasonable combination of both; 

" 	 resolution of the role of core management vis-a-vis the APMT and
 
the SEs; and
 

o 	 determining desired interface with other AID centrally and 
field-managed projects. 

17. Within the context of the above actions, redefine the major project
 
design elements, i.e., develop clearer statements of project purpose 
and approach, specification of desired end-results (major outputs) of 
FSSP activities, explicit statements of oritical assumptions, and 
provision of performance and FOPS indicators. 

18. Based on the results of this collaborative strategizing and planning 
exercise, an otitpuLt-ori ented work plan should be jointly developed 
for the remainder of the current agreement term, limited to 
SOTA/synthesis , development of related training imodules, and 
probl'm-orient-d network in;; and support activities. 

19. A special review, should take place within the next 12 months to 
assess the results of this strategiziag and planning and its impact 
on performance, including the qinality and relevance of activities, 
for the purpos! of re-commending extension or phase-out of the project. 

20. 	 The collaborlive !itrritegizing and program development process should 
be an annuiaL and evolvig one, needed to keep 'SSP act.vittis 
sens ittv an,l re levant to the current need,; of client grours, the 
thinking of All), and the growing capac It ,s of the SEs. 

Management
 

21. 	 Core manae;e;rnment slu!t s;hotld' he rediuced In size with a change in 
dutien! Lo involve more plann ng, coordinaLtng and facilitatlve effort 
while trn-lerring imp lment ton/dellvery responibilitie. to 
selectel S Es: and task groups , provtdling ;uipport to them lhrOiigh 
lint ion and ba1ckntopplng me rVIces, and al.locating FSS P need and/or 
supplemental funding. 
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22. 	 Greater recognition needs to be given by FSSP management and core
 
staff to the "partnership" role of AID in this cooperative venture. 
As part of an effort to increase the de sired and necessary
 
collaborative relationship, there should be ex-officio AID policy
 
level. representation on Advisory Council and formal APMT repre
sentation on the Technical Committee.
 

23. 	 The Advisory Council should assist the Director of FSSP in further
 
elaboration of the FSSP/FSR/E approach and in multi-year strategizing.
 

24. 	 The Technical Committee should be revitalized, with help from core
 
staff and the APMT, to serve as the mechanism for (a) supplementing
 
and expandin; the interdisciplinary base necessary to carry out basic
 
functions, (b) to serve! as the nexus between the cire, AID, and SEs
 
on technical matters, and (c) to accelerate the more effective use of
 
SEs in problem-oriented FSR/E activities.
 

25. 	 In pursuing the above, greater use should be made of SEs and others,
 
through problem or technically oriented task groups, led by selected
 
SEs with core support. AID staff participation at the working level
 
should be encouraged and facilitated.
 

26. 	Senior management in S&T, and in AFR if a regional focus is decreed,
 
should provide clearer guidelines to the APMT, ensure that an
 
effective intra-agency consensus process is working, allocate the
 
necessary priority and resources (time and travel funds) necessary to
 
operate in a collaborative and partnership nrode, and closely monitor
 
pro,;ess over the next 12 months-particularly the implementation of 
recommendations in this report which are acceptable to them.
 

27. 	 Unified agency project management responsibility should be maintained 
in one office, viz, S&T/AGR and with one, and only one, project 
manager through which all communications to and from FSSP must pass. 
This should be made abundantly clear to the Director of FSSP and core 
staff, including those problems or subjects in which higher level 
agency management participation may be appropriate. 

28. 	 Deriving from the steps recommended for strategizing and program 
development, an improved and more useful reporting s' ystem for 
management purposes should be installed which would, inter alia: 

o 	 focus on progress (through use of milestone events) in producing 
major results and solving problems encountered; 

o 	 provide more tnformocion on the plans, activit [es and 
achievements of the AIvisory Council, Technical Committee, 
Support Entities and task groups; 

0 	 proviide feedback on the impact: of F;S1P in Involving the SEs in 
particular, and the US FSR/F community in general; and 

0 	 discurvi the resmults of the annual KSU-FSR/E symposium and plans 
for the next one.
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29. 	 Budget and fiscal data should be repackaged to provide more
 
programmatic information, e.g.: 

o 	 the purpose, cost and results of FSSP activities carried out by
 
SEs task groups, core staff and others; and
 

o 	 actual and/or projected costs to produce major products such as 
training modules, management manuals, evaluation methodology. 

30. 	 High level representation to the appropriate authorities of the State
 
of Florida should be made by the University of Flori~la for 
appropriate relief from State contracting and sirliar regulatlofis 
which impede FSSP activities involving a nationwide as well as
 
international dimension.
 

31. 	 Necessary changes in budget categories and ailocations should be made 
to cover the high transaction costs ivolvetd In a cooperative 
agreement of this nature and to implement these recommendations.
 

W#3002h
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FSSP /W~IC qGC~.T!_ S AM ISSUES 

Review the project objectives and purpose, as develced by the 
concept papers, PID, PP, log frame and contractual doce-nts, as well 
as the subsequent workplens. I ~er-ine the degree to wtich the 
current interpretation of this objective by the principal 
participants in the "Fa=dng Syste-s Suport Project" is consistent 
witri AID policy and s=ategy for the technology generation and 
=arsfer process, nd the present cay "state-of-the-art" in the field 
0 farmzing systems, as viewed oy evaluation team merers. Recommend 
new directions if warr-ntec. 

One purpcse of the coo-perative agrAeent is to develop, ster-ngt1en 
aid expand the capacity oz the recipient and collaborating, 
institu-ticns to provide technical assistance, trainin and guidance 
to YSiKJL prgrams in developing countries. The recipient institution 
is to fmction as mne lead et and act as coordintor of te 
L.uts f4om coi.Lhorating izLutions .,-Lt;' similar interests in 

LSPiE. 

process?
 

2. What factors Lfr luance participatiCn levels among support 
entities?
 

3. Is there an opti. nutrb-r and mix of suppor-L entities? 

Souce of iniFormation for review of this issue would include (1) 
Memorand= of A-greraemnt with the supnor- entities, (2) the value of 
staff time spent in tra±ning, technical assistance and state-of-the-art 
research and synchesis activities, and parriciation in foreign and 
doastic warkshops, and (3) otr e s=-ry statistics fzom the Support 
nti.t:y SuL-I-.ey,
 

A wrxing defintti)n of thi FSSP is to develop t!h indigenous h an 
resource cza~rcity to assess e ccn-;traints to agricultrral 
production..n ,mt:_ypoential Lnterventioms for overcomLng such 
cons traintcs in existing fa=ng s-ystr'", and generating and testing 
the effectiveness of altcrnative approaches to achieve these goals. 
how has the project addressed these issues and how ere they 
proce{ ig to izmle_Prt this task? Is this effort adequate and 
properly designed for achd-_vin "uiLS gcal? 

A ntber of methodological ' warn csicration. FS/&E 
aurhorities (Keference- by Scner, et. al.) state that the FSR/E 
approach viuws thc far_-m syst.zas .i, a wihole nd focuses on tie 
incerpendencies bre -iE.en t.e ccc._co ,ints under the control of farm 
tusehold mrenbers ar~ ho tics., cccrnents - witv he physical, 

biological, institutional, a-nd not under-oliuical ,ccn:ic factors 
theix COero. 

http:SuL-I-.ey
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1. mave project activities demonstrated agreement with this 
statement and a thorougn understanding of its kplications? 

2. The whole farm approach means that total farm resources must 
be analyzed in a way wftich allocates these resources to the most 
productive activities in terms of farmer and country welfare 
objectives. When total farm resource use and allocation issues 
are addressed, constraints to production can be significantly 
different from those assi d witn single enterprise analysis. 
In aadition, the whole farm analysis can give valuable irut 
into identifying agricultural comparative advantages and 
associated constraint identification can fiWJ back to policy 
makers dealing with prioricizing tne research/extension agenda. 
DWes the project explicitly deal with t-nis issue, and in 
general, have t.e methodologies for analyzing thne economics of 
farming systems been developed to an equal level of adequacy and 
competency as the agronomic trials worK? 

3. fhere are several methodologies fi.ich could be e_.loyed for 
eacn stage in tne ESR/c development process. Has the project 
reviewed these methodologies to determine the comparative 
advantages oi eaci wian regard to Cheir most favorable context, 
and imparted the notion cf choice )f methodologies accordi-g to 
different environments in the project's raining and netcrking 
activit"es. 

Reference documents: Louise Fresco's c=-rison of ang1.aphcne/ 
francophone SR/t. approaches and FSSP networking paper, i5. 

V. 	 Is a redirection of FSSP indicated by reduced funding levels and 
increased attention to Africa? 

1. Are tools (newsletters, networking, training activities, 
etc.) consistent with "nrew needs"? 

z. Assess tne role, assignmenc, and location of core staff. 
Can FSSP effectively carry out programtic trusts when li-ited 
to one geographic focus? 
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Agenda for the FSSP External Evaluation 
June 26 to June 28, 1985 

Evaluation Team: Project Managers: 
Raymond Kitchell, Leader Don Osburn 
Chuck Francis Wendell Mrse 
Pat Fleuret 
Ed Price
 
Don Winklemann
 

Wednesday June 26, 1985 
8:00 - 8:05 Discuss agenda 

8:05 - 8:40 Project Background - Chris Andrew, Pete Hildebrand 
1. Why FSR/E
 
2. 'Why £SS 
3. Organization and structure for FSSP delivery 
4. Background, status and future
 

8:40 - 9:00 Discussion 

9:00 - 10:00 Evaluation issues & recomnendations for consideration-
Raymnd Kitchell, Chris Andrew 

10:00 - 10:15 BREAK
 

10:15 - 12:00 Presentations
 
10:15 - 10:25 1. Networking - Susan Poats 

a. Wbrldwide linkages 
o. Doestic prog r~ms 

10:25 - 10:30 Clarification
 

10:30 - 10:40 2. Technical Assistance- Dan Galt 
a. Eva.ujaticn Task Force 
b. Handbook 
c. Biodata - Lisecte Walecka 

10:40 - 10:45 Clarification 

10:45 - 10:55 3. 'irainin--Jim Jones 
a. Trainir for trainers 
b. Training Unit Develop ,et- Lisette Walecka 
c. DIivery 

]0:55 - 11:06, Clarification 

11:00 - 11:10 4. Proqr,-n D)velopm.nt- Can Galt 
11:10 - 11:15 Clarification 

11:15 - 11:25 5. State of the Art- an Galt 
a. Farming Systcn Case Studies 

1. For Trainiry,- Sunan Poats 

FSSP Sminacy M(rvo- (06/85) 

http:D)velopm.nt
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2. Other Uses- Dan Galt 
b. Minimun Data Set 
c. Contributions to Methodology- Pete Hildebrand 

11:25 - 12:00 Discussion
 

12:00 - 1:15 LUNCH with K.R. Tefertilier, Vice President for Agricultural
 
Affair., IFA;. 

1:15 -2:15 !.gicna! Presentations 
1:15 - 1:25 1. Latin America - Jim Jones 
1:25 - 1:35 2. Asia/ Near East - Dan Galt 
1:35 - 1:55 3. Africa - Susan Poats 

1:55 - 2:15 General Discussion
 

2:15 - 3:00 TEAM BREAX

3:00 - 4:00 individiua.l. meetirnj with Susan Poats 

4:00 - 5:00 Individual meeting with Dan Galt 

DINNFR (no -rearrangqnents made, left to discretion of team) 

Th~irv av Junf 98

8:00 - 9:00 Individual ,meetinq with J-. Jcnes 

9:00 - 10:00 Individual rne .im with Lisiette Walecka 

10:00 - 11:00 TEAMII BREA'( 

11:00 - 12:00 Individual ,mcotirg with Chris Anidrew 

wit.h h 	 r, International12:00 - 1:D L1.1(7H 'ti Doin~Dirctor, 	 Programs, 

1:15 - 2:15 UF FSuppor;mn 'urf/wt niitirv;- PtL-r Hildebrarnd, Flunt Davis, 
Dir',ctcr, Cntcr ,,fr c2ci s,'dirc 

2:15 - 2:45 UF 	 ?TFini:;tratv, Slift mct L--Judy Meline 

2:45 - 3:L5 ThX: "Pr3M: 

3:1.5 	- 5:00 Carniunicaticrn wi Eh (here or on telephone) 
rite:act cr-,,c-i1 wiuh FSSP Ccri or Niini:trative staff 

DINNER ( prr ;'i, n; v:K,, ].(tI> to discrotion of teazn) 

8:00 - 3:00 irFAvi ypKu; ".mI: 

3:00 - 4:00 Straianrln(06/f nt5) - Th,-n *ran F23P 

FIS3SP Suuriiry Mcrxxi (06/85) 2 
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FSSP SUMMARY MEMO ON: 

ACCOMPLISHMENTS TO JUNE 1985 

Countries Involved
 

AID Needs Tech. Training Net- Countries 
Mission Assessment Assistance work- benefited 

ing 

Africa 18 7 17 9 17 29 

Latin Am 10 5 10 9 3 15 

Asia/NE 7 4 4 2 2 7
 

Total 34 16 31 20 22 49
 

Visitors
 

Visitors Days Countries Person-Days
 

FSSP 186 267 37 1360
 

IP 34 104 17 449
 

Participants in Short Courses, ibrkshcp3 and Excharmes 

Africa 267 
L.tin r 345tica 
A ia/NE 9 
US/Dmestic 'Wrkshops 307 

TOTAL "9'28
 

US Training
 

Universlties with FS Courses 9 
current FS Minorri at. UF 7 PhD 8 Masters 
grmduated FS Minorn; at UF 8 Masters I PhD 

FS a1si3tant';hip:; IF ..4 
1985 Applicantr, for FS/UF Assist. 7_ 

3i'SSP SLrry k.,-(rs (06/8) 
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Carmunicat ion/Publ icat ion 

Newsletter US international Total 

Erglish 1616 1601 3217
 
Spanish 7 896 903
 
French 30 495 525 

TOTAL 1653 2992 4645
 

Support Institutions 

Support Entities 21 Universities 690 Program Assoc. 

5 Firms 

Collaboratij Institutions 10 Universities 

TARC' s 7 

CPS ?s 3 

Regicnal C nters 8 

Other Collaborators. 

TCRAF 

Ford Fourasit ion 

Pop. Ccuncil 

World Bank 

East 'ek!.;t C.-nter 

Wwgeningen 

SUN 

IDRC 

NIFrAL 

FSSP SuLmary Mmos (06/85) 4 
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FSSP EVALUJA.TICN 

ISSUES 

1. Progrmn and Fiscal Plannin~g -

Annual plannirq and iL-p1awntation are hampered by 
ii~itddivergent and delayed information frarn the 

ageoncy ctwtcerniw, fun~ding and prrcxgrrn ,ax~hasis. 

2. t*2st 4Africa 23a-,o -

Eknphas3is cn locAticn of core in W. Africa calls for 
dccioiciv; wrrn, prioriti4e(Ana Axr,.ca, Prcr.,,n, 
Covelcpnent), scrt anrd Lcry; rarye p.-cKrarn iuprt, and 

3. Suppert Entity novtn:

the FSSP 
general-ly tut Y.x4C-711 1Vat to -,rorrzn 
assciat~3/t.Mo data prnj' ct 

Conceri wilth m~jz~rsi D;veralil 3tructur3 

S~rn,-' 
participaticn, tl'( LOI -2(tLe ".'InIC-1l CUUIinitti--I and 
cc~ncern for s;tr rk±'--mrt, ri-.e iuni::cr -ity ;upj r 

4. Short and Trr- OL,-m :iPrcrt;-

Mar cic', rit :aX , (c i- ~:: rt..~! I) W t : r 

5. Backnitcp :u r ci':PtrhoF~ ~~:tstj ~crd 

~;tn !al :~tat:indi 
procodu~iM1! of any EP or -itatu~;tr,,.tur,) yet: 1acltativo 
-iupport rhrr~u-~h adaptation of itatt- rulation3 1:3 

K'~Ptr'Y:.'~ a~ in !1:~ 

needed. 

FSSP Simumir/ Morms (06/85) 5 

http:assciat~3/t.Mo
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* FSSPSE24AR MOC: 

PUBLIXCTIONSt PROMISS AND PUS 1985 

1) ISSP Newletter: two issues of the MP Newsletter have been published
aid dariEs teva Thre, No. One and Two). French and Spanish 
verelosof No. TWo are presently at the printers; scheduled for cnleion 
and distribution this week. 

* 	 Two additional iss are planned for this year, maintaining a 
quarterly distribution. At a quarterly Lss frequency by the end of 1987 
nineteen isbues will have been published (the log fram calls for 18 in the 
life of the project). Special Issue ould be published-in addition, and 
may, if project activities warrant doing so. 

Present distribution is approximately 3600 English, 1000 Spanish, and 
600 French (for newsletter distribution infaomation se infomation 
appendix to the 1984 Annual Report). SSP log frme calls frox 
distribution of 1000 newsletteror present distribution of approximately
5,000 has levelled-off. List maintenance continues on a weekly basis and 
is expected to be fully capterized this quarter (ZYM Mailing and 
Distribution Services are in the process of upgrading their equipuent and 
capablty. 

in=tlance with the statutes of the State of Florida and in the 
interest of maintaining a *qualified" distribution for the noeletter, a 
purge will take place beginning in the Fourth quarter of this year. This 
will also provide an opportunity to proffer a survey of readership, the 

ieneral, 	 The surveyanalsis of which may be published in the newsletter. 
nt=uent has not yet been designed and could benefit greatly frcu core 

staff input. 
4 

2. Ns Six issues of this series have been distributed to 
dsteb f1vo of timeere distributed in 1985. The present canittee of 
Susan Poats, Dn Galt and Steve Iearl is responsible for slection of items 
for inclusion in thi series. 7he ccantte was set up to rotate 

eip angnO core staff and is due for new mrneis in the Iourth 
quarter of this year. While there is no epeclfiq budget for Networking
Ppers, the series was initiated to meet a perceived need of field 
practitioners, in awlaying a sonding board for peer review of their 
fain systms activities. (for a definition of purpose or intended use 
of this series m the introduction to Networking Paper #1 or the 
introductionin any is of this series). 

3. On Daid and On Hetw=rkin. These network neletters were initiated 
in 1984 to M=- recipients of anticipated dmand for servicee, news, and 
upcomg prmgr Activities, Distribution is to nearly 600 progr 
as i and includesthe Tedhd Comittee, Advisocy Council, Core 
Staff and AMabshLn;ton project A , Five issues of On Dwnd were 
issued in 1984 none have b releae Ln 1985. fourteen issues of On 
Networking were issued in 19041 eight have been distributed to date in 
1985. 
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A current purge of these newsletters is underway. Margarita Podriguez 
holds a folder with returned renewal/discontinue forms. Caments from 
readership are available for consideration in this folder. Response has 
been especially positive.
 

4. 1085 Annual Reoxrt: It is intended that the variCUs core staff 
contributicnr3 for this document will be called for in an Action 4c(= to 
place the report process in a tize frcne for (celivery to AD/Washirnton by 
Ecartbar. In practice this has beLn found to be a -workable approach to the 
fcrnmilaticn of this docunent. Annual Perxrtzi have been solicited frrm 
Support Entities and a collection of thcse 5urnitted is on file with the 
project. 

5. ',l.rk[Pn: It i. .. that the 1986 'lkrk ?lan wiI1 . directly 
aff.ec'tc:- , t.. -l,.....f! th", Project Evaluation P*4X)Ut,ro,>a, ' 1985 as 

i:.'.:r',t ,. ecis ions aryd0.!1s by c: ir AIDi ahir: ton-,,""n
fundiiY1 . 

it is alsO' ..mnt czate that the time trxmo,* ,cr n.u' OL information 
will deL'& a anid plan. mhis b, an in3nc.l exp_ JInt. ,,rk :ay ......... 

the ose'--, tat .:-culd provide an tor annual, :taffit cp:crtunity the c:r 7 
pIanninG 2.O.' ar ?tuy 11), .-an s uprt -ntities(C7;n recctrner.datior.s 
tnrcx-,h the 1985 annuil mc".tinq,, arx overall prxoram cznsideraticr- from 
that metrj to pro:ide definitive con idraticns for the proj0ect. An 
important . t the fact t-lat th,, 1985 
Annual ;rk Plan was inw"..'i sn "",t& to .. in -f~flz4,r\Di'ash r.t-n o-,, 

.e.. .. .. ' It 
f' 1984. Hc-sJ.er , 

never n ac ...., or ni .... arv cntr.:but . to, theu ictual 'k]rk Plan 

which wan ar ,,evwritten (and ccepttW) by AID. istead, the,Uq:uent!y 
fial1 verslicn sutntted !' th, proect wan; adopted by tlhe pro.:Ict as 3 1985 

L~lznP!,n f(o-.r it nead rx-, project fcur monthsFE- to the was 

into the y':a.
 

6. Pb1 !cat:,rs in : ':s;r. 

Boo;k of [,,iG] 

...-..t'...r.. ad ,'yriqhtckayed except for I or 2 
which M.7./ .i ir" tst itutiCns 

- PV1 u;t::': Uh:ne, final printout goirr -n now 

- ccirricIil printer ni,-::r 
- p.4Ani:hJ ",a io ' - 2 -re to do 

Inventory:
 
- initial is:ue in V71 2 :k 4 rnw" .letter
 

i: r,'!c'- lpprox lim te ly 1 §0 ,add t ir:nn 1X', 

:h ';,'FIr.It, ,nt Fo 

1''LPC -n 

- plan AdbI ,o ,'. Fourth quarter 
-'ul l otr Kar.sIas 

Nc'I (<T.nte:r/F;,) i nt,'r':t - no i,ew prr slrE,in: 

- 't!t/ 1' 1I :Minimnh' 

- in*rqo i rt
 

no tit,! r:, 

FSSP Sumuir/ Kirg-D (06/85)7 



55
 

- Liberia Report: 
- completed and initial distribution 

- TIZI Livestock Workshop Proceedings and 
Guidelines in production in July 

Research Plan 

- Procedural Manual draft printed and distributed 
maintain feedback file for revisions 

plan to 

- Other intern-al itens 
- Training Ujnit Development 
- Margeient Guidelines 
- Evaluation Task Force 
- Case Studies 
- Tcgo Workshop 

materials 

.SSP SuniArl mc'n (06/85) 8 
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FSSP SUMWARY MEMO CN:
 
VISITOR'S PROGRAM
 

Visitors, with interest in the Farming Systems approach to agricultural 
developnent, began caming to the University of Florida in mid 1981 as 
information regarding the North Florida FSR/E Project became known. This 
predates the FSSP by more than one year. With the inception of the FSSP, 
the visitor flow has constantly increased. 

The maps which indicate these visitors show that, while visitors in 
1983 were predaninately from the United States, those in 1984 reflected the 
growing interest in FSR among persons fran other countries. The 1983 
visitors were generally fron the growing network of Support Entities (SE's)

of the FSSP. The 1984 visitors, on the other hand, came fran a wide
 
spectrun of countries in Latin Nnerica, Africa and Asia.
 

As each visitor has a different agenda, the FSSP has endeavored to
 
tailor a program for each individual visitor or group. These programs have
 
varied fron mere "appointment making" with University of Florida faculty to 
intensive short courses in the Farming Systems methodology, as well as 
field visits to Florida agri-business concerns, Agricultural Research 
Centers and the North Florida FSR/E Project. 

The character ot the visitors also shows great variation. Visitors 
have ranged frcn U. S. graduate students and faculty, to international 
graduate students studying in the U.S., to FSR practitioners fran both 
Inter-national Research Centers and bi-lateral contracts as well as other 
cotntries, to Directors and Ministers of Ajriculture and Extension of their 
count-ries. 

As the FSSP Visitor's Program is demand driven, it is somewhat 
difficult to plan specific activities in advance. The FSSP will endeavor 
to provide tt1e same servIces to visitors as have been available in the 
past. Implementation will be carried out as req.ired, according to 
scheduling demands of other FSSP activities. 

FSSP Suanat-1 Mc=s (06/85) 9 
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FSSP SUMMARY ME240 ON: 
DESTIC WORKSHOPS 

Dmestic Workshiops, sponsored and supported by the FSSP, fall into two 
distinct categories; (1). General Introduction to Farming Systens Research 
Methodology, and (2). Specific Applications of the Methodology. The 
latter represent a second, and higher level of curriculum. These include 
Diagnosis in FSR/E, groncmic Design and Analysis of On-Farm Trials, and 
Maagenent of Research ar.d Extension Projects. 

Number 2 above represents the product of the 1985 'Iraining Unit 
Developmnent Workshop, held inGainesville, and are targeted to FSR 
practitioners who desire specific information regarding the methodological 
steps of the FSR process. 

In 1983, the FSSP offered the General Introduction to FSR/E Workshop 
twice in Gainesville and supported three other workshops at other 
institutions in the U.S. These were held at Colorado State University, 
Michigan State University and at Virginia Polytechnic Institute, all of 
which are Support Entities (SE's) of the FSSP. 142 persons were trained
 
during this year.
 

In 1984, the General Introduction Workshop was given three SE's;
 
University of Minnesota, Virginia State University and the University of
 
Florida. These workshops, as those in 1983, were given primarily to
 
upgrade the FSR capabilities of the Support Entities, although a larger 
nunber of international graduate students attended these workshops. 117 
persons were trained in 1984.
 

To date, in 1985, one Introductory Workshop was given at the University
 
of Arizona. 48 persons attended this workshop.
 

As the demand for FSR training has shown same change in direction frm 
Introduction to FSR towards more specific infounation regarding 
implementation of the Farming Systems approach, the FSSP has focused more 
on the specific information required by FSR practitioners. Virginia State 
University has agreed to beccne the permanent host for the Introduction to 
Farming Systems Rec arcd and Develcnent Workshop. VSU will host, at 
least, one workshop per year for interested persons. It is anticipated 
that more internatioral graduate students will become involved as their 
hane countries arEA bi-lateral contractors will be required to provid!e sane 
sort of Farming Syscins Orientation. These workshops will be supported by 
the FSSP, to a limited dcgree. 

The stratetgy or t-he second level of workshops is still being 
developed. The first steps have been implcnented, however. The FSSP has 
presented the first "Man-igexnent of Pe'aearrh and Extension Proiects" 
workshop. Participants were persons fran SE's who hav xp.rience and/or 
interest in this type of work. The group, which participated in 
Gainesville, helpr t,, Iolish the presentation of these materials. The 
Management work,,no[p w411 e presented, with FSSP support, at -iterested 
U.S. Lnstitutions by the personnel who attended the first workshop in 
Gainesville. 

10
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At the sane time, the "Design and Analysis" workshop was being 
presented in the Gambia, using materials developed at the Training Unit 
Development brkshop. This workshop will be presented, to U.S. Support 
Entity personnel, in July, 1985. Again, the plan is to expose U.S. 
personrel to the concepts of the Training Unit so that they will be able to 
use the materials in their own institution and in bi-lateral training 
situations. 

It should be noted that the multiplier effect of domestic workshops is 
quite large. By training U.S. personnel in Farming Systems methodology, 
the resource base of all participating institutions is substantially 
strengthened. 

FSSP Summry MaTxi3 (06/05) 11 



59
 

FSSP SUMMARY MEMO ON: 

EVALUATION TASK FORCE ACTIVITY STATEMENT, 1984-85 

Introduction
 

The evaluation task force - or ETF - evolved fran interest expres
sed at a technical cair.ittee meeting in April, 1984, to the need for qual
ity, rep) icable evaluations of FSR/E projects in the field. An On-Demand 
advertisenent for interested support entities went out from core, and fran 
the five interested submissions; a lead entity - Winrock International 

was selected in September, 1984. Interested individuals frcn several 
other support entities were also asked to participate on the ETF. The 
composition of the ETF, including the lead entity and leader designate, 
were announced to the FSSP support entity network shortly thereafter. 

The ieader-designate of the EEIF subsequently accepted a position at 
Michigan State University, and Winrock was not interested being lead en
tity on this activity without the active participation of the leader
designate. During the KSU FSR Symposium in October, three pre-organiza
tional meetings were held with representatives of the support entities 
involved in the ETF. It was decided that Washington State Univerzity 
would replace Winrock as lead entity, and that the leader-designate of the 
Washington group, Jnes Henson, would act as leader of the ETF. 

Evaluation Task Force
 

The =TF consists of the following_ members and affiliates: 

1. James Henson, =TF leader, Washin ton State University 
2. Rick Bernsten, Michigan State University 
3. Tom Cook, Research Triangle Institute 
4. Dan Galt, FSSP, ex-officio advisor and liason to FSSP 
5. Jan Noe, Washington State University 
6. Mike Patton, University of minnesota 
7. Ken g..i>:rg, AID/S&T, ex-officic advisor 
8. Don Voth, University of Arkansas 

In addition, the ETF is backstopped by a larger group. This backstop 
group consists of the following individuals: (1) Gustavo Arcia, RTI, (2) 
Robert Butler, 'SU, (3)Merle Esinay, MSU, k4) Dale Harpstead, MSU/BIFAD,
 
(5) Marcus Ingle, r.YM, (6) Don Isleib, MSU, (7) Ken McDermott, ?SSP, (8) 
Tom Trail, SU, and (9) Kim Wilson, MSU. This group was put together to 
respond to ETF output during implementation of the activity. 

The FIT' fir.',t xet in November, 1984. At that time, a working defini
tion of "FSR" was ca].Aed for and subsequently develcped. More imixrtant
ly, To Cook presented an evaluative issues framemArk to the qoup, which 
he was requested to expanded upon for a subsequent meetinG. After sane 
inter-institi4 tional nerot.'ation pericd of about three4 months, this frame
work was produc,_-d and cirriilated to the rest of tho ETF mc nbe.rs for ccm
monts and react~on. 

12
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After allowing sufficient time for members to cment and juggling
 
travel schedules, Jim Henson called for the second meeting of the ETF
 
during June, 1985. The following was accomplished at this meeting:
 

-The' framework was expanded to contain these 4 basic sections: 

a) Introduction
 

b) Mid-tem evaluation framework for FSR/E projects
 

c) Adaptive instructions for other types of evaluations 

d) Appendices 

Sections a), b) and d) are of equally high priority. Section b) will
 
represent a restructuring of the framework produced by Tan Cook. It is
 
being revisel to incorporate the FSR/E issues and items suggested by the
 
ETF group. It is also being reorganized around the five basic steps of 
the FSR/E sequence. This latter reorganization, suggested by Mike Patton, 
is to minimize the difference between the evaluation framework and the 
FSR/E projects likely to be evaluated using this framework.
 

Tan Cook volunteered to expand the framework (section b). All others 
fran the -cup have contributed to section d), which consists of the 
details to allow evaluators to use the evaluation framework in an evalu
ation setting. Thus, actual details needed for understanding the evalu
ation of FSR/E projects are beirg produced by the group for this section.
 
This organization allows the framework to renain a concise, highly campre
hensible dccument of great utility to any level of evaluator: profes
sional or novice, disciplinary specialist or generalist. 

While the whole thrust of the E=F will be to develop a protocol to 
evaluate projects mid-tenn, section c) eventually will provide instruc
tions to users on how to adapt the framework to near-end and end of pro
ject evaluations. Ihe writing of section c) has been assigned lowest 
priority by the ETF. 

Goals for the Future of the EIF
 

The E'TF has decided to merge th,! proposed "dry run" test of the 
frmnework with%a "traini../orientation/briefirg" session to be held for 
the first evaluation team to use the draft framework. Possible projects 
considered -or the initial field test include CATIE, CARDI and Zambia. 
Jim Henson will try to identify other projects in consultation with repre
sentatives frazn the Africa Bureau. A field test could occur as early as 
Late October or Nov< [,_nbr, 1985. It is not yet known if sufficient funds 
remain in the sub-contract between IiCU and the FSSP to allow the process 
to proceed thrToug]h the proposed field test. 

The ETF is continuin to interest othur AID bureaus in the draft 
evaluation inm;trunment. MWke Patton's visit to AID in July to consult with 
Nina Vreeland's division Is the next step in this legitimization process. 

FSSP Sumnary Memos (06/85) 13 
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FSSP SUMMARY MEMO ON:
 

BIODATA SEARCHES (Jan. to June 1985)
 

Total Requests = 27 

(note: sane requests include more than one person search) 

Total Person Searches 39 

Requests by:
 

SUPPORT ENTITIFS OFF'ICIAL FSSP/AID NON-AFFILIATES 
DAI = I FSSP I TOTAL = 8 
KSU = 1 USA.D =9 
IADS = 2 TjAL 10 
AGRIDEC = 1 
WINROCX = I 
MSU = 1 
UOF = 1 
UOI = I 
TOTAL = 9 

DISCIPLINES LANGUAGES FARMING SYSTEMS EX 
Agronany =11 panish= 3 15 
Ag. Econoiist = 7 French = 15 
Animal Sci/Lvstk = 1 
Soil/Water Mngt 1 
Rural Soc/Anthro . 5 
Research Admin = 2 REGICN 
Agroforestry 2 Africa = 14 
Agric. Admin =1 * Asia = 6 
Farming Sys. Dev = I Latin America/Car = 5 MCNTH 
Geographer 1 Near East = 0 Jan = 6 
Evaluator = 4 Other(US or non-LDC)= 2 Feb * 6 
Education 1 Mar = 6 
Public Health - 1 Apr = 1 
Envirornmentalist = 1 May = 5 

Jun- 3 

These figures show the activity of the biodata file for the six Mont 
period of 1985. The figure for the 1983-1984 period appear in the 1984 
Annual Reort, Appendix 5. For the period fran 1983 to mid year 198-,-the 
total unboer ot requests has been 73 .Support Entities = 24, Official 
FSSP/AID = 26, Non-Affiliates - 23) for a total of 113 individuals. 
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FSSP SUMMARY MEMO ON: 

FSSP TRAINING PROGRAM 

The first training materials developed by the FSSP, mostly during 
1983, were a series of slide-tape modules. There were few good materials 
available anywhere in farming systems research and extension(FSR/E). Our 
modules were to reach a wide audience, both U.S. dcmestic and foreign, and 
were designed mainly to sensitize people to the FSR approach. They were 
heavily supplemented by other materials and techniques at the discretion of 
trainers, especially when used overseas. Tramnslated into Spanish and 
French, the modules were widely used and were for the most part well 
received, particularly by U.S. dcmestic audiences, where the demand for 
then has been considerable, but also by audiences in Latin %nerica. FSSP 
thinking at the time involved the developaent of entire courses, more or 
less in packaged fotrm 

We realized after more than a year that there was a need for better 
materials for overseas training, materials that would give trainers more 
flexibility in course design and that would involve trainees to a greater 
degree. This was one of the major conclusions of an FSSP workshop held at 
Iowa State University in the summer of 1984 to develop FSP,/E trainers. We 
entered this workshop with the idea that FSR/E, because it was a novel 
approach, somehow required novel training techniques. But we learned that 
this was not so, that conventional training techniques were quite adequate. 
We left Iowa State with a renewed appreciation for the value of Good 
trainers and a feeling that no materials could ccmpensate for a lack in 
this regard- indeed, really good trainers could even design and deliver 
effective courses with pcr materials. 

Following the workshop at Iowa State, the project launched a 
concerted effort to develop the needed training materials. We began to 
think, not of developing courses, but of developing units that trainers
 
could conbine in any nunber of ways to design and deliver courses that 
would respond to the needs of different training settings. Accordingly, we 
held a training unit materials develomient workshop(a TuD workshop) in 
Gainesville in February of 1985. Participants from several FSSP mupport 
entities gathered for a week to develcp units for the FSR arua.x of 
diagnosis, agronmnic design and data analysis, and project nancrient. 
Much headway was made during the week, and the effort continues. 

The development of training unit materials is following a 
three-stage process: initial development, testing and refi rnent, and 
distribution. The week long collaborative effort resulted in the 
first-stage development of the three units noted above. Since then, each 
unit has been technically editled by at least one minbr of the or[qinal 
developnent group. Tdro of the units, ?r;ronanic [ andExl>_rinte2ntal (siqn 
Analysis, and Mangnement and ,dministraticn have been partially testcd in 
workshops in The Gambia and Gainesville. W'okplan to r.st the DiV;ncostic 
unit 'it the soonest o14)ortunity and ho[e to use it in Camrercxn in tho fall 
of 19b5. Completion of the work on content and reivison' ased, on testin 
are in proce-.s. We plan to have the first edition ready by D'ctznber of 
1985. All subsequent revisions will be incorporated into the secornd 
edition planned for Dec,-cber of 1986. 

FSSP Summary Mewos (06/85) 
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The development of these materials has cost the project to date 
about $55,000, and to ccmplete them as planne-d would cost another $35,000. 
The total effort would have an estimated cost of between $90,000 and 
$100,000. 

The strategy for delivering Iraining courses is a function of region
and will be dealt with there. 

FSSP Siu ary Memos (06/85) 16 



64
 

FSSP SU2ARY MEMO CN: 

PROGRIz DEVELOPMN STATME, 1985 

Introduction 

A coorxcinatIor for prcogram dovelcnent was appointed in the Spring, 
1995. The position of pcogram develcfinent coordinator was created to 
oddress t crdimation of tho project:ooe nes 

1) Verify that the functional areas of technical assistance, 
_ainiryj and not',2rkirj cover all priority areas so designated by the 
project; 

2) Assist in avoiding duplication of effort; 

3) Maku sure that joint, -r overlapping, areas of effort are 
properly blended back t~o-;'hec a,; activities proceed and/or are completed; 

4) Verify that jointly-issioned activities proceed along accepLable 
tracks and time frmes; 

5) -ake sure FGSP policies are rot Lmplrnented at cross pur-poses 
with one anotlh, r, e -cia]ly in the three general areas of regicnal policy 
in Africa, Asia/iUear Fast ar.nd latin ,nerica/Caribbean. 

6) Coordinate state--;f-the-:-rt (ICNrA) activities, suggest further 
SOT activities, and aSSi:st in the transidion of cmpleted tasks and ac
tivities fran SOA into tlre appr priate functional areas of technical 
assistance, trainirg, or networkiry. 

Accanul istn nr., 

To date, ,his o,'s c-yrdnati rn function has: 

t reqional .)rea 
support entity advier-y crI - similar to Asia 

1) Suxjqestod1.xthat ech coordinator consider forming a 
;itte, the [kar Est and Ad

visory CaImi.t-s (sC) to .:i:;t core iz; "llicy advice and] delivery 
of activities. This rnochani: w1 1 give supporxt ontities .-ore of the res
ponsibi l',-' for re ci.ol FS" -7iicy .--Od impllTx taticn, allewir mcre 
supPoLt entity ;nput into proj):ct del ivo,. Thi:i .ilnim i; viex! as an 
efficient wx' of travitefrrii)i r~espon3]bility for overall project imple
mentation from c,.r, to the fS2Psuport m-twork. 

2) 13c;un Uie rro tormal process, of int(xqratin rr .Jiorv,1 po1iciel. 
Exz7r.(i.)o far inclu!e u:sir; theo oxprti:;e of a supMort entity fcr.:, .ly 
confir.-d to Ltin ;nerica -- AGtID[,C -- in les!!t Africa in technicil 
tarce and. tra iniry], and anskirj ropr,!;mntat.ives of Wuthist A,;Ian univer
3ities r.o partlcipatc, in a s,;t African utiIver:lity networknhon activity 

hchedued for early 1986. 1ateqrati-n of r Iional 1Yolicie:s will allow moro 
and imor Anian at-0 f.it .n ,:,Pric,.n i xprtisoe to bf) focuSedx on African 
FSIViE pmblm and red-.x 

Goals for- the Px~o-:(0/8 Project 
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Based on the short experience of 1985, the following areas will be 
considered for progran developwent stress during the rest of the projects 

1) Strengthen two accomlishments of 1985. 

2)Provide integrtion between the cas study activity, the
 
guidelirA handbook activity, and the evaluation task force. The relevant 

* 	outputs frm these three activities should be focused mainly on 
pactitunr., projects and prograu Imlementing E approach.
Coordination and synthesis will be required. Mw diffusion mechantim may 
be througha series of SOO h publications. Sets of SOA publications may be 
developed for fte following FSIVE stakeholders: 

a)	Field practitoners (both project and host country
personnel)I 

b) 	 Chiefs of partyl 

c)Campu/private firm backstop personnell 

d) 	AM contracting and project officers, bureaus and missions; 
e)	Other host country governental representatives, especially 

those dealing with FS/ at substantive and adnini ta.ive 
levels. 

3)Work with the ro=rdinator for African policy to integrate the 
three major thrads of Afican policy, including the policies of (a) 
short-term, crop-based networking, (b) short-tem, animal-based networking, 
and (c) long-tert, West African university-based networking. 

4) Nbrk with the coordinator and assistant of training to oversee 
the final development, production and distribution of the MP training 
units. General isss to consider include (a) revision policy and (b) 
integration of training-tested and newly-created materials, activities, 
caselettes, case studies and suggestions back into the units. A specific 
issue to consider is the developient and integration of the ncessaw 
socio-economic materials into the diagnostic and agroncmic experimental 
design and analysis units. 

5) Work with the African-based core staff mepber and whmaver is 
designated to backstop this staff person here in Gainesville, If a core 
individual is transferred to Africa. issues may include a othing the 
transition of core staff to Africa and maintaining ccmunication between 
the 	project and AI/I, Africa Buau and the various, West African Missions. 

6) Develop and implemnt a better method to facilitate infouation 
flow between Gainesville and AID/I project management. 

Most of thes tentative progra developunt goals are contingent 
upon (a) core agreement, (b) concensus that they represent priority areas 
for the progr coordinator, and (c) level of project funding. 

18M, Summary Meose (06/85) 
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STATE-OE-THE-ART DBVELOPHENT
 

The 1984 Work Plan 
(pp. 39-43) offers a summary of first, second and
third-degree State-Of-The-Art (SOTA) priorities as viewed by the project
at that time. However, QgZUMWW0 of SOTA has lagged behind other 
areas
during project implementation. 
This is partly because SOTA is
Component of nearly every activity 
a natural
 

-- normally considered training, technical assistance or networking 
 that the project has undertaken. In
Addition, at 
3 very early date in project history, core staff became more
than fully occupied in 
functional and regional a"signmonts. Eor these
roasons, no conscious effort was taken to develop a specific strategy to
consid.r SOTA systematiclly until recently. This does 
not mer, that SOTA
activities did not, and do not, 
occur. 

strategy has not lead training, 

It does mean that a ;jpjW dU SOTA

technical assistance and networking, nor
has it lead any regional strategy. This is as 
it should be.
 

R*ecently, SOTA coordination has been placed under program development. A specific PSSP policy on 
SOTA development has yet to be developed.
The a.at. j, policy in place is 
to oversee developments in the three
functional areis, 
to suggest particular SOTA activities for each, and to
assist in placing SOTA output back into circulation to field practitioner%

and other interested users.
 

bcause there has not been a coordinated SOTA policy does root 
moan
that SOTA activities have not occurred. 
 In fact, almost all of the SOTA
priorities specified in the 1984 Work Pl.in have been addressed by the

project.
 

Several SOTA items 
-- such as the Hildebrand/Poey tex4t titlod
*On-Earm Agronomic Trials in Farming Systems Pesearch and Extensionp' and
the Earming Systems Case Studies activity (jointly with the Population
Council) 
-- began as nearly pure SOTA activities. 
 The former addressed 3
high-priority felt need in PSR/B methodology, while the 
latter coat studies are cutting-edge FOR/B 90TA activities. 
 However, results of both hive
hod. or will have. an increasing influence over 
traininq. and both ire
alto important in keeping field-level practioners abreaut of now

developments.
 

Other SOTA itemi bogan as Irouitine' activities and have expanded
naturally to tncompass relatively large 90TA dimensions. Examples oof tho
latter include the Guidelines Handbook development activity and tAe"
ovaluation task force. 
 The next page contains a current status 
summarytable of' SOTA activities identified in the 1984 Work Plan.
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S
I FSR/E institutional setting. 


I Role of extension in FSR/. 


1 On-farm trial design and analysis 


I Project/progr.am evaluation 


2 Economic characteristics of small-

scale family farms
 

S Nutrition and FSR/E 


2 The firM household as a ,init of 

analysis 

Diagnostic surveys 


2 Role of social science in FSR/E 


'- Livestock in ER/E 


2 Agroforestry in relation to FSR/E 


- IPH in relation to VSR/E 


2Aric.jltural nI household 


enginvering 


Policy ind infr*structure 


3 aviliation of 3R/E aoproach 


Evolvin9 from TUIIf
 

Task force: completed
 

(1) Hildebrand/Poey text,
 
completed


(2) Evolving from TUILb 

(1) Evolving from Guidelines
 
Handbook
 

(2) Evalu.atiorn tak force:
 
work in progress
 

Not aoddreise,1
 

M~y evolve out of Efrmi ,
 
Systems Case Studies
 

Farming Sy3tomz Cie Studies
 

(1) Evolvln9 from TUII*
 
('2) Addressed ir Nitworki9r 
Paper No. 5 

Not a'dressud
 

(1) Livestock task force:
 

complete

(2) W. At. livestock network
 

East-West Center, PSR/E-Agro
ecosystems joint workshop.
 
Auq., 1985
 

Barfield/Poats eoJrnti it U07 

Pirtilly 3ddreized by To'o
 
animal tr'action workshop
 

(1) Evolvin9 from TUIIf
 
(2) Evolving from Guidelines
 
HandbooP,
 

ESSP will not handl4, 

http:Project/progr.am
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FSSP SUMMARY MEMO CtI:
 

rSSP/PuzA=CtN COUNCIL FRECASE STUDIES PROJE=
 

Among the sets of documents made available for the evaluation is a 
complete file on the PSIVE Case Studies Project. These case studies for 
use in training ari being produced in a joint effort with the Population
Council, with funding f3= the Ford foundation as well as ISP. The 
coleted cases will fulfill in part obligations from the cooperative

aant in both Training and State of the Arts tesearch by providing a 
r source of training materials based on actual on-going FSIVE projects,
and at the sm tme offering a synthesis of activities and methodologies
which have been effectively used in the field. 

The eight cases being developed were selocted because they represent 
on-going field projects which have reached a level of developnent through 
at least the first three stages of FMVE (1.diagnosis, 2. design, 3. 
testing and evaluation), and demonstrate a positive incorporation of either 
intra- or inter-household and gender analysis within their ongoling
activities., The cases also include considerable project and institutional 
background and setting. *Aen, oepleted, the caes should seve as useful 
training materials for teaching concepts and methods of FSW ,
intra/nter-household analysis, gender analysis, and institutional analysis
for manhgemnt and administration. 

Attached to this mm isa list of the mmubers of the Advisory
Camittee for the FSSP/Pop. CouncL project, a smiuy of the proposals
(Exprwisions of Interest) sub itted for case study consideration, and a 
synopsis of the eight selected case studies. The following chronology of 
events sL isz. project activity to date. further details are available 
in the aboventioned file. 

February 1984. S. Poats and J. Bruce, Population Council, meet in 
Gainesville and the idea for a case studies series is first developed. 

July 1984. FSSP, PoPulation Council and Ford Foundation agree to fund the 
project with an initial three cases, and the potential to develop others 
depending on interest generated. 

A=ust 1984. Hilazy Feldstein ishired by the Pop. Council as managing
edito and nominations for a project advisory cmtuttee are begun. 

Novber 1984. A list of 50 potential adviaory oamudttee members is 
caupleted. When contacted, 17 w r willing/able to serve. With input from 
MP core staff, Feldstein, Bruce and Posts met in tNto select the 

camuittee. Ultimately 10 persons were selected. 

January 1985. The advisory couittee meets in NY and drafts the guidelines
for the case study project, the outline for the case study1fotmat, and a 
Paquest for Expressions of Interest in writing a cas study Following the 
meeting, 6000 announcements and O fozrms are mailed out, via P8,pop.
Council and Ford P.mailing lists. 

February 1985. S. Poats and Hilary Feldstein cuoleto the draft of the 

FsIP8 ary mom (06/85) 21 
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case study format. 

March 31, 1985. By this cut-off date, 72 expressions of interest have been
 
received. These were reviewed ar.d catalogued as potential, maybe or 
rejects and reviewed by the advisory ccmnittee. 

April 1985. Two presentations on the case study project aro made at AWID 
and Eurther input is received on the format and a develcirng analytical 
framework for the series. 'he advisory ccmmittee meets in NY and selects 
the 6 best case proposals. The Ford F., ilipressed with the quantity and 
quality of the sutinis.ions, invites the project to request further funding 
to expand thc original 3 cases to a total of 8. An additicrial 5 cases are 
identified as mtential and two are selected to make the total of 8. 

June 1985. The case writers and advisorl comAnittee reps. attendl a
casewriters' workshop to deveiop the cutlines, pedagogical cbjectives and 

teachirq rotes for ech case. Ca:es are thoroughly reviewed for agrononic,FSPiE, socio-ecoi~mic content. A case study specia ist frcm HIID leads 

several sessioncs cn hcw to write effective cases. 

July-Ea-ceint>2r 1985. Each case writer has developed a plan of 'o.rk for 
deliver. of drafts. Anticipate ccnplecion of all cases Iy March 1986. 

Febr-aary 1986. Ccmpletod cases will be tested at the Univ. Florida 
ccnference on Gender Issues and FSR/E. 

22
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Advisory Committee for Population Council/FSSP Case Studies Projiect
 

Dr. Harry (Skip) Bittenbender 

Department of Horticulture

Hichigan State University 


East Lansing, Michigan 48823 

(617) 353-5473 


Ms. Kate Cloud 

Department of Agricultural Economics 

University of Illinois 

Champaign, Illinois 61821 

(217) 333-5832 


Dr. Frank Conklin
 
Office of International Agriculture 

Oregon State University 

Corvallis, Oregon 97330 

(503) 754-2304 


Ms. Nadine Horenstein 

Room 3725 NS 

US/AID
 
Washington, DC 20523 

(202) 632-3992 


Ms. Kate McKee 

Ford Foundation 

320 East 43rd Street 

New York, New York 10017
 
(212) 573-5345 


Dr. Rosalie Norem 

Department of Family Environment 

Iowa State University 

LeBaror Hall, Room 173 

Ames, Iowa 50011 

(515) 294-8608
 

Dr. David Nygaard 

Agricultural Development Council 

725 Park Avenue 

New York, New York 10021 

(212) 517-9700 


Dr. Pauline Peters 
Harvard Institute for
 

International Development
 
1737 Qimbridge Street
 
Cambridge, Massachusetts 02138
 
(617) 495-3785
 

Dr. Ftederico Poey
 
AGRIDEC
 
1414 Ferdinand Street
 

Coral Gables, Florida 33134
 
(305) 271-5694
 

Dr. Mary Rojas
 
105 Patton Hall
 
Virginia Polytechnic Institute
 

& State University
 
Blacksburg, Virginia 24601
 
(703) 961-4651
 

Ms. Hilary S. Feldstein
 
Managing Editor
 
Population Council/FSSP
 

Case Studies Project
 
RFD 1, Box 821
 
Hancock, New Hampshire 03449
 
(603) 525-3772
 

Ms. Judith Bruce, ex officio
 
Program Associate
 
Population Council
 
1 Dag Hammarskjold Plaza
 
New York, New York 10017
 
(212) 644-1777
 

Dr. Susan Poats, ex officio
 
Associate Director
 
Farming Systems Support Project
 
University of Florida
 
3028 McCarty Hall
 
Gainefville, Florida 32611
 
(904) 392-2309
 

Dr. Cornelia Butler-Flora, ex officio
 
Chairman, Technical Committee FSSP
 
Department of Sociology
 
Kansas State University
 
Manhattan, Kansas 66506
 
(913) 532-6865
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SUMMARY
 

EXPRESSIONS OF INTEREST RECEIVED AS OF 4/15/85
 

1. 72 proposals received 

2. Geographic distribution 
West Africa 24 (Burkina Faso 6) 
East Africa 6 
Southern Africa 5 
N.Africa/MidEast 4 
Asia 20 (Philippines 7) 
Latin America/Mexico 8 
Caribbean 2 
Europe (Netherlands) 2 
U.S. 1 

3. Disciplines and Gender 
Discipline Total Female 
Agricultural Economics 22 5 
Anthropology/Sociology 24 16 
Agricultural Scie.nces 11 1 
Agric/Vocational Education 9 5 
Other 8 3 
Very mixed or unknown 
TOTALS 

3 (projects)_ 
74 30 

4. Of 74 proposal writers, 36 were natioinals of developing countries.
 

Hok.'
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INTRA-MOrISEHOLD DYNA.MICS AND FARMING SYSTMS 
CASE STUDIES PROJECT
 

Synopsis of Projected Case Studies 6/13/85
 
Botswana, ATIP, Doyle Baker
This is perhaps the most difficult case, as some of the issues raised by

ATIP as'a result of the IHH (read female headed household) research could havy

negative policy consequences for those households.
Africa in The context is unusual
that remittances enter every household providing a near mioimum cl 

-"r
subsistence and the government has 
resources from other diamonds, etc.
it has substantially subsidized agricultural inputs and health care. 


siuch th 
three years of the project, there has been Durin ta severe drought making a nLmber of

desirable trials impractical. 
 Th6 case 
leads the reader through a process or 
comprehensive set of 


parallel activities, corntinuous leveraged trials of cillazge/plantin 
 and a
ocio-economic surveys in which data is disapgregnated by
household types and/or by gender. 
 The theme of the project has been
difficulry of getting any successful results from 
te
 

increased understanding of factors that 
the leveraged tricl:;; 
the
differentiateand willingness to betf'ren £ar-ers abilityundertake arable agriculture (access and control of draft
animals; availability of other sources of income including remittnIcet.).agronomic outcome is to put in place non-lever:. ed 

)ne
trials for post-establ,.er
conditions for households with draft constraints, tisually
Another outcome has been f*.male headed.
to move further into the policy arena, 
su- -estinq that
policy recognize the different possibilities of different
domains, i.e. t
resources to rc rn.nd n
better off and more
to national production; intere :Led farmers can cnntribuz
resources 
to less well off households (of which the
majority are female headed and without access to draft) will
incomes, elp househo !hut niot necessarilytheme of the be contributioncase as to national1 productionstated in the last iteration is to emphasize the

goal:-. Thoof socio-ec nomic research which includes IHH iportancr

issues. The resource people feel 

to defining agronomic and policy
there may be rmore data and possibilities
inherent in the data than the project has considered,
completed analysis of the more 
but 3re waitir on
recent surveys (which will be 

the
 
,done for the firstdraft).
 

Burklna,Thisr-',a:;r SAFGRAD, Joe a Qvcase will 
go carefully through a straight FSR/P
3 sam.,Le villages in Burkina Faso. The 
process as applied to
 

the information the initial 
first section will cover bacl:ground
f.: n diagnostic and

of playing survey leaving to studentsthat dat-a against the framework and 
t e task 

situation. Section II 
making their own analynis of thegives project analysis whichtie-ridging as low cost and using 

was to go witn trial!; onavailable on-farmThis section will include the trials with 
resources includin-i. labor.tie-ridgingpo-itive agronomic results, ;nd feztillzer use showingbut lack of interesthouseholds becau:;e by variois merrber,;of labor constraint; Of farm 

principally by labor for tie rid ,-in;' wa,;women and children. prov,(deSectionmecrhanical III willtie ridger, requiring capital 
go into new trial; ,.rh aresource.shouseholds availableand studonts to a mincr-ity of 

may also 
will evaluate the implications ofhe material on differences hetween men 

this stritgty, Ther,,and womn's plots, but Joe ne'!d+;to dig that out. 

http:post-establ,.er
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CAPDIT, St. Lucia, Greg Robin and Visantha Chase
 
The CARDI case builds on the use of an Area Focused Survey, i.e. a
 

diagnostic survey with considerable socio-economic data including IHH variables,
 
to look at a single valley. In addition to economic and agronomic
 
stratification, the sarve showed serious nutritional deficiencie4 and that a
 

high proportion of the households (38%) were female headed. The decision was 
made, recently, to transfer a self-sustaining home gardening 3ystem being 

instituted in a nearby island, Domenica, to Mabouya Va:lley. The case will 

illustrate the use of the Area Focused Study approach; allow consideration of 

home gardens as part of a farming system and the importance of female inputs in 
such a system; and will examine the imnplications of transferring, a successful 
system from one location to another. Federico's work on this ca-e was 
particularly helpful in channeling at least the case, and perhaps the upcoming
etension of technology i 'iabouya, into a more experimental directin 

crnce ning the improvement of varieties and practices usedi in home arceninq. 

Colombia, C.T Jacelin Ashby 
This case will show why I1 variables were ianportant to -he testing and 

evaluation of a production technology, beans, and how they wetr,' recognized. 
Specifically this relates to recognizing .he importance of idenifying desirable 
consumption characteristics of different users: th. urban market and the 
subsistence consumer. The importance of understanding desirable cnnsumption 
chaacteristics has economic implications in that 4oen cook for hired labor and 
their cooking task and time is affected:! by the kinds of beans used. The case 
will also illustrate a methodology for including participation by multiple
 

members of the household in testing and evaluation. 

Indonesia, Sitiunn, TPOPSOILS, Vicki Sinman and Carol Colfir 
The strongest element of the TROPSOILS case is the use of the entire, 

multi-disciplinary research team to undertake a time allocat/ion study of the 
activities or lbiusehold membe!rs in this transrigration site. -his study has led 
to a decision to have trials; on forage as forage-gatherin.g was a prime labor 
constraint, and undertaken principally by women 1,nd children. Home gardening 
also ePi.erges as important in terms of both men and wo.en's time and a nut:itior 
survey drime durino, the same tirmne period suggests the value of its improve-ment. 
Because Vicki heraelf has not yet been to the field, but is going soon to work 
with Carol, we left the case ,it, a series of questions about how the different 
pieces have fit together in time and in effect on each other. 

Phili ,piner !e aiinsa~av 9_. i 'c lenber" 
The Lake Balinsaayno project is intended to provide the government with 

assistance in promoting forest conservation on government lands in the face of 
increasing migration to the area and in insuriag an equitable distribution of 
benefits. There were two diagnoses undertaken resulting in a large body of 
agroclimatic and socio-economic data, as well as statements concerning farmer 
preferercces, which student; can compare aq to methodology and result!. A second 
set of .ore focused studie--production & consumption, cropping sy!;tems;, 
fishing, nutrition, and land usee decision making--Col lowed . Bach used different 
methodologies for getting at quention'; of time allocation and aman this will be 
an exercfi for comparig the ppro.,ches nat; to rwource cost:; and benefits. One 

issue will be the r.r...'r, to which ,_, rc': con:;traFirts aftfect the definition of 
research don;,in!;. Thr rlationnl1ip of 'I parI lel ',et of field ac. ivities-
continuingj coimiunity otgani:tation , 1. l.'r;Icy pro,,rat; , dem-ont:ration plut. , etc.
-to the reAsarcnI.i ;its:o e-xplore,!. The thir ,-, rt,:p;t the teut . of the 
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field irterventions and plans for further interventions and ends with the tasks
 
of reviewing the interaction between research and field activities and of
 
looking at what has already been done in view of reorganizing as an FSR/E
 
project.
 

Zambia, ARPT, Charles Chabala and Robert Nquiru 
This case is a classic. The first section will give the country


backgrou, d, including the institutionalization of FSR/E in Zambia, and the
 
original diagnosis of the area 
leaving to students the task of idej-ifying

research priorities. One element of that information is the heavy labor of
 
women in their (separate) bean fields. 
The second section details actual trials
 
undertaken by the project as a result of the original diagnosis: 
one on
 
intercropping beans with maize to take advantage of the traction being used 
on

family (male headed) maize fields and thereby reduce women's labor as well 
as
 
the fertilizer that was already being applied to the maize. 
 A second set of
 
trials was on maize for increased yields. Though both trials showed the
 
experiments to be successful in agronomic terms, neither was 
acceptable to the
 
farmers. in the case of beans, the integration of mens and womens fields
 
resulted in losses to women of the income they got fron the sale of small
 
surpluses and women objected. 
 In the case of both beais and corn, the
 
consumption and processing characteristics were not taken into account and
 
therefore the varieties were rejected. Th': third section covers a Labor Survey

designed to get more information on time allocation and men's and women's
 
resources and benefits with respect to particular crops. An interesting aspect

of the survey is the methods used to get women's views in light of cultural
 
constraints (and institutional difficulties). The results of that survey are
 
the subject of a final set of tasks to determine what research to tackle next.
 

It should be noted that these synopses are tentative, based on current drafts
 
and the emphases in any might shift as further work is done and the writers get
 
further into their data.
 

L5 - )Joewi - 6t 
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FSSP SUMMARY MEMO ON: 

PROJECT ACTIVITIES IN LATIN AMERICA AND THE CARIBBEAN 

Accordirg to the Cooperative Agreement, the FSSP was to allocate no 
_-nzthan twenty-five percent of its funds to Latin America. Yet, there 

has been more demand for project services, especially in the early months, 
fram Latin America than fran the other regions. We soon realized that tha 
demand would draw excessively on project resources and began operating oni a 
cost-sharing and buy-in basis with USAID missins in the region. Over the 
last several months, as funds were withdrawn from our project and as USAID 
began to give ever more emphasis to Africa, we began requiring USAID 
missions in Latin America to finance all FSSP services that they requested. 
That policy is in effect today. 

A list of FSSP activities by country fo: 1983 and 1984 appears in
 
our annual reports; a summary for this year is appenied to this memorandin. 
The project has been especially active in Paraguay and Honduras. We
 
collaborated with INTSORMIL, the sorghum-n4.llet CRSP, as well as with
 
ICRISAT and CIMMYT in the development and delivery of a workshop at CLMMYT 
for sorghum and millet researchers from several Latin American countries. 
We also financed the participation of several of those researchers. We
 
have worked with CIMMYT elsewhere, including in Paraguay when the project
 
first entered that country. And CIMMYT sent two researcher-trainers to
 
help us develop training materials during the workshop this year in 
Gainesville.
 

The FSSP worked withi PRECODEPA in the de.3ign and delivery of an FSR
 
training workshop in Guatemala for potato researc 'ers inCentral ~eir.ica
 
and the Caribbean. PRECODEPA is a regicnal potato research cooperative
 
maraged by CIP, who helped with the workshop. We also financed the
 
participation of sane of the workshop participants.
 

The FSSP assisted CATIE this year in the design of a one-week 
seminar to analyze six FSR/E cases in Latin America. And again, we covered 
th.e participation costs of several seninar participants. At the request of 
iDCAP, the project is now assembling a team to conduct a final evaluation 
of the CATIE-ROCAP farming systems project. I just returned after a month 
in Central America, where T gathereO information in five countries that 
will be used in this evaluation. The prospects for further collaboration 
with CATIE and ROCAP are good. 

An FSSP training team is now in Jamaica delivering an introductory 
F3R workshop to researchers in that country. 

Our training activities in the region have reached about 350 
persons. We have souxht to use native speakers of Spanish in our training 
work in Spanish America, since the farming systems approach is a radical 
departure frcin the traditional org-nization of research and exterLsion and 
comlunication is espe2cially critical. For technical assistance, we have 
been less concerneKI about lanquage skills, althoumh we still consider thc<n 
important.
 

Other countries of the region have expressed an interest in usinq 
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the FSSP. USAID/Peru has indicated that it might soon need assistance in 
reorienting research and extension in that country. Both Honduras and El 
Salvador have expressed an interest, though it might prove difficult for 
the FSSP to find people, at least from the universities, willing to work in 
El Salvdor. And Paraguay has just bought into the FSSP at the level of 
$80,000 for services to be rendered ircstly over the next year. 
Haiti approached us about threve i-nths ago regardirmj adviacry/ support fcr 
farming systens work there. It is very likely that the Daninica Republic 
ask us to conduct further training, since an FSSP person recently went 
there to help them devise a training plan. 

FSSP Sumary Mmiss (06/85) 29 
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FSSP SUMMARY MEMO ON: 

1985 FSSP ACIITY CALENDAR FOR LTIN AMERICAN AND =1 C-RIBBEAN 

Centro Acronanico Tropical de Investigacion y Ensena:iza(CTIE) 

April 22-26: Helped sponsor and plan seminar for 
presentation of six FSR cases from Latin ?anerica.
 

July-August: FSSP to field evaluation team for ROCAP, 7-o evaluate
 
CATIE-iCkP farming systems project. 

Dominican Reaublic 

March 3-7: One person sent to help Ministry cf Agriculture
 
develop training program to introduce FS?/E
 

apprcch to Dcninican setting. 

Honduras 

Feb. 1-15: Trainiir team sent to conduct t'z-week course 
on FSR/E approaIch for Programa ie Tecnologia
 
Rural(PTR). Course addressed to FIV field 
teams frcn the 	 six regicns of Honduras. 

March 4-19: Conducted cJaluation of FSP/E approach beir 
used by PI'R. Helped them plon for 1985. 
Identified problc:,s in application of FSR/E
 
approach and suggested solutions.
 

March 20-22: ;krkzhop in which PTR r-cgional teams
 
presented their m rk plant3.
 

April 20-May 7 	 Provided technical assistance on use of 
microcanputers in analysis of on-farm 
agroncwic trial data. 

Jamaic-i
 

Juno 18-27: Two-werk cournte to intrduce Jamaican 
reserchers to FSP/E.
 

Paraguay 

USAID/Gov. of Paraguay buy-in at level of $80,000 for
 
services.
 

FSS'3P Suiiar'y MaTrK' (06/35) 30 
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FSSP SUMMARY MEMO ON: 

ASIA POLICY DEVEWPMENT AND STRATEGY STATEMENT, 1984-85
 

Introducticn
 

By project definition, the regions of the Near East anr Asia are
 
considered together for regional policy development. Being the last two
 
regions to be considered for formal policy, A-sia and Near East policy 
developnent prcfitted frrn the experiences gained in implemnti ng FSSP 
Folicies in both Latin America and Africa. In addition, the FS5 --!-.w
leges that (1) core staff has the least mount of experience working in
 
Asia and the Near East and (2)Asia has a longer continuous experience in 
crcpping systans research than any other region of the world. 

Given this settir, Asia and Near East policy developTment began in 
the Spring of 1984 with the creation of a caomittee camposed of faculty 
fran several support entities interested in continuing their wOrk inAsia. 
This ccmnittee, known as NF.V.C (Near East and Asia Adivsory Committee), 
consists of 11 members representing 9 support entities. Its purpose is 
provide a cadre of members with both interest in, and expertise fran having 
worked in,Asia and/or the Near East. The comnittee provides advice to the 
core regarding Asia and Near East policy and implementation strategy. The 
NEAAC camnittee met 3 times during the 1984 FSR Symposium at KSU last Octo
ber. The co-coordinator for Asia and the Near East keeps the ccmittee 
abreast of the demands on the FSSP frcm these regions, as well as delivery 
by FSSP core and NEAAC members. Ccinposition of the NEAAC is provided by 
the attachnent to this report. 

Accanl istnents
 

Since the cable announcing the beginning of an Asian policy and
 
creation of the NEAAC went to missions inJuly, 1984, the FSSP has been
 
involved in the following activities: 

1) Teclhn.ical assistance was supplied cn request to an FST/E workshop 
in Sri Lanka. African and Asian expertise was used. 

2) Core has made exporatory visits on request to missions and host 
country repre!;entatives of the Philippines, Indonesia, Thailand and ,epal. 
A NEAAC mmnber accmpanied the coro rcprcesentative during the exploratory 
visit to Thailand. 

3) Follo-up visits to the Philippinw and Iailand have taken 
place. In the first instance, t'o NE AC ma rs carried out a training
needs asn'cnunent, while in the latter, technical assistance was provided 
for an -mpendimr project evaluation and for host country field 
linplhnentation of FSIV/E. 

4) Dialy;ue/col.awur'tion with AVPDC, rPRI, ICRISAT, and CLMMYT out
reach has L,tin. Pmsr:-enativ,;i fran, AVPLC', IPPI ar ICRTSAT have visited 
the project in aline!ivill,. Coro visits hivefl x- mado, to [PRE (two) and 
to CIMMIT outr,;ach ,;talf. A NFAltC mctntxr has vi2 itcd AVRV2. 

W'S174 ~ yl ;,r~n ' ,/[5 
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5) Through an IRRT-FSSP initiative, an African-Asian linkage has 
begun by sponsoring three representatives of the newly-formed West African 
livestock-based FSR network to attend a forthccming AFSN crop-livestock 
monitorirg tour in Asia inAugust.
 

6) Another Asia-Africa linkage haus been started by requesting repre
sentatives of the SUAN (Southeast Asian University Agroccos-ystems Network) 
systen to atted a forthcanirkg networkshop in Africa for West African 
universities interested in FSR/E. This activity should take place in early
 
1986.
 

7) IRRI and the FSSP have irceracted in developnment and refinement 
of FSR/E training materials. 

8) Technical assistance was provideJ to the Jo7rdan mission via the 
University of Arizona in a FSI/E protect design activity. 

Goals for the Pcnainder of the Project
 

EAAC has proven highly successful during its first year. Recently, 
NEAAC membership was asked to form a subcaiitittee with the objective of 
becoming nre directly involved in Asia and Near East policy. This sub
caunittet will address its7elf to the ccntinu:.ng evolut.ion and Lrpltenenta
tion of FSSP policy in the region, and will account for the najority of Lche 
delivery of FSSP activities in the regicn during the rest of 1935 ar.d 
throtxjhout the rest of the life of the project. 'his subcrrviittee curren
tly consists of NEAAC mcimbers, and 4s included in the NEAAC membership 
roster attached to this report. 

In stmrnary, the core will continue to turn policy development and 
delivery over to the NEAC subccimittee, which in turn will continue to 
work closely with the core co-coordinator for Asia and the Near East. T'o 
explicit goals for the project in these regions are: .1 

1) Continuing integrntion with IRI, CIMC4Yr and ICRISAT in .Iefining 
the roles of each entity in FSP/E activities in the regions, including the 
issues of which entity should lead the activity, which entities should
 
provide support, and how such support should be paid for and d!elivercd;
 

2) ContinuingI the search for activities which can for the basis or 
ribboning between the regions of Africa and Asia/Near East in addressinq 
FSR/E problens and neads. 

Firlly, activities begun in 1984 bet-teen the FSCSP ar, SUNI will 
cfntinue into and beyond 1985. T.o such activities are the yi[nt mes.Itirng 
of FSR/E practitioners and Lfgrc,cosyst(in practitioners, hosted by the 
East-*.st Cnter (with Ford Foundation fundint1) in AtIxu.St, 1985, and FSSP 

1986. 
The FSSP views the former as a state-of-tho-irt activity which ,,Lay lead to 
use of agroec ystum meth(ods in FS/E activitis , and u,;4., of FSP rapid 
rural appraisal. techniques in arlrotcosysten i res'earch. 

participation in the SUTAN meetirs in ChairM; Mai, 'Thailand, 1ov'nb, 
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ATTACiMENrT TO ASIA POLICY STATEMEN 

This attachment provides the NEAAC (Near East and Asia Advisory 
Camittee) membership. Those members starred with an asterisk (*) have 
agreed to serve on the NEAAC policy developrent and delivery subcommittee: 

Regional 
NEAAC Meber University Affiliation Interest 

Randy Barker Cornell Southeast Asia 

*Ric.hr.d Bernsten Michigan State Southeast Asia 

*Harry Bittenbender Michigan St.Ate Southeast Azia 

*Jchn Caldwell Virginia PolyLechnic Institute Southeast Asia 

Sam Johnson Illinois Southeast Asia 

Herb Massey Kentucky Southeast ,sia 

*Harold McArthur Hawaii Southeast Asia 

Mike No celie Arizona Near East 

Howard Olcon Southern Illinois East Asia 

Delane ',31sch Minnesota Southeast Asia 

*L~-y Zuidema Cornell Southeast Asia 
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* FSSP SUMARY MEMO ON: 

FSSP AFRICA POLICY AND 1985 ACTIVITIES 

The Cooperative Agreements for the FSSP state that at least fifty 
percent of project activities during the life of the project will support 
mission programs in the Africa Bureau. This will provide: 1) a brief 
sumary of regional activities to date, based on reports in the files 
compiled for the evaluationy 2) a description of activities copleted in 
1985y 3) a calender of activities planned (both confirmed and tentative) 
for the remainder of 19851 4) and an optimal plan of action for the 
remainder 	of the projecte. 

(1) The first year of FSSP, 1983,ifocused on needs assessment, technical 
assistance and the development of a one-week overview workshop on FSp,/E 
concepts and mithods. During 1984, we focused attention on the training 
area with 	refinement of the overview workshop and initiation of training
 
materials 	development geared to the needs of the region, including case
 
studies, trainity, units, diagnostic survey guidelines for West Africa, and
 
an exploration of the francophone and anglophone approaches to FSR inWest
 
Africa and the implications for training. Attention was also placed on
 
preparation of trainers for Africa with the Training for Trainers Workshop 
at Iowa State University. FSSP supported two MS = workshops (Malawi and 
Mali). Task force activity (household, evaluation, livestock, extension) 
also focused attention on key problem areas of FSR inAfrica Work wrl
 
also begun on the synthesis of field experiences and task force 
rannendations into FSP/E guidelines. 

(2)Activities coipleted inAfrica in 1985.
 
(Core staff member associated with activity in parenthesis) 

January: Briefing for Gambia Ag. Research and Developnent Design tean (DG) 
FSSP S /E specialist on Gambia GARD design te (SP) 
T course inSenegal (CA) 

February: 	 Preparations in Togo for Networkshop (SP)
 
World Bank Seminar in Ivory Coast Res-Ext Linkage (CA)
 
Zambia FSR project evaluation (E.MAINEZ)
 

March: Networkahop on Animal Traction in a Farming Systems Perspective,
held in Togo (SP, J. OXLEY S. 2USSO, P. STARKYf, V. 
BA1RIT, J. LItITE, II. ZANDST) 

SAF=D/F/PUP= Workshop on Technolies Appropriate for 
Farmers in Semi-Arid West Africa (DO + 11 West African 
participants sponsored by FSSP) 

ICARM workshop on on-fam research with animals; Read of FSSP 
Livestock Task Force attends (J.O.EY) 

Planning of Jun ILCA/FSSP workshop on On-ram Research 
Methodologies for Livestock (J. OeY) 

Aprilt Cameroon Technical Assistance Seminar - MP sent M specialist 
to give 2 plenay lectures (S. .RANZEL) 

Completion of Africa FUR Bibliography (U LIBRARIES) 
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May: Africa Bureau/S&T Seminar on Results of Togo Networkshop (SP)
Senegal workshop on agronomic trials, FSSP facilitator 

participated (F. POEY) 
Gambia Workshop on Design and Analysis of On-Farm Trialsl all 

trainers and materials supplied by FSSP (SP, EG, LW, J. 
CAILL, F. POE!)

Senegal networking visit with MSU/IS team concerning joint
training, networking and publication activities (SP)

FSSP/Vop. Council FSNIE Casewriters W s in Boston 
casewriters for Botswana, Zambia, Burkina Faso attend (SP,
D. BAKII, J. NAG!, C. CHABALA) 

June: African Title XII Bilateral Contractors Network meeting in 
Chicago as part of intiation'of Crop-based networking
activities in W.Africa (SP, DG. 

West 	African Animal System Networking: Exchange visits between 
animal traction teams in Togo and Sierra Leone (SP,
P. STAMRKEY)

ILCA/FSSP Workshop on On-Farm Livestock Research Methodologies
(SK, J.CXEY, R. McDCWEL, H. OLSCN)

CIOUT East Africa Program, ICAF, ICIPE networking visits (SK) 

(3) Activities planned for the remainder of 1985 

July: Networking/lTraining trip to CDOM/Nairobi, Rwanda and Burundi 
(SP)

Planning of Egerton College, Kenya, East/West Africa FSR
workshopi MSSP will support 10 W.African Participants (SP) 

August: Egerton College East/West Africa FSR Workshop (SP)
Animal Systems Networking S2taering C=anittee Representatives to 

join Asian FSR Network Livestock Monitoring Tour (SP, P. 

Sept.: aRsN $S=ouiumin Dakarl FSSP will co-sponsor together with 
MRC and IITA (SP) 

Ivory Coast/IDESSA FSR workshop (Proposed; solicited FSSP 
suport) (SP) 

Octobers KSU ESWE Syq;hium and DSSP annual meetings African umwbers of 
Technical Coemitte. wil met (DO, SP) 

W/RNovember, AM meeting in Toga: SSP asked to assist in developing pro
or post workshop activity on FS/ and animal traction. 

Networks*o for OP's of FSIV or related projects in Africa(tentative) (SP,I 
Monda MO overview workshop with C!1M (sp) 
Zambia workshop-on researh-.xtension linkages in 

institutionalizations CDhM/SP/W MAK (CA) 

December: West African LFO/U Practitioner. networkshop, o-sponsored
FSPA/fS1M (SI, W~)

Caon ISP/ overview workshopt to be co-sponsored with AID 
miss ionrVTA Dechang Proj M.SP CSP) 
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(4) Strategy for the remainder of the project.
 

FSSP has been asked to develop a plan for placement of a regional
 
support office and staff member in West Africa. A long range plan and 
budget for such an office to be placed in Cameroon was developed by C. 
Andrew (See memo May 28, 1985 to Anson Bertrand). Ubile FSSP strongly 
concurs with the development of a West African base from which to continue 
FSB/E support activities, this will not be possible without additional 
financial support fro USAID. FSSP does, however, see that a series of 
third and half time positions within bilateral contracts could build 
towards the development of such a base in the future. FSSP has been 
requested in the PP of the Gambia ARD Project to share a trainer position 
for two years. This would provide FSSP with'two opportunities: 1) to 
conduct a series of training short courses in English with hands-on 
activities within an on-going FSRVE project for both Gambian and other 
English-speaking practitioners frcm the region, and 2) to develop a model 
for the integration of an FSR/E training within an African National g. 
research and extension program. Both experiences could build into a 
regional support base, such as the one proposed for Cameroon. Linking the 
Gambian trainer position into other regional training and networking
activities would further strengthen the developnent of a regional base. A 
second shared position with the Univ. Florida Cameroon University Project

could also be considered as another step towards a regional base. Such a 
position could build upon Gambian training activities and incorporate them 
into a University level training program. Other shared positions with 
other bilateral contracts now being bid upon (Mali, Sie ra Leone) could 
further strengthen linkages upon which to build a support base. FSSP could 
then work towards the development of such a base for the reinder of the 
project and phase implementation of the base into 1987, provided funding is 
made available. 

wether the activities described above are funded or not, the FSSP 
will continue with proactive FSR/E support to Africa, primarily in the West 
and Central Regions. Major attention will be placed on networking and 
training, while: maintaining a response and facilitation mode to mission 
requests for technical assistance. Networking activities will center 
round support for 3 interrelated networks: animal-based farming systems 

(as initiated with the Togo networkshop), crop-based farming system 
(initiated with the bilateal contractor network) and a third dealing with 
FS"VB in the African University context (which will be linked to the SUAN 
network in Asia). Linkages of these activities with ITA, SA D, NSAH,
UMC, O F., WVRD BANK, and aFM are being discussed and planned.
Training will focus on delivery of couse using the T and cae study 
materials, and adaptation of these to French. 
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INDEX OF ITEMS FOR THE FSSP EVALUATICN 

A. PROEr REPORTS 

A-I Project Paper 
A-2 UF Response to the Project Paper 
A-3 Cooperative Agreement and Logical Framework 
A-4 Procedural Manual 

B. WORK PLANS
 

B-i 1983 Work Plan (See Appendix 1 of the 1983 Annual Report) 
B-2 1984 Wor!: Plan 
B-3 1984 Work Plan Camtnittrents 
B-4 1985 Work Plan 
B-5 1985 Implementaticn plan for the 1985 Work Plan 

C. QUARTIERLY REPORI 

C-i 41 1982, 4th Quarter 1,0/01/82 to 12/31/82 
C-2 42 i983, ist Quarter 01/01/83 to 03/31/83 
C-3 43 1983, 2nd Quarter 03/01/83 to 06/31/83 
C-4 44 1983, 3rd Quarter 07/01/83 to 09/31/83 
C-5 45 1983, 4th Quarter 10/01/33 to 12/31/83 
C-6 46 1984, Ist Quarter 01/01/84 to 03/31/84 
C-7 47 1984, 2nd Quarter 03/01/84 to 06/31/84 
C-8 48 i984, 3rd Quarter 07/01/34 (" 09/31/84 
C-9 49 1984, 4th Quarter 10/01/84 to 12/31/84 

D. AeN'NJUAL REPORT 

D-1 1983 Annual Report 
r -2 1984 Annual Report 
'2.1 1984, Smmrl of FSSP Annual ,tiotirns 

,-2.2 Sutmiuy of Interests, Capab1ities, and Experienco of SE's 
D-2.3 lBiuI.ata Selrch Srumirik.-- ( includoil .intho 1985 Annual Report) 

E. TECIINICIL PETI.VIfJ; %JJD[fi FUMIN' 

E-1 LI it ',vxrw: 
E,-2 tt , , ; E aIz't n ,[~
 
E,;-3 ri.,.t :.k ;. >
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E-4 Handbook 
E-5 Evaluation Task Force (in progress) 
E-6 Burkina Faso Country Book (not included) 
E-7 The Gambia Country Book (not included) 
E-8 Sierra Leone Country Book (not included) 
E-9 Togo workshop sutnary 
E-10 Upper Volta Workshop report (not included) 
E-11 Working Paper 101 
E-12 Networkir.g Papers 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6
 
E-13 FSR Bibliography 
E-14 KSU FSR Bibliography
 
E-15 Hildebrand, P. and F. Poey. On Farm .gronanic Trials in Farming 

Systems Research and Extension. 
E-16 FSR/E Case Study Project- FSSP/Pcpulation Council 

F. TRAINING 

F-l* 174S 101 Technical Overview of FSR/E 
F-2* 7AS 102 Introduction to Farmiing Systems Research/ Cevelopnent
 
F-3* TMS 201 Introduction to the Econonic Characteristics... 
F-4* TMS 202 Econamic Characterisuics fo Small Scale ....Farms...
 
F-5* 7 iS 203 The Small Scale Family Farm as a System 
F-6* T7AS 204 Land Tenure in Upper Volta 
F-7* TMS 301 Defining Recamendation Doains 
F-8* TMS 302 Initial Characterization: The Rapid survey cr SONDEO. 
F-9* TMS 401 Desining Alternative Solutions-- Jutiapa, Guate-nala 
F-10* TMS 402 Designi.g Alternative Solutions- Zapotitan, El Salvador 
F-1f* TMS 403 Designirg Alternative Soluticns- Not-rh FIorida PSR/E 
F-12* 7I4S 405 ;,men and Cassava Production in Zaire 
F-13* 'DIs 406 ILCA Highlands Alnimal Traction- Ethiopia 
F-14* TIMS 501 Psign ard ANalsis of On-Farm Trials 
F-15* Int'l Pr. The Lind Grant Systc.-n and the University of Florida 
F-16 T.YS ,60 0 Trainingj Unit: A1groncmic Experiirental D.ign and Anal. 
F-17 'iY, 601 Trainiryj Unit: Manaqc:nent and A,miiistration in FSR/E 
F-18 TMS 602 TrainiM U(nit: Diaqnosi2-Gottirg Started in FSR/E 
F-19 Sclecte] Readims for FSP 'lethods (Hildebrand) 

* slide/tap) mry:ulef (script available) 

G. CIPCULN S 

G-1 N;evwletters Vol. 1, Nos. 1,2,3; Vol. II, Nos. 1,2,3,4; Vol.[II, 
Nos. I and 2 

Cr-2 On-Demand 1 tim-u 5 
G-3 On-Networkig I thr-u 21 
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DATE: May 28, 1985 

TO: Dr. Anson Bertrand 

7f1lRCUH: Don Osburn- & Wendell Morse 

FRCIM: Chris 0. Andrew
 

RE: FSSP West Africa Support
 

The following presents results of the recent meetirs held in Carercon 
concerning possible location of an FSSP regional support office and 2taff 
in C-meroon. Budget estimates are included to indicatcs 'ecessary
supplanental support to the core FSSP budget if such action is to *a 
undertaken.
 

Based upon cur last cmanunication at the FSSP Advircr-y Counc' I ne tiryj, 
we have directcd our assesanent to of a ;icnpletOestablishnent r.:oa 
support progran based in Camercon. °vWebelieve that th ,.should b> t:e 
position taken. Limited support, hcwever, will not actlove t:t:v :esults 
than the present mode of opcration. A field assistant siticn (an ex PC / 
type) might he appropriate as an extenscn of the present n'!e to 
facilitate trainin and network activities if a conplete ?rional support 
progrmn is no, possible. We do not recxmrnend the limited suppoxrt 
alternat ie. 

Meetirm-,s in Camerccn confirm the position taken by you and the Advisory 
Council that a cranplete support package should be ccnsidered. h=e 
meetirngs were held with the following leaders and nunerous of their support 
people: 

Dr. Peor OxDna - Director Gcneral, University Center at Oschang 
Dr. Joseph Djcukmn --Deputy Director 02neral, University Center at 

Dr. Jean (>jia - Director,NSA (National School of Hijher Educcitir n) 
Univero3ity Center at Dtcharr] 

Dr. ,Joe Pur,1hy - Chief of Pmrty USATD/UF/UCD fliqhor F1'duration C;ntract 
Dr. Ehiu,.l Atyi - Chief oC Party UAID/iITA'rWiA N,tiona (.*eols 

Pe-!irech r xt,,nni n Projcct
 
Dr. 1(!erb Mi 1.ler -- ;ct iry, Dirc:f' ", ISA I (:'mrr )n
 
Mr. Fklbochbno ii - IiI{Lr/UhAfD 'i'~ine mn
 
Mr. B, I l i Lwi. . 2-.r - AIi/'.-A D C.",urrx~n
 

I"';;P( ] /;]3)39 ;i I z/ ,1,': : 
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In sunmay the UCD administration would like to have the FSSP locate 
with the University in Dschang assuming that support would be given to the 
establishment of a farming systems course in the university curriculum, 
that the FSSP would work closely with the two bilateral contracts (UF and 
TITA), and that assistance would be given as the UCD jointly establishes 
on-farm research with the National Cereals Research and Extension (NCRE) 
program. The farming systems arm of the NCRE is the Technical Liaison Unit 
(TLU).
 

h1e University of Florida technical assistance team reacts positively 
to logistically supporting an FSSP unit if that unit is under the 
administrative supervision of the Chief of Party for the work in Cameroon. 
This is compatible with and supports the UEC administrative position. 
Thus, the bilateral contract and the UCD would provide office space,
 
administrative support (accounting, money transfer capability, etc) and
 
facilitate establishznent of the standard contractor package allowable to
 
but not exceeding that available to the UF bilateral contract team. In
 
return the UF expects that FSSP will respond to the desires expressed by
 
the UCD administrators.
 

IITA desires to cooperate with FSSP both under present operating
 
arrangements and if a program office is established in Cameroon. FSSP 
might locate with the National Research Institute (IRA) near Yaounde 
instead of at Dschang with the UCD. This was suggested by Herb Miller but 
not supported generally by others. IITA and the NCRE would probably be 
receptive to such collaboration but they agree that cooperative work at UCD 
would be most desirable. Two NCRE technical assistance people are located 
at the IRA research station in Dschang adjacent to the UCD. One of the 
TLUs is near Dschang also so the integration of research and extension 
presses for the UCD location. We see full collaboration possible with IITA 
under all alternatives. Note that IITA/Ibadan recammended to Hugh Popenoe 
in his recent visit to Nigeria that Cameroon would be the place to locate 
an FSSP unit. Thus, we have discussed the IITA linkage at all levels and 
are very pleased to report that we see excellent potential for a successful 
working relationship. It could became a model for not only FSSP/IARC work 
but for facilitating and strengthening the LARCiNational Research Institute
 
linkage. 

USAID/Caeroon is supportive of FSSP and desires caution in considering 
establishment of a complete regional support program at the UCD. Three 
considerations were raised by Herb Miller: not to over tax the UCD which 
is undergoing major institutional development changes at pvsent, to 
cooperate fully with IITA, and to integrate solidly with the UF bilateral 
contract. Discussions with administrators of those entities suggest that 
these considerations are very reasonable and that they can be acccmodated 
tor effective programming. Both Bill Litwiller and Bob Schmeding 
ephasized the need for adequate financing for a complete program and 
optimally a four year minimum time frame. Sc.hreding was very enthusi;stic 
about the regional program concept of linking bilateral contractors 
together in West Africa for collaborative support and networking. Jay 
Johnson is to became Mission Director on June 20, 1985. Jay visited 
Gainesville for two days to become familiar with the university and we 
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spent an hour discussing the FSSP. Before I reached the point of proposing 
Cameroon as the location for an FFI;P program Jay volurteered that he 
invited us to consider Cameroon. He was very supportive and will be 
excellent for UF and FSSP to work with. 

The 	Program in Cameroon might then assume the following scope: 

A. 	 Purpose 

I. 	 Establish base for regional training programs in FSR/E. 
2. 	 Establish an institutional tie (University Center at Dscharg) for 

long term educational programing: 
a. Short courses linked with viable FSR/E and OFR work. 
b. Degree course in the UCD curriculum with viable FSR/E and 

OFR work. 
3. 	 Establish a network support base to: 

a. 	 Facilitate national linkages through bilateral 
contractors and national institutions in West Africa. 

b. 	 Augment problem (cacmodity cropping systems, constraints 
etc) oriented networks of West African researchers and 
educators with agricultural research, training and 
extension responsibilities. 

B. 	Basic Requirements
 

1. 	Location with a national institution - preferably including a 
research, teaching and extension mandate. 

2. 	Potential ties with an ongoing FS and OFR program.
 
3. 	Full regional complement - multi country with bilateral contract
 

collaboration.
 
4. A support canitment by USAID - S&T, Africa Bureau and Missions: 

a. 	 With a minimum 4 year time frame 
b. 	 With an adequate budget as specified below see budget 

The summary budget for Africa (primarily W. Africa) would call for 
$2.377m for the FY period 1986 through i989 (see attached budget). Four 
years of programing would include the Cameroon base at about 25% of the 
total budget, a regional budget for linking with bilteral USAID contracts 
at about 15% of total budget and a training technical assistance and 
networking activity budget at 60% of the budget. 

Mission match would influence the overall program but regional training 
and network activities can not be supported exclusively with mission 
buy-ins. The budget would support up to six major networkshcps or training 
activities and sane training unit development support work. 

The Cameroon base budget is attached. Ccnputations cover the 21 itonth 
pericd fron January 1, 1986 through September 30, 1987. Projections to 
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cover FY 1988 & 1989.
 

The regional linkage budget anticipated salary only to call forth 
designated team members fran bilateral contracts for a portion of time 
to be spent in regional and national FSR/E training and networking. At 
capacity ('87, '88, '89) this could be four people at quarter time or three 
people at third time etc.
 

A consideration of the FSSP budget is necessary as we anticipate the 
Africa situation. A sunimary of the FSSP budget through campleticn of the 
present Cooperative Agreement in September 1987 is attached. It includes 
the basis for phasing into an African regional program but does not 
anticipate total FSSP costs, should the project be extended. 

A summary of projected costs through FY 1987 with and without the W. 
Africa strategy coupled with full funding as called for in the Cooperative 
Agreement and reduced funding as presently suggested by S&T, is attached. 
Cenerally the data speak to the situation. 

The overall budget shows an extremely low input into LA and Asia/NE 
without the TM1 funding shown in parenthesis for 86 & 87. There can be no 
W. Africa program without supplenental funding for the final two years (FY 
88 & 89). If all funding in the Cooperative Agreement were available 
$100,900 could be carried into the next funding or project period. Even 
then there will be a short fall of $468,100 in FY 86 unless the funding is 
evened cut (moved fran 87 to 86). If there is no new program in W. Africa 
the FY 86 short fall will be $277,800 and $967,100 in FY 87. To sustain 
this reduction Africa delivery covld be reduced primarily to Mission 
buy-ins, core staffing could be reduced and/or the program development 
effort reduced. Probably each would need to be cut where possible 
depending upon overall program priorities. The first phase of the FSSP 
might be forced to terminate prior to Sept 30 1987 if funding level II is
 
implemented. 

Hopefully this gives you a reasonably complete picture of where we 
might go with the FSSP in Africa relative to the overall funding situation.
 
In conclusion, our efforts in W. Africa are going very well, contrary to 
what many might have expected. Farming systems work in W. Africa has 
becane in many places an accepted way to address research and extension 
needs. FSR/E programs, however, are only in initial stages of evolution. 
It will be unfortunate i.f we reduce activity as we are most needed. 
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AFRICA BUDGET:
 

(1000s) FY 86 87 88* 89* Total 

Cameroon base ** 151.1 145.1 152.3 159.9 608.4 

Regional/bilateral 
linkages 39.2 96.6 101.4 106.4 343.6 

Training, TA & 
Networking 300.0 350.0 375.0 400.0 1425.0 

TOTAL 490.3 591.7 628.7 666.3 2377.0 

* Projected fran base 
** See Africa Budget (base support) 
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FSSP BUDGET 

FY 85 86 87 88 89
 
(1000s) Apr.-Octl
 

Total
 
ORE
 

Adm. Sal. 79.1 166.1 174.4
 
Support 9.4 21.3 20.8
 
Ind. Cost 41.6 88.0 91.7
 

130.1 275.4 286.9
 
Mgnt.: Sal. 	 126.8 264.7 278.1
 

Support 45.8 96.8 103.3
 
Ind. Cost 81.1 170.0 179.6
 

253.7 531.5 561.0
 
TOTAL 383.8 806.9 847.9
 

AFRICA 

Core: Cameroon 151.1 145.1 152.3 159.9
 
Regional 39.2 96.6 101.4 106.4
 
Networking 100.0* 300.0* 350.0* 375.0 400.0
 

Total Africa 100.0 490.3 591.7 628.7 666.3 2377.0
 

Program Dev.& World Net 
Newsletter 29.2 58.4 58.4 
Symposium 18.0 18.0 18.0
 
Bib 21.0 43.0
 
B +D'B handbook 17.5 Program dev + SOA
 
IUD 85.0 (232)** (200)**
 
T C (Travel) 20.0 20.0 20.0
 
S.E.An Meeting travel 25.0 25.0 25.0
 
Publication 20.0 40.0 40.0
 

Total 235.7 204.4 161.4
 

ASIA + L.A. NE'I'RKING 20.0 30.0 30.0 

TOTAL 
 739.5 1531.6 1531.0
 

* In present budget 

** Desired for training program development - not included in totals. 
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BASE SUPPORT
 
BUDGET IN AFRICA
 

FY 86 87 TOTAL 
(9months) (12 months) (21 months) 

1. 1 CRE IN RESIDENCE 30,000 42,000 
Salary 6,900 9,660 
Fringe (23%) 7,500 10,500 

44,400 62,160 106,560 

Travel 3,400 3.400 
6,800 

Housing 
Temp. 1,350 
Long term 5,400 7,200 

6,750 7,200 13,950 

Freight 3,950 3,950 
Storage 1,450 1,9F0 
Car 1,500 

6,900 5,900 12,800 

Other 250 250 500 

Total 61,700 78,910 140,610 

Ind. @ 32 19,744 25,251 44,995 
TOTAL 81,444 104,161 185,605 

2. SUPPORT IN AFRICA 

Secretarial 12,000 15,000 
Office Equip. 15,000 5,000 
Van 16,500 
Fuel & Rep. 4,000 4,000 
Driver 4,500 6,000 
Supplies 750 1,000 
Total 52,750 31,000 83,750 

Ind @ 32 16,880 9,920 26,800 
TOTAL 69,630 40,920 110,550 

3. TOTAL CORE &
 
SUPPORT 151,074 145,081 296,155
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FSSP BUDGET AND RELEASE
 

FY 85 86 87
 
Apr 1

(1000s) Oct 1
 

Funding
 

Full 1123* 680 2100
 

Partial 1123 680 700**
 

Budget
 

W/O Af. Based Core 739.5 1341.3 13890 
Balance 

Full 383.5 (-277.8) 432.9
 
Partial 383.5 (-277.8) (-967.1)
 

W/Af. Based Core 739.5 1531.6 1531.0
 
Balance
 

Full 383.5 (-468.1) 100.9 
Partial 383.5 (-468.1) (-1299.1)
 

* 85 Fiscal released April 85 
** Preliminary S&T/Ag request 
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LIST OF PERSONS CONTACTED 

Name Position Organization 

Gloria Steele Agr. Economist AID/AFR 

Dale Hz rpstead Advisor BIFAD 

Bill Judy ADO AID 

Harlan Davis Deputy Director AIiJ/'ST/AGR 

Phil Church Division Chief AID/ST/AGR 

Ken McDermott Agr. Economist FSSP 

Marc Winter Division Chief AID/AFR/TR/ARD 

Ken Prussner Deputy Division Chief AID/AFR/TR/ARD 

Ken Swanberg APMT member, FSSP AID/S&T/RD 

EA Rice ADO AID/ANE/TR 

Don Wadley Deputy Agency Director AID/S&T/FA 

Ralph Cummings, Jr. Special Assistant AID/S&T/FA 

Wendell Morse APMT member, FSSP AID/S&T/AGR 

Jeryis Oweis Advisor BIFAD 

Chris Andrew Project Director FSSP 

Peter Hildebrand Agr. Economist University of Florida, 
Gainesville 

Susan Poal.; Associate Director FSSP 

Dan Gait Associate Director FSSP 

Lisette Walecka Assistant Director FSSP 

Jameq Jones Associate 1)irector FSSP 

Ken Teo!rtiLler Vice Prv,. , Agr. Affairs University of Florida 

Hlugh Pope.no,: DirectI or, Int' I . IProgram ,i UnI.v,-r,dtY of Florida 

La rry Zu t,ma Cha i rpe ri;,,i F;S; AI v. C r il, 
Cor 1 I 1. Ilid v,.nrtity 

CorneItia Fl. ora Cha Irl mriton F:;I' T, iC!,,I Comm t tee, 
Va ;; ' t ;I, lint vrqIlty 

Don Otihtrn Proet. Managr, F5SP AI)/;l /A i( 



95 	 Annex 4a 

FSSP SUPPORT ENTITY SURVEY
 

(Administrative Coordinators and Program Leaders Combined)
 

Check the response that best reflects your judgment.
 

1. 	 Technical assistance implementaton activities of the FSSP have been
 
effectively carried out.
 

Strongly agree Agree No Opinion Disagree Strongly Disagree
 
Number: S.A. 3 A. 18 N.O. 12 D. 2 S.D. 2
 
Percent: 8.1 48.6 32,4 5.4 5.4
 

2. 	 Domestic training activities of the FSSP have been effectively carried
 
out.
 

S.A. 	 4 A. 23 N.O. 5 D. 5 S.D.
 
10.8 	 62.1 13.5 13.5
 

3. 	 Training workshops in developing countries have been effectively
 
carried out.
 

S.A. 	 3 A. 9 N.O. 22 D. 3 S.D.
 
8.1 	 24.3 59.4 8.1
 

4. 	 Networking activities in developing countries have been effectively
 
carried out.
 

S.A. 	 3 A. 11 N.O. 15 D. 3 S.D.
 
8.1 	 29.7 40.5 21.6 

5. 	 FSSP slide tape modules are useful.
 

S.A. 	 3 A. 18 N.O. 11 D. 5 S.D. 
'.1 -T. 6 7.7 '-T.5 

6. 	 Our contribution to the overfal muccess of the FSSP has been consistent 
with our oriq n,l ,xpctition. 

S.A. 3 A. 13 N.O. 4 1). 12 S.D. 5 -- J- I 	 b I -- 'ff.8 -- T2.4"- .5 

7 * 	 Our contr ibtut ion to F":',;i" ha.; 1),,n in ,ccord l,(r-, w t:h th, M--mr.mduilml of 

Agreemnt: (MOA) h' -t'w,.n oil r in:;t;tlitin tn I t:lr., Uni v.,r:; ity of Florida. 

S.A. 7 A. 1.6 N.O. 4 1). 9 S. D. t 
.9 43.2 10.6 /4. 1 2.7 
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8. 	Our institution has contributed to the success of FSSP.
 

S.A. 8 A. 18 N.O. 3 D. 5 S.D. 3
 
2T.6 48.6 -8.1 -- T3.5 	 8.1 

9. 	Our institution has considerable expertise and capability in FSR/E
 
activities.
 

S.A. 17 A. 19 N.O. D. 1 S.D.
 
9 -2.7 

10. 	The FSR/E methodologies identified by the FSSP are comprehensive and
 
correct.
 

S.A. 2 A. 14 N.O. 4 D. 17 S.D.
 
5.4 37.8 10.8 45.9
 

11. 	Training support aterials for FSR/E are appropriate.
 

S.A. 	 3 A. 18 N.O. 7 D. 9 S.D. 
-971 --. 6 --- 9 2.3 

12. 	Have representatives from your institution provided assist.ace in any of
 
the training workshops in developing countries?
 

Yes 14 No 23
 
37.8 -I. 2 

13. 	Have representative. from your institution participated in FSSP technical
 
assistance activities?
 

Yes 22 No 15
 
59.4 40.5
 

14. 	Has your institution had repr,':snt,tion on the technical committee?
 

Yes 17 rko 20 
45.9 54.) 

15. 	 Has your institution had repr'.:;,nt: , .v, on task forces? 

Yes 24 tio 13
7T.9 Thi 
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16. 	Have you attended domestic workshops?
 

Yes 19 No 18
 
51.3 48.6
 

17. Have representatives from your institution attended domestic workshops?
 

Yes 33 (Approximate No. ) No 4
 
89.2 	 10.8
 

18. 	Has your institution provided leadership (organized, served as a trainer,
 
or hosted) in domestic workshops where FSSP provided major support
 
(workshop where FSSP personnel, materials, etc. were utilized)?
 

Yes 15 No 22
 
40.5 59.4
 

19. 	Has anyone from your institution participated as a "participant add-on"
 
for any FSSP activity?
 

Yes 4 No 33
 
10.8 89.2
 

Ifyes, evaluate the experience (pro and con).
 

20. 	What do you consider the most positive feature(s) of the FSSP? (Ifmore
 
than one response, please rank in importance). 
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21. What do you consider the most negative feature(s) of the FSSP. (If more
 
than one response, please rank in importance).
 

22. What would you change about FSSP?
 

23. 	Would you support a recommendation to your institutional officials to
 
participate in other comparable support projects as a support entity?
 

Yes 26 mo 11 
70.2 29.7
 

24. 	What has been the approximate amount ($) received by your institution for
 
services rendered (exclude travel expenses to the KSU Farming Systems
 
Symposium)? $
 

25. 	About how many person days have been contributed by your
 
institution?
 

26. 	 Which be'I: dscrite:; the FSSP i[.pct on your in:;titution with respect to 
farminq system:; capability and hu-iwn c-pital. develom ent? 

5 a. Contri )it ' :iqni Li C: l'y to hiiJm.m :ri, 	 f dr,".;oi av,luqi.,nt
-T- . 5 irl:r,,,:,-I ir4;1t:1t1iin~dl bi 1i Ly in fI, rninq :;y.;L,,rt; 

-- .6 Ir ;y.; 	
inin'; 

l itt.1,., tu hum,n 

-7 .8 in:;tifutiinil c,i t2bility il fir;ninq :;y:;t,.:w;.
 
14 C. 	 torit:rib)t:,.,our r''ioIrc, dv,1,.pmrit. rind 
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27. 	The following best characterizes my institution's commitment to FSR/E.
 

21 strong support
 
56.7
 

15 average support
 
40.5
 

1 little or no support

2.7
 

28. 	Your FSSP status is:
 

Administrative Coordinator
 

Program Leader
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FSSP SURVEY RESPONSES
 

20. What do you consider the most positive feature(s) of the FSSP? (If more
 
than one response, please rank in importance).
 

Opportunity to participate in farming systems work overseas without a
 
long-term oroject 
- of critical importance to smaller universities which are
 
at a competitive disadvantage in trying to get long-term projects.
 

Opportunity to interact with farming systems thinkers and practitioners.
 

Providing a forum for synthesizing and testing key elements in the farming
 
system approach for development.
 

Throuqh the newsletter, the FS inventory, the hundred items and the
 
intra-household project providing Zor the exchange of experience and insight

between FS orojects in different parts of the world  a crucial networking

feature, including FS projects, CGIARs and national ag programs.
 

Domestic training orograms.
 

Their interaction/support of KSU meetings.
 

Their Gambian training program.
 

It brings together all those around the world working on 
farming systems. It
 
should allow one to bring focus on the areas which need research.
 

Give visibility to F'SR
 

Provides means foL carrying out specific tasks needed for FSR and abroad.
 

For me, oersonally, has provided exposure to persons I could not otherwise
 
have worked with.
 

materials developed.
 

Networking and providing opportunities for international involvement.
 

Training capaoilities.
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Publicizing the variety of problems faced by small farmers worldwide.
 

Provide technical assistance and training support to FSR and ag. projects in
 

the field.
 

Networking (newsletter, workshop, etc.).
 

Assisting individuals domestically in understanding the FSR/E concept and
 
developing their skill level.
 

Helping M.O.A. institutions to develop expertise.
 

Well organized and managed to be responsive to field needs.
 

Good opportunity for many different organizations to participate.
 

Domestic training programs.
 

Involvement in Livestock Task Force.
 

Interaction/supoort of KSU Symposia.
 

Their Gambia training program.
 

Strong, effective organizatiGn with proper development strategies.
 

Potential for integrating development assistance efforts at the community,
 
regional, and even national levels within host countries.
 

Refinement of FSR/E Methodology.
 

Develop awareness of farming systems which encourage multi-disciplinary
 
approaches.
 

Short term training of participants in interdisplinary FSR/E
 
workshops/training sessions.
 

Roster of T.A. for projects -- but has normal problems of all interviewing 
endeavors attempted with many limited resources. 
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Our experience with the project has not been positive.
 

Stimulation of peer contact (networking) within U. S. Universities, LDC
 
countries/regions - involved in FSR/E.
 

Networking activities appear to be coming on, but efficiency has been low.
 

Networking.
 

Forum for FS ideas.
 

Providing forums for professional FS practitioners to exchange insight and
 
experience from the field.
 

Documentation services.
 

To provide access by project teams in the field to pertinent resources,
 
whether FS methodologies or subject matter resources - human and/or technical.
 

Information sharing
 

Training modules
 

The openness of the administration to participation in the domestic workshops.
 

Networking (both domestic and LDC).
 

Coordination of seminars and workshops.
 

Stimulating and organizing communications among the numerous institutions 
irivol, d in the FSR/E. 

The program thrust that gives a comprehensive focus on key elements of FSR/E.
 

A focus for FS material and expertise.
 

A place to receive information abouc personnel with FS expertise.
 



103
 

21. What do you consider the most negative feature(s) of the FSSP. (Ifmore
 
than one response, please rank in importance).
 

Lack of adequate opportunities for people who are trained through the domestic
 
workshops to gain overseas experience.
 

It took time to get started, and visible mistakes were made (the early
 
slide-tae modules as the training materials, for example).
 

Absence of a training program for decision makers and ministry leadership
 
abroad.
 

Networking is poor - tends to focus on friends and ignore others. Begins to
 
look a little "clubbish."
 

Absence of strong initiatives in state-of-the-art work.
 

Use of relatively inexperienced and junior people trainers.
 

It is very heavy oi organizational structure, use of acronyms. It is light on
 

content and quality of research results dealt with. Those in the developing
 
more leadership on
countries who deal with farming systems are looking for 


techniques to use. They aren't getting it. Often they know more t.han the
 

FSSP leaders.
 

Inadequately defined note. 

Too elaborate structure and procedures.
 

Tends to incorporate persons without background and experience and sometimes
 

overlook those who have these.
 

Presumption that suoort entities have some special "area" relative to FSR may
 

distract from attention to AID projects - at least for us this is the case.
 
us.
Would be better to focus more directly upon project support for 


Poor networking cormnuoications. 

Conflicting goals and objectives and perceptions of project among support
 

entities, core staff, AID-Wash. and country missions.
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Somewhat disorganized.
 

Very inefficient project administration.
 

Lack of substantive, intellectual leadership.
 

Poor communication.
 

Lack of demonstrable project results and/or products.
 

Little work has been done in state-of-the-art research.
 

It took them quite a while to operate effectively but I think they are doing
 
so now.
 

Lack of willingness to delegate responsibilities, development of materials etc
 
to other institutions.
 

Needs to provide better technical assistance and more T&A in developing
 
countries.
 

Lack of in~olvemnt of expertise from the support entities. May be too many of
 
them, too much.
 

Absence of training programs for decision makers and ministry leadership
 
abroad.
 

Networking is poor - tends to focus on friends and ignore others. Begins to
 

look a little "clubbish."
 

Absence of strong initiatives in SOTA.
 

Use of relatively inexperienced and junior people as trainers.
 

Large and complex assignments.
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The FSSP approach is probably too theorectical, and the social science content
 

is over-dominant. It fails to recognize appropriately that the basic premises
 

of "farming systems" is not a new invention but that many state extension
 

programs are in this mode but under other terminology.
 

At times there appears lack of direction. Many things taking place and not
 

necessarily correct. (At least it appears that way.)
 

Core staff talking tc each other -- not involving individuals from supporting
 

institutions -- and then leaving unexplained on few institutions(?)
 

Have not involved support institutions.
 

Role of supoort institutions not defined.
 

FSSP never sought us out. Always necessary to go to them. Our ideas were
 

either ignored or rejected.
 

Mon-involvement of faculty from our institution in FSSP activities
 

(involvement limited to attending workshoos).
 

Lack of clear signals and supoort from ATD.
 

Domestfc focus to date,
 

Creating unr-alis;tic expectations as to needs and opportunities for FS project
 

participation (sur)port entities share responsibility for tnis).
 

T.ack ot identifying aopropriate F'SR :tate-of-thf*-art topics.
 

Misunderstanding of FSR by Droject lPeader . 

Excessive bureaucracy and jargon. 

Lack of applied work for support entities. 

The hiring of inexrorienced core staff. Foreign experience "might" be a 

"necessary" bi:t certainly not "!uufficient" condition to provide leadersnip. 
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Have not adequately involved support entities (includes Univ. of Fla.) in
 
activity. Failed to del2gate activities.
 

Failed to recognize and identify expertise and track recor'io among support
 

entities.
 

The project exhibits cronyism.
 

Domestic expertise and effectiveness in applying FSR/E methodologies have been
 
iqnored, they want to discover the wheel again.
 

The apparent weakness in accessing skilled faculty in my university.
 

Tendency to want to develop "true" or 
"pure" farming systems program.
 

Unbalanced representation of disciplines on "multi-disciplinary" teams.
 

Inexperience of core staff.
 

Program development strategies, with respect to content and input from
 
supporting entities.
 

Problems of not being as well organized as necessary to implement workshops in
 
developing countries and follow through on other activities. I expect this
 
oroblem to improve as more exoerience is gained and objectives sharpened.
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22. What would you change about FSSP?
 

Provide travel support to FAO, with home institution picking up salary - even
 
if 1 person/year, would be significant in showing value to others in
 
institution.
 

I believe the changes toward increased focus and direction are taking place.
 
An African permanent presence would be very helpful.
 

More invo 1vement of institutional entities (such as Lincoln Unive.-sity) in
 
FSSP, and less centralization of programmatic activities at University of
 
Florida.
 

I would base it more on state-of-the-art, methodology and develop researcn
 
prngrams to improve this methodolog,;. Thus far, we are supporting and
 
extending technologies which haven't yet been worked out well.
 

Somehow try to simplify - organizationally in terms of oojectives and
 
procedures.
 

TIh.rove their rilationship to AID.
 

Since there seesQ.- to be cocern aoout lack of researcn on FSR/E Oy FSSP, 
reinstat-e end inr-am [un-ling for this activity. 

I would like to see iore work:shops, tr-fning sessions, etc. for student 
pa r ticipnt s. 

Better marketing needed - I don't think they get as many requests for their
 
services as they deserve. Many projects need assistance in FSR but don't ask
 
for it. I'm not sure why.
 

Fund more state-of-the-arts research activities.
 

Provide bett':er tmoshnicaI v;flr;tflc, an(] roro rsA in developing countries. 

Improve th! nf, wor ing of t;h- do, ;t:;t.ic in:;Lititions. 

Strengthen thve training projram for d,!cision n-.,kers of ministry leadersnip 
abroad. 
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Gather more information on SOYTA
 

Use more senior people in training.
 

Target more precisely fewer objectives.
 

Simplify the approach; improve experimental design and analysis techniques;
 
utilize more effectively the full spectrum of agricultural disciplines;
 
recognize that "farm manaqement" and "comunity Jevelopment" projects have
 
much to contribute to the farming systems approach.
 

I have been disaopointed in not opacing our faculty on various task forces,
 

"add-ons", etc. We wanted more in,olveiment, particularly younger faculty.
 

More funds on committees from support institutions and less on core staff. 

move it to -ininstitution which is willing to sacrifice prsonal gain in order 
to achieve broa] mrticir-±tion and involvement.
 

Strengthen suoDorrt entity relationship:; - de;centralize activities.
 

Provide stronger role in ->1ic-I decisions, planning, orogram development to
 
suoo rt entities, tnrough a iwlr(I of Directors ani mti~rerslip on Tecnnical 
Cormittee 

It's leadersnip, both aldinitrative and tecnnical. 

Leadership should be changed.
 

Top heavy in core staff and prodLlctivity from core not obvious. The project 
does not need conferenco attenders. 

Involve mor,- in tve r; t,.:; in tlhe forimtion of- t,cn icca ,,;'; i; t ce teLmrs 
combining exprr.#,nco'd ind inedx r.,x'incd iuirs to dtv, [or!ICa :id g,.nration 
of srecia i st;s 

i; but would like some core sIprx)rt 
university. 

Prcjraml I,:!vulo4rint :0trate,]ics should bxe designe(i to have greater input from 
.,upjxort-ihn,( L1ie.,Ac . 

Sati:;fil-* (:; for icn participiting 
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SUBJECT: FARMING SYSTEMS 
SUFPCRT PROJECT (FSSP),
 
938-4099
 

REF. STATE
 

I. (A) PCSIT:'EC FEATURES 
INCLUCE: DEVELOP'AENT CF A 
CLEARLY ELUCIDATE OEF'IN:TICN CF FSR FCR AGENCY WIDE USE;PPrNTItjG/Do:TR:8UT:C; 
CF STLOES/PROJECTS/.CASES CF 
,sPPL:ED

VSR; ANDr THE FSSP NEWSLETTER. 

2. (0) N/A 

3. (C) Ni/A 

4. (0) THE FSSP HAS ENABLED USAIO PRCJCCT CF;:CERS HAVING
RESPONS:O:L:T7 FOR FSR CCMVCNECjTS T- ACH: '.,E A Qc,NC-'SUS
CN WHAT Fr-,P :5, WHAT :T CAN CO ANO H.:W TO .FP_r!AENT ITS
USE AS AN QNGC:NG nESA,4C" TOCL A14. INTER44ZTT.7,T 
r-RESrC;:prT:vE :N37T MENJT :4 SEVERAL P'3OJECT3. T ,E RSEAPCP;R ECT :5 ::r'cG :T APP;OACH T CN-FAP TEST:G AS ARESULT CF TWE FSSP, ANTHER MJOR PROJECT, :N "TE NEAR 
FUTURE, :NTENDS TO U. THE FS-- TO ASSST :.N A RAP:: 

7,= 7 ' c: CCN--..:T :DENT:F:CAT:SN. 

UNCLASSIFIED
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SUBJECT: FARMING SYSTEMS SUPPORT PROJECT (FSSP), 
- 936-4099 

REF: STATE
 

1. USAID/nR IS *<.T ABLE TO RESPOND DIRECTLY TO ALL 
QUESTIONS IN REFTEL BECAUSE CUR INVCLVEMENT %Y:TH FSSP 
HAS BEEN LIMITED TO TWO SHORT CCURSES wH:CH '.ERE 
CONDUCTED UNDER THE TECHNICAL DIRECTIONS CF USA!0 
PERSONNEL wHC ARE NOT IN THE AT 
THIS TIME. OUR COMMENTS ARE BASED ON -:SCUSSICNS
 
WITH AND AID CONTRACT PERSCNNEL AND REPCRTS
 
PREPARED CN THE COURSES.
 

2. FSSP HAS CCNCUCTED TwO TRA:NING COURSES :N THE
 
TECHNICAL PERSCNNEL
 

ASSOCIATED 'I"TH THE
 
PROJECT. THE FIRST CCUPSE :N SEPTEM9ER !383,
 

= 

"-- SYSTEMS RESEARCZ - '-'J EMPHASIS 

TO ECCNCMIC ANALYSIS OF CN-=ARM TR:.' .S. DURING THE 
SECOND COURSE, PRESENT-- :N THE PAPT:CIPANTS 
ACTUALLY CONDUCTED A SCNCEO (INFCPMAL SURVEY) LED''HIOH 
TO RECOMMENDAT:CNS FOR -:VESTCCK ANC CR P RESi,,RCH 
CURRENTLY BE:NG CARR:ED OUT :N THE WATERSHEO. FCR 
EXAMPLE, THE RESULTS CF THE CALLED ATTENT:N TO 
THE NEED FOR IMPROVED FCRAGE PROCUCT:ON WHICH HAS BEEN 
INCORPCRATED NOT ONLY :N RESEARCH 7?:RL,- -3UT IN SOIL 
CONSERVAT:ON FARM OL.N- AND HAS BEEN EN'rTHUSIAST:CALLY 
ADOPTED BY AREA FARMERS. USA.D/CR RECE:VED MANY 
FAVORABLE CCMMENTS FROM AND AIO CCNTRAC" PROJECT 
PERSONNEL CN aCTH COURSE-. PART:CULARLY NOYEWCRTHY WAS 
CUICK RESPCNIL OF FSSP TO USA:D REGUESTS XCR SERVICES. 
THE COURSES wERE WELL PLANNED AND FOCUSED ON SPEC:FIC 
WATERSHED MANAGEMENT NIEEDS. SUBSECUEN7T TO ATTENDANCE 
AT THE CCURSE, PArT:C:PANTS CARRI:- OUT AT LEAST TWNO 
FARMING SYSTEMS SURVEYS USZNG MAETHCOCLCGY LEARNED FROM 
FSSP COURSE.
 

111ini A if% ii



114
 

SUBJECT: FARMING SYSTEMS SUPPORT PROJECT (936-4099J
 

REF: STATE 

1. 	 FSSP HAS DEVELOPED CONSTRUCTIVE WORKING LINKAGES WITH
 
AGRICULTURAL RESEARCH AND PLANNING PROJECT
 

THESE LINKAGES AND JOINT ACTIVITIES SHOULD 
BE REPORTED IN OETAIL IN FSSP REPORTS AND W:LL NOT BE 
REPEATED HERE. FOLLOWING RESPONDS TO CUEST:CNS CF REFTEL 
PARA TWO.
 

2. MOST POSITIVe FEATURE. THE PqCFESSIONAL LINtKAGE 
PROVIDED BY FSSP FOR THE PROGRAM WITH OT;E.
 
FARMING SYSTEMS RESEARCH WORK HAS CONTRIBUTE0 TO A
 
STRONGER NATIONAL RESEARCH PROGRAM. SOME ALTERNATIVE
 
TECHNIQUES HAVE BEEN INTRODUCED AND RESULTS CF FIELD WORK
 
HAVE BEEN MORE THOROUGHLY EVALUATED THROUGH TH:S NETWORK. 

3. NEGATIVE FEATURE. A LOT OF THE FSSP LITERATURE IS 
DIRECTED TO BASIC DESCRIPTION OF THE FARMING SYSTEM 
RESEARCH METHODOLOGY AND OF LITTLE VALUE 7O "THE 
V- .:-- =7-. HTHRE IS 'NSATISFIED IIN THE RESULTS.-
OF FSR NOW IHAT PEOPLE ARE GENERALLY AWARE OF TH.E" WHY ANC 
HOW. 

4. RECOMMENDED CHANGES. MAY BE NECESSARY TO :NTRCDUCE
 
SPECIALIZATION SUC,- AS GRYLANO FSS, : RIGA':CN FSSP, 
PREDOMINATE LIVESTOCK SS7EMS E7C WITH SOME FORMS OF
 
STANCARD CLASSIF:CATIONS TO FAC:L:TATE L:TERATURE REVIEW
 
AND OTHER NETWORKING STEPS. 
5. IMPACT CN MISSION FUNUED ACTIVITIES. F:SSP HAS 
SUPPLEMENTED SILATERAL PROJECT WITH TRA:N1.:NG AND 
CONSULTING RESOURCES AT SEVERAL. POINTS IN CVELOPMENT OF 
PROGRAM. PARTICIPATION IN NETWORK HAS ENHANCED 

" 
PROFESSIONAL ETATURE OF PROJECT STAF= EU TH:S :S NOT 
READILY QUANTI=IABLE. BECAUSE P;;GRAM HAS GAINED 
MOMENTUM QUICKLY, Tt-E CCNTRI.UTICNS APE N(CW IN BCTH 
DIRECTIONS BETWEEN FSSP AND THE a:LATERAL PROJECT. 

6. USAID, WOULD LIKE TO RECEIVE COPY CF
 
EVALUAT:ON REPORT FCR FSSP.
 

UNCLASSIFIED
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SUBJECT: FARMING SYSTEMS SUPPORT PROJECT (FSSP) (936-4099) 

REFERENCE: STATE
 

AID/ - HAS UTILZZEM THE SERVICES CF FSSP ON TWO 
OCCASIONS. IN. - ANO THIS YEAR, IN' CONJUNCTION WITH 
PROJECT EVALUATION.. IN EACH CASE FSSP LOCATED AND 
FURNISHED TECHN:CAL EXPERTISE TO ASSIST IN EVALUATING 
AN AGRICULTURAL DEVELOPM.ENT IRESEARCH AND EXTENSION) 
PROJECT WHICH HAS AN FSR COMPONENT.
 

IN BOTH CASES, FSSP PROVIDED HIGHLY CU-ALIFIED AND CAPABLE 
MEMBERS OF T!iE EVALUATICN TEAMS, FURNISHED EVALU,TICN 
TEAM LEADER5, CONDUCTED -RE-EVALUATICN ORIENTATINS AND 
CARRIED OUT LOGISTICAL ARRANGEMENTS AS WERE RECUI:ED. 
THEY COLLABORATE:) EXTREMELY WELL WTH CONTRACTOR AND 

MEMOERS OF THE EVALUATION TEAMS AND PRODUCED =EPCRTS
 
WHICH WERE FULLY SAT:SFACTORY TO AID.
 

IN LIGHT OF THE TYPE OF ASSISTANCE REQUESTED AND PROVIDED 
TO AID/ (. E. AGRONOMIST, BREEDER, SO:L SCIENTIST., 
-. -! ' :DENT:FY A NEGATIVE FMA-.... CTHER THAN THAT 

BECAUSE OF A S"CRTAGE CF FUNDS, FSSP ,WA; UNAR' C TO FULLY 
FUN4 ALL ASPECTS CF rHE _ AND 
THEIEFORE THE COST WAS SHARE" BETWEEN AI::/ THE 
CONTRACTOR AND FSSP. THIS IS NOT A CRIT:C:SM, AS MUCH AS A 
PLEA TO AID/W TO CCNSIDER INCREAS:NG FUNiONG OF THE FSSP 
ACTIVITY. 

THE AGRICULTURAL CEVELCPMENT (RESEARCH AND EXTENSION) 
P'-OJECT HAS ONLY SEE;N CPERAT:ONAL FOR T0O AlNDC ONE-HALF 
YEARS, AND FSSP CCtjTP:BUT:ONI HAS NOT IMPACTED UPON PROJECT 
DIRECTIC.4 CR E-CFRTS AS MUCH AS IT HAS CCNF:RMEO CR 
VALIDATED PRESENT AND PLANNED PROJECT ACTIVITIi.S, DURING 
THE PEMAINCER CF PHASE " AND ANTIC:PATING A P ASE ::, THE
 
PROJECT WILL SHIP- EMPHASIS FROM CRCP RESEARCH TO 
EXTENSION OF RESEARCH RESULTS. AND IMPROVEMENTS O ON-FARM 
RESEARCH AND ICENT:FICATI ON OF FARMER CCNSTPAINTS. AiD! 

PLANS TO CALL UPCN FS-P IN VARIOUS CA;-CITIE-S 
AS THE NEED ARISES DURING THE FORSEEABLE FUTURE. 



ACTION UNCLASSIFIED INCOM 
coPY Departmentof State TELEGRAM 

w-:A4r^ o s -3 01~701A 7 0253 0 8 3 t 9 5 

SUB"JECOT-F-ARM-NG SYSTEMS' SU 'RT '-PRO ] ECT (FSSP) 

(936-4099) 

REF: STATE'
 

1. PER REFTEL, MISSICH IS RESPONOING"TO ASSIST IN

MID-PRCJECT EVALUATICN C 
FSSP.
 

2. FSSP' S MOST POSITIVE FEATURI'S ARE
 
A. CAPACITY TO RESPOND PROMPTLY WHEN NEEDED BY 
- A MISSION.
 
B, CAPACITY TO ARRANGE .ANO 
 CONDUCT TRAINING IN FSR. 
C. THE AVAZLA0:1ITY OF 
AUDO-VISUAL MATERPIALS 
AND
 
- HANDOUTS (ESPECIALLY IN FRENCH).
 

3. THE ONLY NECATIVE FEATURE OF 
FSSP IS THAT IT IS
 
DIFFICULT TO BE 
RELEVANT TC 
EACH COUNTRY' S FSR.
 

4. FSSP SHOULD MAKE EVERY EFFORT TO ESTASL:SH A
LLSRARY CF EACH COUNTRY' S PROGRAMFSR (S) .
IS. MISSION' S CEREALS AND 
LEGUME RESEARCH PRCJECTS
 

THEIR COUNTERPARTS PT-::PATEO IN
ITS TECHNICAL ASSIST -NCr WCRKSHCP (TAw), FSSP' S


IMADE A PRESENTATION CN 
FSR AND OrN THE
ROLE OF L:VESTOCK IN FSR. ALTHOUGH. 141S AUO:ENCE WAS 
LARGE, 
IT IS MUCH 7CC EARL', TO DE=INE 7HE :M2ACT CFtiIS CCNTRISUT:0N, AaOVE AND 
BEYOND THE SUCCESS CF ThE

WCRKSHOP ITSELF. 
 %AISSION HCPES THAT RELEVANT
 

SECTOR HAS 
BEEN SENSITIZED TO -HE 
-IMPORTANCE OF FSR AND 
ITS LINKAGE wITH EXTENSZCN, AS 
EXTENSION IS 
 AN AREA OF INTERVENTICN MISSION :s
 
EXPLORING. 

0. MISSION '#.CULO LIKE 
TO TAKE THIS CPOCRTUNITY TO
THANK FSSP FCR ITS ROLE :N THE SUCCESS OF TAWTHE AND
HOPES ITS COMMENTS WILL 
BE USEFUL THE
IN ULCCMING
 
EVALUATION OF FSSP.
 

UNCLASSIFIED
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SUeJECT FARMING SYSTEM SUPPORT PROJECT (936-4099}
 

REF: A. STATE B. STATE
 

THE FOLLOWING REPRESENTS MISSICN :NPUT PER REFTEL PARA 2:
 

A. POSITIVE FEATURES:
 

- !. ASSISTANCE PROVIDED BY UNIVERSITY OF FLORIDA IN 
PROVIDING COPIES CF RELEVANT FSR/E EVALUAT7OCNS AND 
IDENTIFYING POTENTIAL CANOIDATES TO PARTI( PATE IN THE 

PROJECT EVALUATION.
 

- 2. EFFECTIVE INTERACTION ERCUGHT ABOUT BY FSSP 
FINANCIAL SUPPCRT CF THAI/FIL:PINO EXCHANGE V:S:TS TO 
OBSERVE RELEVANT FSR/E ACT:VITIES IN THEIR RESPECTIVE 
COUNTRIES. 

3. : CV:E:: A=:CVISUAL TM.:G OCULES CN FSR/E
 
'CONCEPTS, ETC. TC VAH:CUE FSR GROUPS IN
 

B. NEGATIVE FEATURES
 

- I.' APPARENT MINIMAL SUPPORT FOR FSR/E ACTIVITIES IN 
ASIA NOTWITHSTANDING FACT THAT ASIA IS AT THE CUTTING EDGE 
OF FSR/E RESEARCH wOLOWIDE. THE FSR/E STATE OF THE ART
 
ZS IN ASIA AND LA NOT THE U. S. UNIVERSITIES OP AFRICA.
 
MORE SHOULD BE DOCNE TO FAP ASIAN AND LA EXPERT:SE AND
 
KNOWLEDGE FOR POSSIBLE TRANSFER TO AFRICA. .
 
C. SUGGESTED CHANGES
 

- 1. IT SEEMS STRANGE THAT FSSP :S 9:LLE0 AS A
 
"GLOBAL" SUPOCRT PROJECT BUT IN FACT MOST CF ITS RESOURCE
 
ARE GOING TO AFRICA, WHICH IS THE GEOGRAPHIC AREA IN THE
 
POOREST PCSITICN TO T7AKE AnVANTAGE OF THE PROjECT. THIS
 
IS NOT TO SAY AFRO-A ODES NOT NEED THE HELP, CUR ONLY
 
POINT IS PROJEZT RESCURCES -NO -3ENEF:TS (TO AFR:CA AND 
ELSEWHERE) WOULD BE AVAXIMIZE IF MCRE wERE FUNNELLED THRU
 
ASIA AND LA WITH SUBSECUENT KiNOWLEDGE BEING PASSE0 ON TO
 
AFRICA.
 

- 2. MORE FUNDS NEED TO BE BUDGETTED FOR ASIAN 
PARTICPAT:ON IN FSR ANNUAL MEETINGS SUCH AS -HE' ONE HELO 
AT KSU. :N OUR PATICULAR CASE, THAIS APE INTERESTED IN 
ATTENDING SUCH MEETINGS BUT ARE UNWILLING TC USE PROJECT 
LOAN FUNDS TO 00 SO. 

UNCLASSIFIED
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Si.C. ECT: FARMING SYSTEMS SUPPORT PROJECT 

REF: STATE
 

U AID 
 IS NOT IN A POSITION TO MAKE A SUBSTANTIVE
 
CONTRIBUTION TO 
THE EVALUATION OF THE 
PROJECT REFERENCED.
 
THE ONLY PROJECT SERVICE 
UTILIZED WAS FIELDING 
A
 
TEAM TO PROVIDE TECHNICAL 
INPUT INTO THE OEVELOPIENT
 
OF THE DEVELOP',IE IT PROJECT I N 
1984. THESE SERVICES WERE USEFUL, TIMELY AND 
APPRECIATED, 
BUT NOT OF A CORE FARMING SYSTEM NATURE.
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SUOJECT: F'.4PAMtNba t.Mb 5UPPOPT PROJECT IFSSP) 
938-4ro9 5) 

REF: STATE
 

1. THE MOST POSITIVE FEATURES CF THE FSSP FCR
 
CROPPING'SYSTEMS EFFORT HAVE BEEN:
 

- A. THE NEWSLETTER
 

- S. NE:'OCRK P-,EA RS
 

- C. SLICa-JP PRESENTATICNS.
 

2. THE MCST NEGATIVE FEATURES OF THE FSSP ARE:
 

- A. COMMUNICAT:CiNS (PARTZCULA;LY THE NETWORK PAPERS)
 
- CONTAI..l TCO MIUCH JARGCN.
 

- B. 
 TOO LITTLE EMPHASIS ON AFR:CAN S:TUATICNS.
 

3. . . ..:L. x 	 A.CUT
 

-	 A. MCDULES SHCULD FEATURE AFR:CAN REALITIES. 

-- B. LESS JARGON-CRIEN ED PAPERS.
 

4. FSSP AC7:V:T:ES HAVE L:MAITE:) :.PACT IN 
BECAUSE T6-E CMMY.t'rT TSR EFFCR-T :N THE SOUTHERN AFRICAN
 
REGION :S FILL,*NG CUR NEEDS.
 

UNCLASSIFIED
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SUBJECT: 
 FARMING SYSTEM St OPORT PROJECT 
(936-4099)
 

REF: STATE
 

1. MISSION HAS 
HAD LIMITED FIRST HAND 
EXPERIENCE 
WITH
SUBJECT PROJECT. 
 ONLY DIRECT CONTACT DURING LAST TWO
YEARS 
WAS A RAPID RECCNAISSANCE SURVEY 
CNCUCTEx 
BY THE
FSSP FUNOE" CONSULTANTS. 
 SURVEY WAS PUBL:SHCO AND 
M:3SON
HAS REC=:'jEv C-P:ES. ALTHOUGH THE REPCR 'Y.!, SL--, T- BEFINlALIZ-Z--Z, JSA:O -AS FOLND :T A USEFUL =PRO JITCONSULTAN-S -,HE , SELL AND WERE GovEj "::'r4 k4lnK. sYTHE R CUUNTEPPAATS. ONLY CT-ER A4:SS:ON EX==,:ENCE JAS ATDY BY FSSP CONSULTANT OUR:,NG Y 82. RcM THE RECCRD,THERE WAS CCNC-"rj THAT HE WAS DOGMAT:' ABcUT THE
UNIVERSITY OF 
FLCR:OA FSR APPROACH AND AS'A PESULT

ACCCNIPL:SHEO 
LITTLE
 

2. FCLLDWING ARE SPEC:F:C MISSION RESPCNSES TO ITEMS INPARA 2 REFTEL: 

- ." ST:VE FEATURE 
:S A REAC . JA:L6aLE
- SCURClOF EX-E,r:sE EASILY 
TAPPED BY MrSa:C FCR
N SPEC:F:C
 
- NEEDS. 

-- . NEGAT:VE 
FEATURE 
1s AN IMAGE C9 P5pC--7:CN 'CS7EREM- BY THE PRCJECT THAT THE ;rSR APPlC CH ENTA:L3 A- RAD:CAL CEDARTU9E FMCM TRAO:T:CN AL AGP:,ULTURE 
- RESEARCH AND THAT THE METHODCLOGv :C UNOQUE. MOST- EXPERIENCED F:ELO PECPL . RECCON:ZE T"AT FSR
- METHCDCLOGv S:"PLY CCAOLE,4ENS 7-
 MCP
CONVENTIONAL 
CN-STAT:CN AGR:CULTUP
E PEEARC,-.
C.
C MISSI N rCES NOT HAVE SUFF:C:N'4T EXPER:ENCE 

- ADVOCATE SPEC:F:C CHANGE 

To 
:N PROJECT. 

- o. FSSP ACT:V:T:ES HAVE HAD NO CHANGE cmN M:SsrCN- FUNDED AG RESEARCH EFF:CPT3 
TO "A* THEMC'EVER,
- RAPID RECCNA:S.ANCE -UPVE' 
OEY C- :9-C- :)A;A I eLL.- BE A RESCUPCE OCCUPNE,4T :N =;EPM,:NG A- NAl:CNALAGRICULTJRE RESEARCH 
STJATEGv 
 :- ALSO ENIHANCEO- AWARENESS 
CF SOME HCST 
COUNTPY P.3=,PCH 5TA 
- SOME CF 'HE SCC:AL AND 

:N 
ECCMCM:C 
WP. TAT 
- AREIMPORTANT C-"NS:OERAT:CNS 
IN AGRICULTURE RESEARCH.
 

UNCLASSIFIED
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,SUBJECT: FARMING SYSTE.S- SUPOCRT PROJECT (FSSP) 19315-409U). 

REF: A) STATE
 
8) STATE 

AS PER PP NO. 2 CF PE=-,ZLS. MISSICN 0rO',::ES FCLLOw:NG'4 ANS.ERS 
BASED) CN SUP=CR - CV' gzt 95SP ' -A:,- 7oC YrSI; ToO U!,:z 
FUNDCO AGP:CULTIuRAL 3E',ELOPMENT -:C 
JECT :N wiH:CLI FAR'A:JG SYSTEMS RSAR"'- (FSR) CCNS7:TUi=. -P=Zo ',o 
COMPONIENT S. 

2. A- ACCESS 7O CU7,RZNT DATA AmD OEVELCP AENT S :N FSP 7 -rjUG FSSP 
PUBL:CAT:CNS ANO CUAA-ERLY NEWS' ETT,-=R3-~ PPOVEN A dA'UA-3L= OcCL 
TO TH-E T. A. 7EAM AS ./E- AS NATIONAL COUEPPART ANC F:E: 5-aF 
8- DURING =:PST r-AL; OF 19'4, M:53:CN oy,. A6LE 70 ACCEL3 T7r4CUZ, 
PSSP TOYERS FOR PCOZCC CF CNIF aE' _ A'i. F:, 7C ASSZ7 :'4 
THE PLANrJ:" --. CrSR e4CSHOP =C-T !~:~ ~'- *o 
AGRICULTUR~E AND AGA:N TO3 RE:SE.T CA-A AN,,' ~ Z~.~~uA 
TFOPICAL CCUNTR:ES CCONDUC7:NG =SP PCGPAM. CUP~ EXPERP:E>JCz SO Clip :,J-
OICATES THA- AL764CLRH 70YERS NERE ~ ~~DAt.0 r~H:A.LYZCPE--rr7 
THE:R O'N-FA;;'Ii HA.4GS-ON ~X~~C :l FSR F.OR lA:N:FUNOA S3Y57EM4 A;2-
PEARFD VERY L:M:TED-. 
C- WE PPCPOSE TH-17 EFPCPTS eE MAOE -0o :3EN7:FY ANC RECRtJ:T =EP5CNS 
FROM EX:ST:t4G -OVPSEAS F. S. P'QCGPAAA %NC ~- A~ LA NGU4GE 

0 PRCAPASIL7 7TTO Pv:cE r T CPr.%-Ai'4GE T F PPQJCTC PEFP5CNN-EL F S!-

WHERE SUCH4 AS !.J TH-E CASE Cr
 
0- mlss:ot4 9EJEF'IT-:D FPCM FSSM NrlP'JTS :N wCP 17iHCP HELO
 
L98A, AND SPEC:F:CALLY FrPCk4 PRESENATCt 011 -P :: cF O:P;E=rN
 
METHOOLOG:CAL APPROACHES 7O FSR DY A.NGLO-PHCt4E ANC FRAtNCOPHCNE RE-

GICNS".
 

3. WE HOPE THAT THE A80VE CCMMAENTS WILL ASS:ST :N MZD0-PROJECT EVA-

LUATIN OF FSSP.
 

UNCLASS IFIED
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SUBJECT: FARMING SYSTEMS SUPPORT PROJECT FSSP) 931-4O99 

REF. STATE 

I. MOST POSITIVE FEATURES OF FSSP ARE THEIR PUBLCATIONS,
 

ESPECIALLY THE NETWORKING P4PERS AND THE NE 'NSLETTE. THE 

PERSONNEL DATA BANK IS A GOOD CONCEPT, BUT COULD BE DETTEF 

USED. ONE ME MGER OF FSSP PART ICI PATED N A1 EVALU A ION OF THE 

PROJ ECT AlD MADE AN EXCELLENlT COT 1RIU ION TO THE TEAM 

EFFORT. 

2. OTHER CUESTIONS ARE 1OT RELE'/A;T TO FSR PROJECTS IN SOUTHERN 

AFRICA WI TH CI SIMYT ASSUMING THE ROLE HELD BY FSSP ELSEWHERE. 

UNCLASSIFIED
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US'JE*-iAMIIG SY1lTIIS SUPPORT PROdICT u flsi 

AEt STAtt 

I. Plu 0AS PLAYED ANIMIPORTANT $0O,1INTill #IVtLCPIEUT 
or ;. ICULTURINAL 1:t 1Ana DIVoIII,. 
FICAIDS PROJECT 1110R Witt 0TILZ A RINN 
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SUBJECTs' FARMING SYSTEMS SUPPORT PROJECT (FSSP) (936-4099) 

AU: STATE
 

1. ECONOFF CONTACTED . REGARDING FSSP 
EVALUATION PER REFTEL. . TOTO ECONOFF THAT Nit ONLY 
EXPERIENCE WITH FSSP WAS LIMITED TO THE WORKSHOP THAT WILL 
START ON MONDAY. HE BELIEVED THAT MOST POSITIVE FEATURE 
OF FSSP WITH REGARD TO WORKSHOPS AND CONFERENCES IS THE 
FUNDING OF PARTICIPATION BY SCIENTISTS FROM LOCS WHO 
WOULD NOT OTHERWIESE BE ABLE TO ATTEND. HE 010 NOT 
THINK HE HAD ENOUGH KNOWLEDGE OF FSSP TO COMMENT ON 
QUESTIONS INPARA 2 B AND C. 

2. EMBASSY IS ALSO UNFAM LIAR WITH FSSP AND IS UNABLE TO
 
OFFER ANY COMMENTS.
 

UNLS FIE 
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l-UIJCCTi FARMING SYSTEMS SUPPORT PROJccIvsspi7 

U 1. STATE 

A. RESPONSE TO REF TEL AS FOLLOWSi
 

14 THE FARMIZNG SYSTEMS METHODOLOGY FwSM) WHICH THE 
- PROJECT USES IS AN EXCELILENT LOGICAL AND PRACTICAL 
- METHODOLOGY EASILY ADAPTED TO LATIN AMERICAN 
- CONOXTI"NS. 

2. PERSONNEL SENT BY FPlI HAVE ALL EEN REGIONAL 
- 1EXPERTS WITH MUCH EXPERIENCE IN IPS WHO WERl 
-. ZMMEDIATLY ACCEPTED SY LO.CAL PROjECT PERSONNEL 
- AND THEREFORE WERE AILE TO HAVE SIGNZICANT IMPACT,
 

3,. THE RESPONSE TIME PROM INITIAL CONTACT UNTIL r. A, 
- ARRIVED IN COUNTRY WAS SHORT. 

4. PBSP WAS FLEXISLE HELPING TO ADAPT FISM TO LOCAL 
- CONDITIONs, 

B. NEGATIVE FEATURESil 

ONLY SINI:FZCANT NEGATIVE FEATURE V4 THE LIIMZTO 
NUMIIR OP IPS CXPERTS AVAILAULE THROUGH FlIP FOA 0'Y 
ASSISTANCI TO MISSION.
 

C. WHAT WOULD YOU CHANGE AIOUT FSSP? 

t. PnOVIDE THEM WITH MORE FUNDS TO SHARK COSTS OF T. A. 

O THE . HAD 
- SEN OPERATING INEFFICIENTLY WITHOUT A VERY WILL 
- DEFINED APPROACH TO CONSTRAINT IDENTZFCATION AND 
- TO RELATIONSHIPS WITH OTHER AGENCIES. FIIP 
- PROVIDEO PTA WITH A LOGICAL AND COHERENT 
" METHO0OLOGY'WHICH ALTHOUGH IT HAS ONLY BEEN IN 
- USE A SHORT TIME HAS SI/NIFtCANTLY IMPRQVED THESE 
- IPROILEMS. 

UNCLASSIFIED
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SUBJECT; FARMING SYSTEM SUPPORT PROJECT (FSSP)
 

(935-4069) EVALUATION
 

REPi STATE
 

1. PER REFTEL REQUEST, 	 PROVIDES THE
 
FOLLOWING O8SERVATIONS ON FSSP ACTIVITIES IN SUPPORT
 
OF THE FARMING SYSTEMS RESEARCH PROGRAM AT
 

FSSP SUPPORT TO .	 HAS.. 

* 	 INCLUEDt HELPING ORGANIZE AND CARRY OUT A REGIONAL 

FSR SEMINAR HELD AT - IN ,. - IOENTI-D.

FYING A CONSULTANT TO CONDUCT AN IMP,,Cr A"ESSMENT 
OF THE . FSR PROGRAM AND PqOVIDING A 
TEAM TO CARRY OUT A COMPREHENSIVE IJ;AL EVALUATION
 
OF THE FSR PROJECT SCHEDULED FOR ,
 

2. PER REFTEL.PAR 2A THE MOST POSITIVE FEATURES
 
OF THE FSSP AREt
 

A) ITS AS LlIY TO 1DOSP1IY EXPERIENCED INDIVIDUALS
 
TO ASSIST IN ORGANZZING AND GIVING SEMZNARS, PRO-

VICE TECHNICAL BACKST.CPPING TO FSR ACTIVITIES AND
 
EVALUATE PROQRAMSI
 

31 ACCESS IT PROVIDES TO TECHNICAL PUBLICATIONS,

AND PROCEEDINGS OF INTERNATIONAL SEMINARS AND
 
CONFERENCES RELATED TO FSRI AND
 

CI SHARZNG INFORMATION AND EXPERIENCES VIA THE
 
FlIP NEWSLETTER.
 

3. PER REFTEL PAR 28, BELIEVES THAT BUDGETARY
 
RESTRICTIONS OF FSSP HAVE LIMITED THE DEGREE OF
 
ASSISTANCE IT CAN PROVIDE.
 

4. PER PAR 2C, CATIE BEliVES NO MAJOR CHANGES OF
 
FlIP ARE N1EED.
 

So 	 PER REFTIL PAR 20, F9SP HAS HAD AN IMPACT ON
 
FSR ACTIVITIES OF CAThI AND NATIONAL INSTITUTIONS
 
IN CENTRAL AMERICA PRIMARILY THROUGH INFORMATION
 
IHARING OF HOW FOR ACTtVITtES .ARE EVOLVING IN
 
OTHER PARTS OF THE WORLD AND IN CENTRAL AMERICA
 

, VIA ITS NEWSLETTER, SEMINARS, 

THIS SCIENTIFIC EXCHANGE ENCOURAGES REFINEMENT tN
 
RESEARCH METHODOLOGY AND PROMOTES MORE EFFECTIVE
 
RESEARCH PROGRAMS,
 

* 	 "Itl, CONIULTANCIES),
 

.	 NCLASSIFIED
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SUilECTI FAAMINO PROJECTSYSTEMS SUPPORT 1f)
(-3G-4999 

RUs W STATE 'I) STATE 

W RECOGNIZE SIGNIFICANT CONTRIBUTION OF FWP TO MISSION 

SUPPOATEC PROJECTS, 
 WE IELIEVt ITIS IrPORTANT THAT 

LEVEL OF :UPPORT FOR THIS PROJECT RE1MAI" At LEAST AT
 
PAST LEVIS AND PCSISLE BE INCREASIO, EXPERIENCE
 
CLEARLY INDICATES IrJPONTANT ROLL FOR FSP IN COUNTRIES
 
,iTH STRONG FARlING SYSTEM: BILATIAAL PROJECTS.
 

1. Tit MST POSITIVE FEATURE ISPEEP VILLINGNESS TO
 
RESO11D TO HOST CC'JIITAY
AND NISSICN IDENTlIFIED INITIATIVES 
AS OWPOSED to HAVING HOST COUNTRY AND MISSION AEPOND to 
FlSP. VITHOUT SUPPORT FIC FSSP, SEEiAL ACTIVITIES WOULD
NOT HAVE HAPPENED, 
 THE VALUE OF TNE$E ACTIVITIS COULD
OL1Y BE RECOGNIZ OTER ThtY wiR DONE. AMONGt INICN ARE 
I)ITHE PREPARATION OF A COMPREtNSIVE REPORT ON TRAINING
 
NECESSARY TO I.PLEMtNT FARMING YTEONS PROJECTS, MID 
(Si EXCHANGES Of VISITS iF PROJECT PitOllrnt. wiltsOTHER
 

PROJECTS OUTSIDE Ti COUNTRY OUT VITNIN THE RECION (SEE
IELOW FOR DISCUSSION Of THEIMPACT CF -T1E1E ACTIVITIESI.
 

OST POS4TIVE FIATURES OF FSP ARAINGED FRON MOST
 
IMPORTANT TO LEAS IMPORTANT WOULDMil I1)IOENTIFICATION
 
W TRAINING ISSUES, (21 HETUORKING AiD tHARI44 INIFOA 

* NATION AND (1 IDENTIFICATION OF INDIVIDUALS TO PARTICIPATE
 
INTHE FSOP.iV EVALUATION, FSSP 41:PO10O TO SPECIFIC 
11011ST7 FOR 11ilrFElECEMATERIALS INAT COULD NOt IE
 
LOCATED ELSEUHERE AND HLPED IlDNTIFY INDIVIDUALS TO
 
PARTICIPATE INTI 
 FARMING SYSTEMS DIVELOPMENT PROJECT 

EVALUATION TIAN. 
OTHER POITIVE IEAtuE: IIInCLUOS14 CRITICAL LtEi 
FlIP.IN NfOrIIAntION AaING AND CCN:CIUOUNE, RAISING 
CONCERNING FArMI4 SSTIMS 0EARCH ANDDEVELOPMEN, THE 
NELlTTER AND NETWORK PAPERS ARE NOV 1144 ICEIVED Of 
APPROAINIAITLY If WEYINDIVIDUALS I4TH 
 4VIANINTAND
 
UI1VERSITIES CNC O 1i i YSTEIMSo
VITAFMING 
 tHt ANNUAL
 
NSU CONFRltCES NAVE PLAYO A OLE ININCflII TH4
Ta
 
SOPEISTICATI rIO PiRll
METHDOLOY AND SERVES TO 1UILD
 
IMPORTAN? PERSONAL LINKS,
 

2. THE 01 NEOATIVEI FIATJR1 NOTED IYUSAI 'AS THE 
EXTREMELY LOV AND INAOCUATE RESPN01111TO OURFIST 
11E94119T
FOR ASSIITANCE IN1 1913,
LATE SINCE THEN RESPONS
 
NAVIIEN IMELY.
 

J. IAlID DoES I01PRtOPOE AN? CHANGES. 

4.. 11 ACTI VIItES HAVE MAC A SIINIFICANT, If4oT ALVAYS 
PILY RECOONIZE, IMPACT ON MISION FUNODO PROJECTS, TN 
TRAINING REPORT 0A 1MN rNSTRUMEMfAL IN 

atCO4IIZING, THAT CLI1111: FORruaINh IN"41U01 OThER roan 
DIRECT PROJECT PRATICIPhNI: AiD THATrTCl. lCAL tARdIINI
 
IN ADDITION tO TAAINIfla IN Fi, pITHOOOLO',y 1: icuO. 
THIS ISREFLECTED INMOrN THE u rT TRAININoINCOItooj pECI 

PROGRAMilS *UNINER .401IT.Ellr
MO INPLAN'* FOR 74AIfIING
 
AIROAC. tH IDENTIFICATION OF CANDIDATE 
 FOR THE
 
EVALUATIDN TIAI IIOUGHT tO TH 
 AtTENTIoN or Tat M1:seoIdN
 
SANOMOST COUNTRY PERON: %sO orHERW;:E WOULO 30F IAi4
 
lEEN CON3IOERED. thE PARTICIPATION ilTHEta.t CF A Lon
 
T91R'AVI:OR P4ESNATLY WOING ON A F:rPROJECT IN ARIC,
 
GREATLY IMPROVED EAI UALITY. HNOULO AfS
FrP EXPLORI 
OF HAVING 1EOPLE WHO AiR ACTIVILY INVOLI O IN ijpLENEIITING 
FROJECTS YiOR,OHA L1ITE0 BASIS, 0N THE DESI41G1
AND
 
EVALUATION OF OtHER PRCJECT:, THREAIY SHARING THill
 
LXPERIINCE UII M1RiN to
11G hEACN ?HEill OM PRCJECTI IH
 
*EXPtEIIf"CE OF OTPpR:. 
 4AS 1I1M :0 IIWRE::CE 1ITNTHE VALUE OF VISITING OTHER PROJECTS INTHE REION,
 
THAT THEY HAVE *I UCO RECUIST 4FRFUnDING FO4 THIS KIND 
OF ACTIV1TY INlLICU OF A OItIONAL SHORT TgAflTRAINI1G IN
 

THE UNITED STATES, FINALLY, INRECOCNITIOI OF rthVALUE
OF TiHNSU COIIF9RtE1CE, THE PROJECOT 12MAKIING AVAILAILE 
FUNDS FOR THE PIRTICIPAITICH OP30T NOST COUNTRY PROJECT
 
PERSONNEL AND TNT LOma 
TEAM ADVIOa 1S4OCIAtto 141TH
THE
 
PROJECT.
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AS WELL THESE CHOULD VI- 10*A PUCLIC. INIDIVIOUALC NAVE : 
E[PERIEKtIS CONSISTENT WITH THE CONCLUSIONS AEFLECTED IN Thk 

CIRCULAR CABLE. .ECOMHO, GATHER IIIFOH.;IU 01,It CIICULD 
EXISTING PRIVATE SECTOR EXTENSION PROGRA"O. (Tbr WORLD d4;,k 
FINANCED PROGRAM WITH IIOAP IN CHILE, WHICH !AAl:FERZ :MALL 
FARM MANAGEhENT T.A. To THEPRIVATE .ECTOR, 2HOULD 1E '0.O0KDAr 
IN THIS AEGAROI. THIRD, It :HOULO JOIN FORCES WITHFIELD 
MISSIONS IN-OESINING AND IMPLEnENIING WH~kOR fOU EXTENSION 
INNOVATION PROJECTS. IT MUST HAVE FUIINING tO A SIST At LEAST 
VITH THE DESIGN PHASE. 
4. IN , AS A RESULT OF FWS-PROVIDID SHORT TERM 
TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE, THE EXTENSION 'ERVICE, HAS CHANCED 
ITS EA$IC APPROACH TO SMALL FARMER EZXTCIIO ArD NOV UTILIZES 
MULTIDISCIPLINARY TEAMS AND ONTFARM TRIALS. CASED AN TEar= 
CARRIED OUT DURING THE LAST CROP CYCLE UNDER THE ROG.Mt, T4E 
MINISTRY OF AGRICULTURE PLANS ADIATIOHWIOE PROGRAM TO INTRODUC! 
EV CDRN VARIETIES INPIEXTCROP CYCLE. A :UASrUITIAL INCREASE 

,ws,.,: r (335-4015) ANYrm-%T31L= =rul t%'l'-'ww1 	 IN YIELD I3 EXPECTED VITHCUT ADITIONAL IfIPUr% THII THENEW 
SEED. FSSP ALSO HAS BEEN INrSTRUMNTAL GN TRAININl STAFF 

REF.$ STATE II UTILIZING ITS nIIICOIIPUTER FOR THE CtSIGII ANO EVALUATION Of 
1. MOST POSITIVE FEATURES OF FSS? AR[ 	 Off-FARM RESEARCH PROGRAMS CONDUCTED WITH FARMING :YST[IS
 

A. TNE PROJECT HAS DEVELOPED A NETWCRK 0$ FARMING SYSTSMS M[THOOLOGIES. 
EXPERTISE THAT CAN BE ACCESSED BY THE FIELD TO FURNISH 
CONSULTANTI WITH THE PIECISE EXPERIENCE ArD OUALIFICATIONS 

B. THE PROJECT DESIGN HAS ENABLED IniTIAL CONSULTING 
TRAINING TO BE CARRIED OUT AT NO COST TO THE FIELD. THIS HAS
 

LED TO, IN CASE, SUISTAIATIAL ADO-ONS.
 
C. THE PROJECT HASOVELOPEOIPFrCmOTO USEFUL VORKSHOPS AND 

HA PROVIDED INFORMATION DISSEMINATICH THROUGH ITS SPHISH 
LANGUAGE NEWSLETTER AND ITS TECHNICAL NETWORKING PAPERS. 
2. NEGATIVE FEATURES ARE:
 

A LACK Of FJIOIG TO COVER THAVL/PERDIElI/INSCRIPTION 
COSTS FOR SELECTED LOC PARTICIPANT: AT FSSP WORKSHOPS. 
CONFERENCES, ETC. WIN LOCAL A. :. L FUNL .':=AVAIL-AILE... . 

B. DESPITE EflURACE OF FSlP MIETHCOOLOGY, NO 
STAFF FRO" THEUNIVERSITY SO=SPRATO. VISITED ALL 
IN-COUNTRY WORK CUARIED OUTTHROUGH CONTRACTORS. THISWAS FISP 
IIIEOE6 THE DEVIELOPMENT OF LASTING LINKAGES BET IEN THE 
MINISTRY OF AGRICULTURE AND THE U.S. CENTER OFEXPERTISE ON 
FARMING SYSTEMS.
 
3. CHAAGES RECOMMENOD
 

A. FSSP SHOULD DEVELOP A MOREAGGRESSIVE OUTREACH EFFORT. 

IT HAS A 4000 PROCUCT, BUT flOWNEEDS TOMARKET IT, PRATICULARLY 
AWING TECHNICAL AND PROJECT MANAGEMENT STAFF CF USAID FIELD 
MitCIONS. GREATER ::IITINUITY IN1AID/Y 1ACASDCPPIHG.40. .O 

POSILY GREATER INTERFACE WITH RFIOMAL BUREAU TECHNICAL 
OFFICES COULD OES A.T'.0.'1 OEVELOPI'lHT STUOIESALSO HELP. 


SUFFICIENTLY SYSTEM 
DISCUSSING THETECHNOLOGY TRANSFCR PROCEW? WOULD ITIE USEFUL 
TO DEVELOP APPROPRIATE AUDIOVISUAL MATERIAL FOR DISSEMINATION? 
THI.EVALUATION TEAM SHOULD EXA11I1C WIHTHER THEUNIVERSITY 

PROCRIfM DRAW ONFARMING EXPERIEICE IN 

COOPERATOR'S AOIINISTRAIVE SUPPORT PROVICEOTO (HE TECHNICAL 
PROJECT STAFF iS ADEOUAR TOP.RMIT A MOREACOR3IUM FIELD 
SERVICE APPROACH, (N1TEAM SHOULD AS[SES WHETHER AID IS 
GETTING, WHAT It PAYS FOR CH UNIVERSITY OVERHEAD CHARGES. A 
MORE AGGRESSIVE OUTREACH EFFORT MAY REGUIRE CLOSER WORKING 
RELATIONSHIPS BETWEN THE PROJECT TCNICAL PERSONNEL AND THE 
UNIVERSITY'S 1MIISTRATIVE OFFICE THAN THAT PERMITTED UNDER 
THE EXISTING ARRANGEMENII,ALSO, IFFUP 4TS GEARED UP TO 
SERVICE A.I,U, PILO MISIONS MORE AGGRESSIVELY DURING THE 
ALANCE OF THE PROGRAM, IT SHOULD FIND A WAY TO BEABLE TO 

PLACE LONG TERM ADVI:OS INTH FIELD VHRE MISSIONS ARE 
WILLING TO PROVIDE ADO-ON FUNDS.O 

. T1 F3P EVALUATION AND POSSIILE AEEIGN IHOULD 
CONIDER THEI ECEtIT CIRCULAR CABLE (TATE 116421) ON 
AGRICULTURAL [XTENSIOE! AS III POIT OF DEPARTURE, AS A FIA:T 
STEP, f:SP SHOULD EXPAND ItS NWORK OF UALIFIE1 CONSULTANTS ' 

TO INCLUDE INDIVIOUALS WITH SKILLS IN ADMINIStAAION/ 

MANAGEIINT/ORGANItAfII0 OF FARM EXTENSION MECHANISMS, PRIVATE
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