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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

This document presents the results of the End-of-Project
Evaluation of the Farming Systems Support Project (FSSP). The
main purpose of the evaluation is to analyze the accomplishments
of the first phase of FSSP since the mid-term evaluation was
carried out in June, 1985. Specifically, this document assesses
three things: (1) the project’s compliance with the objectives
stated in the original project paper; (2) the tangible and
intangible results that influeence AID field missions and host
country institutions implementing farming systems research and
extension (FSR/E) programs, and (3) the managerial and technical
effectiveness of the support institution in providing technical
assistance, training, networking and reporting under the terms of
the project paper and cooperative agreement.

Project Goals

The goal of the Farming Systems Support Project was to
strengthen LDC agricultural research and extension programs in
order to increase the productivity, income, and quality of life
of small farmers. The project was designed to provide technical
assistance to missions and LDC agricultural research and
extension programs for the design, implementation, and evaluation
of farming systems projects. These projects aim to facilitate
the development and transfer of new technology appropriate for
the small or limited-resource farmer, while at the same time
building institutional capacity within those countries through
training and networking. The stated purpose of the Cooperative
Agreement was to develop, strengthen and expand the capacity of
the University of Florida, the recipient, and collaborating
institutions (the Support Entities) to provide technical
assistance, training and guidance to FSR/E programs in developing
countries.

Mid-term Evaluation

The external mid-term evaluation contained a long list of
recommendations for modifiying the objectives and activities of
FSSP. The principal recommendation, which was both implicitly
and explicitly contained in the detailed activity-specific
recommendations, was that the FSSP core staff and the various
stakeholders within AID develop a consensus as to what objectives
and strateqgy should be followed during the final years of the
project.

Attempts at consensus-building failed to provide a strategy
for future project activities acceptable to AID. As a result,
AID decided to modify the project activities, to severely reduce
project funding, and to terminate the cooperative agreement as
scheduled at the end of 1087,



Accomplishments

Despite its inability to adequately address the needs and
concerns of AID/W, the project did produce a number of
potentially useful products and support a number of processes
that may serve to influence the direction and nature of farming
systems work over the coming years. These included:

o The implementation of several training courses and
workshops in the United States and abroad, including: an
introduction to the farming systems approach, three-week
courses on farming systems methods and practice, and
courses treating special farming systems topias in qreater
depth. Course quality was initially weak, but improved
subtantially as the trainers gained experience and better
training materials were developed.

o The preparation of training manuals and other materials to
be used as aids and guides in developing and presenting
the training courses. The materials are generally of good
quality. Future trajning capability will be limited by
the availability of trainers with pricr experience in
farming systems work who can effectively salect and
present the materials.

O A limjited amount of technical assistance in project design
and evaluation. The quality of assistance provided was
generally considered favorable by imissions, though the
demand for this service was considerably less than
originally anticipated.

o The establishment of a Support Entity Network to help
provide technical assistance and training. This network
consisted of 21 U.S. universities and four consulting
firms. FSSP also participated substantially in the
devzlopment of a subject area network (crop-livestock
interactions) in West Africa, and provided support to the
West African Farming Systems Network in trying to help
WAFSRN select leadership and establish a home base.

© The development of a number of publications, including the
FSSP Newsletter (circulation about 5000 worldwide), two
in.2rnal network newsletters, and a series of networking
papers on technical topics in farming systems. These
publications kept network members and others informed of
current events, field implementation experiences of

practitioners, and advances in methodology.

© Through subcontracts with Kansas State University and
Michigan State University, thz publication of an annual
annotated bibliography of literature dealing with farming



systems, and support for the development of a statistical
package for the design and analysis of on-farm agronomic
expariments (MGTAT). The project also established within
S&T/DIU a documencation center for farming systems
literature.

Lessons Learned

Work in a poorly-defined subject area, such as farming
systems, was. and continues to be, inherently risky. Much is
left open to interpretation, and difference in views and cpinions
are commonplace and not easily reconcilable. It does, however,
seem that this type of work is appropriate for a science and
technology organization whose objective is to support the
advancement of the state of the art of development methodology.

A key factor here is the mechanism chosen for contracting
and managing the project. The cooperative agreement chosen
implied @ sharing of implementation decisions by AID and the
cooperator cn a more or less equal basis. The staffs of both the
cooperator and the sponsor must be flexible, patient and able to
work together well. 1In the case of FSSP, the relationships
established between Floride and AID were conflictive almost from
the beginning. 1In a sense, Florida treated the project like a
grant which would have giver the grantee wide latitude in
deciding courses of action, while AID treated it as a contract,
retaining more decision-making power for itself.

There are two ways in which this situation possibly could
have been avoided. First, more care should have gone into the
design of the project so that responsibiljities, roles and
relationships were more clearly understood. A clearer emphasis
on Africa, if that were to be the case, and greater participation
in project design by the Africa Bureau would have been advisable.
Second, greater care should have gone into the s2lection of a
cooperator. The cooperator should be sympathetic to the
difficulties inherent in activities in an underdeveloped subject
area and willing to work closely with AID to find mutually
acceptable areas of work. 1In short, the cocperator needs to be
client-oriented toward AID as well as towarc the limited-resource
farmer.

As scated above, farming systems is a poorly defined concept
and probably will continue to be so for the foreseeable future.
Different practitioners will continue to use different
terminologies and place emphasis on different areas. There is no
need to fry to limit this diversity, as the concepts and learning
are still evolving. What is central to the process of technology
generation and transfer is the basic client orientation of the
approacn, and in this practitioners should persevere.
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I. Introduction and Background

The purpose of this document is to present the results of
the End-of-Project Evaluation of the Farming Systems Support
Project (FSSP). The main purpose of the evaluation, as stated in
the scope of work (appendix 1), is to analyze the accomplishments
of the first phase of FSSP since the mid-term evaluation carried
out in June of 1985. Specifically, this document assesses: (1)
the degree of compliance of the project with the objectives
stated in the original project paper, (2) the tangible and
intangible results that affected AID field missions and host
country institutions implementing farming systems research and
extension (FSR/E) programs, and (3) the managerial and technical
effectiveness of the support institution in providing technical
assistance, training, networking, and reporting under the terms
of the project paper and cooperative agreement.

Another purpose of this excercise is to assess the
usefulness of FSSP accomplishments with a view toward future AID
support for similar farming systems efforts.

A. What FSSP Was Supposed to Accomplish

According to the project paper, the goal of the Farming
Systems Support Project is to strengthen LDC agricultural
research and extension proygyrams in order tc increase the
productivity, income, and quality of life of small farmers. The
project aims to provide technical assistarn:e to missions and LDC
agricultural research and extension progr-ms as they design,
implement, and evaluate projects for the small or limited-
resource farmer. At the same time, the project builds
institutional capacity within those countries through training
and networking.

The stated purpose of the cooperative agreement was to
develop, strengthen and expand the capacity of the recipient (the
University of Florida) and collaborating institutions (the
Support Entities) to provide technical assistance, training and
guidance to FSR/E programs in developing countries.

Over its initial five-year life, the project was expected to
undertake and accomplish eight major activities:



1. Technical Assistance

At mission request and with mission collaboratioen,
provide technical assistance for project design and evaluation,
as well as for the resolution of specific problems during
implementation of FSR/E prcjects. The development of a roster of
FSR/E practitioners both in the U.S. and abroad would be a
secondary outcome of this work.

2. rield Recommendations

Publish field recommendations based on knowledge
gained through technical assistance in specific problem areas and
through limited applied research, and distribute these
recommendations to missions, LDC agencies, and practitioners.

3. Courses
Conduct 12 courses for LDC field practitioners and
a like number of courses for policy makers, administrators, and
educators in the principles and methods of farming systems

research and extension work.

4, Regional HNetworks

Establish sever regional networks of FSR/E
practitioners.

5. Workshops
Sponsor annually in each r:gion a workshop whose
theme and location would be determined by FSR/E practitioners in

the region.

6. Newsletter

Publish a quarterly newsletter that reports the
insights gained during technical assistance, the evaluations
performed under the project, and the results of the regional
workshops.

7.  Bibliography
Publish end distribute an annual annotated
bibliography.
8. Documentation Center
Establish, within S&T/DIU, a documentation center
for FSR/E literatuse that will, upon individual request, provide

copies of uncopvwritten works not only during the life of the
project, but after the project cnds as well.
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B. Summary Results of the Mid-term Evaluation

In June, 1985, a five-person team conducted a mid-term
evaluation of the FSSP. That exercise, the results of which are
summarized below, formed part of the information base used to
undertake the End-of-Project Evaluation, which concentrates on
events rollowing the mid-term evaluation.

1. Activities

The FSSP, in response tc the cooperative
agreement, carried out several activities designed to fuarther
project goals and objectives. The activities involved technical
assistance, training, networking, and state-of-the-art synthesis,.

a. Technical Assistance

The FSSP was envisioned as a field support
project which would take its gquidmnce from USAID field missions
and assist in design, implementation, and evaluation of projects
involving FSR/E. The exact nature of the support would be
determined by the missions, but it would be financed through
mission "buy-ins."

FSSP’'s response to missions requests in this regard has, in
general, been rapid and of good quality. However, the demand for
activities of this type was much less than originally anticipat-
ed. According to AID records, from the time of project startup
in September, 1982 through July, 1986, there were two mission
puy-ins for project design, three for evaluation, and one for
general technical assistance, for a total value of USS$249,641.
The bulk of that assistance (four out of six buy-ins) was
provided to missions in the Latin America/Caribbean region.

H. Training

Early on, training activities concentrated on
domestic workshops, which introduced FSR/E concepts to U.S. uni-
versity facultics and other interested parties. Twenty-one
training courses were presented overseas; they were of high
quality in Latin America, but variable in Africa. African
courses were initially seen to be weak with regard to African
content, relevance and quality, thouyh significant improvements
were made over time. The mid-term evaluation judged that FSSP
was trying to do tco many thingse in the arca of training rather
than a few things well.

C. Networking/Publications

In this area, FSSP was particularly
successful in developing a network of professionals interested in
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farming systems work. They were located in 21 U.S. universities
and four private consulting firms (called Support Entities). The
necessity of establishing such a group was dictated by the
dispersed nature of farming systems expertise. It was used to
mobilize resources for technical assistance and training as well
as to communicate current events and experience. Of snecial
importance was the Annual Farming Systems Symposium, which, while
not directly an FSSP activity, provided a forum for the sharing
of farming systems experiences in the U.S. and worldwide; it
became, in fact, the single most important gathering in the world
of farming systems practitioners.

Overseas networking at this point in the project was mainly
exploratory, the major accomplishment being the establishment and
support of an animal traction network based on an initial
workshop in Togo.

FSSP publications, including three newsletters (one in three
languages plus two minor ones), bibliographies, and the
"Networking Papers" series, were useful and of generally high
quality. However, they were seen as dispersing core staff effort
and financial resources, thus lowering the overall performance of
the project.

d. State-of-the-Art (SOTA) Synthesis

A number of problem areas and issues in
farming systems were selected by FSSP core for examination and
synthesis. However, the means and mechanisms to accomplish this
were never clearly defined, and strategizing and priority setting
was largely internal and subjective. SOTA output, mainly
contained in issues of the newsletter, in networking papers, and
embedded in training materials, needed improvement in its
quality.

2. Organization and Management

FSSP consisted of a small core staff at the Uni-
versity of Florida complemented by support entities (SEs), a
structure that evolved from an original project design which was
vague in expected results and strategy. Decision-making
regarding FSSP activities appeared to be centralized within the
core group, often with minimum participation of AID, the SRs and
the standing committees. PVany SEs felt that they did not receive
their fair share of opportunities to participate in FSSP activi-
ties. This mode of operation inhibited the building of a
consensus regarding priorities and activities, especially with
AID, which continually affected perceived project performance and
relevance. The absence of a consensus on strategy resulted in
misinterpretations and conflicting signals, and in a relationship
between AID and the core staff that is best described as
adversarial rather than collaborative.

4



From the inception of the project, problems on the AID side
were evident as well. 1Initial expectations regarding the
benefits/results of FSSP were probably unrealistic, given the
prevailing view of farming systems as a solution to agricultural
development problems. Responsibility for project management and
guidance was dispersed among S&T Agriculture, S&T Rural Develop-
ment, and the Africa Bureau, with no uniformity in stategy or
purpose evident. This complicated communication and collabosra-
tion with the core staff at Florida, and engendered very high
levels of frustration on both sides, to the point of severely
reducing desire to collaborate.

3. Conczlusions and Recommendations

Overall performance of the project as of the Mid-
Term Evaluation was found to be uneven, ranging from poor to
outstanding. In most arcas, improvement came as the staff and
closely collaboratoring individuals gained ecxperience.

Certain difficult, unresolved problems tended to pervade all
activities, fostering and feeding the adversarial rzlationships
mentioned above. These were:

o The lack of & consensus within AID and between AID and the
other FSSP participants as to the appropriate role,
responsibilities and activities of FSSP

o The abhscnce of a long-toerm strategy that would serve as a
basis for determination of FSSp priorities and programs

0 The FSSP core staff{’s unilateral decision-making regarding
project activities, given the lack of consensus and
strateqgy

Based on these observations, the evaluation team put forth a
series of 31 reccommendations, some of which were supported by the
analysis presented, while others appeared to be based on little
or no expressed rationale.  The key recommendation, which was
expressed several vimes among many of the more specific
recommendations, was for AID, the FSSP Coroe Stvaff, and the
Support Entitics to get together and forge a consensus leading to
an operational strategy for FSSP, which would be manifest through
the revision of the project design.

C. some Additional Background

Whilc the Mid-Term Evaluation Report was fairly
comprchensive in scope and content, it did not provide much
information about why the project evolved as it had. The
following is an account pieced together from interviews with AID
and FSSP staff, of some early events in the project’s development
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and implementation which seem to have influenced its success
during its nearly five-year life.

1. Initial Uncertainty Reqgarding Project Focus

The idea for a centrally-funded project in support
of farming systems work was conceived some time in 1580, just as
the te.m "farming systems" was emerging as a new methodology for
developing and transferring new technology to (mainly) smnall,
limited-resource farmers. Although several discussiois took
place over the ensuing year, no consensus was arrived at regard-
ing what such a project should look like, and so it was given
relatively low priority.

In 1982, the Scnior Assistant Administrator for the Science
and Technology Bureau allocated funds to undertake and support
agricultural research in Africa. It was decided in S&T that the
approach that was to become FSSP would respond well to that pur-
pose; the project paper, then, was rapidly developed and ap-
proved. The paper provided fairly clear guidance as to the types
of activitiecs to be undertaken, but very little guidance as to
how the project would be structured and implemented. Therefore,
i@ cooperative agreement was rcecached which allowed for flexibility
in the development of institutional capacity and specified
activities, similar to that normally allowed under a grant; but
this arrangement would have more AID participation and control,
not unlike that provided for under a contractual reclationship.

Unfortunately, the project design did not respond well to
the Senior Assistant Administrator’s original intent, especially
regarding the Africa focus. Rather, it was worldwide in scope,
and ecmphasized support to missions and host country institutions
rather than research. Only in passing did the project paper
mention that the Africa Burcau would be the major recipient of
support services provided by the project (see page 20 and appen-
dix C of the project paper). Notwithstanding this vagueness of
the project paper, Africa Bureau personnel understood the fccus
of FS5P to be on Africa and, accordingly, developed specific
expectations for the project. Staff from the Science and
Technology Burecau, meanwhile, viewed the prcject as global in
intent, as did the Un.versity of Florida.

It was not until several months later, after the cooperative
agreement had been completed and signed, that the Senior
Assistant Administrator for S&T discovered that FSSP did not meet
his original intent. Several actempts were made to reorient Lhe
project more toward Africa by upper management of S&T, apparently
with limited success. Eventually, somewhere near the time of the
Mid-Term Evaluation in 1985, funding for the project was cut back
and a clear mandate for work in Africa was expressed.



The initial geographical division for FSSP was taken to be
50 percent Africa and 25 percent each for Asia and Latin America.
By late 1983, FSSP had hired three core staff members, each with
a technical and geoyraphical responsibility. All were highly
motivated, young social scientists with limited experience in
farming systems and management of AID projects. While all three
had substantial experience in Latin America, each had very little
experience in Africa, and, except in one case, very limited
knowledge of French.

2. Early Implementation Problems

Beginning in August 1983, after establishing the
support network and hiring most of the core staff, Florida was
requested to undertake activities in support of farming systems
work in West Africa for which it was ill prepared, given the
background and experience of its recently hired staff.

a. Mali

The first implementation problem occurred
with the organization of an orientation in Washinginton, D.C.,
for a team of experts contracted to design a farming systems
project in Mali. FSSP performance was severely criticized by AID
staff members, both in memos and verbally.

b. Upper Volta

The second najor problem was the
implementation of a training workshop in Ouagadougou, Upper Volta
(now Burkina Faso). This was a first attempt by FSSP to conduct
training in Africa, and the core staff was relied upon heavily
for both logistical and technical support. Although one outside
consultant was brought in, this was insufficient to correct the
problems with logistics, language, course content and Africa
focus. AID/W severely criticized FSSP performance in handling
the workshop.

c. Likeria

A third problem arose when FSSP was asked by
the Africa Bureau to recruit and send a team to Liberia to
undertake a rapid appraisal as part of a redesign of a follow-on
FSR-type project then being implemented by Louisiana State
University. FSSP initially balked at the assignment, claiming
that a rapid appraisal by outsiders violated normal FSR
procedures; the appraisal should have been done by the



implementing team. The request languished for several weeks
before it was decided to resp~nd.

d. Training Materials

In addition to the above problems, AID early
on rather severely criticised the poor quality of the initial
training materials Florida developed. 1In particular AID said
they were not professionally done and that there was too much
cmphasis on Latin American examples, where Florida, as it
happened, was most experienced. Again it appeared to be a case
of hastily putting materials together to respond rapidly, rather
doing a more professional job, which would have further delayed
the response to training requests. Training materials with an
Africa focus were not generally available at the time.

The significance of these early problems lies not with the
events themselves, but rather with their effect on working
relationships, particularly bctween FSSP core staff and
AID/Washington. AID, especially the Africa Bureau, had high
expectations regarding the expertise and training materials of
farming systems, expectations the Florida group was not prepared
to live up to. The very harsh criticisms caused Florida to
become "gun shy" vis-a-vis AID/W, which resulted "de facto" in a
decision to reduce efforts to develop a consensus with AID/W.
Whether explicit or intentional, the decision was made that USAID
field missions and host country institutions would become the key
clients of the project, with the desires of AID/Washington
assuming secondary importance.

3. The Support Entity (SE)} Network

Once the Cooperative Agreement was signed in
September 1982, the lead institution set about building a support
network of institutioans supposedly possessing interest and
expertise in farming systems work. It was decided in mid-1983 to
close off membership in the n=twork, leaving 21 universities and
four firms eligible to collaborate with FSSP. Members consisted
mainly of lead institutions that had achieved this distinction by
participating in the initial competition. All members of the
support network signed Memoranda of Agreement, which allowed FSSP
to use their services as needed in return for being kept informed
of new developments and opportunities through periodic meetings
and newsletters.

Although the MOA carried no guarantee of participation in
project activities, many of the SEs developed expectations which
went unrealized. This was due both to a lower than expected
level of demand for technical assistance, and to the fact that
the staffs of most of the SEs lacked appropriate field
experience. Interest among most SEs in FSSP eventually waned,
leaving seven universities and two consulting firms as the real

8



support group. The support itself was manifest through the
participation of certain key individuals in repeated training and
technical assistance assignments.

ITI. Response to the Mid-term Evaluation

Before the final report of the mid-term evaluation was
issued, AID/S&T issued a Project Evaluation Summary (PES)
(appendix 2), which generally agreed with the thrust of the
evaluation, but stopped short of calling for collaborative re-
design of the project. Instead, it called for a refocus,
including arriving at a rationale and setting priorities for
activities. Delivery would be keyed to West Africa and
accomplished during the preparation of the 1986 work plan. But
as the evaluation made clear, consensus-building via work plan
development had not produced satisfactory results up to that
point.

Specifically, the PES directed the FSSP core staff to:

o0 Develop materials to support training in Africa, including
information on economics of farming systems and a strategy
for orientation of non-practitioners to the FSR/E
approach

o Limit project assistance to Africa, with assistance to
other regions on a strict buy-in basis

O Develop a strategy for addressing state-of-the-art topics
over the remaining life of the project

o Develop an explicit project implementation strategy that
identifies key staff, their locations, and financial data
on program activities

o Develop an improvcd budgeting and financial management
information system

The FSSP core staff provided two separate responses to the
mid-term evaluation. The first (appendix 3) was a series of
brief responses to a preliminary draft of the recommendations
from the mid-term evaluation. The second, more formal response
came in the form of the 1986 Project Work Plan (appendix 4). The
plan claimed to reflect the views of a task group of the AID/S&T
project management team, the FSSP core staff, and the AID/Africa
Bureau.

The plan explicitly provided for training and networking
oriented toward West Africa; it also presented a general strategy
for the development of state-~of-the-art activities to be followed
up by a technical committee long-term plan for SOTA. Unmentioned
was the developement of an economics of farming systems training

9



unit, or training courses on FSR/E for non-practitioners (for
example, administrators, policy makers, discipline-oriented
educators). Also going unmentioned was an improved budgeting and
financial management information system. 1In general, the
sections of the plan that describe implementation appear to lack
the detail and integration called for in the PES.

In a letter to the FSSP director in March of 1986 (appendix
5), S&T/AGR responded to the 1986 work plan. It stated that it
had reviewed the plan with Africa Bureau representatives and
concluded that the plan failed to meet minimum requirements. S&T
then okayed the implementation of six activities upon AID
approval of a detailed budget for each; and generally endorsed
six other activities provided AID received and approved a revised
work plan presenting the rationale and course of action for each
activity, along with appropriate budgetary information. S&T
rejected the use of AID funds for seven activities, viewing them
as being of little or no value to AID.

The letter further stated that the FSSP core staff should
not engage in activities called for in the cooperative agreement,
which required action beyond the September, 1987; termination
date of the agreement. Any further AID project support would be
decided after an End-of-Project Evaluation was completed and
renewed competition had taken place.

In December 1986, S&T reviewed its decision to discontinue
FSSP after the current cooperative agreement (appendix 6)
expired. It found that FSSP had some significant accomplishments
to its credit in 1986, and suggested that additional time and
funding were necessary to consolidate progress and assure pay-off
to AID investment to date. As a result, the project was given a
three-month extension to December 31, 1987, and an additional
$300,000 in funding. These funds, however, did not become
available to FSSP until July of 1987, which forced the project to
"borrow" from the University of Florida in order to keep
activities going.

III. FSSP Accomplishments Since Mid-term Evaluation

As a result of several factors--the mid-term evaluation,
directives from S&T in response to the 1986 work plan, and a
reduction in core funding for 1986 and 1987 from a planned $4
million to just over $1 million--the size of the FSSP core staff
was reduced, several activities were dropped, and resources were

concentrated in fewer activities. The activities were designed
to either capitalize on and consolidate previous work or to spin
off to longer-term activities of other agencies.

Following is a summary of FSSP’s activities and
accomplishments since June 1985, broken down by category. The
information is based on a review of annual and quarterly reports,
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responses by selected support entity representatives to questions
about strengths and weaknesses of the project (appendix 8), and
supplementary information provided by the FSSP core staff.

A, Technical Assistance

Due to & less~than-anticipated level of demand and a
significant reduction in resources available to the project, the
technical assistance to AID missions declined substantially after
June 1985. Only five missions were undertaken, all of which were
located in Latin America and the Caribbean, and presumably were
100 percent funded by local AID missions.

The lack of demand for technical assistance other than
training was due primarily to two factors. First, a number of
missions cited the "buy-in" process as cumbersome and expensive.
The view was expressed that mission resources were short and that
they would like to see the centrally funded project pick up all
costs. Secondly, by 1985 most West African countries where FSSP
was to focus efforts had farming systems projects staffed by
technical advisors. Thus, the need for additional services other
than training was minimal. Two missions responded to an inquiry
about the quality of techknical assistance (avpendix 11), rated it
favorably generally but with some weak points.

B. Training

1. Training Courses

From June 1985, to the present (September, 1987),
the FSSP either organized and presented or participated in 13
training courses, short courses, and workshops. The training
consisted of three basic types, depending upon the level of prior
knowledge and experience of the participants with FSR/E concepts
and methodologies. These were:

a. Short courses (4-7 days), providing an
overview of the basic concepts, philosophy and skills of FSR/E.
Five such courses were presented, one in Latin America, two in
West Africa, and two in the United States.

b. Longer, more in-depth treatment of
methodologies and issues of FSR/E, taking approximately three
weeks and extensively using the emerging training materials put
together by FSSP. Two courses werce held in 1986 in Gambia (in
English) and Mali (in English and French). They covered
diagnosis and problem definition, design, analysis and evaluation
of on-farm experiments, and  such special topics as
institutionalization of FSR/E, links with commodity-~focused
resecarch, gender issues, and analysis and research-extension
linkages. During 1987, courses of this type were held for
professionals from Niger, Honduras, Camcroon, Ivory Coast and
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Guatemala, either in-country or at the University of Florida. 1In
developing this type of course, FSSP drew considerably from
CIMMYT's experience in East and Southern Africa, and included as
trainers and resource persons people from West Africa, Asia and
Latin America.

c. Specific topics or activities within the FSR/E
framework. Two workshops focused on gender issues in FSR/E, one
involving training of trainers. Two others, given to members of
the Bean-Cowpea and Sorghum Millet CRSPs using buy-in funds,
provided training on specific sub-topics, such as design and
analysis; and organization and management of FSR/E.

The quality of the training programs improved considerably
as more and better training materials were developed and the
cadre of trainers acquired experience. The training units
enabled more trainee participation through individual and group
exercises, which reinforced underlying concepts. This was a
major improvement over earlier training approaches which utilized
mostly passive techniques, such as presentations and lectures.

The missions’ ecvaluation of training courses presented
during the past two years ranged from satisfactory to excellent.
A review of evaluation reports from a sampling of FSSP training
courses revealed a genecrally strong positive response from the
trainees, with LDC trainees registering a stronger positive
rating than domestic (US) trainees.

Typically, trainces favored direct participation in group
activities (analyses, field practice) as opposed to lectures,
slide presentations, and the like. It is also evident from the
evalvations that one of the objectives of the training sessions
was to test and improve the training units. In terms of
criticism, there generally was a feeling that too much material
was being presented with too little time for background reading
and "digesting." Some aspects of FSR were covered in too much
detail, while other more complex issues (e.g. statistics)
received insufficient attention.

2. Training Materials

Among the project’s major tangible products are
sets of training materials which eventually resulted in marked
improvements in the quality of training provided FSR/E
practitioners and students.

By way of background, during the time the project began,
there was much talk of farming systems but precious few materials
available with which to tecach not only philosophy but also the
"how-to-do-it" nuts and bolts of FSR/E. The lack of didactic
material explains in part why the initial training courses were
less effective than those held later on.
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Three types of materials were developed:

a. Slide-Tape Modules

The slide-tape modules represented FSSP's
first attempt to quickly and cheaply develop visual materials
which presented introductory material as well as some of the
analytical techniques and processes germane to FSR/E. For the
most part, these were developed at the initiation of project
activities, and were used in FSSP’'s initial training courses and
presentations. The modules reflected the prior experience and
background of the Florida staff, with the majoxrity of slides
coming from Latin America. While these materials were
appropriate for some purposes, they were nci "stand alone®
because they represented mainly passive learning and because they
were not Africa-specific. At the time chey were developed,
however, they were state-of-the-art. Since then, the more
participatory approach to training incorporated in the training
materials has meant that reliance on the modules has declined,
although many--especially the introduction to FSR/E modules--are
still in use and being requested of "SSP by interested parties.

b. Training Units

In July 1986, two volumes of training units
were developed and released by the farming systems network. They
have been tested extensively in craining courses, and, in
response to constructive criticism and advancements in FSR/E
scope and methodology, are in the process of being expanded and
revised.

Volume I is entitled "Diagnosis in Farming Systems Research
and Extension," and contains nine units. Each outlines one step
in the diagnosis process, from putting together a multi-
disciplinary research team to drawing conclusions from
formal and informal surveys and developing an on-farm research
program.

Volume 11, "Techniques fer Design and Analysis of On-Farm
Experimentation, " contains five units which examine test
selection and design through analysis of experimental results. A
sixth unit presents techniques for management and administration
of a farming systems research and extension program at the field
level.

The units are in loose leaf form so that material may be
added or deleted as more is known. They contain guides for
students which presoent basic concepts and then require students
to participate in practice exercises, often in group situations.
These are accompanied by notes for trainers, which are
complemented by publications produced outside of FSSP for more
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in-depth information on specific topics. No one volume
represents a training course per se, but is meant to be used as
resource material from which to prepare customized courses for
the specific group or situation being addressed.

The intellectual material provided in the training units was
not developed exclusively by FSSP. Rather, it represents the
collective and individual thoughts and lessons learned by a broad
group of farming systems practitioners. The major FSSP
contribution has been the pulling together of the material,
organizing and presentating it in an appropriate training format.

In general, the training units appear to be well-developed
and useful in implementing training courses. Some significant
geps have been uncovered, namely a lack of material on economic
anailysis and crop-livestock interactions. These are being
incorporated into the revised version. However, a problem with
any materials is that they will become dated if not continually
revised. There are a number of important subject areas relating
to farming systems work which have not been adequately addressed,
such as improved farmer perticipation in the process, linkages
with policy analysis, and others that will be identified in the
future.

Another problem 1s that the materials are not "stand alone"

in the sense that pecoule with limited knowledge of farming
systems would k¢ able to r2if-train or develop courses for
others. In vzder to use these materials effectively, there must

still be a signiiicant amoun® of effort to build up a cadre of
local trainers who can proprily select materials and present
courses to professionals involved in implementing the farming
systems approach.

As mentioned above, the training units are being revised,
with some modification of existing material, plus major additions
of new material on crop-livestock interactions, economic
analysis, and management and administration of FSR/E. The
revised set of training units will be organized as follows and
should be available in English and French.

Volume I - Diagnosis of FSR/E

Volume 11 Design of On-Farm Experimentation
Volume III Analysis of On-Farm Experimentation
Volume IV - Management and Administratiorn of FSR/E

Selected portions of the materials have been translated into
Spanish by ICTA and others in Guatemala, and into Portuguese by
FSSP.
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C. Networking/Publications

For purposes of this evaluation, a network is defined
as a collection of individuals and/or institutions with interests
and capabilities in a specific subject area, and with an
organizational structure that facilitates interaction and
communication among the network participants.

As part of its original strategy, FSSP undertook to develop
what became known as the Support Entity (SE) Network, a
collection of 21 U.S. universities and four consulting firms.
Each SE signed a Memorandum of Agreement with the FSSP that
served as a formal vehicle for subcontracts and funding for
specific tasks. The activities of the SE network centered around
a set of communications mechanisms, including: the FSSP
Newsletter, two internal newsletters (On-Demand and On-
Networking), the publication and distribution of a Networking
Papers series of workshop reports and technical documents, and
the Annval Farming Systems Symposium held at Kansas State
University since 1981. The SE Network was, in turn, part of the
broader population of farming systems practitioners and
interested parties, which had no formal organizational structure
but was served by FSSP principally through the Newsletter and, to
a lesser degree, the Annual Symposium.

The Support Entity networking activities were established
and functioning before the mid-term evaluation, and are discussed
and evaluated in some detail in the Mid-Term Evaluation Report
and in appendix 3. However, as part of the final evaluation
process, a group of SE representatives selected by the FSSP Core
staff was surveyed for their opinions on the strengths and
weaknesses of FSSP, especially over the past two years. Of the
20 individuals contacted, 12 responded. The responses are
contained in appendix 8.

In general, SE representatives gave high marks to the major
outputs of FSSP, namely general networking of FSR/E practitioners
in the U.S. and abroad, the newsletter, the development of
training materials, and support for the Annual Farming Systems
Symposium They also felt that the SEs were underutilized, with
the bulk of project activities “eing undertaken by the core staff
or a few select individuals from the SEs.

The FSSP core staff at Florida considers the establishment
and maintainance of the SE network a major accomplishment of
FSSP. However, making it a closed nectwork implied that there
were many individuals and institutions in the network with no
particular expertise or experience in farming systems work, while
at the same time a number of entitiecs with experience and
expertise were left out. Most notakle here are professionals in
the IARCs and some LDC institutions in Asia and Latin America,
many of whom had a major hand early on in developing farming
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systems methodology. Thus, FSSP chuse to ignore some proven
professionals in favor of trying to build up expertise in the
universities through training courses during the first years of
the project.

Networking over the past two years has involved a
continuation of previous activities, plus some specific efforts
in West Africa.

In March of 1985, a workshop on animal traction was held in
Togo. Out of this effort grew interest and support for an animal
traction network, which was eventually formed as a sub-network of
the West African Farming Systems Research Network (WAFSRN). In
September, 1986, FSSP cosponsored a second regional workshop on
animal traction in cooperation with the West African Integrated
Livestcck Systems Committee, a sub-group of WAFSRN. These
"networkshops" brought together people with similar backgrounds
and professional interests, and facilitated interchange of
research results and ideas.

In March of 1986, FSSP helped organize and participated in
the first meeting of WAFSRN in Dakar, Senegal. Agreements were
reached for stronger bonds between the network and FSSP. With
subsequent cuts in funding and level of effort, the major FSSP
contribution has been the facilitation of non-USAID funding
support for WAFSRN and help in establishing a home base and full-
time network leadership.

In its networking activities in Africa, FSSP intended to
organize around specific topics of interest, such as animal
systems, on-farm experimentation, general FSR/L methodology, and
training in African Universities. While significant progress was
made on the animal systems theme, organization along other topic
lines is still nascent or non-existent. There was some ambiguity
regarding the on-farm experimentation focus, due to a preference
by some AID/Washington officials for networking along commodity
lines.

D. Synthesis and Analysis

One of the major weak spots of FSSP performance found
by the mid-term evaluation team was the lack of a strategy to
capture the essence of lessons learned and changes and
improvements in FSR/E technique and methodology. In response to
this criticism, FSSP charged its technical committee to come up
with a strategy for synthesis and analysis. Such a strategy was
to focus on comparative analysis of FSR/E experiences,
determining which methods have been successful, which have not,
and why. The effort did not call for the creation of special
projects, but rather practitioners’ synthesis of their own work.

16


http:simi].ar

The principal products of the synthesis/analysis process
were the training units. As described previously, these units
present the basic concepts and methodology of FSR/E, which are
based on practitioners’ experience and thought. The major topics
synthesized in the training materials were crop-livestock
interactions and the economic analysis of on-farm experiments.

Another example of synthesis done by FSSP was the
preparation of a report for the Office of Technology Assessment
of the Congress of the United States. The report provides an
overview of farming systems methodology and philosophical
underpinnings, as well as comparing FSR/E with the conventional
model of agricultural research and extension.

In collaboration with the Population Council and the Ford
Foundation, FSSP organized a set of case studies, which examined
intra-household decision-making and the role of gender in FSR/E.
The lessons learned have been incorporated into the set of
variables used to diagnose problems in existing systems, and to
design more appropriate research and extension strategies.

Finally, though perhaps not its specific intent and purpose,
the Networking Paper Series contains a total of 15 articles
authored for the most part by farming systems field practitioners
(appendix 7). Among the topics dealt with are: implementation
problems, rapid rural appraisal, lessons learned from a decade of
on-farm research, on-farm trial design, draught animial systems,
and farmer participation in FSR/E.

E. Other Activities/Products

A number of other activities of the FSSP are not easily
classifiable into the above categories. For the most part, they
responded to the needs of AID, the FSSP core staff, or the
broader FSR/E network. Each is briefly described below.

1. MSTAT

MSTAT is a statistical package for on-farm
experimental design and analysis, which has been developed by
Michigan State University for use on personal computers. The
FSSP signed a subcontract with MSU for development and
dissemination of MSTAT, contributing a total of $230,000. This
financial support ended in 1985 with cutbacks to the FSSP budget.
The MSTAT developers have offered several training courses and
have continued refining the basic programs, which are now
available in French and Spanish as well as English. 7The final
report of MSTAT to FSSP is included in appendix 10. According to
MSU estimates, MSTAT is currently being used by several thousand
agricultural researchers around the world, including most
bilateral farming systems projects in addition to the IARCs.
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2. FSR/E Practitioner Biodata Base

To provide technical assistance to FSR/E, the FSSP
developed a data base of farming systems practitioners, selected
mainly from the faculty and staff of the support entities. The
roster was used extensively by FSSP, AID, consulting firms and
universities to identify candidates for both short- and long-term
field assignments for farming systems projects. However, the
data base ceased to be maintained after the mid-term evaluation
due to the low priority and cutoff of funds by AID/Washington.

3. Farming Systems Project Directory

To encourage communication among farming systems
practitioners worldwide, the FSSP began identifying projects
with farming systems components being implemented not only by
USAID but by other donors as well. The projects and programs
were grouped by country and geographical region, and information
was provided regarding the nature of the project, time frame, key
personnel, and donor. A draft direccory was printed and sent to
all those who had contributed information. Again, the activity
was suspended due to low priority given by AID Project
Management.

4. Africa Orientation Books

FSSP, reacting to an apparent paucity of ready
information for orientation of FSR/E technical assistance teams
in West Africa, funded the University of Florida African Studies
Center to produce orientation materials for Zaire, Burundi,
Liberia, Burkina Faso, The Gambia, Sierra Leone, Mali and Rwanda.
These materials are available in looseleaf notebook form from the
African Studies Center at the University of Florida.

5. Guidelines for Evaluation of FSR/E Proijects

FSSP also set up a task force to develop and field
test a strategy for examining not only short-run projects but
clso longer-run institutional strengthening processes. This
effort was a response to a perceived lack of a systematic
methodology for cvaluating FSR/E Projects. Some AID staff
members viewed it as not particularly useful, since AID already

has well established procedures for project evaluation. It was,
however, energetically promoted by one of the AID FSSF co-
managers. At any rate, the results of the task force’s work are
contained in a draft document dated Auqust, 1986. Work was

discontinucd due to budgetary restrictions.

6. Proicct Handbook

The FSSP core staff developed a handbook which was
printed and distributed in 1985. The handbook describes the
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principles of FSR/E and offers comments and guidelines regarding
the development, design, implementation and evaluation of agri-
cultural research and extension projects, with emphasis on FSR/E.

7. Farming Systems Library/Documentation

Supported by a subcontract from FSSP, the Farrell
Library at Kansas State University has established and maintained
a collection of farming systems research documents. A cumulative
bibliography lists the materials, and all are available from the
library on microfiche. In addition, KSU has collaborated with
AID/S&T/DIU on an "Annotated Bibliography of Readings on Farming
Systems," producing the first volume in 1984. The FSSP Technical
Committee selected the titles, which reviewed over 800 documents.
The first three volumes are in English and Spanish, and the
fourth and last to be supported by FSSP is available only in
English.

While all of these activities were generally well executed
and to some extent useful, they reflect the lack of a sense of
priorities. Scarce resources need to be allocated to highest
payoff activities rather than being spread out among a large
number of activities.

IV. Conclusions

A. Mein Recommendation

The external mid-term evaluation contained a long list
of recommendations for modifiying the objectives and activities
of the FSSP. The principal recommendation, which was both
implicitly and explicitly contained in the detailed activity-
specific recommendations, was that the FSSP core staff and the
various stakeholders within AID develop a consensus as to what
objectives and strategy should be followed during the final years
of the project. The consensus was to redesign the project and to
revise the logical framework, reflecting these in a detailed work
plan for 1986.

B. Why No Consensus Was Reached

As is evident from discussions in the first two
sections of this paper, neither the consensus nor the redesign
took place. The FSSP Core presented a work plan for 1986 which,
similar to those of previous years, largely described current or
planned activities, but was short on their overall strategy and
interrelationships. AID dissatisfaction with the plan, as
outlined in the March, 1986 letter, prompted the acceptance of
some activities, the rejection of others, and a decision to
severely reduce project funding and not extend the cooperative
agrecment past its termination date.
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Stating exactly why a consensus was never reached is no
simple matter. It is our view that this was primarily due to
three factors:

1. Unknowns

There was a good deal of ambiguity as to nature
and status of farming systems research just prior to project
design, which was reflected in a general lack of clarity in the
original project paper. Many people also assumed that a
significant cadre of professionals with experience and talent in
farming systems work was readily available to provide technical
assistance, which was not the case. In addition, contrary to
expectations, very few training materials adapted for language
and cultural differences were available, especially for Africa.

2. Differing Expectations

The project paper did not conform well to the
original objectives of the Senior Assistant Administrator to
support agricultural research in Africa. Various AID
stakeholders developed different expectations about running the
project and what the accomplishments should be. For example,
some people expected a very strong focus on Africa, almost to the
exclusion of other areas, while others subscribed to the broader
worldwide view as expressed in the project paper and cooperative
agreement.

3. Conflicts Among Staff

At least in part as a result of the above factors,
there were some incidents early on that set a somewhat negative
tone to the relationship between the Florida group and
AID/Washington. Some core staff took AID’s criticism of their
early efforts personally, and some personality conflicts
developed. Each side perceived the other as not being willing to
be flexible and compromise. Morever, the different actors within
AID were not totally consistent and in agreement in expressing
their desires and concerns to the core staff. Given the
criticism and ambiguity, some of the core members explicitly
chose not to pay further attention to AID/W, turning to other
client groups, including AID field missions, host country
institutions, and the network of support entities and farming
systems practitioners.

The result was somewhat of a paradox. On the one hand, AID
gave the project a very negative rating, while at the same time
it was rated fairly well by missions, especially in Africa. And
while it was unable to adequately address the needs of AID/W, the
project did produce a number of useful products and support a
number of processes tha' may influence farming systems work over
the coming years. But to what extent this will happen depends at
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least in part on whether AID decides to continuc to fund a
centralized support operation for farming systems work, and on
the nature and intensity of activity such support would involve.

C. Evaluation

Since the project was not redesigned explicitly, the
only real basis for evaluation are the original intentions as
expressed in the cooperative agreement and the project paper.
Referring back to the expected project outputs and activities
presented in the introduction to this document, we conclude that
overall a creditable job was done in some areas, while in others
performance was lacking. Specifically:

1. Training

Training, while initially weak and somewhat
unorganized, improved significantly over time, aided by the
development of the training materials and expertise the trainers
gained with experience. The total number of training courses
held or directly supported by FSSP for LDC field technicians
exceeded the number called for in the PP. Few courses, on the
other hand, have been held specifically for LDC policy makers,
administrators and educators.

2. Technical Assistance

The demand for technical assistance was
considerably less than originally expected due to the
proliferation of projects, each with its own set of advisors and
difficulties some missions had with buy-ins. MNevertheless, with
a few exceptions, the quality of the technical assistance
provided to AID Missions was well regarded.

3. Publications

Publications containing field recommendations,
which were originally envisioned as products of the
synthesis/analysis of lessons learned, were not produced as such.
Rather, individual practitioners made recommendations based on
their own experience in the newsletter and the "Networking Paper"
series. In addition, the important aspects of the evolving state
of the art of farming systems were incorporated into the training
units.

4, Networks

The project paper called for the establishment of
seven regional networks. Over its five-year l1l.fe, the FSSP
created one network consisting of support entities from the
United States. FSSP also participated substantially in the
development of a subject area network (crop-livestock

21



interactions) in West Africa, and provided support to the West
African Farming Systems Network in helping WAFSRN select
leadership and establish a home base. It is not clear just how
many networks would have been optimum, especially given the
nearly exclusive focus on West Africa during the second half of
the project. The FSSP core staff did not view its role as
establishing networks, but rather in supporting those already in
existence.

5. Workshops

Several workshops and "networkshops" were held.
Few of them, however, were based on a determination of need
coming from farming systems practitioners in the countries. Most
involved orientation to FSR/E, while others concentrated on
methodology or specific issues such as gender participation or
livestock-crop interactions.

6. Newsletter and Bibliography

The FSSP complied in publishing a quarterly
newsletter that reported insights gained by practitioners and
generally kept the broader farming systems interest group
informed of activities and advancements in FSR/E. Through a
subcontract with Kansas State University, it published an annual
annotated bibliography of literature dealing with farming
systems. It also established within S&T/DIU a documentation
center for FSR/E literature that, upon individual request, has
provided copies of uncopywritten works. The center is to
continue after the proiect ends.

V. Recommendations

A, Lessons Learned

An evaluation must not only establish performance, but
also causation: What went wrong? 1Is it avoidable? What lessons
can be learned? In this case, there appears to have been a
variety of unresolved issues which originated in project design,
but were exacerbated in implementation and continue to impede
efforts to achieve continuity. The two major problem areas have
to do with the uncertainty of the subject matter and the
difficulty of adjusting S&T programs under conditions of severe
funding constraints.

1. Definition of Subiject Matter

FSSP was bora in the midst of controversy over
definition of FSR/E (Farming Systems Research and Extension).
Most of the early work on FSR/E was done by production
researchers, working with agricultural economists. By 1980, the
leading edge had become social science, and FSR/E had become a
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buzzword--a simple answer to complex development problems. A
wide variety of professionals, including production researchers,
agricultural extensionists, agricultural economists, rural
sociologists, anthropologists, and humanists of all kinds joined
the bandwagon, in the belief that the FSR/E concept supported
their operational approaches. With so many different interests,
no mutually acceptable, limited definition was found.

Work in a poorly-defined subject area such as farming
systems was and continues to be inherently risky. Much is left
open for interpretation, and difference in views and opinions are
commonplace and not easily reconcilable. It does, however, seem
that this type of work is appropriate for a science and
technology organization whose objective is to support the
advancement of the state of the art of development methodology.

2. Management

A key factor here is the mechanism chosen for
contracting and managing the project. A cooperative agreement
was chosen which implies a sharing of implementation decisions on
a more or less equal basis on both the AID and cooperator’s
sides. The staffs of both sides must be flexible, patient and
able to work together well. 1In the case of FSSP, the
relationships established between Florida and AID were
conflictive almost from the beginning. 1In a sense, the Florida
staff treated the project like a grant which would have given
wide latitude in deciding courses of action, while AID wanted to
treat the project as a contract which would have given more
decision-making power to AID. The conflicting positions had so
solidified by the time of the mid-term evaluation that the
project was not redesigned as recommended, nor was it possible to
generate an agreed-upon work plan.

There are two ways in which this sort of situation might
have been avoided.

a. Proiject Desiqgn

More care should have gone into the design of
the project so that responsibilities, roles and relationships
were more clearly understood. For example, a clearer emphasis in
the paper project on Africa would have been advisable, if that
were intended, with greater participation by the Africa Bureau in
project design. In fact, that cmphasis surfaced only following
the mid-term evaluation, although several obscrvers believed that
it had been originally intended. This might also have helped
Create a more informed and unified AID management tecam.
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b. Selection of Cooperator

Greater care should have gone into the
selection and orientation of a cooperator. A cooperator was
needed that appreciated the difficulties inherent in pre-
specifying activities in an underdeveloped subject area and was
willing to work closely with AID to discover mutually acceptable
areas of work. 1In short, the cooperator needed to be client-
oriented toward AID as well as toward other interest groups.

The problem was complicated by the fact that little real
expertise in FSR/E existed. Although the leading experts had
little difficulty communicating and understanding each other,
each was located in a different institution. This dispersion
would make it difficult to identify any critical mass of
expertise and to define the limits of the subject matter. Most
AID staff were favorably disposed to the FSR/E concept but
unaware of the thinness and dispersion of both expertise and
proven methodology.

3, Tolerance of Uncertainty

Farming systems remains a poorly defined concept
and probably will continue to be so for the foreseeable future.
Different practitioners will continue to use different
terminologies and place emphasis on different areas. There is no
particular need to try to limit this diversity, as evolution of
the concepts and learning are still taking place. The basic farm
family-client orientation of the approach is key to the
technology generation and transfer, and should continue.

However, both AID and its cooperator must be willing to and
capable of understanding and collaborating with each other while
working within this climate of uncertainty.

4, A Comment on the Proqramming of Centrallyv Funded
Projects, and Expectations for Mission Support

The primary mecharisms for carrying out S&T
functions are development projects that access the capability of
the U.S. and international science communities for priority areas
of agency interest, such as FSR/E. Most S&T projects are
carried out through a single institutional contractor,
cooperator, or grantee. Such an institution may carry out the
activities of the project itself, or coordinate the services of a
network of institutions and individuals,

The fact that projects and contracts are virtually
synonymous (one project=onc contract) may simplify project
management, but it limits flexibility in programming. More
importantly, it tends to isolate objectives within the limits of
a subject and the experiences of a single project manager and
contractor, precluding a broader look at the problem and
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alternative solutions. Without defining a larger objective, it
is difficult to judge the contribution of a project to that
larger objective, and to adjust funding accordingly. Instead,
budget adjustments tend to be made "across the board," or, when
funding is drastically curtailed, as at present, out-of-favor
projects are eliminated. For this reason, most organizations
have adopted program budgeting, which groups activities by their
larger objective and defines a unifying strategy. This helps the
manager make better decisions in allocating resources among the
different project and subprojects of the program.

FSSP, as a project, has been denied funding, and S&T/AG'’s
involvement in FSR/E is on the verge of being eliminated, despite
broad agency interest in FSR/Z. The budget to maintain the
network FSSP established is less than $200,000 per year, i.e.,
below the threshhecld for an independent project. Yet this effort
(along with an extension, communications, and more conventional
research component) might be a worthwhile part of a broader
agricultural technclogy generation and support program.

Some 74 mission-funded or regional projects have an FSR/E
compoenent, and mission buy-ins were expected to provide
significant support to FSSP. 1Insofar as these failed to occur
the project failed, some say. However, buy-ins depend very much
on perceived state of the art, and may not be a good gauge of the
importance of a centrally funded activity. The following
theoretical discussion indicates why many activities do not
obtain mission funding, although their results may be of great
value to those missions.

Each S&T project cuawwcnly includes the functions of research
(advancing the state of the art); synthesis (scientific
networking to recommend courses of action); and technical
assistance and training (helping AID missions and cooperating
countries implement those courses of action). Each of these
three functions may be carried out to some extent by the
contracted institution or network throughout (and hopefully
following) the life of the project (LOP), although some projects
are limited to one or two functions. The relative emphasis on
each of these components at any given time reflects one'’s
assessment of the state of the art, i.e., one’s confidence in
advocating a course of action, based on scientific understanding.
This relationship can be diagrammed over time as follows:
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AID's field missions are frequently asked to "buy in" to S&T
projects, and there are thrze reasons why: (1) the size of the
S&T budget limits what S&T can devote to any single effort; (2) a
measure of mission interest in an S&T activity is the willingness
of the missions to allocate their own resources to that activity;
and (3) equity considerations suggest that regional bureaus and
missions which benefit most irom an SiT activity should share in
its financing.

Mission buy-ins are normally inversely related to the
distribution of the S&T contractor LOE and are indicated by the
dashed line in the diagram. That is, missions are less willing
to contribute to research and development than they are to TA and
training. Missions are unable to spend their very limited
discretionary funds (mostly PD&S) on anything that does not have
a direct pay-off in project d2sign. The only significant funds
they might allocate to an S&T project are those included in one
of their ongoing projects, the existence of which means that a
high proportion of the state of the art has been incorporated in
courses of action. This relationship is shown as a dashed line
on the same chart.

We would expect, and information from the missions
confirms, that they will continue to fund technical assistance
and training, but they have no interest in supporting either the
network or state-of-art research.

B. Recommendations for Future S&T/AG Activity in Farming
Systems
AID has decided to end support of FSSP as of December
31, 1987, for reasons outlined in this report. However, the
potential importance of farming systems work for agricultural
development in genecral, and fo:r the small farm scctor in

particular, continues to be recognized.

Despite the problems wita performance and unrecalized
cxpoctations, lunere is still a substantial group of people who
believe in the basic validitv of the farming systems approach.
This group consists of a number of younger faculty members of
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U.S. universities, mainly social scientists; research scientists
employed at the IARCs who have incorporated aspects of the
approach into their training programs and standard operating
procedures; and professionals in developing countries working in
national research and extension prograns.

Moreover, tnere are still a number of ongoing projects and
programs with farming systems components. By 1985, there were
some 250 long-term projects worldwide carrying out farming
systems work. Since 1978, AID has funded 76 bilateral, regional
and centrally-funded projects containing either a farming systems
orientation or clearly focused on farming systems work. Of these
projects 45 were in Africa, 19 in Asia/Near East, 10 in Latin
America and the Caribbean, and two with a worldwide scope.

Furthermore, significant progress has been made in training,
networking and methodology development by FSSP, CIMMYT, IRRI and
others. A few of the methods commonly associated with farming
systems, especially the rapid rural appraisal or "sondeo," have
been and are being adopted by other types of development efforts,
such as the analysis of agricultural markets. 1In a sense, they
have taken on a life of their own, yet properly result from work
in farming systems. Clearly, whether or not farming systems
survives as a methodology per se, its influence on agricultural
development will be felt for a long time to come.

It is too early to pass judgement on the overall effective-
ness of farming systems work worldwide, since many of the
projects are ongcing and some just getting started. What does
seem clear is that significant progress in technology development
and transfer requires more time than is usually allotted to pro-
jects. Farming systems projects tend to be downgraded because
tangible results in terms of increased productivity and incomes
are not evident until two or even four years into a project.

What farming systems does offer is a philosophically and logic-
ally appealing process, but with no guarantee of the final result.

Clearly, whether or not S&?/AG funds farming systems
activities at the present time, work in this area will continue
for the foreseecable future. This is true for three reasons: (1)
There arc several projects with farming systems components
currently underway or in the planning stages, supported by AID
(within AID, the Africa Burcau continues to place priority on
farming systems work as an integral part of its plan for
agricultural rescarch support); (2) there is stable or increased
support from other organizations, such as The World Bank, IDRC,
and the International Centers (3) the products of work during the
previous five yecars, especially the training materials, are just
emerging, providing the opportunity to further capitalize on
previous investments.
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Given this situation, AID should decide what level of
support, if any, will be allocated to farming systems. Follow-
ing are four alternatives that could be considered.

1. Alternative Mechanisms for Supporting Farming
Svstems Work

a. Discontinue support

An Arqumcnt could Bc madce that the farming
systems approach has matured, developed a widely accepted set of
concepts and operating procedures, is currently being supported
by other donors, and thus requires no further support from S&T.
However, the current consensus among practitioners as well as
other donors is that there are a number of areas in which farming
systems work needs improvement, as outlined in a previous section
of this paper. Thus, given AID’'s leadership role in promoting
and supporting farming systems early on through bilateral
projects, synthesis of experience, and funding of the FSSP, it
seens logical that at least modest support should continue to be
provided.

b. Maintain Support at Previous Levels

Given the continuing importance of the
farming systems approach as a strategy for development and
transfer of agricultural technology to limited-resource farmers,
it may be wise to fund a se~ond phase of FSSP at a level and with
a sccpe of work similar to the first phase. Questions arise
regarding the follow-on, such as what activities are to be
undertaken, the concentration of efforts in a region or regions,
and who should implement the project. Most important is the
availability of funds for such an effort in an apparently ever-
worsening budget situation. Since available funds are already
prcgrammed, there would be a considerable lag period--perhaps as
long as three years--before a new project could get underway.

c. Fold Farming Systems Into Other Projects

The basics of the farming systems approach
are applicable to other subject arcas as well as complementary to
more general initiatives in agricultural technology generation
and transfer. Thus, it may be possible to continue to support
farming systems work under the "umbrella" of another effort. Two
possibilities currently under consideration come to mind.
Congress has mandated increased attention to the sustainability
of current and future agricultural systems with regard to
resource use and conservation, consistent with maintenance of
acceptable family income levels. Conceivably, many elements of
the farming systems approach could be used to concentrate on
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sustainability issues, especially with respect to the limited-
resource farmer client group.

Another possibility would be to specifically include farming
systems in a new effort, the Aqricultural Technology Initiative,
now being designed (concept paper stage) for possible funding and
implementation by S&T. The purpose of the initiative is to
assist AID field missions and developing countries in the
improvement. of national systems for agricultural technology
development, transfer and education. Work already done on
farming systems would certainly make a significant contribution
to the achievement of this objective, as well as provide
continuity from previous efforts.

d. Establish a Farming Systems Secretariat

Given modest budgetary support--$100,000 to
$300,000 per year--it would be possible to set up an independent
secretariat to act as an information clearinghouse and promote
future farming systems work. The secretariat would consist
basically of a small professional and administrative staff,
including a program leader, a data base management specialist, a
grantsmanship advisor, and a secretary. Some of these people
might perform their duties on a shared time basis. The
activities of this core staff would be overseen by an advisory
board consisting of highly-respected farming systems
practitioners and donor representatives.

The functions of the secretariat would be as follows:

(1) Act as a central clearinghouse for farming systems-
related information.

(2) Establish a new Farming Systems Network consisting of
all individuals and institutions interested in continuing farming
systems development work worldwide. Membership in the network
should be greatly expanded beyond the current FSSP Support Entity
Network to include the IARCs, RARCs, NARS and others who have
made significant contributions to the development cf farming
systems methodologies and are in a good position to collaborate
on future efforts.

(3) Establish and maintain links with AID and other donors
in order to assure continued financing for maintenance of the
secretariat core activities as well as support for specific
initiatives.

(4) Help coordinate the supply of and demand for expertise
in farming systems by:
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o0 Helping Farming Systems Network members locate funding
sources from the interested donor community to support
farming systems development and networking activities

o Maintaining a data base of individuals and institutions
with proven farming systems expertise, especially in the
areas of training and technical assistance

© Stimulating the demand for farming systems expertise by
promoting the basic ideas and concepts of farming systems
development in the donor community and the potential
adopters of farming systems methodologies

In general, the secretariat is envisioned as a coordination
mechanism rather than an implementation mechanism as was FSSP.
Insofar as possible, it should try to maintain an impartial and
independent stance regarding implementation and funding, with all
interested and capable parties given egual access to information
and consideration for tasks that the secretariat may help
generate.

2. Other Recommendations

The major ideas and concepts underpinning farming
systems work continue to enjoy strong support and acceptance from
the international donor community and the cadre of individual and
institutional participants who have been involved in farming
systems activities in recent years. Given AID’s leading role in
promoting and funding the approach, as well as the original ten-
year scope of FSSP, S&T would be remiss if some support were not
forthcoming. On the other hand, budget realities and a lack of
political support for high-level activity in farming systeme
would tend to preclude a second phase of FSSP. Furthermore,
given bilateral technical assistance projects and strong interest
of other donors, current support for ongoing activities may
eliminate the rneed for another large project.

a. Farming Systems in Broader Proijects

The farming systems approach should
definitely be considered for incorporation in new projects and
programs which deal with agricultural technology and limited-
resource farmers. Specifically, the approach should be part of
an overall technology development and transfer strategy that
looks at all parts of the rescarch and development-extension-
evaluation-adoption continuum. Such an approach would offer a
way to develop the key institutional and informational links
which heretofore had not been present in traditional research-

‘gxtension systems.

Farming systems could also offer a methodology for examining
and possibly helping to resolve issues related to long-term
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sustainability of agricultural systems. Its client-oriented
focus would illuminate farm family needs and behavior.

b. AID Funding for Secretariat

Far more important than the survival of the
term "farming systems" is the incorporation of experiences and
lessons learned from attempts to implement the approach into the
standard operating procedures of individuals and institutions
involved in agricultural development. However, as stated
previously, a number of activities are needed to fully realize
the progress already achieved. And a number of areas should be
developed furthe. to make the technology development process more
efficient and effective. It is in the interest of S&T/AG to be
involved and provide leadership in these areas. Therefore, it is
recommendcd that AID seriously consider funding a secretariat
similar to that described above to act as a focal point for
ongoing activities and nctworking related to farming systems.

Specifically, S&T would provide "seed" funding in the form
of a grant to establish the secretariat, including rental of
office space and equipment, employment of core staff, travel and
other operating expenses for the first year. AID would maintain
minimal direct control of the operation. If AID resources are
insufficient to fully fund this activity for a year, then AID
should solicit collaboration from other donors such as The World
Bank, Ford Foundation, Rockefeller Foundation, and IDRC. 1In
fact, even if funds are available, collaborative fundirng may be
advisable in order to ensure broad interest and participation.
The costs of starting up the secretariat could be reduced by
placing it within another institution, such as the CGIAR
Secretariat. In any case, carc would have to be taken to ensure
the operational independence of the sceretariat, encouraging
broad participation from all major practitioners and donors.

One of vthe first tasks of the new sccretariat would be to
work to ensure its longer-run survival. Self-financing
mechanisms should be in place by the end of the first year, and
could include:

o Establishment of network membership dues

o Long-term funding pledges trom international donors and
member institutions

o A referral foo charged Lo network member institutions that
receive new business as g result of the sceretariat’s
promotional offorta,

0 Proceeds from sales of subsceriptions to network

newsletters and other publications
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3. Setting Priorities for Future Farming Svyvstems
Activities

Should AID decide to continue financial and
intellectual support to farming systems work worldwide, there is
a need to establish priority work areas and mechanisms through
which support can be channeled.

It is obvious that different groups with legitimate
interests in farming systems work will have different priorities
for future activities. Such groups include, but are not limited
to, AID field missions, AID regional bureaus, and U.S.
universities. Also included are those who participated in the
Support Entity Network, the national research and extension
systems that have received assistance in establishing and
operating farming systems projects and programs, and other
donors.

Since budget limitations dictate that AID can neither
support all activities nor place equal emphasis on those
activities supported, choices must be made. Following is a
suggested course of action for AID, based upon information
provided by some of the interested groups, taking into account
the limited resources available to AID for farming systems
activitiec.

This scction is based on the premise that AID will indeed
continue to support farming systems in some form. It suggests a
set of priority activities derived from the views of various
parties interested in strengthening and fostering the farming
systems approach. Specific information on the preferences
expressed by the support entities of FSSP is included in the
appendices, along with a selection of AID field missions.

a. Conduct of an Impact Assessment

Although many projects and programs using the
farming systems approach have been undertaken, information on
their impact on technology adoption, farm incomes, and national
research and extension system performance are scarce. A compre-
hensive and objective examination of the successes and failures
of several programs and projects should be andertaken to further
clarify the expected benefits of the app:cach, and also suggest
where to concentrate further work. Such a review should include
not only AID projects, but efforts supported by other donors and
the activitics of the TARCs.

b. Farming systoems training

A great deal of the FSSP effort has gone into
preparing training materials drawn from the collective experience
of farming systems practitioners worldwide. There remains at the
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field level substantial interest in providing technical
assistance in training, and the capability to deliver that
assistance has been built up through FSSP and the IA Cs. S&T/AG
can further support training by facilitating publication and
distribution of training materials and keeping field missions
aware of where they can call upon technical expertise as needed.
Provisions need to be made to update materials ¢ 3 new lessons
and information emerge.

c. Institutionalization Of the Farming Systems
Approach In National Research and Extension

Systems

Virtually all farming systems projects are
linked with national research and extension systems. Often they
are independent units with separate budgets because of the high
recurrent costs of on-farm field work and the danger of diversion
of funds to other activities. As projects terminate, farming
systems units will have to find ways to compete for scarce
resources with other parts of the system. Difficult choices will
need to be made between employing more people and maintaining a
smaller force but with adequate tools to do the job. As
mentioned previously, ISNAR is currently taking a look at this
issue. The results should be carefully examined to determine
what steps need to be taken in the future.

d. Transfer of Farming Systems Technology

For more cost efficiency, the technological
recommendations stemming from site-specific farming systems work
should be transferable to other areas with similar ecological and
socioeconcmic conditions. Technologies developed in one country
may in fact be applicable in other countries, and can be
incorporated into the research-transfer continuum at a later
stage of development. What seems to be lacking at this point is
a mechanism to properly catalog new technologies, including
complementary information on the conditions under which they are
efiective. AID should look into ways to catalog technologies so
that they can be easily disseminated within countries, across
borders, and perhaps even across continents.

e. Linkaqes Between Farming Systems and Policy

In conducting farming systems research,
researchers often obtain data and other types of farm-level
information that is potentially valuable to agricultural policy
analysts. In the same vein, farming systems researchers could
benefit from a clearer understanding of how agricultural policies
influence technology design and adoption. Very little has been
published in this arca. It must be determined what has been done
and what can be lecarned from experience so far. From there, a
conceptual framework could be developed to demonstrate how best

33



to accomplish these links and their potential contribution both
to farming systems work and agricultural policy analysis and
formulation.

f. Communications Among Practitioners

The functicns previously performed by FSSP,
collectively called networking, kept practitioners and other
interested parties informed of developments in the field and
provided an outlet for research results and other experiences.
The mechanisms used were the newsletter, the annual symposium,
technicel publications called networking papers, and "netwcrk-
shops" which brought together practitioners in a region to
discuss specific topics of mutual interest. These types of
communication mechanisms are essential if individual experiences
are to be shared and group resources mobilized to work on
pressing problem areas and opportunities.
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APPENDIX 1

ARTICLE I =~ Title

riculture Technology, Research and Development (Farming Systems
search and Extension)

ARTICLE II - Objective

The objective of this delivery order is cwo-fold: First, conduct
the final evaluation of the first phase of FSSP:; ang second,
prepare a concept paper to determine the appropriateness of
developing an FSSP Project Paper Amendment for a second Phase
activity. This document will build on the evaluation of FSSP and
contribution, if feasible, of the CRSP Programs and the following
Savings Ifor Capital Formation, and Marketing Systems. This broader
focus is proposed to relate more directly to the Agency's new
agricutlural focus statement.

ARTICLE II1 - Statement of Work

The contractor will provide the services of a senior institutional
specialist {agricultural research and technology transfer) with
extensive experience in the development and design of agricultural
research and extension projects, a senior agricultural economist
with extensive experience in Farming Systems Research and Extension
(FSR/E), and five (5) senior agricultural project/design
specialists to contribute to the design of the concept paper.
Details are as follows:

1. FSSP Evaluation. The contractor will evaluate the existing
FSSP following the guidelines provided in the annex to this
order. The evaluation will be based on interviews of key FSSP
staff and the review of documents available in the files of
S&T/AGR and FSSP headgquarters in the University of Florida,
Gainesville. These document will include: the Project Paper,
the Cooperative Agreement and its amendments, together with
University of Florida reports and other outputs, reports of
FSP/E workshops and seminars, ancé mid-termn project
evaluation. The evaluation report will serve as background
for FSA/E concept paper, and as an annex for the final
document.

2. Review of Assessment of FSR/E related projects. The
contractor will assess the likely contribution of relevant
CRSP's programs to FSR/E activities in selected countries.

The contractor will also review relevant documents of the
following projects: INTERPAKS, CTTa, Marketing Systems, Rural
Savings for Capital Formation and Agricultural Policy
Analysis. This information will serve as background for the
concept paper.
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cxpert Panel for Concept Paper Desicn. The contractor will
organize an Expert Working Group of up to five senior
agricultural development professionals to contribute to the
concept paper. It is anticipated that this panel will include
at least two experts in farming systems research and
extension; and up to three agricultural development experts.
Panel mempers will be selected jointly by the S&aT
representatives and the contractor. This ranel will review
selected documents and participate in two workshops with the
Contractor and the Farming Systems Research (FSR) Technical
Sub-committee, of the Agricultural Sector Council, (S&T, PPC
and A.I.D. Regional Bureau Representatives). The first of
these workshops will focus on the evaluation of FSSP and
likely contributions of the CRSP's, INTERPAKS, CTIA and other
relevant S&T preojects and programs and will provide guidance
on concept paper content and parameters. The second workshop
will focus on the draft concept paper, and will suggest ways
in which it might be improved.

Draft Concept Paper. Following the first expert panel

workshop, the contractor will present, within 20 working days,
an outline for a revised concept paper, annotated with the
major points of panel consensus and concern, together with a
work schedule. Upon approval by Dr. Roberto J. Castro, the
S&T representative, the contractor will proceed to draft the
concept paper and its annexes.

Concept Paper Review. The contractor will preszent a draft

concept paper to the FSR Technical Sub-Committee, appropriate
S&T staff and the Expert Panel for technical review; their
comments will be discussed at the second workshop. At the
same time, it will be submitted to the S&T Program Office for
review and suwugestions.

Concept Paper Revision. The contractor will edit the dra.

concept paper jointly with the responsible S&T Project
Off:icer, Dr. Roberto J. Castro, and the S&T Program Office to
incorporate needed changes. Thie final draft is the ultimate
product for this delivery order.

Article IV - Reports

l‘

FSSP_Evaluation - The contractor will provide, within four

weeks of the delivery order signing, the first draft (ten
copies) of the FSSP evaluation report, and a draft
(assessment) ¢f likely contributions of CRSP's, INTERPAKS,
CTTA, Marketing Systems, and Rural Savings for Capital
Formation to the concept paper. Both reports will not exceed
30 pagec in length. A.I.D. will review both drafts within ten
working days after submission and return them to the
contractor for final typing. The contractor will submit the
final reports within five working days after receiving the
A.1.D. edited draft.
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2. Analvsis and Documentation for tne Concept Paver, Twelve
weeks arfter the s:gning of tne delivery order, the contrac...
will submit the first draft of the required analyses and ther
documentation for the Concept Paper. The report will be
approximately 30 to 40 pages in length. A.I.D. will review
the draft within ten working days after submission and return
them t0 the contractor for final typing. The contractor will
submit the final report within five working days after
receiving the A,I.D. edited draft.

Article V - Relationships ané Responsibilities

The contractor will be working under the technical guidence of
&aT/AGR/EFP, Agriculturalist, Roberto J. Castero.

Article VI ~ Term of Performance

1. The effective date of this delivery order is the signature of
the Contracting Officer and the estimated completion date is
December 31, 1987.

2. Subject to the ceiling price established in this delivery
order and with prior written approval of the Project Manager
(see Block No. 5 on the Cover Page), the Contractor is
authorized to extend the estimated completion date, provided
that such extension does not cause the eclapsed time for
completion of the work, including the furnishing of all
deliverables, to extend beyond 30 calendar days from the
original estimated completion date. The Contractor shall
attach a copy of the Project Manager's-approval for any
extension of tne term of this delivery order to the final
voucher submitted for payment.

3. It 1s the Contractor's respensibility to ensure that the

Project Manager-approved adjustments to *he original estimated

completion date do not result 1n costs incurred which exceed
the ceiling price of this delivery order. Under no
circumstances shall such adjustments authorize the Contractor
to be paid any sum in eicess of the delivery order.

4. Adjustments which will cause the elapsed time for completion
of the work to exceed the original estimated completion date
by more than 30 calendar days must be approved in advance by
the Contracting QOfficer.
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TSSP P=S
tvaluation Methodology

The purpose of the evaluation wes: (1) to assess project performance and
effactiveness to date and review plans for the remainder of the contract
period and (2) to review the cirren: validicy of the project concept and
approach and recazserd new direction if warranted.

Mombers of the evaluation tesm were Raymond Kitchell, Developzent
Manageoenc, Inc.; Patrick Fleuret, Africa Bureau, AID; (harles Francis,
Pofessor of Agronaay, University of Nebraska; Edwin Price, Director, Office
of Internacional Agriculture, Oregon State University; and Donald Winkelmam,

Divector General, CDHYT.

The AID Project Paper states that the goal of the FSSP is to strengthen
developing country agricultural research and extension programs in order to
{rcrease the productivity, income, and quality of life among small fa<mers.
The purpose of the project 1s to provide technical assistance to missions and
LIC agricultural research and extension programs for the design,
irmlementation and evaluation of projects intended for the small or
limited-resource fammer while, at the seme time, building institutiomal
capacity within those countrles through training and networking.

The cooperative agresment has the standard AID objective to develop,
strengthen and expand the cepacity of the recipient end collaborating
{msticutions to provide technical essistance, training and guidance to FSR/E
progrems in developing countries. The recipient is to perform as the lead
entity and will coordinate the impurs of collaborating institutions with
similar interests in FSR/E.

ATD ¥ield missions were queried by cable for their views on (1) most
positive features of FSSP; (2) most negative; (3) recommended changes; and (4)
what impact FSSP activities had on mission funded farming systems efforts. In
addition, at the request of the Evaluation-Team leader, questiomaires were
sent all FSSP support entities (SEs). Adequate responses from both queries
were received, analyzed and made available to the tesm.

An issues paper was also prepared by AID project staff for team guidance
on the substantive poincs of most interest to AID. The team first assembled
in Washington for two days of orientation and briefings which included
interviews with eppropriate officials in both S&T and the regional bureaus, as .
well as BIFAD. Appropriante docupentation wes provided.

The team then conducted its on-site investigations at the University of

Florida. It began with & well-conducted oral presentation by the FSSP ‘
: rector and core staff, supplemented by a written presentation oo progress
ard plans on producing outputs as previously requested by the tesm leader. In
addition to FSSP and University of Florida (UF) staff, also at the tean's
request and on short notice, a representative of the FSSP Advisory Council and
the Chairperson of the Technical Comittee met with the team in private
cessions in Gainesville. FSSP staff also provided the team examples of their
products, supplemental documentation and special presentations requested by

the teem.



Coomeration during the evelumtion exerclise oy all parties to this
agreesent was corendable. Aside from the lizited time available, the lazk of
site visics on the use end effect ol ISS? services by developing counzxy
clien=s wes the only weak point in the exercise. Neverctheless, the tesm was
rear Gifficulsv, to erTive &t a consensus regarding its
essessment O pertolwance to cate erd recoomendaticns for the futire. The
evaluarion tesn concluded that project eccaxplishoents to date have been
sportv, Tanging from poor to very good. They recamend that project
accivities be prioritized, reduced in mroer and that quality of deliverables

be echanced.

ghtle, without §

Sumzary

Because FSSP is a ''suoport project'', outputs are described more in terms
of acceptable process activities rather than more tangible output or ipact
{ndicators. Activities of the project focus on technical assistance,
short-tern training, networidng, and state-of-the-art (SOTA) research. The
evaluation tean camiled thirty-one recamendations. Key recommendations are
growed, by program activity, end sumarized herein.

The, goaliofeFSSPahagmotschargedsoverstine jekence, exformalyproject
cavisioniisirot¥reqeired. The work plan will be the instrument used to focus

end redirect project delivery and it will address strategic plamning, manage-
ment and implementation issues.

Tectnical Assistance and Suwporz (Recommendations 1-8)

Techrical assistance activities have been carried out, however, the demand
for rechnicel assistance did not materialize to the extent originally projected
at the time of the project design. Mission response to queries about quality
of this deliverable showed the assistance to be of high quality.

The major recommendation (#8) under tits area is that technical assistance
ac-ivities to non-Africa regions be provided by 'buy-ins'' only. This recommen-
dation is being implememited.

ATD concuzs with other evaluation team recommendations regarding technical
assistance and support, with owo exceptions. Early problems with annotation
services (see Reccomendation #6) by AID/FPC/ODIE have been corrected, and it
eopesrs that services cen be carried out in a cost-effective mamner. O@IE
chould conrimue to perform the ammotation services. The second exception is
the merger of FSSP bio—data services with Winrock Intermational's (WI) system
(Recomnendation #2). Merging the two bio—data systems would require new,
larpe experces and is pot considered cost-effective at this point in tiwe.
Tre Sio-data services will remain at the University of Florida with resources
devored to mainteining the services kept at a minimm.

Trainine (Recoamendetions 9-10)

Twelve domestic workshoos had been held at the time of the evaluation.
Most were of FSR/E orientation in nature. Twenty-one overseas workshops were
delivered. In scme of the workshops, FSSP was solely responsible for the
sroceedings, in others, responsibility was shared.
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qualitymafgoraining/ 'eupporT ware-iale chuidebanizoroved end thas

i tadeveloprenteshould : focugiontas)l {ited &mnber’of'bed\odologicél'&ﬁ-ﬂeld
Srobier (zechnical) areas. The evalustion report notes thas ©SS2 has made
sicrificant L:;;:ovg:n?.n: 1n its epprcazh to caser—inlg developemens activities,
end that three trainirg units (dizgnosi.:,:, cesign of field triels, amd
managexent/administration) are being refined for dissezination and use in
training workshops. AID concurs with the evaluation team's assessrent of FSSP
treining activities and recomendations. LM}MMC
Smly emmmm& -ems !

- it. Joint collaboration is uderway to address this majc;r
deficiency in the overall training activicy. '

The twowmajorrecammendations regarding training acctivities are that the

The recamendation to withdraw from "sensitivicy type worxshops warrants
cocmenz. AID project managemen: concuzs with thig recamendation with regard
to U.S. domestic training activicies. However, the orientarion workehong
could be effective in promoting the FSR/E approach when the training is
delivered to agricultuxal policy makers, discipline oriented researchers, and
£ield personnel not acquainted with FSR/E. Assessment of the demard and
contribution that this type of training activity can make to technolog /
generation and transfer should be made. foteworthy {s that the cooperative
agreenent calls for this type of deliverable.,

Another type of trafning relates to the treining needs of FSR/E practitioners
In disciplines other than their own. For example, what are the essential
tnowledge bases from egronomy and enimal science required by an econcmist? In
like fashion, vhat knowledge end skills should an egronomist have from other
agricultural disciplines? To take the econcmist as an examle, skills in soil
and water management techniques, cowled with plant-culture techniques seem
appropriate. A variety of topics appear warranted, ranging from erosion
control measures and crop residue tanagement to soil fertility issues sueh as
the role of oM and cation exchange capacity in agronomic on-farm trial
decisions. In short, uwderstanding basic soil, climatic and plant mutrient
relationships are imerative. -

Mixed cropping/ livestock systems require knowledge of livestock
production and management princinles. Possible topics that could be addressed
include nutritional requirements of livestock enterprise alternatives, disease
treatment and preventive measures, and livestock/cr ping system
relationships. The latter imvolves crop and fo:agec/,{ivestock system
relatlonships: coplexentarity, swplementarity and competitiveness of

P

enterprise cambinaticns are some of the Tequirements.

letworkdne (Recommendation 15)

Metworidng 1s a high prioriny area but one cloudy in content. AID agrees

1ch the recommendation.thar a.strategy.for. networking -activities :migt;be
Zommulated. Priority problems, comtries armd participants must be addressed.

Futiregresourceés” devoted to networkdng: activities-shouldrberinsupore of
existingwvinblewnetvworks, and efforts to prooote joint petworking activities,
(includes joint Amdimm) are encouraged. A separate international FSR Network
15 not to be supported.



State-of--ne-Am (Recamendations 11-14)

The evaluation teem recoamtends a specific plen for SITA activities be
forzuleted, leacing to & useful synthesis of experience in a szall muber of

prioricy areas.

To the extent that finds allow, SOTA activities should be increased. Few
resources have been allocated to this area, hence, little o.' no output. A
recent techmical camittee report highlights that state-of-the-art work
(synthesls and analysis) must move beyond sirpls synthesis or coabining
differeat methods and experiences. It must undertake camarative analysis of

those experlences, dravw lessons from them, detemine what methods have been
zore suzcessful than others, and determine the reasons vty same methods have

been more successful. SOTA activities can be very helpful to field
practitioners in program irplementation activities. The evaluation team notes
that FSSP woriplans discuss SOTA activities but do not reflect a comsistent
epproach or consistent themes in conceptualization of the area of activitcy (p.
15). Zach discussion tells what is being done bur the steps aren't clearly
related.

AID project management concurs with the evaluation report recommerdations
Tegarding OJTA activities. FSSP and AID can jointly formulate a SOTA plan.
toteworthy is the Zazt that the technical coamitree, after the evaluation, has
maje a significent contribution in identifying a small mmber of priority
areas that should be addressed. In addition to the identification of priority
areas, who can best address SOTA wctivities and the timing of deliverables
zust be specifled, For exa—ple, would the furding of graduate students under
the guidance of professors be a cost-effective mproach in getting SOTA output
or would the direct {inding of selected professionals/core staff be more

spropriate? Or bozh?

Promran Develepzent and Project Redesisn (Recomendations 16-20).

The evaluation team proposed a mmber of recommendation regarding project
redesign. The goal and purpose of FSSP hes not cherged; hence, a forma)
Tedegign ectivity {8 not requiret. '

More shatply delined training activities, identification of selected FSR/E
problen-focused SOTA activities, and a delivery focus on Africa suggest a
zmajor realigmoent of resources. This can, however, be accorplished with the
required frimework of amual work plan activiries.

-~

Marapement (Recamrendation 21-31)

A muxber of recamendations regarding project zaragemeat (FSSP and AID)
were made by the evaluation team. AID concurs with the recomendation that
core finding should be reduced and that core menagezent activities should be
; : L PR p iy
focused on planning, coordinating and facilitative efforts. In addition,
management techniques should be implemented to provide cost and benefit data
(actual and budgeted) by program activity.
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Purpose

The pupose of the project is to provide technical assistance to cissicns
and LDC egricultural research and extension programs for the design,
{r—lemencation and evaluation.of projects intended for the small or
li—ired-resource farmer while, at the same time, building institutional
capacity wichin those countTies through training and networking.

The End of Project Status (EOPS) stated in the Logical Fremework are not
totally relevant as the project is refocused. In additiom, EOPS associated

with the training and networking activities in the support mode requires
unique evaluation data gathvring and documentation activities which were not

implemented at the time the project scarted.
| Goal/Subgoal

The goal of FSSP s to strengthen developing country agricultural research
end ex:ension progra=s in order to increase the productivity, income, and
quality of life among mural farmers. Reciplents of FSR/E technical
essiscance, networidrg, and treining activities should have cepabilities to
design and deliver effective FSR/E field programs that ultimately impact on

farmm families.

Baneficiaries

Beneficiaries of FSSP include AID ard host country projects. All projects
benefit (FSR/E and commodity specific) from the FSR/E approach to identifying
constraincs that confront farmers and in tumm the solution that are developed,
tesced and finally disseminated to farmers. Enhanced human resource
capebility of FR/E practitioners is the zmeans by which FSSP services
uzilmately impact on farmers.

Unplanned Effects

"Not pertinent at this time"

External Factors

The demand for technical assistance support activities did not materialize
as expected. As a result, the size of this ccoponent of the project is less

than originally planned.
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Iouts

Resources devoted to e training component of the project should address
the imorovement of training sipport materisls and the development of an
economics of farming systens treining wnit. In addition, the training needs
of policy makers, edzinistrators, and FSR/E practitioners in disciplines other
than their own should be addressed.

Outputs

Outputs and objectivelv verifiable indicators are described in terms of
acceptable process activities or 'intermediate outputs' rather than the more
treditional output or impast indicators. Incressed output relative to irputs
should be enhanced during the latter part of the project life. Training and
networking productivity was influenced by high resource requirements
associated with research/development activities of training materials and

other deliverables. .
. lessons Learned

The recamendations of the evaluation report and reduced funding levels
hignlight the need for proiect plaming and prioritization of project
activicies.

Special Comments or Kemarks

Mid-term FSSP External Evaluation Report (138 pges) attached.



APPERDIX 3

FSSP Core kesponse
to the Mid Term Evaluation
Recammendations

Technical Assistance

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

Core camment:

rt
2.

High priority for 1985 and presently underway.

Further cla:rification

a. Asia - (l) a mxmo to Asia missions has announced FSSP
capability and (2) 10% of one FTE fram core to coordinate
present financial resources.

b. latin Awmrica - recamend sane as for Asia.

c. Brimg world wide expertise to bear through the FSSP Africa
Programn,

Handle bio-dita services on a more—oost effective and
camprehensive: basis, e.4., merge with WI system and add
addiitional “identifiers™.

Core camment:

3.

High priority for 1986 but nmeds further study. Bio-data systems
simply are rot cost effective, Transfer of the bio-data system
to an SE 15 not cost effective in the short run and would cause
conflict of interest concerns among other SE's. A bio-data
system ¢ irdispensable for FSSP to function.

Include AID evaluation cowmumnity participation in the Evaluation
Task Force.

Core comment:

Not relevani. AID participation has been invited in all task
forces but attendance has been spotty. Continued participation
is encoura;ed. EFT representation did exist initially, meetings
announced ‘.0 representatives since that time (attendance took
lower priority and carly in November 1985 a mveeting did inlcude
PPC representation.

Distribute current version of draft FSR/E project handbook in
loose-leaf torm. [0 not allocate additional resources or staff
tim: to tras or similar activities of this type.

Core camnent:

5.

Is campleted.

A carctul review of documentation efforts should be undertaken by
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FSSP management, in collaboration with the APMT, to reduce
considerably the number, conserve core funding and prioritize
staff time.

Core camment:

6.

Needs clarification on term "documentation". If reference is to
bibliography then task is accamplished.

Annotation services now provided by AID/PPC/CUDIE should be done
by FSSP, throwh an SE. ST should address this problem as soon

as possible.

Core camment:

7.

8.

Disagree., Part of initial agreement and problem is resolved.

Continue KSU publication of key papers and its documentation
center role,
Continue support of annual XSU-FSR/E symposium.

Core camment:

768.

'n'ainig
9 1 ]

High long temm priority and agree with recammendations.

FSSP management, on a priority basis, should address the
identified weakness in current training methodology and materials
—particularly for content relevance to Africa—by drawing on the
technical resources of SEs and others actively engaged in FSR/E
related activities,

Core camment:

10.

High long term priority and process has been and is continuously
underway .

Develop an overall training strategy which, inter alia:
withdraws fram "sensitizing™ type workshops;

emphasizes internmational training workshops with specific focus
on priority African agricultural problems:

concentrates on development and refinement of priority training
modules using the technical resources of the entire SE network
and other institutions ard individuals with unique capabilities;
and

re-thinks miscellaneous treining activities and reduces level of
support.

Core comment:



FSSP has had a training strategy since inception of the project
and has revised same as needed,

Low priority but disagree with recamendation. Process of FSR/E
training requires participants to first understand the
fundamentai concepts and methodology of FSR/E. Training in this
besic understanding represents very low cost to the project.
High priority. Represents past and present policy. Agree with
recamendation,

High priority. 2gree but prefer use of the terms "development,
refinement anc delivery" and use of the term “"units" instead of
"modules”. Represents past and present policy.

d. Statement unclear. Project nas never had miscellaneous training
activities,
SOTA/synthesis
11. A specific plan for SOTA activities leading to a useful synthesis

12.

13.

14.

of experience in a small numder of priority areas should be
formulated in collaboration with AID, which will include an
identification of resources and (at least preliminary) assigrment
of responsibilities among SEs.

This plan should include a strateqgy statement which defined 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 program is headed, both in the short and
long-term time frame,

ks methodological and conceptual issues are resolved, SOTA
activities should shift to technical issues of relevance to
developing countries where FSSP-associated projects are
conducted .

Encowage joint efforts involving outside support (eg.,
Population Council).

Core cament on 11 - 14:

Refer to 11 as general statement and 12, 13 & 14 as "a, b & c"
and pull 24 up as "d". Project relies on voluntary cooperation:
does not have mandate to assign represencation. FSSP core refers
to state-of-the-art as synthesis and analysis, and believes it is
best to speak of the Technical Cammittee in the same context as
FSR/E synthesis and analysis. Point "a" (or Rec 12) needs
further clarification but” b, ¢ & d" are basically sound and have
been implemented. Core qualiries by saying further
umplamentation 1s subject to adequate funding.

Networking
15. As in training and SOTA, and in collaboration with AID and the

SEs, FSSP managament should establish an overall strategy for



networking activities in FSR/E, which includes:

concentrating on problem and technical-oriented networking
activities within the developing countries;

the results of a careful review of the AID/AFR "Plan for
Supporting Agricultural Research and Facilities of Agriculture in
Africa™, particularly in relation to a problem and camodity
focus: ard

continue networking activities at the current level bhut in
support of existing viable networks.,

Core camment:

High priority in 1986 and in long term. Agree except that "c"
nmight read "with emphasis of. in place of "but in support of".

Program Development and Project Redesign

16.

As mentioned in several categories above, there is an urgent need
to relate the principal activities of FSSP, i.e., networking,
SOTA/synthesis, training and technical assistance to technical
problems critically affecting food production, particularly in
Africa. FSSP management, in collaboration with S&T, AFR, the
Mvisory Council and the Technical Camittee, after review of the
conclusions and recammendations 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:

revision of the logical framework, including a verification or
chamye in the project purpose and approach;

rationalization of the research (SOTA/synthesis and methodology)
versus project -cycle support focus;

selection of regional (Africa) v. global scope, or scme
reasonable cambination of both:

resolution of the role of core management vis-a-vis the APMT and
the SEBs; and .

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

Core cament:

17.

Recognize high priority. This entire recamendation needs
further clarification, consideration and negotiation for 16,
l6a-e, ard including as part of 16 Recs 17, 18, 19, 22 & 26.

Within tn2 r~cntext 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
critical assumptions, and provision of performance and EOPS
indicators.

Core camment:

Is redundant and should be included with l6a. Also the
recamendation needs further clarification.

18. Based on the results of this collaborative strategizing and
planning exercise, an output-oriented work plan should be jointly
developed for the remainder of the current agreement temm,
limited to SOTA/synthesis, development of related training
mxdules, and problem-oriented networking and support activities.,

Core camment:

Should be included as part of 16 for re-negotiation. Should
becane 16 £ and be rewritten as "A collaborative annual
output-oriented work plan...limited to synthesis and analysis,
developrment and delivery of training units, and problem
oriented...”

19. A spzcial review should take place within the next 12 months to
assess the results of this strategizing and planning and its
impact on performance, including the quality and relevance of
activities, for the purpose of recamending extension or
phase-out of the project.

Core camnent:

Should be included as part of 16 as 16g. Generally agree but
should be reviewed in total context of 16. Peview should be part
of an on—going evaluation process involving those members of the
first evaluation team who have knowledge of FSR/E, FSSP and
current Africa Bureau programs. One of the team should serve on
the task force considering short and long range plans for the
project.

20. The oollaborative strategizing ard program development process
should be an annual and evolving one, needed to keep FSSP
activities sensitive and relevant to the current needs of client
groups, the thinking of AID, and the growing capacities of the
SEs.

Core cament:

Redundant. Rec 18 is sufficient.

Ma anent

2l. Core management staff should be reduced in size with a change in



duties to involve more planning, coordinating and facilitative
£fort while transferring implementation/delivery
responsibilities to selected SEs and task groups, providing
support to them throwgh liaison and backstopping services, and
allocating FSSP seed and/or supplemental funding.

Core camment:

22,

Generally complete or underway. However, the recammendation
contains a dilemma., We assume the intent is to move more
delivery to SE's. More management, however, will be required of
core, at least in the short run, and delivery will be less cost
effective, Seed funding insufficient for implementation.
Further discussion required.

Greater recognition needs to be given by FSSP manajement and core
staff to the "partnership” role of AID in this cooperative
venture. As part of an effort to increase the desired and
necessary oollabortative relationahip, there should be ex-officio
AID policy level representation on Advisory Council and £

APMT representation on the Technical Comittee.

Oore camment:

23,

Underway and issue has been ovecplayed.

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

Core ocomment:

24,

Meaning unclear.

The Technical Committee should be revitalized, with help from
core staff and the APMT, to serve as the mechzniam for (a)
supplementing and expanding the interdisciplinary base necessary
to carry out basic functicns, (b) to serve as the nexus between
the core, AID, and SEs ¢n technical matters, and () to
accelerate the more effective use of Ses in problem—oriented
FSR/E activities.

Core coment:

25,

Point should be moved to Rec 11 d.

In pursuinj the above, greater use should be made of SEs and
otrers, 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.

Core comment:



Concept is fine but points are redundant and dilemma in Rec 21
remains.

26, Senior management in S&T, and in AFR if a regional focus is
decreed, should provide clearer guidelines to the AMPT, 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
mode, and closely monitor progress over the next 12
months—particularly the implementation of recammendations in
this report which are acceptable to them.

Core camment:

Core agrees but it should coincide with 19, Clarify in
particular the ending statement..."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 manageer through which all commmications 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 highcr level agency management participation
may be appropriate.

Core cament:

Core agrees with sentence one. However, FSSP's successful
experience to date shows that the project manxjer rust have
foreign service expertise grounded in extensive capability to
handle fiscal transactions, negotiations and cammunications for
USAID bureau to mission collaboration with FSSP delivery,

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

focus on progress (throwgh use of milestone events) in producing
major results and solving problems encountered:

provide more information on the plans, activities and
achievements of the Mvisory council, Technical Ccrmittee,
Support Entities and task groups;

provide feedback on the impact of FSSP in involving the SES in
particular, and the US FSR/E cammunity in general; and

discuss the results of the annual KSU_FSR/E symposium and plans
for the rext one.

Core coamment:

Agree., Not short on official, administrative and activity
reporting. Need for greater publicity throwh impact reporting



29.

is under consideration.

Budget and fiscal data should be repackaged to provide more
programmatic information, e.g.,:

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

actual and/or projected costs to produce major products such as
traininy modules, management manuals, evaluation methodolagy.

Core ccmment:

30.

Disagree unless specific needs can be detailed. On-demand
support nature of project has limited detail . Items listed habe
been budgeted. Recammendations "b" needs further consideration.

High level representation to the appropriate authorities of the
State of Florida should me made by the University of florida for
appropriate relief from State contracting and similar regulations
which impede PSSP activities imwvolving a nationwide as well as
international dimension.

Oore camment:

31.

High priority in 1986 and long temm.

Necessary changes in budget categories and allocations should be
made to cover the high transaction costs involved in a
cooperative agreaxent of this nature and to implement these
recamendations.

Core caunent:

Needs clarification. Seems inconsistent with earlier
recamendations concerning transfer of activity to SE':,

1ab008 :9dsk¢5



APPENDIX 4 2

1986 ANNUAL WORK PLAN SUMMARY

Farming Systems Support Project (FSSP)

Tntroduction

The FSSP work Plan is an annual contribution of the Cooperative
Agreament (Dan-4099-A-00-2083-00) between USAID/Bureau of Science and
Technclogy and the University of Florida, calling for support to AID
Missions and related entities in the area of famming systems research and
extension. The 1986 Work Plan reflects a strategy addressed by a task
group consisting of the AID/Project Management Team in S&T, FSSP/University
of Florida Project Management and the Africa Bureau. The Work Plan
includes program activities and cammittments set into motion during 1985.
1+ also considers recammendations resulting £ram a 1985 external
evaluation, the needs and opportunities outlined in the Africa Bureau's
"plan for Supporting Agricultural Research and Faculties of Agriculture in
Africa", continuing interactions with AID Missions, and technical
priorities identified by the FSSP Technical Camittee.

The regional focus of FSSP's activities for 1986 and 1987 is West and
Central Africa. This focus is in response to current concerns of USAID and
represents an increase in emphasis on project activities in this region.
Concurrently, the project must significantly reduce or eliminate activities
in the other regions but will respond cn a full buy-in basis to requests

from Asia/Near East and Latin America.

Program objectives address three major areas: 1. Synthesis and
analysis (state of the art) directed to priority training materials and
support of problemoriented networking activities. 2. Delivery and support
for west Africa training and networking. 3. World-wide program development
and networking support activities. The budget for 1986 is focused upon
these objectives as presented in Appendix I.

Summary of Expected Major Outputs For FYB6

Concentration of the FSSP network in FY 86 includes the following

outputs in support of major program areas:

1. Two training unit collections, (a) diagnosis and (Db) design and
analysis of on-farm trials, distributed to FSSP network institutions
and individuals, and made widely available to AID Mission and bilateral

contract personnel,

2. A three week training course in West Africa, principally for English
speaking participants fraom West and Central African nations, addressing
cammon constraints to agriculture production in the region and
employment of the FSRE approach to integrating comodities and
technologies to alleviate those constraints.

3. A three week training course in West Africa, principally for French
speaking participants from West and Central African nations, with
emphasis as in 2 above.



4.

10.

3

A world wide symposium entitled "eSR/E: Food and Feed" at Kansas State
University involving practitioners fram Asia/Near Zast, Latin America
and Africa followed by the FSSP annual meeting.

The top 100 pudlications in FSRE for 1986, selected and published in
vol III of the FSR/E bibliography.

publications including: (a) the quarterly Newsletter (with a
circulation of approximately 5,500 worldwide), (b) continuation of the
the Network Paper Series (through 1985, 10 Network Papers have been
published and distributed), (c) eight FSR/E-intrahousehold Case
studies, (d) a methodological guide to accampany the cases (funding
entirely fram Ford Foundation), (e) the evaluation task force
guidelines and format for evaluating FSR/E projects, (f) a sumary of
U.S. university-AID bilateral contractors technical successes and
suggestions for improving project development and implementation, (g)
the livestock systems reports and guidelines evolving from the
Livestock Task Force, the Togo and ILCA workshops, and the ICARDA
livestock conference in Syria, (h) joint report on workshops conducted

with ISRA, Senegal.
purged and reconstituted the newsletter mailing list.

Revised and published results of the FSR/E project inventory begun in
1984.

A report on responses fram practitioners regarding their current uses
of the FSR tool known as rapid rural appraisal (RRA), or the sondeo.

A report on the most pressing technical problems facing practitioners
as identified in the newsletter readership survey conducted December
198S.

11, The second annual meeting of the West Africa Integrated Livestock

12.

13.

l4l

15,

Network under supervision of the W. African steering camittee and in
cooperation with ILCA, IITA, and FSSP.

A networkshop in West Africa based on the topic "FSR/E in the African
niversity Context®.

FSR/E-intrahousehcld Case studies reviewed and tested.

Enhanced networking among USAID bilateral Title XII contractors
concerning issues of project implementation and the design and analysis
of on-farm experiments.

Respond upon AID/Mission requests to assist in technical assistance,
training and networking needs assessments and/or delivery, in Africa
upon a case~by-case basis, and in Latin America and Asia/Near East as
remaining staff time permits on the basis of canplete Mission buy-ins
to the project.



Goals in 1986

The outputs listed above are supported by goals and processes of the
FSSP network in FY 86 and in support of USAID. The outputs reinforce
and are reinforced by procedural goals which are:

To work closely with the Africa Bureau (through the policy paper for
Africa) AID Missions in East and Central Africa, REDSO/E and REDSO/W,
and the S&T Bureau to better reflect the evolving mandate in

agricultural develomment in general and in FSR/E in particular(all) .*

To further solidify the training strategy for conduct and support of
effective short-term training programs in FSR/E methodology in West and
Central Africa (2,3).

To review and incorporate chamges and additional materials, including
those evolving fram training and workgroup activities, into the
collections of training units (a) diagnosis and (b) design and analysis
of farm trials, with the goal of producing and distributing this
supplemental material by January 1, 1987 (1, 2, 3, 4).

To identify, interact with, and strengthen a West or Central African
entity as a base for establishing a center of excellence for short-term
FSR/E training (2,3).

To establish stromger ties with BIFAD for mutual benefit fram the FSSP
support entity network system and expand upon the expertise, giving
special emphasis to campletion of the training unit collections and to
delivery of FSR/E training for problem solving in West and Central
Africa (14).

To continue to support the West African Farming Systems Research
twork (WAFSRN) with arrangements for the first annual meeting and

participation in support of this network (11,12).

a. To facilitate and support a networkshop in West Africa based
around the topic of "FSR/E" in the African University Context”.

5, To support and facilitate the second annual meeting of the West
African Integrated Livestock Network.

To continue supportive interactions with CIMMYT/and CIAT outreach in

castern and Southern Africa, and with CIP, ICRISAT, IITA AND ILCA in

West and Central Africa in areas of mutual concern (all).

To strengthen the effort between the FSSP and U.S., university bilateral

contractors umpleawenting projects that involve FSR/E in Africa, by (a)

assisting in the collection, sumary, campilation and dissemination of

information on those technical areas which are going well in projects

* Note the number or word in paranthesis refers to the sumary of expected
outputs for 1986,



5

and (b) investigating areas which could be improved in project design,
implementation and evaluation and (c) linking FSR/E activities between
bilateral contractors through at least one meeting in West Africa in
1986 nased upon two meetings held in 1985 by US based contract backstop

people (4, 8, 9, lOr 14) .

\O

To support the Technical Camnittee of the FSSP in its effort to obtain
information on practitioners' special (or non-traditional) techniques
of famm trial designs and make this informatcion available to
practititoners (4, 9, 10).

10. To continue to urge the program associates in the FSSP network, and
practitioners receiving the Newsletter, to provide input in state of
the art in FSR/E through (a) submissions to the Newsletter, (b)
suamissions to the Network Paper Series and (c) ideas for, and acting,
when possible, as moderators/discussants/leaders in, sessions of the
FSSP annual meetings dedicated to state of the art topics (10).

11. To continue with regular publication activities, including (a) the
quarterly Newsletter, (b) the Network Paper Series, (c) project reports
(quarterly/annual) and (d) various training units, case studies and
workshop reports (6) .

[
to

. To campile additional information on those receiving the Newsletter so
that discipline and FSR/E interests can be referenced, pressing
technical problems identified, and direction given to the type of
infcrmation most wanted/needed by practitioners (7).

13, To continue to maintain and make available the services of the FSR/E
plodata collection (15).

4. To canplete, and field test the evaluation guidelines and framework
being campleted by the evaluation task force (15).
15. To continue to host numerous visitors to the University of Florida,

IFAS and Intermational Programs with interest in FSR/E (all).

16. To involve more of the support entity program associates in development
and delivery of FSSP-supported activities, giving greatest emphasis to
training and networking (all).

FSSP in Africa

rrogram Development

Program developuant is embodied in the FSSP approach to training and
netwcrking for West Africa. Many of the training materials and networking
activities draw upon the nore generic FSR/E experiences throughout the
world which contribute to the greater pool of experience and to synthesis
nf the state of the art in Farming Systems. Interactions that occur
between farming systems practitioners on a worldwide basis are desired by
African practitioners and contribute to accelerated development and
learning in application of farming systems research concepts., Bmphasis is




given both to develomment of materials in Africa, and adaptation of
existing materials to national program needs in Africa. All activity of
the FSSP is designed to synthesize experience through case studies,
develomment of training units, various publication efforts and training
activities., State-of-the-art activity is an integral part of the project.

The present work plan desires to build upon the successful synthesis
concept established by the intra-household case studies., While moving
these projects to campletion, testing and inclusion in the training
program, gnall project grants are planned for West Africa to support
practitioners in their efforts in write-up and analysis of results fram
their farming systems research activities. Sixteen small grants are
proposed to stimulate these study reports. The Technical Committee,
including the West African representative to the Committee, will serve as
the steering and review cammittee for these technical reports, thus
providing for overall synthesis of technical and methodological experience.

State—of-the-art synthesis provides ground work for a longer term FSR/E
orogram activity. A strategy developed by the FSSP Technical Camittee
draws upon the resource base provided by the overall support entity
structure and is included as Appendix II to the 1986 Woek Plan. The
Technical Camnittee is prepared to develop a long term action plan for

tate—of-the-art synthesis.

The FSSP continues to strengthen U.S. institutions for participation in
USAID technical assistance in Africa. The FSSP is emphasizing the concept
of networking technical and methddological experiences amony support
entities, particularly as they relate to their African bilateral contract
work invelving an FSR/E approach. This emphasis camplements the overall
network programming of the Africa Bureau,

The FSSP continues to further strengthern US institutional capability
through participant add-on opportunities at no cost to the contract, This
concept provides an opportunity for an FSSP Program Associate to join a
technical assistance, training or networking team and became an understudy
of those leading the effort. The participant add-on also contributes inis
or her expertise to the activity. While the focus for participant. add-ons
is West and Central Africa, similar opportunities occasionally arise
through the huy-in process in other regions.,

Training Strategy

A major objective of the FSSP is to provide training and support for
training activities in FSR/E methodology. The general traininyg strategy
for West and Central Africa is outlined below.

Goal: To conduct and support effective training programs in FSR/E.
Cbjectives:

1. Have effective logistical support and facilities,
2., Provide useful training materials:
a) Training Units
o) Project Handbook for Research and Extension
c)  Slide-tape Modules



d) Case Studies
e) Documentation
%) Reports on previous worksnops
g) Materials from other sources Of FSR/E training
3. Have appropriate and campetent trainers:
a) Provide a pool of individuals xnowledganle in FSR/E
b) Select appropriate trainers
c) Inform trainers about training units and other
4. Ensure the attendance of appropriate participants.

These four objectives are discussed in detail in Appendix III.
particular emphasis on Networking and Training in West Africa includes
refining and utilizing the training units and case studiles. A schedule for
this process and for delivery is given in Taple 1.

Training Delivery

The FSSP training strategy for West and Central Africa is designed to
initiate and implement institutionalization of regional practitioner-level
English and French short-temm training in FSR/E. Criteria for selecting a
location in the region for a training center include:

1) Compatability with the Africa Bureau's Africa Strategy.

2) Adbility to provide hands-on activities within on-going FSR/E
orojects, thereby enabling a practical experience of applying
methods learned in the training activity.

3) Delivery capability in Emglish and French.

4) An institutional location where extension and research
personnel are trained.

5) High potential for good logistical support, transportation,
airline access, and training facilities.

6) Interest and cammitment towards institutionalization within
the selected African educational institution, explicitly detailed
prior to short course initiation and evaluated following course
delivery.

7) wWillingness of selected African institution to accept partial
enrollment in the training course of regional participants,

Using these criteria, Cameroon has been identified as a potential nite for
holding regional short courses and for the estaplishment of a rej.onally
based support program. Other countries may request delivery of sulected
courses through AID Missions. rees for practitioners fram only one
country can be designed for aelivery in that country.

The University Center Dschang (UCD) is the site specified as most
appropriate within Cameroon as appropriate for long term
institutionalization of the required short courses. For logistical reasons
initial courses would be presented 1n Yaounde. Operation of the short
course program in Cameroon will puild linkages with on—going FSR/E
activities, particularly those witnin the National Cereals Research and
Extension (NCRE) program, assisted by IITA and USAID.



TABLE 1

FSSP WEST AFRICA NETWORKSHOP AND TRAINING DELIVERY SCHEDULE

Date Activity
January Camplete first edition of the Diagnosis

in FSR/E (Vol I) and On—-Farm
Experimentation (Vol II) training uni“s

February Production of training units
February-March Distribution of training units
Fepruary 26-Mar 1 Gender issues in FSR/E, UF/WIA Africa
February Review and test four intra- household

case studies

March 10-14 First WAFSRN meeting in Dakar

March 15-17 Bilateral contractor meeting on Farming
Systems in Africa

March Camplete first draft of intra-household
case studies

Apri) Gambia regional training course (English)

May Animal systems networkshop, West African

Integrated Livestock Network

June - July Cameroon rejional training course
(French)

July Complete intra household case studies

Open Networkshop on FER/E 1n the African
University Context.

October KSU Farming Systems Symposium & FSSP
annual meetings

Novemoer Integrate food back from training unit

use



The FSSP envisions that short courses offered at the Center will be of
rwo to three week's duration. Courses will be divided into three parts.
part one will focus on diagnostic methods. Part two will be a practicum in
diagnosis within an actual FSR/E project. Part three will focus on the
design of on-farm axperiments and analytical methods, including field-level
implementation and management issues. The area of socio-econamic analysis
needs further emphasis. FSSP training materials will provide the backbone
of the courses. Currently, these are available only in English. However,
selection of existing French materials and translation of other material is

underway .

Operationally, the FSSP plans to deliver the first course in English in
The Ganbia, tentatively in April, 1986, because the University of Cameroon
will not be prepared to host the effort due to ongoing faculty and student
relocation. The second course in French will be offered in Camercon later
in 1986 . Should enough participants express interest in the Francophone
course, it may be divided along ecological lines to have one focus on humid
uplands and lowlands, and the other on the problems of the arid Sahelian
zone . Evaluation following these deliveries will determine further
programming needs relative to site and language.

An exchange of training experience and materials between university
faculty in Africa provides a means to excelerate the development of
indigenous training capacity. A networkshop tocused on FSR/E curriculum in
the African university.will give early focus to strengthening the FSR/E
training base.,

Network strategy

Camunication among nationals, technical assistance personnel ard
others is facilitated through newslette.s, publications, practitioner
visits, workshops and training activities. Specific FSSP support to
network activity will include problem camodity and camponent concerns
where FSR/E can contribute to resolvipy these constraints in a whole farm
systems context, Three thrusts are anticipated:

1) Participation with and support to existent crop/camodity
networks,

2) Support of the emerging network (West African Integrated
Livestock Network) on animal systems in a mixed crop-livestock
context, and

3) Methodological exchanges focused on design and analysis of
on-farm experimentation.

Participation and support of crop/camodity hased networks will require
further planning in 1986 with USAID, CIMMYT, IITA, ICRISAT, and SAFGRAD to
insure campatability of irterests and organized mutual support.
Intreducing and strengthening the farming systems dimension in support of
adaptive and on farm research is a mutual objective towards the overall
goal of esteblishing stronger linkages between farmers and basic research.
The rtechnology development process calls for various adaptive research and
extension activitles where FSR/E concepts and applications service
crop/canmodity needs.,
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The commodity area of emphasis in FSSP support to cammodity based
networks will parallel those in the Africa Bureau Strategy which includes
maize, sorghum, millet, upland rice, roots and tubers, and edible beans,
Program associates in the FSSP network all have strong disciplinary bases
with emphasis in camodity areas. FSR/E calls for camplementarity with the
camedity focus through consideration of household and livestock influences
on the adaptapility and acceptability of cammodity based research
improvements .

The West African Integrated Livestock Network is planning a second
annual workshop dealing with variocus animal forage, traction and
farmer/household concerms. A steering camnittee of West African
practitioners is planning network activities in consultation with ILCA,
IITA, FSSP, FAD and various national entitites. The goal is to provide for
practitioner exchange of on—farm research experience pertaining to
livestock in the farming system,

The third thrust follows up on the bilateral contractor interactions of
the project during 1985. A meeting with seiected FSR/E projects in Africa
in 1984 will attempt to accamplish two things:

1. Arrive at a synthesis of particularly successful on-farm technigues and
methods in trial objectives, design, analysis and redesign, and

2. Arrive at a concensus for improving FSR/E implementation, both through
bilateral contracts and host country approaches.

The focus of this thrust will be on the experience of current
practitioners of FSR/E. The output of the thrust will be a synthesis of
their experience, both positive and negative, The audience of this
synthesis is host country decision-makers involved in funding and staffing
FSR/E effort, bilateral contractors (especially the U, S, Title XII
institutions), and USAID (Washington and African missions) .

Conclusion

Development of the support base for FSSP programming, while not
camplete, 1is sufficient for 1986 and 1987 program delivery. New efforts
are anticipated relative to development of materials for support of
technical assistance, networking or training programs as they evolve from
delivery experience. Delivery throujn networkshops and training activities
generates experience and is the basis for continued evolution of the
material support base,

The concept of farming systems is advancing to include numerous
research arrd extension linkages at the farm level and anticipates regional
and sectoral concerns. The FSSP continues to develop methodologically and
technically in its implementation and support of Farming Systems Research
and Extension (FSR/E). It encourajes systems considerations for the
agricultural sector and a responsibility for improved policy making
relative to techmology development and use. The FSR/E process is dynamic
and will contirwe well beyond the present FSSP Cooperative Agreement, The
FSSP remains prepared to address these concerns and to support the farming
systems initiatives and strategies of USAID, bilateral contracts, and
national interests in agricultural development.
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e notion that FSR/E should be a project for bilateral
~ntracting is no more valid today then it was five years ajo. FSR/E
as an approach should not be the sole basis for developing a project
Hut a methodological approach to improve agricultural research,
education and extension projects. As an approach FSR/E is stronger
and in greater worldwide use today than five years ago when there were
many more projects defined as "Farming Systems” .

The University of Florida is cammitted to campletion of the training
and synthesis tasks of the FSSP with emphasis upon high quality results.
These results can be transfered to a West Africa training and support
center. Should funding prove adequate in a second phase of the project,
the state of the art synthesis, training development, and network support
activities can be based on a solid set of experiences, materials and
methoads forthconing fram the present program strategy.

The FSSP was established to provide a support base for AID Missions and
pilateral contractors and to provide for leadership in synthesis of
methodological experience particularly in on famm research. The mechanism
of delivery for this worthy objective has been through training activities
and networkshops. Reducticn in support resources by more than fifty
percent for the 1986 and 1987 years has removed all capability for
involvement in Asia and Latin America. This is a significant loss not only
in training where toth regions were requesting assistance but also a loss
to the overall synthesis activity and development of training programs for
west Africa.

1ap008:21dsk5S



APPENDIX 5

harch 14, 1580

Dr, Charis Andrew, Director
Farzing Syezems Support Project
University of Florida

3028 McCarty Hall

Gainesville, Florida 32611

Desr Dr. Ancraw:

The review of the work plan for Cooperative Agreemant lio.
JAN=4UY9-A-CU-2063~-U0 has bLeen coup lated.

Thisz varelon is much improved over tne esrlier submiasion,
Rowever, the current workplan has major deficiencies,
vgpacielly for one not well acqualuted with F3SY¥. The wvorkplan
does not follow the commonly accepted procedure of epecif{ylay
objectives in behaviore)l and cwasurable forn, and then relating
activities required to accoaplish objec:ives., wWnile the
workplen provides insight into various activities, readers ara
on their own in terms of undaerstanding linkages amony
activitias, prograa objectivus and deliveTry coste. Mejor leaps
oL faltn and gigaatic assumptions are required to makxe Ctae
connections. It would be helpful, trom a RaLagenent
perspective, o hava the various activities kayed to coste and
ldentified 1a tha. budgect.

The stafis of SWI/AGK and the af-ica bureeu have studied Cle
plan in detail. The tollowing represeats a consenasus of views
irom both ateifs. 1ln general the plan faile to meet adrninua
standards requirad. nowaver, {4 order to welntain coatinuity
in some zreas, AID 4pproves work on soae activitiea wich
certain atipulativns and rejects otliers ror tha roasong suowu.
Funde provided by Cooparative Agreement No. DAN
4099-A-00-2083~00 mugt not be expanded, excopt ac spaciried
conditions are act and accupted by the Project Hanagers in
S&T/AGK.

The following acrivitiec« are endorsecd, however, the project
RAnager must approve & detailed budget for wach accivity,.

(a) Conduct of « three-wveoat tralalog course for
English-npeakiny particlpants from West and Centrgl Atrican
countries,

(b) Conduct or & three-wveak tratluing course tor
French-spoaiiag participucts trom wWest and Lentrul Atvican
countries,
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(c) Development of tralaning units to support tlue
treining-related activicles which are approved herein.

(d) Participation in the second annual neeting or the west
iAfrica Integrated Livestock hetwork, including tne provision of
support to WASFRN to facllitate the arrangements to conduct
this meeting. Froject managers must approve a detailed budget.

(e) Participactién in the conduct of the "FSK/E: Food and
Feed" symposiun which will be held in Kansas State University.

(£) Selection and publicatiom of tae top 100 FSK/E
publizations for the FSK/E blbliography.

~The following activities are gemerally endoreed. However,
before any ALD funds are expended ou these activities che
project manager must approve a revised workplan which includes
a atrong rationale and course of actiocn, with estimated couts,
for each activity.

(a) LEkstablishment of a regional training site at cthic
University Centaer at DLscnang. 7This proposal ie rejected at
thie time because of lack of information on FSSP's strategy to
operationalize {ct,

(b) Levelopment of a short-term training strategy tor west
and Central African countriea. within 6U days, FSSF sliould
present an opaerational plan to develop a regional ¥SK/L
training program ror west and Central African countries. 1lhe
training plen shiould also Ilnciude a discussion of insticutional
options, such as the strengthiening of entities like LITA or
WAFSRIl, a8 an altaernative to the current proposal of developing
& regional training capacity a4t the University Center at
echang.

(c) Drafts of tnhe following should be submizted to Alv tfox
review and approval prior to publication and dissemination:
(1) guldelines for aevaluuating I'SR/LE projects; (<) livestock
systens reports and guidelines; (3) report on workshops
conducted vith ISRA in Senegal; aud (4) report on teclhnical
problems facing SKR/E practitioners.

(d) Development of a report summarizing AILD bilateral
concractors' tachnical successes in FSR/E project
irplementation and suggestions ror improving FSK/L project
development and lamplementation. Tne developmant of this report
18 acceptable, only ir it 1ias developed by en aygricultural
recearco chier of party or an agricultural economist witl two
o1 wmore years of Atrican fleld experience. FSSP'se propossl to
develop linragoes witn ALD bilateral contractors for the purpose
of gatnerinyg informatiocn needea to develop this report is,
likewise, acceptable under the sawe condition.
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() Provision of sixteen study grunts. rSSP sboula
Juscity how tlie studies will contributg Co sCrengrhening PsSp'e
capabllity co Llmplement approved activities. 1f the gtudies
cannot be Justified on thees grouands, che &tudy grants should
uot be funded.

(£) Justify the need for FSSF's editor to uadertaks local
and international cravels.

.he following activities should ol be undertaken with fundg
provided by AID under thae subjeact cooperative agrevaent,

(2) keconatitution and purging of the newalaetter sailing
list. This should not be a diascrete activity. It should be
done as& a routine matter in managing the newslaetter,

(b) Revigion and publication of the resulcs of the FSK/L
project inventory, Not approved--such a publication would be
of little or no value to AID.

(¢) Development of a Leport on current uses of tha rapid
rural appraisal approach (RRA) or the sondec. Hot
approved--this publication {s seen ag oaving no value to AlD.

(d) Conduct of a networksbiop in Weac Africa on “FSR/E in
the African University Context", including provision of support
by FS8P ro wAFSRN to organize this workshop. Not
approved--Africa Bureau sees no valuye in such a workshop,

(e) Compllation of {nformarion on FSR/t practitioners’
intereasts, techknical problems, and informatrion needs from
people in the FSSP newsletter cwailing liet. This activicy is
not viewad as neaded.

(£) Development and maintenance or FSI/L precticioners!
blo-data. Nhot approved--it. is not neeaed oy AID.

(8) UDevelopaent of a lon ~term action plan for
8tata-of-the-art synthesis. OOC approved--in geaeral, FSsp
stiould not engage in activities Planned under chig Cooperative
Agreei.ant., It should aot anticipate AID fundiog beyond the
current termination date. Any turther AlLp support for "Farming
Systeans" beyond the current ternination of the Cooperative
Agreenunt will be dona only after an Ead of Froject Evaluation
and ranewved competition,

Activities not addresscd in FESP'e woTkplan or {n thig laetter
nay be proposed by ¥SSF or AID in the spiric of tnae Cooperative
Agreement. Such activitias 48 are proposed by either. party
WUEC be presented in a workplan tormut with budget ektimates
and approved Ly the ALD Project manager.
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if there are acy questione, please coatuct me 08 (JUJ) LoS=0yh2
or the AID #SSP Project Crizicer, Loa Usbura on (703) £3v-tYud,

Siacerely yours,

s/

Anson K. Bertraad

Director

Office of Agriculture

Directorate for food and
Agriculcura

Bureau for Sciecauce and
Technology

cc: SER/CHM/aNMM, J.~Frane
AFR/TR/ARD, K. Prussner
ST/AGR/EPP, P. Church
ST/AGK/EP, D. Osburn

ST/AGK:RCurtis:edd:3/4/bo:iWang #3532A
Rev. by ARBertrand:ns:3/14/dc¢



APPENDIX 6
BEC | 5 1985

ACTION MEMORANDUM FOR THE AGENCY DIRECTOR F(R FOOD AND ARRICULTURE,
BUREAU FOR SCIENCE AND TECHNOLOGY

. J
FROM: ST/AGR, T. Gill ‘C/“Z/,@//
SURJECT: S&T/AGR Farming Systems Support Project (FSSP 936-4099)

Problem: On March 14, 1986, a decision was made to ciscontinue the FSSP when
‘the current agreement expired in September 1987 (see attadments). 'fhis
decision was based on the mid-term evaluation findings and competing
priorities of more effective and productive activities. A review and analysis
of FSSP accomplishments since then siggest another look at the decision to
determine whether it should be reversed.

Discussion: The FSSP, conceived as a ten-year project, started on September
30, 1982, as a five-year cooperative agreement (CA) with the University of
Florida at a total estimated cost of $9,952,199. (The S&T contribution was
set at $ 7,887,600, the balance of mission buy-ins.). Obligations through
September 30, 1986 total § 6,158,000, leaving a balance of $2,269,700 for the
final funding year of the first 5-year phase. The FY 87 CP proposed only
$540,000 in FY 87 funding, which has been further reduced to $300,000 in the
FY87 OYB. Obligations coumpared to planning figures in the CA are shown in the
following table.

FY Planned in CA Mbligated Differences
($000) ($000) ($000)

33 1,002.9 2,725.0 1,722.1

84 1,222.3 1,050.0 (172.3)

85 1,611.1 1,623.0 ( 488.1)

86 1,946.6 720.0 (1,226.6)

87 2,104.0 540.0* (1,564.0)

TOTAL ~ 7.887.7 6,158.0 °  (1,729.7)
*In FY 87 CP; this is budzeted at 300,000 in the FY87 OYB.

The FSSP mid-term evaluation, carried out in June 1985 by a team of highly
recognized specialists, had the following conclusions and recommendations:
(see attachment A)
1)~ FSSP achieved considerable accomplishments, but there were also
problems in project performance. While the project responded quickly and
provided reasonable quality of technical assistance to missions' requests,
the demands for TA were at a level lower than expected, which was
reflected in the level of mission buy-ins;
2)- Initial training activities were spotty in quality yet useful as a
networking technique involving AID employees and foreign nationals in FSSP
activities. Althowh those activities have improved over time, it was
swgested that they be redirected to become more responsive to clients'
and meet sponsors' needs;
3)- The FSSP publications (newsletter, bibliographies, guidelines, etc.)
were good to excellent quality, but these needed to be reduced because
they were cameting for the time of the reduced project staff;



4)- As the networking efforts overseas have been exploratorv in nature,
especielly concerning Africa, judgments on the errectiveness or the work
should be considered rather tentative since successful networks require
time to mature;

5)- An outstanding achievement of the FSSP was in fostering the
development of a network emong U.S. universities and several private
firms. The FR/E Anmual Symposium has become ''the fplerum of
international farming systems activities in the U.S. and the single most
significant gathering in the world."

S&I reaction to the evaluation report was summarized in two main
recommendations: First, that FSSP should concentrate its resources in the West
Africa Region and, second, that the level of effort specified for activities
be reduced. A further decision on the futire of FSSP came as a result of
discussions on the 1986 Work Plan. On March 14, 1986, S&T/FA sent a letter to
the FSS Project Director indicating that "FSSP should not anticipate AID
funding bevond the current termination date' (see attachment B). The document
adds that "anv further AID support for farming systems bevond the current
Cermination of the Cooperative Agreement will be done after an Fnd of Project
Evaluatiou...'.

Accomplishments during the fourth year of implementation suggest that the
project has achieved substantial gains and requires additional time for
consolidation. The following tasks are essential to assure pay-off from AID
investments to date.

1) Methodolozical advances require testing- FSSP has campleted the
preparation of two methodological documents (Dlagnosis in FSR/E and
Techniques for Design and Analysis, On-farm Experimentation) that have
proved useful to FSR practitioners for increasing food-crop production
amorg small farmers. The main focus of these documents is to identify
constraints imeding the adoption of proven technologies, and how they can
be adequately addressed. These documents need to be field-tested not only
by FS researchers but also by a broad group of policy anslysts and
policymakers. The University of Florida is currently applying the
diegnosis system to both small farmers in the northern part of Florida and
camercial farmers in the southern erea of that state with its own

resources .

2) Economic analysis tools require camletion- Famming systems research
cannot ensure adoption Dy Iarmers uniess it shows that a given technolagy
would lead to increases in physical production as well as to an overall
positive impact on farmers' income when the whole set of on and off farm
activities are taken into account. The FSSP has initiated the process to
show how FSR works and increases the net returns to all resources
controlled by the farmer and his/her family. The Economic Analysis
Training Manual requires additional time for its completion and testing
under different sets of field conditions.




3) Networking linkages recuire instituzionalizazion- 7SS 1s now in a
positlion to lnstitutionalize tne iinkages tnat it nas helped fuster among
U.S. universities, iaternational donors and LDC's. The annual FSR/E
Syrposiun neld by Kansas State Wniversity for tne last Six years was
supporzed by the project. Otner institutions have indicated interes: in
nosting anc/or funding part of the costs of fucure Symposia. An Animal
Traction Network initiated two years ago in western Africa is attracting
the a~tention of many donors. It also nas attracted other donors'
support. The CIMMYT and IITA experience in Africa utilizing £SSP outputs
for disseminating tecinologies offer an example for a close collaboration
petween FSSP ancd otner IARC's (IQRISAT, CIP ir the near term) for
screngthening ex.isting Networks.

4) Acditional metcning grants would enlarge FSSP scope.- Many donor
agencies sucn as IDRC, FAO, and GTZ nave recognized the contributlon that
FS5 nes made to numerous farming systems activities, particularly to the
areas of training and networking. They have made initial overtures to
cooparate 1n Jolnt ventures and to share costs with FSSP 1n implementing
these activities.

With these gains in momentum toward reaching FSSP goals and objectives, it
would not o2 advantageous to AID to terminate its support at tnis stage in
projecc implementation.

Recomnendation: That vou reverse tne decision to terminate FSSP wnen current

FY 86 funcding 1s «xnausted 1n early 1987 and permit continuation of the FSSP
until Decemoer 1, 1987, for ST/AGR to fully consider extension or termination
of the project. ‘aring into consideration that current funding 1s unctii June
1987, 1t will b2 recuired as a minimun an aaditional $300,000 to fund the
fequested extension.

Approved:

Disapproved:

Date:
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APPENDIX B

LISTING OF RESPONSES OF SUPPORT ENTITIY REPRESENTATIVES TO

QUESTIONNAIRE ON EVALUATIDN OF FSSP PERFORMANCE

The following is a listing of responses from representatives
of the Support Entity Network regarding questions about the
trengths and wiraknesses of FS5P. A total of 20 questionnaires
were sent out, with 12 being returned. The responses are listed
in order of number of appearances. The exact number of times
eacn response appeared 1s shown 1M parentheses.

i Key strengths of F55P, especially guring previous two years,

o Networking of FSR practitioners worldwide through
activities such as riewsletter, training and symposia
(6)

o] Newsletter (5)

o Support of Annual FS Symposium (5)

o FSR/E Training materials development (5)

(o] Networking of Support Entities (3)

o Annotated Bibliography and documentation services (3)

o Provision of FSR/E training courses (2)

o Networking in West Africa (2)

() Central location and agdvozacy of FSR (2)

o] Creation of broad consensus on farming systems

methodoiogy (2)

o Strong, highly-motivateo core staff (1)
o Networking Papers (1)

(o] Relatively 1noependent of UFlorida (1)
() Domestic FSR orientation program (1)

(o] Support of bi-lateral projects (1)



Il

Major weakneses of FSS5P, especielly during previous two
years.

0

Not enough 1nvolvement oOf SEs - too much implementation
by core star+r (9)

Difficult for SEs to feel that they were real
stakenolders/participants i1n FSSP (4)

Budget cuts negatively i1mpacted Project outreach and
effecitveness (3)

General lack of organization of Annual Meetings (2)

Too much attention on training manuals relative to
other activities (1)

Core staf+ inexperienced in FSR work (1)
Slide-tape modules not as good as tralning manuals (1)

Not 1n forefront on current FSR 1ssues - eg policy
linkages, 1nstitutionalization (1)

~ack of AID Micsion demand for service due FSSP's lack
of unoerstaroing of 1ts own role (1)

USAID was only source of funding (1)

In the beginning, FSSP tried to do too much too
Quickly, SO per+formance d:d not equal promise (1)

Over concentration on social 1ssues (1)

Excessive overhead costs Ctharged by University of
Florida (1)

Failure to 1nvo:ve biroiogical scientists fully due to
soclal science orientation oi core staff (1)

Fallure te support ctate-of-the-arte researchh due to
AlD's failure to recoynize complementarity between

research ang treining (1)

Unrealistic 1nitial expectations asg to nature and scope
vf Project activities (1)

Lack of clarity as to Froject goals and regional focus

Did not promote FSR/E aggress:vely enough (1)
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A Sketch nf the EBEvolution of FSSPl

by Chris Andrew”

Little did I know in June 1982, wnen I agreed to direct the Farming
Systems Surport Project if the University of Florida was chosen as lead
entity, how often I would experience both pleasure and pain cver the
ensuing five years. Pleasure and pain come with growth and change in an
area where the course is not well-charted, as in the case of FSSP with its
cpportunities captured and foregone.

In July of 1982, the University of Florida was selected to organize a
support network to assist the United States Agency for International
Development (USAID) with farming systems research and extension (FSR/E).
The mandate and missicn for the Farming Systems Support Project (FSSP) was
nct specified other than to assist the Agency with its various FSR/E
prcjects. Ccnsensus about farming systems seemed to be a long way
in the future.

Formulation of a suprport network was left to the lead entity and its
asility to collaborate with other institutions. The first joy came in
working with the FSSP surport entities that became 25 in number: 4 private
firws and 21 universities. Competition for leadership of the project was
soon followed by collaboraticn in the network. This support entity network
emerged with a memorandum of agreement, an advisory council, a technical
comzittee and numercus support functicns. Many people wanted to be
involved in the network. The suppor:s entities expected to be strengthened
programatically because of involvements with the project. Each
participating instituticn identified a program leader, an administrative
coordinator and program associates to facilitate institutional affiliation
with FSSP and to coalesce their own respective programs. Resources through
departments, centers and pregrams at these institutions were committed to
strengthening the U.S. domestic capacity to provide support to AID farming
systems activities through the FSSP. Financial gain was not an anticipated
benefit of participation in FSSP. This attitude provided the basis for
establishing a unique network among U.S. universities and institutisns for
international work, profoundly different than any previously developed.

While the purpose of the project has been to deliver technical
assistance, training and network development %o tre rhird world,
particularly in Africa, one of the important resuits of its arganization
and cecllaborative activity is the established network cupport capability -
the FSSP Network within tne United States as a support system for USAID.
Semetimes concern and criticiom relative to the synthesis and de ivery
precess has clouded ocur collective vision of this powerful network., FSSP
has collectively developed :ts own ident:ty, mizsion and methedolegy.  Its
mission and methodology evnlved teo support FSR/E; but more resulted.,

lPaper presented at the Farming Zystems Rescarch Sympesium, October 18-21,
1987 Univers:ity of Arkensan, Fayetteville, Ar 5

-

“Director, Farming Systems sucport Project, Un:iversity of Florida,
Gainesville, Florida. U.5.A



Preccesses involved in the methodology of the network berame something
to imitate by the various participating institutions, non-participating
instituticns and other networks. A long list of specific processes being
used would include at least:

()

) Approaches to establishing learning environments in short course
settings tailored to specific clientele needs.

Methods for the develcpment of training materials.

.oproaches to the development of case studies.

Approaches to regional collaboration among bilateral contract
institutions, particulary within the USAID umbrella but also
including organization and participation in cooperative support
with international agricultural research centers, various
international donors and national agricultural
ministries and government organizations.

5) Technical committee linkages where the committee serves as the FSR/E

conscience wnile consulting with the FSSP.

6) A functional biodata system in an environment that is sensitive to
misuse of such information.

7) Information management relative to activity reports such that
ready access to human and other resource information is
pcssible.,

8) Effective tri-lingual newsletters capable of providing information
to recipients as well as information from recipients to be
transmitted throughout the network of multidisciplinary and
multi-country field-level practitioners.

9) Multidisciplinary collaboration in fielding training and technical
assistance teams including both bicpnysical and socioeconomic
inputs.

10) Establishment of a documentation systems Ior ephemeral or fugitive

literature made available through bibliographies and microfiche

Lo leng distance and remote locations where Farming Systems

Research and Extension work is underway in third world countries.
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ly work in the FSSP was facilitated by well-qualified management on
t of the Science and Technology Bureau, USAID. The attitude was
ative and flexible, allowing rapid emeraence of mission-level
1 and diagnostic work to determine project direction., Since the
FS5P began without the mandated direction of the CPSP programs, bilateral
cntracts and other technical support activities, FSSP’s collaborative
management approach was essential.  The intent of ite cooperative agreement
was being served. Given both the diagnostic and desicn orientation of
carly demands on the project, as well as the need to 1mmediately move into
the field, collaborat:ve mianagement from the lead entity drew its advisory
SuUpport through the support entit:es and the Agency. The three-member
advisory council was sufficiently small to take quick acticn and was able
to do 5o readily with the cocperative cirection provided by the USAID/S&T
preject manager and the F53P director and core stafl at the Univers:ty of
Florida. The functional agreement was that each of the three major actors
'project manaaer, director’s office, advisory council) had a specific role
to play and that overlap or turf :ssues would be minimized based upon
defined responsibilities:

o)
n
0
Q
I
5
3

Vel

»

&

ro



1. The prcject manager agreed to manage USAID relations, provide
leadership and training to the core staff in establishing mission
ievel linkages, and to oversee contract office interactions tn meet
USAID mission demands. The project manager also took responsibility
for developing and maintaining linkages with AID’s regional bureaus
relative to project planning and general collaboration.

<. The project director and core staff were responsible primarily for
bringing the program and support demension to bear on USAID needs at
the miscion level. Particular emphasis was on the substantive— and
content-oriented issues of FSR/E and the linkage issues associated
with involving varied university and complementary resources with
problem solvirg and overall support.

3. The advisory council was a sounding board and source of information
for structuring the support entity network to provide sustuined
collaboration with a mission orientation to serve USAID needs. The
council interacted with the establishment of the technicil
committee, workino groups and various programming aspects that
emerued Irom those two activities to provide leadership for the
process of synthesis, consensus and growth in the area of
methodology of FSR/E.

This major accomplishment was achieved between January and October 1983
and the structure was fully functioning by October of 1984. An impact of
FSSP on FSR/E consensus and thought was felt by programs in various parts
of the world due to linkage of the technical committee to networks in other
continents. It was further strengthened in 1985 and 1986 by the addition
of representives from the regions of Asia, Africa and Latin America to the
FSSP technical committee. From this base, participation by numerous
program associates (or faculty) within the support entity structure,
especially in the development and review of training materials, rfurther
intensified a synthesis-to-consensus process. The consensus was free and
open (as opposed to a closaed activity), bringing new demensions into focus
and eliminating disruptive "noise" in the System. The process recognized
and accepted varied forms of on-farm research and extension methodology
necessary for unique biophysical and socioeconomic environments,

AID programring for farming systems shifted away from worldwide support
efforts to empnasis on West Africa, a role “the Agency was (ll-prepared to
assume. Both the FSSP management and the various support entities had
something to learn about potential networking and training development in
West Africa. Nevertheless, the situation was no more impossible than it
might have been in other areas of the world as they began similar
activities in previous decades. Language and varied degrees of research
capability, among other constraints, were networking challenges. Adaptive
work by excellent people (led by Suran Poats) in collaboration with
national entities represented by and through AID missions, stimulated
program emergence much more rapidly than most people anticipated. 1t was
not as rapid, however, as others desired in terms of establishing commodity
networks in the region.

An important West African regional network did emerge. Participants in
several regional activities identified the need for emphasis on mixed crop



and livestock systems, To that end FSSP resources, in collaboration with
those from international donors and the International Livestock Center for
Africa (ILCA), established a network of interested research and extension
scientists that can perform effectively in the future if support is
sustained until the overall program reaches maturity. Deliberate action
and patience has paid off with careful identification of African leaders to
participate in the network. Patience is required because these individuals
are busy in their respective national programs and cannot give undivided
attention to regional networks. It is recognized that regional
participation will provide valuable input to the collaborating scientists.
Likewise, direction for such an organization must come from national

part ‘pants or a long-term sustained effort cannot be achieved. To that
end ¢ ering committees and leaders have been drawn from nationals, which
slows the process but makes it more secure. Only now at the close of Phase
I of FSSP have these results bequn to take-off. While productive workshops
ard considerable interest have emerged, it is now that the process can
begin to bear fruit in terms of long-term research contributions and
cooperation. This process however, probably would need at least five more
years of support to become fully self-sustained. Financial support from
other governments such as the German’s and Canadian’s, is greatly
appreciated by the network and may lead to a viable long-term organization.

Numerous other interactions could be mentioned where collaborative
efforts, direct involvement angd backstop by FSSZ -voport entities has been
exemplary. Collaboration relative to prograraing for Asia was outstanding,
vet no funding cmerged to support an Asian program. That collaboration and
cooperation remains as a particularly capable source for support to USAID
should the Agency deride to use it.

A caution is in order as we consider the final days of FSSP Phase I and
a future for the US Network. That is the trust that has been established
within the support entity system. It is unique and sometimes delicate.
Misuse cf biodata, for example, can injure the trust. Selection of cne
support entity over others to perform a task of pervacive importance
without collaboration and communication relative tm that selection process
can injure the collaborative relationship. With conciderable care a
relationship that focuses on multidisiplinary involvements in FSR/E has
been established which will definately outlive FSSP regardl :s5 of the
funding l.orizon. This unique resource, if nurtured, can provide a support
base co USAID and others over a long period of time, To maintain interest
witain this support base only minor financial investments are necessaty.
To ignore the base, however, will send a signal to those who have given
unselfishly of their institutional and personal resources to the program.

It is impossible to say what the absolute dollar match by USAID
r..ssioris, other donors, support entities, IARCs and national programs has
been to FSSP activity. The project has stimulated the mobilization of many
human and information resources at minimal cost to the project but often at
substantial cost to collaborating entities. Yet FSSP has been criticized
at times because mission buy-ins have not been of a level competitive with
other projects in USAID. The project has been managed so that
administrative and bureaucratic maneuvers were minimized, including
exchange of f£nds. In many cases this has removed the need for handling
funds through extra contract offices and agents as well as with



international money exchanges and transfers. The goal has been to manage
the funds as close to the client activity as possible.

Careful study of the overall record indicates that not only mission
funds have been extended at the point of delivery of mission-demanded
activity, but that funding matches have come from bilateral contractors
both in the field and at the home institution. It is impossible to
identify the extent to which these matches have augmented the rescurce base
of the FSSP. Nevertheless, the multiplier effects have been considerable
and numerous hours have been "freely" contributed to activities such as
work groups, task forces, training unit development teams, symposia,
councils and technical committees - where ro federal monies have been
expended. The States, their universities, their offices of International
Agricultural Programs, their departments and their faculties have viewed
FSSP as a worthwhile investment. This may come as a surprise to some, but
the attitude in delivering such support is very positive and conducive to
an active and productive multidisciplinary and multi-institutipnal core of
program associates. Most of these people did not know each other in 1982,
but now function intensively as colleagues across many disiplinary and
institutional boundaries.

While interacticn and ccllaboration provide for information and
~experience exchanges in a network, discriptive data of activities and
actors is arother measure of networking success. For FSSP, the important
facilitative activities have included newsletters. network papers.
bibliographies, document holdings, symposia, workshops/shortcourses,
consultancies, biodata searches, cables/telexes information requests and
training materials. Tnhe inventory does not account for the many activities
held in response to FSR/E needs by the support entities. A summary of the
FSSP baseline data covering 1982-1987 follows.

Newsletters - 20 issues in Englisk, 20 issues in French, 20 issues in
Spanisn (Each language carried distinct material for the regional
orientation); readership was about 20,000 per mailing of 5,000 including
all three languages; thus over 5 yYears m'Te than 20,000 people read 20
different letters for a total of more than 400,000 interactions. In these
letters, articles on varied FSR/E topics evolved from more than 75 authors.
Practitioner participation in the newsletter provided content on the
catting edge of FSR/E methodology, as well as ongoing discussion of issues
related to diagnosis, design and analysis of on-farm experimentation.

Support Entity News - FSSP helped support the worldwide Farming Systems
Sympos:um at Kansas State University and the University of Arkansas, as
well as a Gender Issues Conference at the University nf Florida. More than
1,500 people attended these meetings, which not only facilitated an
information exchange but also resulted in proceedings, published for broad
distribution. 1In five years more than 40 countries were represer.ted at
thase meetings.

Network Papers - Various network publicatione have been prepared from
practiticier research, network meetings and workshops with distribution to
a practitioner audience targeted from the FSSP mailing list, shortcourse
and workshop participants and others who have requested them. Before the
series was discontinued, 15 Networking Papers were issued. Four




Networkshop Reports, proceedings from major workshop activities, were also
published and distributed, primarily in Africa.

Farming Svstems Bibliogramhies - Two major efforts went forward in
dascumentation. Tne First was & bibliographical listing published bv Kansas
State University including 1950 items, accompanied by an Africa-specific
bibliography of 485 items selected from the main volume. Efforts on the
bibliography continue today with the addition of another majcr collection
of works. The second effort was coordinated through the Technical
Committee of the FSSP, encompassing review and selection of items for
inclusion in FSSP's Bibliography of Readings in Farming Systems. Three
volumes were issued in Spanish and French and four volumes were issued in
English to the entire FSSP mailing list of more than 5000. More than 850
documents were reviewed in this process including hundreds contr.buted by
farming systems practitioners worldwide and the balance selected from the
Kansas State Bibliography. In the four resulting English volumes 419
documents were selected for annotation, The AID Document Information and
Handling Facility (DIHF) will continue to handle requests for the FSSP
Bibliographies and their contents beyond FSSP Phase I and into the future.
(Similarly, Kansas State University will continue to distribute and harbor
proceedings of the Annual Symposium through an agreement with the
University of Arkansas.)

Document Holdings - All of the above bibliographic listing are available in
the Kansas State Universciy FSR/E documentation center. From that holding
1550 articles are in microfiche for "at cost" purchase by individuals or
libraries desiring to establish an FSR/E reference facility of both
published and ephemeral materials.

Workshops/Shortccurses - Ceurses and workshops have varied greatly in
lengtn, topic, location and numbers cf participants. FSSP has led or made
major contributions to workshops and short courses in 22 countries with a
total of 676 participants.

Training Materials - Fifteen slide-tape modules (in English, Spanish and
Frencn) were produced as supplemental training materials, the basis for
further discussicon of specific topics. Methodological steps of the FSR/E
approach were the basis for contents of these modules. More than 600 sets
were produced for distribution, involving more than 40,000 slides.

The primary training materials developed by FSSP were sets of training
units including 3 volumes with a supplemental trainers gquide. Development
and testing of these units was an intensive effort on the part of FSSp
program associates, core staff, technical comnittee members, and scores of
practitioner throughout the world. The systhesis and analysis that has
gone into the training units truly represents FSR/E state-of-the-art. The
units have undergone extensive testing and revision which has resulted in
the integration of livestock and economic analysis concerns into the units.
A fourth volume reomains to be completed before year's end.

Technical Assistance - Project design and evaluation teams, as well as
traininj needs assessments and program development consultancies, have
involved 66 teams and 124 team members in assignments in 14 countries where
FS5P was the leader or majo: contributor to the activity.




Visitors -~ Short term visits to FSSP headquarters were managed as short
term training activities lasting from one hour %o several days. These were
non-formal (not shortcourse) but tailored training encounters that involved
more than 1500 visitor days over the first four years cf the project.
Visitors came to the FSSP from 40 countries.

Biodata Searches - Biodata on FSR/E practitioners processed and available
through FSSP included 798 individuals, and 143 searches provided
information to various users, USAID being the heavies:.

Telex/Cable Communication - Without telex and cable service the FSSP would
not nave responded in a timely manner to various requests and delivery
activites. The files show that more than 700 communications resulted in
five years.

Information Requests - General information requests by telephone and letter
have averaged over seven per day or more than 10,000 since fall of 1982.

It would be incorrect to say that the FSSP has institutionalized FSR/E
within the 25 cooperating support entities. Yet the essence of the FSSP
goes well beyond the input data given above. The FSSP has provided a
mechanism for faculty members with interests in farming systems tn
coilaborate as well as communicate with practitioners from around the
world. It is not an institutional network per se, but it is a network of
faculty belonging to an important insitutional resource base. FSR/E, it
must be remembered, is methodology, not an institutional construct. The
institutional dimensions enjoyed by FSSP result from the strength of the
participating institutions and the various parent entities affiliated with
those institutions, (such as the Land Grant Association and AUSUDIAP, the
professional societies such as those of agronomy, agricultural economics,
and others), along with a host of other inter-institutional mechanisms.
Somehow the right ingredients foried within the FSSP to provide for a
unique congruity of thoughts and practices in the support network to
achieve support for FSR/E based USAID programs and FSR/E programs of other
donors. The United States Agency for International Development can take
considerable credit for initiating a project that has stimulated this
unprecedenited collaboration. Wwhile FSR/E as a methodology is here to stay,
the network support and broad based institutional needs to support
agricultural research and extension remain tenuous at best.

Future support efforts in AID and through the donor community will
surely benefit from study of the FSSP experience.
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The purpose of this grant ($213,712.45) was to develop training materials

and programs for MSTAT, a microcomputer program for agricultural research.
Four experimental workshops to train farming systems researchers were also

planned.

The specific activities of this project are outlined below:

Materials will be developed for workshops to train scientists to use
MSTAT. In March 1984 a workshop will be held at MSU to train MSTAT users
located at the FSSP and collaborating institutions.

Two scientists from three FSR projects will be identified and attend HSTAT
workshop (March 84).

The MSTAT program will be changed to reduce the level of "computerese"
required to operate MSTAT.

Freach, Spanist and English translations of MSTAT will be made for both the
program and manual.

Three additional MSTAT workshops will be held in cooperation with national
FSR/E programs. Participante will receive copies of MSTAT.

Accomplishments of FSSP grant to MSU

In March 18-30, 1984 eleven researchers attended a MSTAT workshop at MSU,
The participants were from six countries and are ligsted in Appendix A,
The goals and daily workshop schadule are outlined in Appendix B. The
participants used both IBM and Apple computers in the workshop. English
was the lianguage of instruction. However, two of the students were taught
in Spanish. The participants used English, Spanish and/or French MSTAT
programs.

The first in country workshop was held at the Chitedze Agricultural

Research Station in Malawi from May 28 to June 8, 1984. Drs. R:ssell

Freed and Tom Stilwell from MSU and Dr. Larry Janicki from the University

of Florida conducted the verkshop with help frow Mr. Lupiya and Mr.

Kaunda. A summarizaticn of the participanr evaluations of the workshop 1s

given in 4Appendix C. This workshcp was givan to support a FSR/E project in
Malawi,

The second 1in country workshop was held at the Institute du Sahel in
Bamako, Mali 4r Decewber 15-22, 1984 by Joe Tohme (MSU). Thirteen
participants (Appendix 4) from Mali, Gambia, Bukina Faso uand Niger
attended the MSTAT workshop. The AID migaion in Mal{ was instrumental in
organizing this workshop. The mission wag impressed with the workshop
(Appendix D). Thin workshop was conducied primarily in French with
additional {nstruction in English.

The third in country workshop wam held 1in Senegal at the Institut
Senepalais Agricole 4n January 15-27, 1985, Fifteen rerecarchers (Appendix
A) attended the course taught by Joe Tohme (MSU) with help fiom Valorie
Kelly, Mamndou Sidibe, and Ndiaga Cisse. This workshop was in support of
a USAID farming cyctems project in Senegal.
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The fifth MSTAT workshop was conducted 1in September 1984 at the
International Rice Research Institute with pertial funding from this
grant. Thirty participants included researchers from Peoples Republic of
China, IRRI, Kenya, Nigeria and several South East Asian countries.

This project helped support the programming of MSTAT in English, French
and Spanigh. It also provided funds to develop training manuals in three
languages. Copies of the first MSTAT program and manual, version 2.0, are
enrlosed. The programs are for MS-DOS (IBM compatible) machines.

The project &lso partially supported the development of the 3.0 version of
MSTAT. This mejor revision reduced the level of "computerese" required to
operate MSTAT. Many of the revisions were also a result of comments from
FSR/E HSTAT users. Agricultural researchers with minimal computer
experience can usc the new version of MSTAT.

A suwmary of the major changes are listed below:
a. Numeric variables are stored as single precision numbers (decimals),

b. Output produced by subprograms can be directed to (1) the screen,
(2) the printer and (3) the digk.

c. Configuration file (printer/computer) menu driven.

d. CALC subprogram no longer needs to exit MSTAT to edit program lines or
to enter transformation statements. Statements can also be saved on
disk.

e. The FATTOR subprogram no longer requires user to enter "K values" for
this su'program. A menu with 28 experimental designs are ligted.

f. The multiple regression subprogram wan rewritten with a better
algorithm.

§. Several new subprogrems were written including:

- STABIL - produces regression line for two factor experiments over
environmental mean (Hildebrand, 1985).

- RANGE - mean separation program - LSD, Duncan, Multiple Rauge,
Tukeys, and Student - Newman - Keuls at 10,5 or | percent levels.

- SEASON - economics program which calculates seasonal and cyclical
indices on commodity prices, and deflated and inflated prices. The
results are displayed based on both market and calendar year basis.

~ ACSERIES - plant breeding program to menage pedigrees and print
books, labels ctc.

The nev 3.0 version program was trannlated into Spanish and French. The
manuals for this version were not completed with these funds cince the
grant terminated December 31, 1985, However, other furde are being used
to complete the Spanish manuals. The tranclation ia completed and will be
printed shortly,
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The training materials and MSTAT programs which were developed with
partial funding from this grant were also used in the following workshops:

- MSy - August, 1984 22 Bean/Cowpea CRSP participants
- Zimbabwe -~ September, 1984 24 participants

- Pakistan -~ CIMMYT

- Swazilend - Penn State/CIMMYT

- Bangladesh - TADS

- Turkey - CIMMYT

MSTAT 1is being used by several thousand agricultural researchers around
the world, Many farming systems projects around the world are using
MSTAT. Several of the FSR projects which have used MSTAT include:
Senegal, Mglawi, Ecuador, Pakistan, Mali, Swaziland, Botswana, Ruwanda,
Zimbabwe, Mexico, Philippines, Thailand, Burkina Fasc, Tanzania, Gambisa,
Niger, Dominican Republic, Guatamala, Bolivia, Peru, Columbia, Honduras,
Puerto Rico, Camercon, Zambia, Szi Lanka, Indonesia, just to name a few,

Many of che International Centers are using MSTAT 1in their programs. These
include IRRI, CIMMYT, CTF, CIAT, IITA, ICIPIE, IFDC, AVRDC, ICRISAT and

ICARDI. Several of the CRSP's researchers are also using MSTAT. Appendix

D gives some quotations and letters concerning MSTAT.
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PEINDIX 1

STIRARY OF USAID MISSION EVALUARTION CF FSSP SERVICES 86 - E£7

fcilowing is a briel summery cf Zield missicn responses
Zle Inzuirinc as to services recieved and performence ol
T <

o & cz
the Terming Systems Suppcrt Prciect during 1986 and 1987. N/C
implles no comment ©r no <ontact with FSS? during the period.

GrRX=Z: - NETWCRXSHCP - WELL DONE
TECENICAL WORKSHCP - WELL DONE
r587 EXCELLENT EYAVPLE OF HOW CINTRALLY~-FUNDED
PROSECT CEN SUPPORT BI-LATERAL EFFORTS.

RENTA - FES? TOO RESERRCE ORIENTED, NO EMPHASIS ON
TECENCLOCY TEANSFER

LEEOTED - N/C

MRl - IN-COUNTRY TRAINING SATISFACTORY

KREWELETTER USEFUL, W/SOME WEAK PCINTS
TECHNICAL INFO USEFUL
SYMPOSIUM GENERALLY USEFUL, SOME WEAK POINTS
OVERALL -~ STRONG SUPPORT

EwANDA - TRAINING WORKSHOF - OUTSTANDING FSSP CONTRIE.

LISERIA - RECONKAISSANCE SURVEY - EXCELLENT

ZENBZA - N/C

SENEGEL - NK/C

SUDAR - RN/C

REDSC/ESA - NEWSLETTER USEFUL MEANS OF COMM. FSSP COLAB

VW/CIMMYT ON TWO FRENCH FSR SEMINARS

ANE MISSIONS

INDIA - N/C

BURNMZA - N/C

ECYPT - N/C

FIJI - LIKE NEWSLETTER, TECH INFO

PREISTEN - NO DIRECT USE, BUT APPRECIATES NEWSLETTERS AND
SYMPCSIE

PEILIPPINES - N/C
SRI LANKAE - N/C
THAILAND -~ ATTENDANCE AT INT'L CONF - GOOD
KNEPAL - N/C

LAC MISSIONS
BELIZE - N/C
BOLIVIA - N/C
DOMINICAN REPUBLIC - N/C
ECURDOR - N/C
ZL SELVEDOR - N/C

iARITI - PRCJ. EVALUATION - WELL DONE W/SOME WEAK POINTS
EORDURALS -  TRAINING COURSE -~ EXCELLENT

GRENEICH - KN/C

PPRAGUAY - TRRINING OF EXTLNSION AGENTS - VERY SUCCESSFUL



