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Forward
 

This study consists of three major sections plus
executive summary and an
 a scope of work. The three major
sections are: 
1) Senior Agriculture Advisor's Report on the
CRSP Assessment by Dr. John S. Robins; 2) Research Advisor's
Report For the CRSP Management Review by Dr. Kenneth 0. Rachie;
and 3) the Collaborative Research Support Program Review paper
by Dr. Edward B. Hogan. 

on the contents 

The paper by Hogan draws substantially
of the papers by Robins and Rachie and contains
the major findings of the study.
 

i
 



EXECUTIVE SUMMARY.
 

1. 
Research Direction and Accomplishment

The research undertaken by 
the four CRSP reviewed
appears to 
be effectively addressing important research
problems in less developed countries. Participation in the
CRSP has also expanded the research horizons for U.S.
researchers, 
some of whom had been rather insular in their
outlook. This has 
provided the basis for increasing the
technological options available to U.S. agriculture.
interesting to It is
not 
 that one U.S. growers association has
proposod providing funding for a CRSP research activity.
The CRSP are consistent with AID food and agriculture
policies and strategies. 
 They are focused on 
areas which have
generally received less than adequate attention, for the most
part, by less developed country national research organizations
and 
are only partially aadressed by International Agriculture
Research Centers. 
 The research addresses commodity and soil
problems which 
are largely associated with farming by 
small
operators in the semi-arid and humid tropics.
undertake research which is 

As the CRSP must

potentially beneficial to both less
developed country and American agriculture, there are some
important constraint areas 
in tropical agriculture needing
research which the CRSP cannot address. 
 Because of tiie
collaborative requirements of the CRSP it is sometimes
difficult for them to locate field research activities where
research needs are 
great. This has 
been true with respect to
Africa south of the Sahara but the CRSP are using various
methods of coping with this 
situation.
The quality of the research undertaken has
by the Research Advisor to 

been judged

"with few exceptions, appedr to 
be
of excellent quality and quantity." Other members of the
review team concur in this 
assessment as 
do the International
Agriculture Research Center scientists and administrators
interviewed. 
 The research advisor's report attached contains a
listing of some of the considerable accomplishments of the CRSP
to date. 
 The CRSP research programs appear to be of high
priority in 
terms of importance to the development of
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agriculture in 
less developed countries. 
 Some improvement in
the pr'ocess for assuring the development priority of individual
projects needs 
to be undertaken as 
addressed in the 
body of

this paper.


The intensive review process 
carried out by BIFAD and
AID was 
effective in identifying priorities, research
capability of U.S. universities in priority areas 
and in
developing operationally effective plans.

established by 

The review mechanism
each CRSP appears to be operating effectively.
Responsibility for reviews varies widely among the CRSP
management units and often differs from that envisioned in the
Guidelines for the Collaborative Research Program.

2. Linkages.


The process of establishing effective linkages with
International Agriculture Research Centers and host country
institutions 
has been evolving in 
a positive manner since
establishment of the CRSP. 
 Under pressure of getting CRSP
activities 
started, the collaboration with host country
scientific organizations and individuals in the planning and
early implementation of programs appears 
to have been less than
desirable. 
 This was less 
true where the U.S. institution had a
history of working in the country where research was 
sited than
was true where new ground was 
being broken. Over time,
collaboration among host countries and U.S. universities has
substantially improved and appears to 
be quite satisfactory.
Formal agreements between host countries and U. S.
universities 
 exist in all instances and substantive working
relations 
are being appropriately developed.

Collaboration with International Agriculture Research
Centers 
has developed to the point where Participating
institutions agree that CRSP and Center research is mutually
supportive. 
There are memoranda of understanding between CRSP
and a number of appropriate Centers. 
 At the scientist level
there is 
effective exchange of information and materials.
Workshops have been useful in enhancing collaboration and in
disseminating scientific information though some 
improvement in
the latter function would be desik'able.
CRSP collaborative linkages with field Missions has
uneven. Continuing efforts by both parties 

been
 
are needed for each
can be of considerable value to 
the other's program. Both AID
and CRSP Management Entities need to devote additional effort
 

lo USAID/CRSP linkages.

Collaboration among universities within a CRSP has been
excellent but there needs 
to be developed an effective system
for establishing collaborative linkages among the CRSP.
Several suggestions for improving CRSP collaboration with host
countries, 
field Missions and the International Agriculture
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Research Centers 
are included in the body of this paper and
attached papers. 
 However, each of these has 
a monetary cost
and it is doubtful they 
can be achieved in a period of budget
reduction. 
Most important of these are 
the establishment of
networks for the dissemination of information, increased
communications between field Missions and CRSP and better

collaboration among CRSP.


While the CRSP are 
not intended to 
be institution
building programs, they have made a substantial contribution 
to
increasing research capability in less developed countries.
major contribution to this has 
A
 

been the graduate research
program which has provided graduate education for some
developed country students. 525 less

Another major contribution has
been through the collaborative research undertaken by U.S.
host country scientists. 

and
 

3. Management Effectiveness
 
The four CRSP examined have developed management systems
which have demonstrated that they 
can 
take the decisions
necessary 
to maintain research standards and 
to make program
changes required by budget reductions according to
criteria. agreed upon
While all four CRSP have quite 
 similar management
structures, 
they operate differently in achieving objectives.
The management systems do operate effectively in maintaining
collaboration among the universities.
 
CRSP costs appear to compare favorably with other
international research institutions such as
Agricultural Research Centers. 

the International
 
Overhead costs 
appear to be
somewhat less for the CRSP and 
capital costs
substantially less have been
than for the Centers. Overhead costs
CRSP are established in accordance with U.S. government 

of the
 
standards 
and average a bit more 
than 20 percent of the AID
grant. The subt:,ant system used by the CRSP does not 
cause a
pyramiding of overhead costs.


The CRSP do an 
effective job in reviewing the scientific
merit of proposed and ongoing research projects. 
 This review
is done by the Technical Committee and/or the External
Evaluation Panel, often with assistance from the Management
Entity. There does 
not appear to 
be a formal peer review
system for reviewing research but the absence of such a formal
system does 
not appear to have had 
a negative impact on
scientific quality.

The body of this paper,(p.5), provides suggestions 
on
ways in which External Evaluation Panel evaluations could be
broadened for each CRSP 


could make a more 
so that the External Evaluation Panel
substantial contribution to the usefulness of
CRSP activities. 
 The recommendation 
emphasizes the equal
importance of scientific quality, operational effectiveness and
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development relevance in evaluations by the External Evaluation
 
Panel.
 
4. Program and Budget Issues


Finally, a word of caution. 
 The CRSP cannot be all
things to all people. Yet, it appears that there is a
continuing tendency to 
expect the CRSP to broaden their
activities to include such things 
as 
extension and institution
building. 
Clearly, in a period of declining budgets, and
probably without declining budgets, attempting to expand the
scope of CRSP activities beyond collaborative research and the
dissemination of research results 
to less developed countries
and other interested parties 
can only lead to a diminution in
the quality of CRSP research.
 
As AID budgetary resources 
have declined 
so have
budgetary allocations to the CRSP. 
 Reductions in budgets and
uncertainty with respect to future budget allocations have or
soon will reach the point where the CRSP can 
no longer operate
effectively. Within the 
near future AID and the CRSP
universities will need to 
come to grips with this 
situation.
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COLLABORATIVE RESEARCH SUPPORT PROGRAM REVIEW
 

I. Introduction
 

This review of the Collaborative Research Support
Program, (CRSP) will examine the operations and effectiveness
of the CRSP focusing on the four oldest ones; Small 
Ruminants,
(SR), Sorghum Millet, (INTSORMIL), Bean Cowpea, (BC), 
and Soil
Management, (TROPSOILS). 
This review is 
not intended to
evaluate the quality of CRSP science. 
 However, in examining an
agricultural research program, the science cannot be ignored.
This was recognized by AID when a science advisor was made a
part of the review team. 
 It is the judgment of the science
advisor, which is concurred in by the 
two other members of the
review team, that the 
science in the four CRSP reviewed is
generally of excellent quality, (see Science Advisor report
attached). In those instances where the research by 
a
university and its 
collaborators on individual projects has
been judged to be less than acceptable, CRSP management has
both terminated projects and eliminated universities from the
 
program.


Similarly, the team has found, 
as will be illustrated
below, that the CRSP have been operated at reasonable levels of
effectiveness. 
Not surprisingly there were 
start-up problems
and operations have at times encountered difficulties.
However, as operational difficulties have occurred, they were
identified and rectified within a reasonable time frame.
Performance among and within CRSP has been neither perfect
uniform. But, it is nor

the team's conclusion, at least with
respect to 
the four CRSP examined, that overall performance has
been quite satisfactory and that the CRSP merit continuing
programmatic and financial support from the Agency for
International Development, (AID)
 

II. Management Effectiveness
 

The first isque addressed is whether the management
system operates in a manner which provides reasonable assurance
that the science being undertaken is qualitatively satisfactory
and is 
concerned with important development problems. 
 AID in
collaboration with the Board for International Food and
Agriculture Development, (BIFAD), 
and the CRSP universities has
approved the establishment of a fairly complex management
system to 
address these and other issues. 
 The system draws on
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resources which are 
both internal and external to the CRSP.

A. Management Structure
 

Within the CRSP structure there are four management
units which are 
responsible for administering the AID grant,
developing and carrying out CRSP policies, programs and
projects and evaluating the quality and usefulness of the
program. 
The components of this management system are the
Management Entity, (ME), which is responsible for AID grant
funds, for making sub-grants and for implementing the CRSP; 
a
Board of Directors, (Board), which is concerned with policies,
plans, budgets and progress; A-Technical Committee, (TC), which
deals with scientific and programmatic issues; 
and an External
Evaluation Panel, (EEP), 
charged with evaluating status,
funding, progress, plans and prospects of research activities.
In addition a CRSP may decide to establish an Administrative
Council to deal with major policy issues affecting
participating universities or other orgarizations. 
 Individual
CRSP have, in 
some instances, established other units 
to deal
with particular issues. 
 An example is the Ecogeographic Zone
Council established by INTSORMIL.
 
External to the CRSP are 
AID and BIFAD/JCARD.* AID's
program and budget reviews and evaluation procedures provide
oversight and guidance to 
each grantee both at headquarters and
in the field. BIFAD/JCARD assist and advise AID and the
various CRSP on 
program policies and operations.


B. AID Management Role
AID maintains continuing relations with and oversight of
the CRSP through the Science and Technology Bureau's, (S&T),
program managers. 
 They maintain a continuing liaison with the
ME and participate with ex 
officio status in Board and TC
meetings. The EEP consults with the program manager to assure
AID concerns are addressed during the 
course of external
evaluations. 
 Members of the 
EEP are approved by AID. AID does
not get involved at the operational level except for activities
which require AID approval such as international travel and
commodity procurement.

The major AID involvement in approving CRSP activities
occurs at three stages: planning, budget allocation and the
triennial review. 
AID plays a leading role in all stages of
the planning process. 
 This includes such activities as
deciding to fund 
a planning activity, selecting the planning
organization, preparation of a scope of work, convening
meetings and approval of the CRSP plan, the ME and the budget
proposal. 
 During the annual AID budget allocation process the
 

* Joint Committee on Agricultural Research and Development
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activities of the CRSP are 
reviewed using annual reports,
evaluations and other documentation. 
The proposed program For
the budget year is also reviewed. Based on 
this assessment
AID, in consultation with BIFAD, approves the program and
budget, adjusting both as 
necessary.

Each CRSP is also subjected to a triennial review by
AID. The review consists of a technical evaluation and an
administrative/management 
review. In preparing the 
scope of
work for the triennial review S&T consults with the regional
bureaus, 
overseas Missions, host governments through the
Missions, members of the Agriculture Sector Council and 
BIFAD.
The purpose of the triennial review is to determine at the end
of the third year of a five year CRSP if it should be
for an extended
additional three years and to approve forward funding


planning amounts.

In addition to the reviews and external evaluations, ti
CRSP are subject to a
two other external examinations. 
When AID
considers it desirable, it can
review of a CRSP. 

undertake an administrative
This is generally done when a CRSP appears
to be encountering operational problems. 
 Two such reviews have
been undertaken. 
 The CRSP as 
a whole or individual CRSP are
also subject to 
AID audits including those of the Inspector

General.
 

It appears that the system currently being employed by
AID in providing oversight and guidance to
reasonably well. the CRSP is working
There seems 
to be no need to increase AID/W
direct involvement in the management of CRSP operations but
more periodic oversight, particularly given budget realities by
S&T personnel should be provided.

C. Management Operations


While the elements of the administration/management
system operate under a common 
set of guidelines developed by
the JCARD, recommended by 
BIFAD and approved by AID, in
practice there is 
a great deal of variability in the roles
carried out by the various elements of the system. 
Different
management units play a major role in determining the policies,
direction, composition and practices of each CRSP. 
 The
attached reports of the Senior Agriculture Advisor and the
Research Advisor provide details about the differing ways in
which components of the management system function.
essential point is The
that, by-and-large, the issues identified in
the Guidelines for the Collaborative Research Support Program,
(Guidelines), do get addressed within the management system in
a generally satisfactory manner. 
Operationally the management
structure functions reasonably well, though not always "by
book". Scientific merit does the
 get addressed and decisions about
program and budget allocations are affected by the appraisals
of scientific merit. 
 In one CRSP it may be 
the EEP and in
another the TC which addresses scientific issues but it does
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get done. Often it is 
a collaborative undertaking in which a
Board or 
a TC may raise questions about scientific merit which
are referred to 
the EEP for examination and guidance on future
actions.
 
That the management system does work and 
can make the
difficult decisions is illustrated by
CRSP have made program atid 

the ways in which the
project adjustments
been reduced. as budgets have
With an initial cut of less than 10 percent the
four CRSP applied it equally among recipients o
funds. project
However, when subsequent AID budget constraints
resulted in a reduction in the budget of each CRSP in 
an amount
of almost 20 percent, the CRSP took
approach. a quite different
Reductions were made in accordance with judgments
about relative merit and priority. They were not easy decisions
to reach or to 

they were 

carry out but they were made and, importantly,
accepted by the participating organizations.
The management units which took the difficult decisions
varied widely among the CRSP. 
 In one instance the ME, in
consultation uith other management bodies made decisions on
where and what reductions were to be made.
it was the Board In other instances
or the TC which took the lead in addressing
the budget crisis, sometimes relying
guidance. In no 
on the EEP for advice and
instance did the CRSP management structure
take the easy way out by simply reducing all elements of the
program without regard to merit. 
The CRSP did use 
a variety of
ways to reduce costs 
to meet budget requirements.
included elimination of programs These
 

or projects, reducing the
number of participating universities, changing methods of
operations, etc. 
 It has been and is 
a difficult situation for
CRSP participants to

willing to do what has 

cope with but, to date, they have been
been necessary in order to
programs. It does continue the
need to be recognized that budget discipline
can be an 
effective tool for achieving greater program
effectiveness; 
but it is also true that excessive cuts 
can
destroy a program's usefulness.

The decisions that have been made to terminate
activities for unacceptable performance are 
another
illustration of the effectiveness of management operations.
For example, two BC projects, one in East Africa and 
one in
Latin America were terminated on recommendations of the EEP.
INTSORMIL dropped two universities from the program because of
poor performance. 
 In some instances problems might have been
avoided if decisions had been reached more expeditiously but
the decisions were made and unproductive activities were
eliminated from programs.


D. Project Development Relevance
One issue which needs continuing attention from the CRSP
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management structure is the matter of development relevance at
the individual research project level.
below the As will be demonstrated
team does 
not have serious questions about the
development relevance of the four CRSP examined.
concern as Rather, such
exists is 
related to individual research activities
within a CRSP. 
Within any research area
not there are hundreds if
thousands of researchable topics, 
a very large number of
which will be of intellectual interest to 
scientist 
. However,
only a much smaller number will have significant development
relevance. 
 Given shortages of financial resources 
and a
limited number of scientists available to research deverlopment
constraints, establishing priorities in 
terms of development
relevance is 
essential.
 
Some lack of attention to this issue is
attributable, at least in part, 

probably

to the Guidelines not directly
addressing this issue in citing the responsibilities of the
various management units. 
 However, this issue has
ignored by the CRSP. not been


It is to some degree addressed by the
various Global Plans which are approved both by BIFAD and AID.
More importantly, during the review process, the critical
nature of development relevance was 
strongly emphasized to
team by the
two EEP chairmen. 

ecogeographical zone 

Further, the development of
concepts by three of the CRSP has
consideration of development priorities. 
included
 

Additionally, all
research activities reviewed by the 
team were considered to 
be
developmentally relevant.

The 
team believes that after some initial problems the
CRSP management system has adequately addressed the development
relevance question in the four CRSP reviewed. 
 However, the
team also believes that this this issue is 
so important for
research financed by AID that continuing attention is
essential. 
 It should be 
one of the criteria used by the EEP
in addressing performance of a CRSP. 
 That is, 
the EEP should
consider development relevance of individual research projects
to be as important 
as 
operational effectiveness and scientific


quality.

Greater emphasis 
on the importance of and responsibility
for establishing development priorities should be included in
the Guidelines and it should be 
a major element in the Global
Plan. 
 This would largely be a matter of incorporating in
guidelines systems for all CRSP to follow that are now part 

the
of
the practices of some 
CRSP. AID should take the lead in
getting guidance on development relevance of projects
incorporated in 
the Guidelines.
 

E. Management Complexity and Costs
The 
complexity of the management structure has 
raised
questions about possible conflicts and/or overlapping of
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responsibility among the management units. 
 It also raises
questions about management costs, particularly in relation to
other international research activities.
 
First, it appears highly likely that the complex CRSP
management structure has 
been of critical importance in
fostering necessary cooperation and coordination among CRSP
universities. 
 It is 
a system which makes it possible for
scientists and administrators 
to participate satisfactorily in
the planning and decision making process.


participation in management has provided 
This collective
 

an environment within
which universities not only accept but actively support the
concept of a university Management Entity which is first among
equals and legally responsible for managing the program and

accounting for all funds.


Second, there does 
not appear to be any unnecessary
duplication of functions among the various management units.
As indicated above a division of labor among the various
management units has 
emerged over time which is 
not necessarily
consistent with the allocation of functions 
as set forth in the
Guidelines. 
 It is also true that some 
management units
relatively passive. are
This is certainly true of at 
least one
Board and one T C. 
However, in both instances other management
units have taken up the slack 

has 

so that operational effectiveness
 
not been adversely affected.
 

Third, although the evidence that has 
been developed is
less 
complete than that which would be required for an audit,
the management costs 
for the CRSP do not appear to be
excessive. An earlier study by 
Fred 1. Mann in 
1982 concluded
that total administrative/management 
costs for three CRSP
ranged between 
17.6 and 24.5 percent of total AID program costs
for the CRSP. On the average, about 21.5 percent of AID funds
were 
utilized for administrative costs 
but this was only about
12 percent of total 
costs 
taking into consideration financial
contributions from other 
sources. 
 CRSP administration
/management costs were 
a smaller percentage of total costs
was the case 
for the International Agriculture Research 
than
 

Centers, 
(IARC), where administration/management 
costs were
nearly 30 percent of total costs. 
 It is also true
costs that capital
for the CRSP were a much smaller percent of total costs
than was 

percent. 

true for the IARC, 8.4 percent compared to 
28.1
An examination of data through part of fiscal year
1986 
shows that CRSP expenditures on administration/management
vary from 19 to 23 
percent and average about 21 
percent for the
three CRSP examined earlier. 
 Thus administrative/management
costs 
appear to continue at a reasonable level and to
favorably with those of the IARC. 
compare


It should be noted, however,
that reductions in CRSP budgets because of budget stringencies
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increase the 
share of administration/management 
costs in CRSP
budgets, at 
least in the short 
run. Administration/management
costs tend to 
be more lumpy than operating costs 
and it may be
more difficult to make incremental adjustments at the margin

for these costs.
 

III. Deveopmental Importance
 

A major issue which must be of concern 
to AID is whether
the CRSP are undertaking research in subject matter areas
are really critical which
to the development process within the food
an agriculture sector and 
if the CRSP are effective means for
undertaking the research. 
The discussion here is focused on
the four CRSP examined during the review but, hopefully, this
will make it possible to make 
some 
useful generalizations about
CRSP and the CRSP concept.
 
A. Research Priorities
 

It is 
the review team's judgment that the four CRSP
examined do address critical areas 
of agricultural development
and food production in the tropics and that they 
are research
topics which most professionals engaged in agricultural
development would agree are high priority. 
 Further, we 
believe
that the CRSP activities 
are complementary with and
supplementary to research being undertaken by the 
IARC. Three
major crops--wheat, rice and maize--have been excluded from the
CRSP because of the work being done 
on these crops 
by the IARC
and national research programs.

Beans, cowpeas, sorghum and millet are 
among the
principal annual crops produced in the sub-humid and 
semi-arid
tropics by small holders. 
 Small ruminants, essentially sheep
and goats are, along with chickens, the most 
common livestock
owned by the small holder. They are 
also the most common store
of value for this farmer, at least in non-paddy rice growing
areas. 
 From the nutritional standpoint sorghum and millet
provide 
the basic diet for the small holder and other rural
poor throughout much of the semi-arid developing world. 
 For
this 
same group of people legumes and small ruminants, again
along with poultry, supply by far the major share of the daily


consumption of protein.

These, then, 
are indeed agricultural products critical
to food needs in the developing world. 
They are also products
which appear to 
be under researched. 
 National research
activities in 
the developing world are 
largely focused on 
the
major grains--wheat, rice and maize--and those tropical crops
which 
are major items in international trade--coffee, sugar,
tea, rubber, etc. An exception would be Indian research on
millet, and to 
a lesser extent, sorghum.
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B. Relationship To IARC Research

Among the IARC, ICRISAT, CIAT, and IITA have 
as part of
their mandates work sorghum, millet, beans and cowpeas.
 on 


Their resources--financial and scientific--are, however,
inadequate in terms of research needs. 
 They are simply unable
to address the plethora of production constraints or the many
agroecological areas in the less developed world where these
crops are 
produced due either to financial or mandate
constraints. 
 For example ICRISAT is 
no 
 able to devote core
resources 
to research in Latin America or 
to devote adequate
attention to 
that scourge of millet, sorghum and cowpeas,
striga. IITA's work is 
largely in the humid and sub-humid

tropics, mainly in Africa.


ILRAD and ILCA have limited mandates and simply cannot
cover needed research on 
sheep and goats. ILRAD focuses mainly
on 
two serious animal diseases. 
 ILCA works only on African
livestock problems with by far the largest share of its work on
cattle. 

are, also 

National research programs in livestock, such as they
are strongly biased towards 
cattle. Finally, the
IARC simply do 
not have the resources or the mandate to
undertake the basic research needed to 
form the underpinning
for needed technological advances. 
 For this they must rely in
large measure on 
the national research programs in the
developed world, including the U.S. agriculture research
 
community.


The situation with respect to TROPSOILS is 
somewhat
different. 
 It is not a commodity specific research activity
but, rather, one that is 
concerned with the management of a
basic production input, the soil and its constituent parts.
our knowledge, it is one To
of only a very few international
research activities which have as 
their major objective solving
soil management problems in the tropics. 
 IITA has done some
quite useful work on 
humid tropical soils but the 
resources
available for this work are not large since IITA's research
focus is mostly crop oriented. Similarly, most national
agriculture research in the less developed countries is
directed towards specific crops rather than to
management. 
The TROPSOILS CRSP thus 
soil
 

supplements and 
has the
potential to enhance research on annual and perennial crops and
forages being undertaken by 
national research organizations,

IARC and crop and livestock CRSP.
 
C. Related Issues
 

It appears reasonable to conclude that the CRSP are
directed towards important agricultural production
constraints. 
 There are, however, related issues which merit

consideration.
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1. Limitations on 
Research Alternatives

The CRSP are intended not only to 
assist developing
country agriculture but to 
undertake programs that "take into
consideration the value to United States agriculture of such
programs, .. so as 
to maximize the contribution to development
of agriculture in the United States and in developing
nations". 
 This provision does limit the number of alternate
research activities that fall within the scope of the CRSP.
Thus, although plantains are an 
important crop for small
holders and others in the tropics, their limited importance in
American agriculture and agricultural research would make it
highly unlikely that plantains would be considered for
inclusion as a suitable subject for the CRSP. 
 It must also be
observed that to 
some degree millet, goats and hair sheep are
near marginal cases, without in any way depreciating the small
but high quality research conducted at certain U.S.
agricultural universities.
 
The emphasis in CRSP crop research on 
annual row crops
and on products such as 
sheep, fish, bean and sorghum rather
than on subject matter areas such 
as
insects, soil, water, diseases,
etc. is probably also due in large part to the
necessity to 
address research to 
areas which are 
beneficial to
the U.S. as well as 
less developed country agriculture. If one
looks analytically at tropical humid and semi-arid agriculture
a case 
can be made for the importance of focusing much research
on subject matter areas 
and on 
crops other than annual row
crops. 
 For example, it appears likely that developing high
yielding varieties of sorghum, millet or cowpeas for the
semi-arid tropics will, for a variety of reasons,
accomplished only over a very long period of time. 

be
 
include such things as 

The reasons
 
the very small research base that exists
for these commodities, the difficulty of dealing with problems
such as 
drought resistance and the complexities of soil
management. 
 Rather, increases in usable yield over the
medium term are near to
likely for the most part to be more dependent
on 
improved soil and water management practices and
significantly reduced losses due 
to disease, insects, weeds,
birds and other predators. This does 
not mean that breeding
will not play a role but that it will be directed to a variety
of objectives rather than just yield.


to This should not be taken
imply that the CRSP ignore these problems. They do not.
For example, the 
concern of INTSORMIL and ICRISAT with striga
is intense and does affect the allocation of resources. 
 But it
is different to research which is focused on striga, per se,
and brings together a critical mass of scientists from a
variety of disciplines to undertake research on this particular

pest problem.
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Similarly, given the 
nature 	of soil and water
constraints to annual crop production in the tropics, cropping
of perennial tree and bush crops and roots 
and tubers may prove
to be the preferred cropping patterns under many conditions.
Thus, it is reasonable to conclude that while the CRSP are
focused on agricultural research topics critical to
agricultural development in the tropics, there 
are other areas
in which more research needs 
to be undertaken, at least some 
of
which falls 3utside the limits of the CRSP mandate.
 
2. 	Research Results


Another important aspect which needs to be considered in
looking at CRSP research activities is the time factor. 
 It is
not likely, despite good results produced by some CRSP, that
all projects will achieve objectives in the near 
to medium
term. 
 Rather it can be expected that at least 10 to
will be 	 20 years
necessary to achieve 
some significant results.
was 	 This
the time span required to achieve breakthroughs
wheat. 	 on rice and
Further, there was a major scientific base available on
which to build for developing improved varieties of these
crops. 
 There will be exceptions, of course. 
 The development
of a vaccine for contagious caprine plueropneumonia, (CCPP), by
the SR 	CRSP is 
a case 	in point. Such breakthroughs generally
produce substantial benefits. 
 Based 
on evidence developed in
Kenya on prevalence and mortality rates 
of CCPP, it is possible
to estimate the magnitude of potential benefits from a
breakthrough of this kind. 
 Confining the analysis 
to Africa
south of the Sahara and considering only losses from mortality,
the benefit cost ratio from investment in the Kenya health
sub-project of the SR CRSP is 
16.7 discounting obligations
through FY 1987 and anticipated benefits over a 30 year period
at 
a discount rate of 12 percent. 
Manufacturing and
distribution costs are, of course, excluded from the benefit
cost calculation. 
 Looked 	at from another perspective, the
gross value of the 
returns to 
goat farmers in Africa south of
the Sahara over a 30 year period from initiation of the SR CRSP
would be equal to about $48.6 million compared to
obligated for the SR CRSP through FY 	
$28.4 million
 

1987. 	 Thus, 
gross returns
to African goat farmers south of the Sahara will over a thirty
year period substantially exceed SR CRSP obligations 
to date.
The attached report by the Science Advisor provides 
a
review 	of progress and accomplishments to date by CRSP
research. 
The accomplishments include a high input system
which makes possible continuous cultivation in the humid
tropics, 
a low input system which increases the production
potential of small, poor farms in the humid and sub-humid
tropics, identification of 
 potential vaccine for goat caseous
lymphadenitis, germ plasm collections of beans and 
cowpeas in
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Botswana and Malawi, development of heat tolerant cowpea lines,
development of a new sorghum in Sudan which increases yields by
150 percent and the idendification of striga resistant
varieties of 
sorghum. 
The CRSP have achieved successes but it
can 
be expected that most benefits from CRSP research will
accrue beyond 1990. 
 Historical evidence, as
studies, shown in numerous
indicates that it is 
highly likely that the 
returns 
on
the total investment in CRSP research will be high.
this does Of course,
not mean that-all research will produce significant
breakthroughs but that enough is likely 
to be achieved
produce substaitial returns 
to
 

on the investment.
 
D. Research Effectiveness
 

An appraisal of the CRSP as 
an effective mechanism for
addressing critical less developed country agricultural
research needs is 
 of necessity, 
a subjective undertaking. As
discussed above, the CRSP is 
not an appropriate instrument for
addressing all research needs, 
 However, within those research
areas 
that fall within the programmatic scope of the CRSP, 
some
judgments 
can be made.
The two attached reports 
conclude without qualification
that the CRSP has 
been successful in 
providing a method for
bringing much of the best institutional and individual
scientific talent of the land grant universities and other
research organizations 
to bear on 
selected research problems.
It should be 
remembered that where institutions or individuals
have been unable to meet CRSP research standards they have been
eliminated from the program by their peers. 
 That the CRSP have
been effective both in the selection of researchable topics and
in the quality of researchers working on 
these problems has
been affirmed by IARC and 
host country researchers and by most
USAID personnel interviewed. 
This does not imply that this
level of effectiveness has existed for each and every CRSP
activity .
 There have been mistakes and considerable growing
pains. Initially planning was 
based on full involvement of the
land grant university community with many universities
addressing the full range of subject matter at numerous
locations in the U.S. and abroad supported by virtually
unlimited funding. 
 Over time this concept has 
been modified
toward working on 
selected problems with simplified
institutional involvement. 
 It is also a fair conclusion that
collaboration with host country 
scientists and institutions in
the selection of research topics was 
less 
than desirable or
appropriate during the initial stages of program development
and implementation. 
 Again, however, that problem appears to
have been largely left behind.

The strength of the CRSP in undertaking research on
identified problems has 
been in the collaborative mode
 

11
 



established 
as basic operating procedure. Within the
university community it has been possible to identify research
activities, 
to 
establish priorities and to agree on
allocation of tasks the
and resources 
to meet commonly agreed upon
objectives. 
 Individual and institutional researchers have
developed collaborative relations with international and
country research individuals and institutions in 
a manner which
has increased the effectiveness of the research of each
participant. 
 It appears reasonable to conclude that the
CRSP reviewed address important development problems and
supplement and complement IARC research. 
 However, some
research topics important to agricultural development in the
tropics fall outside the CRSP mandate and will need to be
addressed though other activities.
 
The results of CRSP research to 
date indicate that
investments will produce substantial benefit cost ratios.
Finally, the management mechanisms of the CRSP have operated in
a manner which has made it possible for the CRSP to 
attract
very good scientists who are 
producing high quality results.
 

IV. Collaboration and Linkages
 

The CRSP have 
as a central premise that U.S. and less
developed countries will benefit from collaboration on
agriculture research by U.S., 
international and less developed
country research organizations. 
 Such collaboration would also
result in research that would complement and support.IARC
research. 
Making collaboration work requires establishing
effective linkages among institutions and individuals.
 
A. University Linkages


The linkages among the universities and other U.S.
research organizations involved in 
carrying out CRSP activities
appear to 
be excellent. The structure of CRSP management
assures 
that each unluarPq4u 
- 1-, __ . 



institutions and scientists and host country institutions and
scientists must necessarily be based on assumptions of 
some
degree of institutional and indiuidual scientific and
administrative equivalency among 
the participating parties.
Objectively the necessary degree of equivalence was 
absent in
some cases; in others it is 
a fair conclusion that there was 
a
greater degree of equivalency than the CRSP universities
recognized. All of this was complicated by uncertainty
par on the
of the U.S. universities with respect to which research
organization in the country had the necessary administrative
and scientific competence and 
the responsibility for
undertaking research. 
 Thus, in the initial stages of the four
CRSP reviewed it was generally, though not always, thought
necessary 
to have some 
permanent representative(s) of the U.S.
university on 
site in the host country to assure 
that the
scientific and administrative activities were 
carried out at
acceptable levels of competence. The situation has 
gradually
changed over time. 
 Currently 
one CRSP, as 
a matter of policy,
does not 
have institutional representatives permanently posted
overseas. 

reduced the 

The other three CRSP reviewed have substantially
number of scientists/administrators assigned to
host country locations 
on a long term basis. This trend
reflects the increased confidence of U.S. institutions in
collaboration with host country institutions and scientists 
as
the relationship among the participating parties has 
matured.
It also reflects 
 the increasing level of competence of host
country institutions and individuals, partially due 
to CRSP
utilization of host country graduate students in their research
activities. 
 Collaboration in problem identification, planning
and implementation is 
growing and 
can be expected to continue
to increase as 
CRSP activities continue. 
 It should be noted
that where universities still have institutional
representatives overseas it is often for purposes of
administrative and financial accounting requirements of the AID
grant. 
 Similarly it should be recognized that budget
reductions have provided an 
incentive to universities to
minimize institutional faculty and staff abroad for long term
assignments.
 
U.S. CRSP institutions have used 
ways to a variety of different
maintain research and administrative competence in host
country research activities 
as long term institutional
representatives have been withdrawn. 
 The examples noted here
are 
drawn from Africa where financial, scientific and
institutional 
resources 
are scarcer than in 
Latin America or
Asia. In 
Kenya the six person SR CRSP staff of scientists is
composed of five East Africans and one American local hire.
The site coordinator is 
an official of the Livestock Ministry.
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Kenya Livestock Ministry scientists are assigned to the SR CRSP
and work collaboratively with the CRSP scientists at the
livestock stations which have been provided by the Ministry 
to
the CRSP. 
 Scientists from U.S. institutions participate
through short term site visits, visits of field personnel to
U.S. institutions and the conduct of experimental work at
locations in the U.S. 
 The CRSP is completely integrated into
the Ministry research program. 
It is difficult to conceive how
either the collaboration or 
the quality and relevance of
research could be improved upon.

In Niger INTSORMIL carries out an 
effective research
program without posting permanent staff in country. 
 Scientific
resources are 
thin in Niger and 
an active graduate research
 program is used 
to supplement local research capabilities.
U.S. and African graduate students undertake research in Niger
during the cropping season under the direction of U.S. and host
country scientists. 
 The CRSP also works collaboratiuely with
an 
USAID financed team providing assistance to research in
Niger and with the regional ICRISAT field station located in
Niamey. U.S. scientists participate through site visits and by
undertaking experimental work in the U.S. to supplement field
 

work in Niger.
 
In Botswana where local scientists were not available to
undertake needed field work, 
the BC CRSP initiated work in the
field with a scientist from the U.S. institution assisted by
graduate students. At the 
same time scientific work in the
U.S. went forward with the participation of two Botswana
graduate students. 
 With the departure in the 
summer of 1986 of
the U.S. institutional representative in accordance with BC
CRSP policy, work was continued pending return of the graduate
students with the assistance of a Peace Corps volunteer.
graduate students will return The
 

to Botswana prior to 
January,
1987. 
 They will continue field work under the guidance of the
U.S. scientist who will make periodic visits to 
Botswana. What
started as 
an almost purely U.S. effort is 
evolving into a
collaborative scientific undertaking.

The above should not be taken to 
imply that real
collaborative linkages are 
not established when scientists from
U.S. institutions 
are located at field sites. 
 This is
partially dependent on 
the quality and operating effectiveness
of host country scientists and institutions. 
 For example, in
Indonesia two CRSP were 
reuiewed--SR and TROPSOILS-- both of
which have scientists from U.S. universities in Indonesia on
long term postings. In both 
cases 
the degree of scientific
collaboration among U.S. and Indonesian scientists and
institutions is 
excellent. 
 CRSP activities are 
fully
integrated into the Indonesian research organizations and
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scientific work is planned and carried out jointly by
Indonesian and U.S. scientists.
collaborative linkages is in 
The high level of


large measure possible because of
the existence of highly capable Indonesian scientists and an
effective Indonesian research organization.

C. CRSP/IARC Linkages


The CRSP guidelines call for collaboration of the CRSP
with the IARC. 
 The CRSP have established collaborative
linkages with the IARC which are mutually beneficial to the
research of both. 
 There do exist written agreements between
CRSP and IARC which spell out the 
areas of cooperation. 
In
addition to CRSP and IARC scientists exchanging information
other collaborative initiatives have been undertaken. 
CRSP and
IARC undertake joint workshops and participate in each others
workshops. 
One interesting aspect of collaboration is with
respect to 
research on 
sorghum in 
Latin America. 
 Because
ICRISAT is unable to include research on sorghum in
America in its Latin
program, the INTSORMIL CRSP is,
with ICRISAT, filling this gap. 
in agreement


ICRISAT scientists consult
with INTSORMIL scientists working in 
Latin America and provide
backstopping materials and information as
Furthermore, CIAT, in Columbia, is 
necessary.
 

providing facilities to
INTSORMIL for scientific work 
on
Thus sorghum in Latin America.
two IARC and 
one CRSP have joined together to make
possible needed research in Latin America on a crop important
to 
poor and disadvantaged farmers in the drier parts of that
 area.
 
Bean and cowpea germ plasm collections by the BC CRSP in
Southern Africa have led to the establishment of large
collections which substantially increase available genetic
diversity. These collections are being made available to IARC
scientists for use by them in their breeding work. 
 These same
collections will also be used in breeding programs in the U.S.
to benefit American farm production of these two commodities.
As the Senior Agriculture Advisor has pointed out in his
paper, attached, the degree of collaboration with IARC varies
among the CRSP. 
 While written collaborative agreements exist,
it appears 
to be a fair conclusion that much of the
collaborative linkages depend significantly on personal and
scientific relationships among scientists of the respective
organizations. 
 In some cases 
these relationships between
scientists existed prior to the formation of the CRSP. 
 These
kinds of professional relationships are 
necessary if
institutional collaborative linkages are
successful. to be fully
However, they do not 
substitute for the formal
institutional relationships which are 
essential if each
organization is 
going to 
be able to allocate resources for
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collaborative research on 
commonly agreed upon priorities.
As 
noted above this kind of institutional collaboration has
been achieved through jointly sponsored workshops.
however, does This,
not appear to 
have been extended in any
significant degree 
to agreements to undertake joint research.
In some instances this may be because 
a scientific basis does
not appear to have been developed which would make this
collaboration useful. kind of
A more important constraint may be CRSP
Funding constraints 
which limit ability to enter into the long
term commitments necessary for such joint research activities.
For example, one CRSP and one 
IARC met in 1986 to discuss
future collaborative linkages. During the meeting possibilities
for joint research activities were discussed. 
 However, the
CRSP was 
unable to make commitments because of uncertainties
with respect 
to future funding availabilities.
It may well be that current budgetary constraints
limit institutional linkages 
will
 

to shorter term activities. 
 This
does not, however, detract from the importance of the scientist
to scientist linkages which do exist. 
Without exception,
discussions with CRSP and IARC administrators and 
scientists
elicited strong suppor': for existing collaborative undertakings
and for strengthening them in the future. 
While in
instances collaboration among CRSP and IARC has had 
a few
 

spots, these appear some rough
to have been worked out satisfactorily. It
is 
clear that CRSP and IARC scientists do believe that
continuing research by

scientific progress. 

both is critical to achieving needed
Both CRSP and IARC scientists were highly
complimentary about the scientific work being undertaken by the
other. 
All agreed that collaboration was 
essential and that it
should continue. 
 What is 
needed is development of a modus
operandi which will foster increased collaboration.
One initiative that AID might want to 
consider as a
means 
for strengthening CRSP/IARC collaboration is
inclusion of an the
IARC representative on one or more
management units. of the CRSP
Some CRSP follow this practice now.
memberships IARC
on the Board, TC and/or EEP 
are all possible.
Inclusion of an IARC representative 
on one or more of these
units would provide an 
excellent means for continuing review of
the degree of complimentary of IARC and CRSP activities.
would also be It
a means of identifying potential
cooperation and support. areas of

Additionally, it would appear useful
to include representatives from less developed countries on 
one
or more of the CRSP management units 
as a standard practice.
The major limiting factor 
 is likely to be the additional costs
that would be associated with using IARC or 
host country
representation on 
various management units.
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D. 	Linkages Among CRSP

One area 


opportunity to 
in which there appears to be substantial
increase collaborative linkages is 
among CRSP.
Within 	each CRSP appropriate mechanisms exist to assure
collaborative linkages among programs and projects. 
 These
mechanisms do produce satisfactory collaboration of scientific
work within individual CRSP. 
 However, there does 
not appear to
be adequate attention to 
or systematic mechanisms for
developing and maintaining collaborative linkages among CRSP.
An organization of CRSP leadership has
established but recently been
collaborative linkages do 
not appear, as 
yet,
to be part of its 
responsibility.


It appears to 
the reviewers that establishment of
linkages among the CRSP has 
the potential for making a
significant contribution to 
scientific achievements. 
 Some
limited collaboration among CRSP does exist. 
 There are
cooperative undertakings by INTSORMIL and TROPSILS on 
Latin
America acid and aluminum soil problems. However, it is
difficult to 
find other evidence of this
collaboration. 	 kind of
Clearly the work on acid
in 	 soils being undertaken
the humid and semi-arid tropics by TROPSOILS is of
to 	 concern
INTSORMIL work in Africa and SR research on forages in
Asian and African humid the
tropics. 
 Yet there is
even 	 little evidence
of exchange of information among the CRSP on
problems. 	 such critical
The establishment of effective linkages among the
CRSP would appear to be an 
issue that should be receiving
attention from CRSP leadership and AID. 
 AID should take the
lead in working with CRSP ME to establish an effective system
for the exchange of information among CRSP.

E. CRSP/USAID Linkages


The collaborative linkages between the CRSP and USAID
Missions appear 
to be 
somewhat less than desirable. Despite
the considerable attention given to 
CRSP/USAID collaborative
linkages in the Guidelines, these linkages vary widely among
CRSP and Missions and over time within the
range from negative through neutral or 
same units. They


nonexistent to
positive. 	 highly
For example, in one 
country the agriculture officer
expended a great deal of effort to 
attract two CRSP
his to work in
host country in order to augment scarce USAID resources
available for agriculture research assistance. 
 At a later date
a subsequent agriculture officer has 
taken a negative stance
towards CRSP participation in the host country.
country 	 In another
one CRSP works very closely with the host country
Mission and has 
its program fully integrated with the USAID
program while another CRSP appears 
to make a practice of
ignoring the USAID.
 
The Senior Agriculture Advisor devoted a considerable
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portion of his time to this issue and 
concluded "that the fault
is many sided and that there is enough to go around". The
problem in CRSP USAID collaboration appears, in large part, to
be related to the existence or absence of communication between
CRSP administrators and scientists and AID managers ard staff.
This is not a situation in which finger pointing or
blame is assessing
called for. 
 What is 
required is a cooperative effort
by the ME and the AID program managers to assure that the
spirit of the guidelines is followed by all parties. 
 An
initial step in this direction would be agreement that all
travel approval requests would include a paragraph asking the
USAID to 
set appointment times for entrance and exit meetings
between CRSP travelers and appropriate USAID staff.
1. Territorial Issues
 
There are other elements which merit some discussion.
Historically, locating centrally funded AID activities
physically in countries where there are 
USAID programs and
Missions has raised problems of territoriality and ownership.
In most instances it can be expected that the USAID will want
the CRSP activity to 
be carried out in accordance with Mission
ground rules and that the USAID will want to make programmatic
decisions 
 about centrally funded activities. The CRSP
institutions which are 
operating under a grant from a central
AID bureau located and managed in Washington D.C. are often
confused by this attitude. 
There does not appear to be any
simple way of eliminating this problem as
to long as AID continues
locate centrally funded research activities in AID countries
and AID maintains its 
current and historical governance
structure. 
 However, open, frank and continuing communications
among the three parties--USAID, AID/H and CRSP--can and have
made a high degree of collaboration between the USAID and the
CRSP possible and fruitful.
 

2. CDSS and CRSP Research

Another issue, related to the discussion above, is
consistency of the CRSP with the Mission Country Development
Strategy Statement, (CDSS). 
 The Guidelines suggest that the
CRSP should be consistent with the CDSS and 
a review of
documents and discussions with USAID officers indicates that
most Missions believe such consistency is important. 
 However,
this raises a difficult problem. 
CRSP are by definition long
term research activities requiring continuing experimentation
and analysis on well defined agriculture constraints. On the
other hand, it is 
not likely that USAID strategies will remain
constant over long periods of time. 
 Changes in AID
administrations every four to eight years and more frequent
turnovers in senior Mission management mitigate against
maintaining an assistance strategy for extended periods of
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time. Thus, it may not 
be realistic to 
expect that CRSP and
CDSS will remain consistent with each other 
over time.
 
3. Extension
 

Another area of potential conflict between the CRSP and
the USAID which surfaced during interviews by the review team
concerns 
the matter of extension. A comment often heard from
USAID personnel was 
that the CRSP was deficient because it did
not get down to 
the farm level. The research was all right but
the CRSP did not follow through and get the information to
farmer. It appears that this the

reflects a misunderstanding of
the CRSP function as well as 
an admirable concern that farmers
benefit from AID financed activities. 
 The CRSP are, by the
language incorporated in 
the Title XII amendment to the Foreign
Assistance Act, authorized to undertake "long-term
collaborative university research". 
 Extension activities are
not included as 
part of their responsibility.
mean This does not
that getting research results 
to farmers in usable form is
not important; it does 
mean the CRSP are 
not the appropriate
instruments for this 
important task. 
 This is 
an issue that
needs to be put to 
rest in the interest of increasing USAID
CRSP collaborative linkages. 
 Tt is an area in which CRSP USAID
collaboration could be highly beneficial. 
Missions 
can both
assist the CRSP in establishing relations with organizations
which provide information to farmers and in 
keeping appropriate
host country agriculturalists informed of CRSP activities.
The CRSP, however, should recognize that it is important
that research results do get put into 
a system which will
deliver them to farmers. Thus, 
in establishing collaborative
working relations with host country research organizations an
important consideration should be 
the linkages that the host
country organization has 
to the agriculture information systems
within the country. 
 The kinds of organizations


linkages will vary among 
that have these


countries. 
 In some countries the
research units 
of Agriculture or 
Livestock Ministries may be
the appropriate organizations. 
 In other countries Universities
or 
other agriculture organizations may have the best linkages
to 
farm information distribution systems.
useful to It would appear
include guidance on 
this matter in the Guidelines.
 
4. Logistic Support


One other matter that is 
apt to cause USAID
the provision of logistic support to 
concern is
 

CRSP personnel.
periods In
of budgetary constraints and staff shortages, providing
logistic support for CRSP personnel assigned 
as resident
scientists 
or administrators in 
host countries and eligible for
the usual perquisites due AID financed personnel can
burden be a
on USAID management 
. It is generally a much lessdifficult problem when U.S. university scientists or 
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administrators are only periodic visitors 
to the host country.
Use of local personnel or 
graduate students usually
substantially reduces the burden on 
the USAID.
incumbent It ought to be
on the CRSP ME to seek 
to minimize claims 
on the
USAID for logistic support.

While the issues discussed above do impinge
collaboration between Missions and CRSP, they do not, in 
most
instances, prevent the development of useful collaborative
 

on
 

relationships 
between the CRSP and the Mission.
and disagreements have surfaced and 
S me conflicts
 

some continue to exist.
By-and-large Mission personnel interviewed were supportive of
CRSP activities. 
 And, in 
some instances,

financial an USAID has provided
or 
in kind support to 
the CRSP and encouraged
collaboration between the CRSP and 
components of the USAID
 
program.

F. Distribution of Research Findings


Related to the collaborative linkages issue is 
the
matter of establishing systems to disseminate research results
beyond the 
host country 
on a regional or worldwide basis.
During the early years

issue. But, as 

of the CRSP this was not an important
the CRSP mature and usable research results
generated it becomes an are
item of concern. 
Most efforts to
spread research findings to date have been through scientific
journals, special CRSP publications and workshops. 
 The number
of scientific publications that have resulted from CRSP
activities is impressive. 
 Yet there is
this as an some question about
effective means of transmitting information the
to
less developed world, although, of course, they
useful to are quite
the U. S. research community. 
 Many scientists and
scientific organizations in less developed countries 
are
to obtain scientific journals and 
unable
 

similar publications because
of budgetary 
or 
language constraints. Workshops appear to
an effective means be
of transmitting research results 
to a broad
segment of the scientific community in the underdeveloped
world. An excellent example is 
the recent soils workshop in
Peru at which the initial steps were taken to establish five
permanent subject matter groups involving scientists from
eleven countries to pool 
their scientific efforts and exchange
information 
on research results. 
 Clearly more 
efforts of this
kind are required; 
but workshops expensive and adequate
are 

financial 
resources are 
needed.
The publication and distribution of workshop papers and
discussions 
can be 
an effective 
means 
to of providing information
less developed countries. Performance in this
CRSP has area by the
been uneven. The proceedings of some workshops have
been published and distributed 
as 
a product of the workshop.
In other instances, publication has 
been limited to mimeographs
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of individual papers with limited distribution. The
publication and distribution of a comprehensive volume of
workshop proceedings should be an end product of each
workshop. Unfortunately, the major limiting factor has been
financial resources 
and these do not appear likely to 
increase
given current AID budget constraints 
.
Exchange of information with IARC is also helpful in
disseminating information to 
less developed countries as
the information 
can be provided though 
the
 

he IARC networks with
less developed countries. Continuing efforts will be required
to develop CRSP networks with a broad spectrum of developing
countries, often in collaboration with IARC. 
 To do this will
not only require imaginative approaches by AID and the CRSP but
also the provision of adequate financial resources 
for this
 
purpose.
 
V. Cost Effectiveness

The cost effectiveness of CRSP activities is 
a matter of
concern 
to AID. 
 This issue becomes even more important as
budgetary resources 
for development assistance decline.
concern One
centers around overhead costs 
and whether or not
passing funds through the ME to other universities means 
that
overhead costs 
are pyramided 
one on another.
 
A. Overhead
 

Overhead rates for the CRSP are 
standard rates
established for federally sponsored research performed by
universities as 
determined by a cognizant federal agency,
usually the Department of Health and Human Services.
rates While
vary somewhat among universities, they average 
a bit over
40 percent for on-campus research and 20 to 22 percent for off
campus research on 
specified expenditure categories. 
 The
specified allowable expenditures subject to overhead include
salaries and wages, fringe benefits, materials, supplies and
services, travel and the first $25,000 of all subgrants and
subcontracts. 
 Ineligible items 
are purchases and improvements
to land, sites or 
buildings, scholarships, fellowships,
equipment and amounts 
exceeding $25,000 on 
each subgrant and
subcontract. 
 For the four CRSP examined, overhead 
costs
averaged 20.2 percent of the AID grant, ranging from 18.2
percent to 22 percent.
 
B. Subgrant Overhead
 

As 
noted above the overhead accruing to the ME
university for Funds subgranted or 
subcontracted is
limited. strictly
It is limited to the first 25,000 dollars per
subgrant or subcontract in accordance with standard policies of
the federal government. 
 The overhead cost on 
a subgrant of
150,000 dollars made using the approved rates 
for on campus
overhead at Michigan State University, the BC ME, would be
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10,500 dollars or 
seven percent of the value of the subgrant.
For a smaller grant of, say 
 50,000 dollars the overhead
allocated to the ME university would be 21 percent. 
 Overhead
is calculated to 
reimburse the ME university for the management
functions performed in making the grant and in 
no instance do
overhead 
costs pyramid one on another.
 
C. Cost Sharing


Matching funds provided by universities are about 30
percent of the AID grant for the four CRSP reviewed, ranging
From 24 to 37 percent. 
These amounts exceed the requirement of
the grant agreements which is 25 percent of direct costs
excluding ME costs, funds committed under a formal CRSP host
country agreement to procure goods and services and training
costs. 
 For example, the 24 percent of total match provided by
one CRSP is 27 percent of the funds for which matching is
required. In all instances examined matching funds exceed

overhead costs.
 

In addition to university or other domestic
organizations matching funds, 
host countries also make
contribution in cash or in kind 
a
 

to the CRSP. Because most host
country contributions 
are usually in kind, 
as is common with
AID bilateral projects, 
it is often necessary to estimate the
value of the contribution. 
 This means that the data for host
country contributions are 
apt to be less precise than is true
For AID or uniuersity grant 
or matching amounts.
Available data indicate that for the four CRSP reviewed
host country contributions ranged from about 18 percent to 
over
21 
percent and averaged about 20 percent of the AID grant.
Assuming a subproject with an 
annual cost of 200,000 dollars
this would mean, on the average, 
an AID grant amount of 133,000
dollars, a university matching amount 
of 40,000 dollars and 
a
host country contribution equal to 
27,000 dollars, (probably
mostly is kind). 
 Thus the AID grant would fund about
two-thirds of subproject costs, 
the ulliversity about one-fifth
and the host country a little over one-eighth.

D. Education Costs
 

One operational area of the CRSP appears to be carried
out at costs 
to AID which are significantly less than would be
the case 
if normal AID practices and procedures were utilized.
A large amount of graduate education is carried out under CRSP
auspices. 
 For the most part this graduate work can be
considered a by-product of CRSP research. 
Graduate students
are 
used by CRSP scientists 
to carry out, under competent
supervision, much of the research in accordance with the normal
procedure at 
U.S. universities. 
 These graduate students--host
country, other LDC, U.S. and other developed country--are
partially employed, usually half time, by the university as
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graduate research assistants. About three-quarters, roughly
525 individuals, of the graduate students employed part time
under the four CRSP have been or are from less developed
countries. 
 Again, in accordance with normal university
practice these graduate research assistants attend classes and
attain either a Ph.D. 
or M.S. degree.

Of the 525 graduate students who have received degrees
or are still working for them about one half were 
Ph.D. and one
half were M S degree candidates. Conservatively assuming two
years for a M S and three years for a Ph.D. 
candidate, this
means 
that LDC students have been or 
are being financed for
1,312 years of graduate education while they 
are doing CRSP
research. 
 The average cost of this graduate education to AID
is about 10 
to 11,000 dollars 
 per annum. However, in the few
instances where universities operate on a full
system, annual costs to 

cost budget
AID may run substantially higher than
the average. The total cost for the
education to 
1,312 years of graduate
the AID grant is about 13 3/4 million dollars.
Under AID participant training procedures the 
cost of this same
amount of graduate training to 
AID, calculated at a cost of
20,000 dollars per annum, would be almost 26 
1/4 million
dollars. Thus, the 
cost of providing education for the 525 LDC
graduate students under the CRSP would cost AID about 52
percent as much as 
it would cost AID using standard participant
training procedures. 
 The difference in cost is 
largely due to
the waiver of out-of-state tuition and fees. 
 CRSP also
students 
 end to receive fewer perquisites than is
participants. true for AID
Waiver of tuition and fees by universities is 
a
cost to 
the universities and a contribution to 
the CRSP.
It should be noted that it does 
not follow that AID
participant training costs in general could be 
substantially
reduced by adopting the CRSP system. 
The total cost of CRSP
graduate education is 
roughly comparable to 
AID participant
training costs. 
 The difference is 
that under the CRSP a part
of that cost is 
absorbed by the university because of the
status of CRSP graduate students 
as 
graduate assistants. The
difference is, 
for the most part, not in the 
cost of the
education but in how payment of the 
costs is distributed.
One other aspect of graduate student involvement in CRSP
research deserves 
a brief mention. 
 CRSP scientists utilize
graduate students funded from other sources 
to undertake CRSP
research. 
For example, some 


12 
307 graduate students--250 LDC, 95
U.S. and 
 other developed country-- have undertaken INTSORMIL
research but were funded from sources other than INTSORMIL.
There have also been 
some 52 graduate students doing research
for the SR CRSP who were either wholly or partially supported
by funds from other sources. The utilization of graduate
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students funded wholly or partially from other sources
indicates 
the extent to which CRSP research is integrated into
the regular activities of the university. It also represents
another informal university contribution to the CRSP.
 

VI. The Planning Process
 

The process for selecting research topics for the CRSP
was long and involved. Principal actors were AID and BIFAD.
The Joint Research Committee was the operational unit for
BIFAD. The selection of a priority listing of research
programs spanned two 
years, 1977/78. 
 Very early in the process
AID and BIFAD selected four programs 
as top priority--sorghum
millet, small ruminants, nutrition and aquaculture. 
Work was
initiated early 
on 
to develop these programs by identifying
research constraints and designing research on 
 an
 
interdisciplinary basis.


At the same 
time the JRC initiated work 
to identify and
list in priority order additional areas 
for research. 
 A list
of ten topics was originally planned but this was 
later
increased to 20. 
 The initial general criteria used were
relevance of research to 
less developed countries and the U.
S., competence of U.S. universities in the research area 
and
the need to be complementary and supplementary to 
the work of
the IARC. 
 This last criterion resulted in the early
elimination of wheat, rice and maize from consideration as

possible research topics.


The JRC formed two work groups for the purpose of
developing a priori.tized listing of additional research topics;
one to 
develop a broad list of topics from which a prioritized
list could be selected and one 
to develop criteria for
selecting research topics.

In developing a list of potential 
areas of research the
first group relied on 
consulting with AID agriculturists and
the results of several recent studies. Major reliance was
placed on 
the NAS-NRC World Food and Nutrition Study of 1977.
Three other studies were 
also used; the National Science
Foundation, Cornell study, Increased 
Production from Animal
Agriculture, the NAS-NRC BARR Report on 
Enhancement of Food
Production for the United States and the USDA Kansas Center
Conference's Condensation to Ten Priority Areas. 
 This led to
the development.of five research categories containing
thirty-five possible research programs. 
Meanwhile the second
group had established four criteria for ranking proposed
research activities--social demand, technical faasibility,
economic justification and institutional preparedness. 
 The JRC
through a process of successive appraisals reduced the list of
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35 to 20 candidates. 
 The JRC then used three additional
criteria--time for payoff, benefit to the poor majority and
potential For university support--to prioritize the list of
20. This list was 
then submitted to the AID regional bureaus
For review. 
Based on this review, programs were selected for
planning or exploratory studies and 
a list was approved by the
BIFAD in April, 1978. This 
list has served as the basis for
selecting CRSP Financed by AID grants.
 

II. Peer Review
 

T ere has been some 
concern 
about the effectiveness of
peer review of CRSP research activities. 
 The roles and
responsibilities for a peer review process for ongoing CRSP are
unclear. 
 The Guidelines mention peer review only in connection
with planning where the words "peer process", "peer group"
"1peer panel" and "peer advisory group"
instances a peer process is to 
are included. In these
be used in selecting candidates
For the ME, 
a peer group to visit, perhaps, potential sites and
discuss potential programs, a peer panel to participate in
confirming interests, 
resources 
and scientific functions, peer
panel members to assist and advise the ME, etc. 
 All of these
Functions appear to be the responsibility of the peer group or
panel during the selection and planning processes. No
continuing peer review function following the planning process
is indicated in the Guidelines 
nor is there any clear
indication in the Guidelines that the scientific merits of
proposed research activities should be submitted for a formal
peer review. The guidelines do not assign peer review
functions to the Board, the ME, the TC or the EEP. 
 Neither are
there references to 
a peer review process for ongoing CRSP
programs in sections of the Guidelines concerned with review


and evaluation.
 
Never-the-less, in practice, it appears that peer review
functions 
are carried out in the four CRSP reviewed. The
management units carrying out peer review functions vary among
CRSP. 
 In all instances the units doing the peer review is the
TC and/or the EEP, often with the assistance of the ME.
Generally, the TC provides the technical direction For research
activities, establishing project objectives in relation to
overall program goals. 
 The EEP reviews the research activities
in progress and provides advice and guidance on 
how research
should be modified, if necessary, to accomplish goals. 
 Such
review usually takes place in conjunction with appraisal of the
contribution of institutions 
or individual projects to 
a CRSP
program, the decision making process 
on budget allocations or
in the conduct of external evaluations. It seems that these
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reviews do focus 
on the issue of scientific quality and that
decisions affecting CRSP activities 
are in 	part based on these
reviews. 
 AID does not participate in the review process except
as 
program managers do through attendance at TC meetings.

In addition to reviews of scientific merit 
by CRSP
management units there are within the university community 
some
peer reviews made of CRSP science. 
 Articles submitted for
publication are 
subject to the normal peer review process and C
SP research activities 
are subject to departmental review for
merit as are 
other research projects within the university.
Additionally, the CRSP format does foster interdepartmental
reviews of research merit. 
Thus, while the peer reviews that
are undertaken do have an 
effect 
on the 	CRSP program and
contribute substantially to 
the maintenance of quality, there
is 
not a formal structure or 
system 	for appraising scientific
merit in accordance with an 
established formal peer review
system. This does 
not imply that the scientific quality of
CRSP is in 
some way less 
than it might be. It is not.
Available evidence, including the appraisal in 
the report by
the Science Advisor, indicates it is, 
for the most part, of
high quality. Never-the-less, AID might want to consider if it
would be advisable for CRSP to 
establish a system that assures
formal peer reviews will be undertaken on a regular and
systematic basis with responsibility assigned to a management
unit. 
 It would appear reasonable for the ME to be charged with
responsibility for seeing that peer reviews 
are carried out.
However, it 
should be noted that this would increase CRSP 
costs
and initiation of such 
a system would require elimination of
some 
other CRSP activities unless budgets 
could be increased.
As 
the absence of a formal peer review system has apparently
not 
adversely affe cted CRSP scientific merit, there would need
to 
be other overriding considerations in order to justify the
diversion of scarce resour:es to 
this purpose..


VIII. 	Budqet Constraints
 
One issue not included in the scope of work for this
study but which was 
raised 	again and again during the 
course 	of
the study was 
the matter of financial resources for CRSP
activities. 
 This study contains 
a number of suggestions for
increasing the effectiveness of the CRSP. 
 Nearly 	all of them
have a 	financial 
cost and, given 
current and proposed CRSP
budgets, they could be 
carried out only by eliminating some
other CRSP activity. 
 Even without attempting to finance
possible improvements in operations the current level of
funding is forcing CRSP to 
consider eliminating programs and
projects. 
 The level of proposed funding for one CRSP has
forced 	it 
to undertake an assessment to determine which one
four major programs should be eliminated. 

of
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Budget allocations for the four CRSO reviewed have
reached the point where further reductions are likely to
destroy much of the CRSP effectiveness. 
 At current budget
levels, funds would not be available to
recommended in,this 
carry out changes


study. Decreases in funding would
necessitate elimination of projects, changes 
in program
structure, or 
an across 
the board reduction in all program
activities. Any 
or all of these would, in the 
team's judgement
impact negatively on 
potential program benefits. 
 Additionally,
uncertainty about future funding availabilities is limiting the
ability of the CRSP 
to do essential medium term, let alone long
term, planning 
of research activities and 
resource
allocations. 
 The budgetary issue is 
one with which AID will
need to come to grips with in the very 
near future. 
 The issue
is whether or not AID believes the work of the CRSP is of
sufficient priority for AID to 
make a commitment which assures
forward funding of CRSP at 
levels which permit 
them to maintain
long term research programs and projects,
 

XI. 
Summary of Conclusions
 

A. Research Direction and Accomplishment

1. The performance of the 
four CRSP reviewed has been
satisfactory. 
 Under the CRSP concept the land grant
universities and associated organizations have provided much of
the 
best individual and institutional scientific talent
available in the U.S. 
to work on the seleL.ted research topics.
Progress to date, 
as illustrated in the Science Advisor's
report and 
the main body of this study, clearly indicates that
the CRSP are 
and will continue 
to produce useful research
results. 
It appears that returns 
to investment in the CRSP will


be satisfactory.
 
2. There is no doubt that the 
subject matter areas
being researched under the 
four CRSP examined are 
high priority
tropical agriculture research subject matter areas. 
 While
projects examined during the study were 
considered by the team
to be developmentally relevant, the 
team believes that the
importance of development relevance needs 
to be explicitly


recognized in the CRSP Guidelines.
 
AID should take the lead in 
assuring that the Guidelines
contain guidance on 
the inclusion of development relevance as 
a
major part of each Global Plan. 
 The Guidelines should also
specify that 
EEP evaluations should include consideration of
the development relevance of research activities.
3. The CRSP are limited to undertaking research that
will contribute to 
agriculture development in 
the United States
and i;i 
the developing countries. 
 Because of this, 
there are
some research areas 
important to 
tropical agriculture that
cannot be undertaken by 
the CRSP. If AID wishes to fund
research in 
these areas 
this will need to be done outside the
CRSP framework.
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4. The CRSP have done an 
excellent job in publishing
research results in scientific journals.
an However, this not
is
effective way of getting research results disseminated in
less developed countries. 
More effort is required to develop
methods of assuring 
 that CRSP results are effectively
disseminated throughout the less developed world. 
 AID, BIFAD
and the CRSP should collaborate in developing effective means
for disseminating research results.

S. It is the judgment 
of t e review team, based on
performance to date, that the CRSP merit continuing
programmatic and financial support from AID.


B. Linkages

There are 
fiue areas 
in which the establishment of
effective collaborative linkages 
 are important to 
CRSP success.
1. Collaboration within a CRSP among participating


universities is 
very good.

2. There were 
some deficiencies in collaboration
between CRSP U.S. universities and host country entities
particularly during the period when CRSP projects were being
established. 
 Most of these problems 
 have been overcome and
continued improvement of linkages between U. S. and host
country entities appears likely.
3. 
The CRSP have established effective linkages with
the IARC and collaboration appears 
to be good. 
 If the CRSP
were able to enter into longer term agreements on joint
research activities this would improve the effectiveness of
collaboration. 
The inclusion Of IARC representatives in CRSP
management units 
such as 
EEP, Boards
contribution to 

or TC would be a positive
improving CRSP-IARC linkages.
now followed by This practice is
some CRSP. However, it would appear useful 
to
provide guidance on this matter in the Guidelines.

4. 
 Few linkages have been established among the CRSP.
Increased collaboration among CRSP should lead to 
an
improvement in the effectiveness of CRSP research. 
AID program
managers and CRSP ME should take the lead in establishing means
for continuing collaboration among CRSP.
5. 
In general, collaborative linkages between CRSP and
field MIssions have been less 
than desirable. 
 In some
instances collaboration has been quite good, but, in others,
has not. it
There have been strong disagreements between USAID
and CRSP on 
such issues as consistency with CDSS, involvement
of CRSP in extension and requirements for logistic support.
many instances communications between a USAID and CRSP 

In
 
representatives has 
been much less than is 
desirable.
AID program managers and the CRSP ME should give
continuing attention to improving USATD-CRSP communications.
start on A
this would be to require that all 
cables to a USAID
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requesting approval of travel include a request for the USAID
to 
set times for entrance and exit meetings between CRSP and
USAID representatives

The Science and Technology Bureau should clarify for
Missions the role of the CRSP and 
the nature of CRSP
responsibilities. 
 This should include the responsibility of
the CRSP for collaborating with the USAID in assuring that
research results 
are made available to 
host country research
and extension organizations. 
 The reasons why CRSP activities
do not include extension should 
 also be explained
officials. to USAID
It would be helpful if guidance on CRSP-USAID
responsibilities for assuring that research results 
are
provided to organizations performing research and extension
functions were 
included in the Guidelines. 
 Another area
needs that
clarification is the relationship between CRSP and the
CDSS including the 
reasons why they 
are
time. apt to diverge over
Finally, the ME should seek 
to minimize CRSP claims 
on
Missions for logistic support.


C. 
Management Effectiveness
 
1. The CRSP management systems 
examined operate at
reasonable levels of effectiveness. 
 There is
difference among the CRSP in how functions 

considerable
 
are performed but
the systems of each CRSP operate in a manner which
important issues assures
 are effectively addressed. 
There is no 
reason
to believe that increased AID involvement in program oversight
would contribute to 
more effective management. 
It is possible
that increased AID participation in day to 
day operations would
have a negative effect.
 

2. Administration-management 
costs
average about 12 
for each program
percent of total program costs.
average, about 21 On the
percent of AID grant funds
administration-management are expended for
costs. 
 In view of current budgetary
constraints, it might be useful for AID and BIFAD to 
seek to
determine if it would be possible to reduce these costs. 
 In so
doing, very careful attention would need
potential negative effects on 

to be given to
 
a system which is currently
operating at very acceptable levels of effectiveness.
3. Overhead costs 
compare favorable with other research
activities. 
 Overhead rates are 
standard government rates and
the CRSP management system does 
not result in
overhead costs. a pyramiding of
University matching funds consistently exceed
the minimum required in 
the Guidelines and overhead costs.
4. The CRSP do 


established as 
not have a formal system of peer review
a part of the management system.
do occur as Peer reviews
a part of university department reviews of proposed
research, EEP evaluations, T C operations and the publications
process. 
 This system appears to have assured that the CRSP
research is 
of high quality. However, AID may, 
for other
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reasons with 
to examine whether 
or not a formal peer review
 process would be desirable and 
cost efFective.
 
5. The current 
tight budget situation has 
the potential
For adversely affecting CRSP effectiveness. Virtually all of
the recommendations made in 
this report would, if carried out,
place additional demands 
on 
CRSP Finincial resources.
Continuing budget reductions would adversely impact on 
CRSP
effectiveness. 
Unless cuts can 
be made in program
administation-management costs 
that do not decrease operational
and scientific effectiveness, and 
this appears unlikely,
continuing reduction in CRSP financial resources 
will require
the 
elimination of program components, reduction of research
activities across the board 
or changes in program 
structure
that may well unfortunately 
reduce the quality of CRSP science
and scientists. 
 This would, of 
course, diminish potential


benfits.
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Appendix A
 

3. S. RMI
 

in response to a request by the Agency for Inten.tional. Develont 
(AID), Winrock International contracted two advisors to assist a review team 
leader and the joint PPC/S&T Steering Committee in making an aaet of 
the C-P's. =ie assessment is to ain response request by the adninistrator 
br.-ng the 1985 review of the Science and Techxnolgy Bureau Annual Budet 
Sumittl. This recort is respe ly shitted by the Senior Agriculture 
Advisor and will provide oservations and conclusions telating to research 
di-rection and accplismnts and to linkages developed within the CP 
programs. Observations and conclusions are based on an historic involvement 
with Title = progrms including OSP's since 1975 and on recent travels
 
and discssions as described in the appended report. 
 The report will
 
attemt to deal with the several questions posed in the scope of wrk
 
pr vided, but it will not systematically and categorically respond 
 n a
 
question by question basis.
 

The Collaborative Research Support Proz. (CP) concept evolved £.'n 
activities and discussions leading to the passage of the Title UI An..re. nt 
to the Foreign Assistance Act and wes loosely descibed inthat documnt. 
It was c=nceived that the U.S. agricultural university com.mnity did indeed 
have a cont'ibution to make t the U.S. Foreign Assistance Program thr a 
col-aborative involvemert in agricultral researh wit.h developing country 
scientists and institutions. 

It was 1rther envisi-ned that the design and the develcment of this 
orogr= should be a joint enterprise of the U.S. university =mitnit, 
develcoirg ccunty. resear h interests and t-he Agency for International 
Develomnt. This U.S. university/AM collabortion in evolution of the 
progra was implmnted tru gh a Joint Research Cmmittee (Jr=) cqosed of 



representatives of U.S. univerzities, AID and certain other organizations. 
The engagement of developing country interests came at a somwhat later 
stage in the process. 

Trhe J was organized under auspices of the Board for International Foo 
and Agrioltuxal Development. It prceeded over a substantial period of time 
to identify research areas that might be amenable to this approach, to 
develop guidelines for the organization and developmnt of such programs and 
in decision-making on how to plan and in lment such programs. Areas
 
selected for such work had 
 to meet certain qualitative standards with respect. 
to subject matter, level of U.S. university cmpetence and prospects for 
ii act both in developing countries and in the United States ftam research 
that might be imnplemented. Included in the criteria were the potential con­
tribution of research to the food supply and to nutrition of poor ecple in 
developing countries. 

The guidelines also suggested that the research should be additive and
 
c=1ena.-y to resaarch =kkuted, under mandaes 
 of International
 
Agricultural Research Centers (IARC's) 
 and other on-going research activ­
ities. As a result, rice, wteat, and maize were excluded since there were
 
heavy investments 
and "glcbal coverage" by on-going international center
 
work in these cmmdities. it is interesting to note that researh on
 
mandate 
 cimdities of several other international centers was apparently
 
considered to be either inadequate or not sufficiently global in scope.
 

The planning process called for contracting with a -Planning Entity (PE)
 
to develop a "global" plan. It was originally believed that there would 
 be
 
a conflict of interest if a P were a
to later be participant in the 
pog ram. This was later relaxed to permit participation of the PE in the 
planned resear=h, a move that made good sense in tems of a technical base 
for: plannin. In fact, in all C s planned after the first two (small. 
ri nants and sorghuw/millet) the planning entity has had a major role in 
ilementation, often beccmLng the Management Entity (ME). 

In the first CRSPs (all rninants, beans and cowPeas, and sorghum/ 
millet) a concept of "full involvement' of the U.S. university caunity 

Z
 



prevailed. Thus the early CPSP& engaged a large rmwber of U.S. universi­
ties, and visualized working in several host instittions and engaging the 
full rage of subject matter that would contribute to alleviation of 
constr-aints in the subject matter area under consideration. Thus, the early
CMPs were quite caRlex in te=u of institutional and disciplinary involve­
ment in contrast to those developed later. The conceput also (probably not 
be coincidence) visualized an open-ended budget. 

Conceptually, the planning process was to have first identified ina
 
global context the constraints within the subject matter areas and to engage

a wide array of both developed and developing country experts in the plan­
ning process. It turned cut, of curse, that the identificaticn of work 
sites (i.e., collaborating institutins and scientists) had to await the 
identificticn of constraints and prospective research. This made it appear
that the pro-rams were designed in a vacuum in the United States and then,
at a later time, taken to potential host institutions without their engage­
ment in the basic decision making process. My observations suggest that
 
there vas more than a 
grain of truth to that contention. That cirstance,
thoug in the main unavoidable has been a continuing problem in tems of 
perceptions of the CRSP model. 

The second stage in the planning process was dealt with after selection
 
of a Yuna. nt Entity (.ME) 
 that would have responsibility for overall
 
managemiat and coordination of the MSP. 
 The ME was to design and irmlermen 
a process for identifying and engaging host institutions and scientists in
 
developing countries to collab 
rate in particular lines of work. 
At least

theoretically, this would engage AID field missions, international centers 
and bther on-going project leadership in those selection processes. The 
extent to which those processes went forward in a thorough and harrcnious 
set of interactions varied from one CRSP to another. In some cases it was 
done quits effectively. In others important linkage points were missed. 
Were those points of contact were missed in the initial detailed planning
and negotiation, there were often serious follo-on problems, some persist­
ing to the present time. I would hasten to add that, inin most instances, 
our observaticn, these early prcblems appeared to be largely history. It is 
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inpo -ant, however- t= remember these problem as guidance for the future. 
If there is one most important necessity in design and implezentation of 
such programs, its surely full and continuing ca.znications. 

RESEARC DIRECTON AND A'WLISiEr 

Response to AM Policies, Strategies and Prioritien 

It seems quite clear that the CRSP's respond in a very positive way to 
AID's food and agricultural development policies and strategies, to its 
strategic plan and to general agency priorities. As indicated earlier, the 
prog--m likewise responds to the Title =I legislation relating to relation­
ships with U.S. universities and the use universitiesof U.S. in a st-rategic 
;4y to achieve AD goals and objectives. Clearly agriculture ais center­
piece in AD's develo-1ait assistance, and researc to remove constraints to 
agricultural production, food utilization and r=trition is clearly important 
in achiev:i_ agency goals. 

Target Audiences and Clientele 

The CRSP activities undertaken target on poor people in developing

countries thr-uugh improvement 
 in food supplies and/or economies in the
 
acquisition of food and 
 in improved nutrition. They also target on U.S.
 
agriculture as it 
 might benefit from such global research. in my obser­
vation, most of the research being undertaken is likely to produce results 
relevant to those target populations and thus I conclude that the research 
in generally on target. 

Anther set of clients that needs to be recognized is the scientific 
person power in both the developing countries and in the U.S. universities. 
It is quite evident frcm a review of the training activities of the on-going
CRSPs that one of the large contributions they will make is in adding to the 
scientific manpower pool in the developing world - a pool that will have a 
better chance of resolving developing countries' agricultural problems in 
the future. At the same time, the Lnvolvement of U.S. scientists in 



globLy conceived and imlented resea=ch clearly broadens their horizons 
and makes for stronger cmpetence in dealing with their several functions 
within the university co mnitv - classroa and graduate teaching and
 
out-reach activities as welL as research.
 

Features and Their Purposes 

Selection of the title of this p=rr was liberate and well con­
ceived. The progs are to be collaborative which means that there will be 
active oarticipation by both U.S. and devel=ping country scientists and 
collaboration with other elements of the international research system. The 
prog will be researh, which means that they will not be technical
 
assistance or outreach prog-ds nor will they have a central focus,
as the 
building of institutions. Te program will be succorted from miltiple 
sources including AID, the U.S. university and the host institution, the
 
latters support being either in funds 
or in. kind. In general, the host
 
institutions have provided work space, 
 land and counterpa-t personnel and in 
same cases local curency rescurces to support the p=-ro s. Finally the
 
CRSP was to be a = 
 in effect encomassing several disciplines
 
cning to bear on constraints within the general matter area. 
 Each of these 
elements was deliberatelkr conceived in the program and each has a prpose
 
-=-ngfrcm: the specific wor.s in the title.
 

tn my observation, the features described and their purposes have in
 
lar e measure been met, although in same cases more 
clearly than others. It 
is also quite clear that as professionals are trained in the prog.6 and 
return to their hme institution to continue the CRSP researh, those 
poses will be more fully met and the features nre clearly documentable. 

Scope and1 Imcrtance of the Research 

In my cbservation, the four C' Ps reviewed are indeed concentrating on 
important anmi needed resea-vrh that is likely to contribute to improved food 

op and. livestock .production. They. fill many niches not otherwise covered 
by Mir's or national research programs. Thus they generally complement and 

5
 



supplemnt rather than duplicate orn-going research of IARC's or naticnal
 
prog-ms. Even where 
 there might appeatr at the surface to be duplication, 
when one gets underneath that apparent duplication one finds generally that 
the research is in fact additive and not duplicative. For exple, in
 
Honduras there is a continuing interaction and exchange of materials and 
information between the 
RP scientist in Honduras and the bean breeders at 
CIAT. Similarly, the sorghum and millet work in Latin America is clearly 
supplementary and additive to the work of ICRISAT and engages ina 
collab
 
orative way the research in developing countries within the region.
 

On the other hand, I would -notwant to judge how ==h bean breeding or 
sorghum/millet breeding and site-specific testing is enough, i.e. when there 
might be redundancy. 
That I must leave to thcse better able to judge. But 
I do challenge the contention by sane that breeding work on any cmmodity 
currently within the mandate of an international center should be out-of­
bounds for ---s. 
I believe that to be a gross oversimplicatin. The goal 
should be ne of comlementing each others activities because there cer­
tainly is plenty of work to go around. Energies should be expended on
 
development of collaboration to take advantage of c 
lementrities rather
 
than Ln contesting who should be in the drivers seat. At the same time, 1 
think there would be advantages to the CPs Ln strengthened relationships
 
with the international centers in collaborating with developing count."y
 
national r_s. International centers 
have a history and a continuity in 
workLg with developing country LInstitutions. CRSPs €culd well piggybeck on 
that capability whenever possible. 

In terms of the CRSP's curent or potential future contributions to
 
increased food- p-roduction and consumotion, there is, of course, variance as 
one goes fn= one CPSP to another and from one location to another ina
 
given CRS. 
 In the relatively 1)±uited opportunity for specific observations 
on that score, I was deeply imressed with the apparent relevance of of.st 
the.work. Real constraints had been identified and the individual 
scientists were hard at work, attempting to devise avenues around those 
constraints. This ranged fr=i work on.the highly aluminum saturated soils 
ir,Pe.-.r to the seni-arid, water-limiting envioment in Botswana. A most 
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striking e1mple was observed in western Kenya, where the small r~zinant 
CFSP had identified a major problem in the densely populated but mre pro­
ductive enviroTent there. Household intake of animal protein was found to 
be between 80 and 90 percent derived frm Themilk. problem was that the 
traditional source of milk - the large ruminant - was highly inefficient 
in milk production. The cattle consumed an inordinate amount of the output
(forage) from the very small fas on which people were confined wit1 mini­

eal output of milk. An obvious potential answer would be the milk goat 
provided that one could devise systems that would produce excess milk for 
local consumotion. 

A well conceived and designed program is underwav. It has already
 
demonstrated 
 that substtia! increases (at least a doubling and perhaps asmuch as 6or 8 fold) beym.' that frm large ruminants ispossible using 
imroved goats and feeding systems. In six to eight years (1992-94) the
 
hypothesis will have 
been fully tested. If proven, the findings will have a 
major imact on the quality of life in many areas where goat production is
 
pmciced. The 
 impact will extend far beyond western Kenya. There is no
 
question but that the same pR.nciples can be applied dnywhere. Thus the
 
iPact from 
 that sall investUwnt has truly far-reaching implications across 
the developir:g world. 

As to the value placed on CRSP research by host countries and U
 
missicns, again one 
finds a great deal of variation. in general the host 
countries are quite highly enthused and the response of missions varies f.an 
very strong support to at best indifference. 

Peer Group I=a t 

Although a principle assignment of the research advisor, I would just
 
ccent briefly on the effectiveness of MP 
 reviews through the established 

technical peer group operations. 1 believe, as a general -ule, the external 
evaluation panels have been a useful devise, bringing objective and effec­
tive guidance tor the CRSs. From what L have read, seen and heard, they 
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clearly are not bashful about insisting on high standards, on relevance to 
developmen 
and on the need for better collaboration and .multi-and inter­
disciplinary efforts. The CIG'Ps have captured some very superior outside 
talent to serve on panels. Those "volunteers" have devoted a very lar e 
amount of tie and effort on behalf of the progr-ar. It would be hoped that 
such inwut w=ld continue to be utilized and recognized. The rest of the 
management mahinery has snetim s 
been a bit slow to take cognizance of
 
t."ose admonitions but I believe there is imprvement in intra-Cp cmni­
cation as time goes on. 

KO
 



Given the fact that the team visited only selected U.S. universities,
 
host country sites and international research centers, this report may not 
fully reflect the linkages that have developed or are de eloping. Z will,
nevertheless attempt to interpret fron the limited visits what I perceive to 
be the status of linkages in four general categories: 1) linkages amng
U.S. universities and scientists; 2) linkages between U.S. universities and 
host country institutions and scientists; 3) linkages of CSP programs with 
relevant international agricultural research centers; and 4) linkages of the 
CFS with AD missions, and other ArD-sponsored activities in developing

countries.
 

1. LUEs AmIRS U.S. PARrz=IANMS 

It seems to be quite clear that in each of the Ps, strong linkages

have developed amang U.S. 
 scientists and institutions engaged in the CRSPs. 
Although Likages in smw instances such as ang the soils researchers
 
existed prior to the organization of CPs, the exstence 
of the CRSPs
 
provided oportunity and, incentive for developnt of 
a close working

relationship amng the several institutions and scientists engaged in the
 
programs. This is clearly evident in the case of mall ruminants, beans and 
cpeasr and sorghum and millet where the CMP organization has forced and 
forged new working relationships that were not present prior to their 
inception. =Us has done a great deal to coalescn the ex rtise in the
 
subject: mrtter areas 
in both a disciplinary and an interdisciplinary
 
framwork.
 

2. rmwKas B x' a.S. PARr Aw=s AD CC I 'I7Z~T7OWSAMD 

My obse.vations on the linkages between U.S. 'nuniversities and develo 
cntry institutions suggest quite a variance both within and among the 
CRSPs. In som& instances, these !inkages got off to a delayed star- and in 
mn~x ca X off t= forge linkags have been th--d by personnel 
canesr dwges in emphasis in the work, and even changes in host country 



institutions with which the. OPs have been able to work. But it appears
that in most instances, these early difficulties have been overcme and the 
CMPs frcm the U.S. side have developed a rmuch more ccmfortable and effec­
tive working relat0ionsnip with host institutions and scientists. Part of 
this is due to the involvement of host country personnel in the on-going
research activities pa=icularly wer people t-ained in the CMPs have 
returned to take up CRSP research in their hm.institution. 

One difficulty has emrged in terms of which institutions in host coun­
tries have been engaged. In soam cases, the collaborating institution isa

university which often has no direct working relationship and in fact scme­
times a c=etitive relationship with the research agency in the national
 
goverrment. 
Since CRSPs are research prorg 
 and not tec nical.assistance
 
or out-roach orog-ams, the utility of their output is dependent upon having 
some kind of a pipeline fr the research activity to the farLmr. Tbis
relationship is most often effected frm the national rese-cah organization
to the extension system. Thus when a university is involved, this linkage
is more difficU:t than when the host institution is the national research 
system. It ismy observation that the CRSPs have generally moved in the
direction of closer workiM relations with national research systems and

somewhat away ft= the universities. Important 
 to this working relationrship
is the infusion of resear-h results and new science into the internatina.l 
research syst. Thus the working relationships with the international
 
agricultural research 
centers and institutes becas Licreasinly critical. 

Finally, the COSs are just no 
beginning to wory about extension of

ther findings across developing country lines The sorghuvVmillet OW has
dealt with this mtter throug a prime site/secon -y site approach to its
research in the several ecosystm under study. =2e Tropsoils CP has 
begun to c ern itself with netwrkinq'within the env_-rornts within which 
they work. A recent intensive workshop was held in Peru bringing together

30 soil scientists from 11 Latin A.erican countries to review in depth and
plan evaluative activities through a networking model. With a modest amount 
of assistanceo, both financial and technical, this mode praises to bridge
the gw quite effecfely. it this form of networking can be prcmted and
supportad- ina continuing program, then it is quit& clear that the linkages
 



being developed and extended wil. endure. Sh-uld suport not be continued,then there is serious question as to whether the linkages can be instatu­tionalized. Ard it is quite clear that leadership fram national scientistsmust emerge if such networking is to last. 

In my cbservation, an imOrtant spinoff frau the CPs has been instrenghenj-g national research capacity. is has been done by the directcollabOrative wOrking raonship in the planning and conduct of researchand th-ough t-ainirg of national scientists, both degree arnd nne-gee.There is no question but what the M.S. and Ph.D. scientists who arereturning to host institutions will have major and lasting impacteffect.ve 
a on theof those Lnstitutions. Beyond ta.at thescientists ard the U.S. 

linkage between those
universities will persist through the professiona-Irelationships that develco during training and in the planning, c=Iduct andreporting of research results. 

3- LI aE '4 ID? =ML AMICUTUM ESAM mc trs Amm iDia 

As in the case of the naticnal research systems, the CRSPs have dealtwith this subject in different ways with va-ying results. In the case ofsCrhAM arid mille, there had been a standing working relationship amongc-rtsn of the Participants prior to develomnt of the p. These rela­
ti-onships ca~1ed fOrWard Into the CRP as the prg.am.- thcugh camunications were developed.were not always what they might have been,been there hasforged a good working relationship within the sorghum/millet prcgram. 

Likewise with the soils Cnp,betWeen therm was a professional relationshipcertain of the participants and two of the internationa centerswith wIidi that. CP is engaged. Thus, it was fairly st-aightform-. 

mo~ve 
with good linkages anid Collaboration 

to 

urther, int certain of the Tropsoils work.there exists sacim networing activities fra other progrramthe Benchmark Soils Network, such as
the inte ional Board for Soil Research andManagemm, etc., in which the key actors fran U.S. universities, inter­nat=al centers and national P-oran= found a c=naIiy of interest. 

Thus,g nerajin the orkin rhisanu,. a. though infoha, are functioni 
in T rpsoils are fairly extensivquite well. Resources are indeed 

baing shar."i 



In the case of beans and cwpea, there was not a legacy of such collab­
oration between U.S. universities and the two international centers involved 
with these cm:dities. Those linkages by and lare had to be fored in the
implemntation process. Thus there were saw difficulties in sorting out 
and agreei-g on roles. Sama of that difficulty continues althcugh both
 
sides have worked diligently to avoid conflict. 
 There is a free flow of

information and materials 
as appropriate to the objectives of individuaL
 
Programs. The relationship 
has been helped by the presence of leadership in 
bean research at CLAT and COwe& research at IZIA serving as continuing

members of the technical c=miee 
of the bean cwpea CMSP. This has
 
greatly facilitated keeping the cmznication channels open which 
was
 
extremely important to development of these working relationships.
 

In the case of the =2LU rminants CP, we found quite a different 
sit-uatiOn. There is clearly a scientist tie between the veteriku-ias
 
working in the sall rImnants CRSPS and the animal health progrm 
 at 1RAD. 
There is somewhat less of a professional tie between either thme animal or
the forage scientists in the CRSPs and. those at ICA. We found the inter­
action there to be quits casual, in paxt because there has not yet eme

base of science in either the international center or 

ed a 
the CP where there
 

is c= nallty of 
 interest and thus utility in substantial sharing of
 
resoures. 
 I would expect that to begin to emrge the neover thee to
 
five years as related technologies emerge 
from the two progr-ms. Since =zA
is confined in its research to the African continent, and more specifically 
to sub-Saharan Africa, the Kenva CW =te is th Only one where there is a
felt need for collaboration although the Morocco site should alaso be of 
interest and concern to =% as that work relates to the semi-arid and arid 
envirments where sheep and gots are imortant in sub-S ' Ira Africa. 

4- LIEAMs Wim A=D MLSIC AND CON pFCRMS 

These Linkages are by all odds the most variable both among -.- Ps and 
among AID missions and persorl. They vary frua n n-existent to negative 
to neutrml to very positive. Not surprisingly, personalities s tetimes get
ioilved as does the philosopy of AM leade=ship. Arnd the relation3h4p 



varies over time depending on individual circumstances. A progra mmy be 
wel- received at one point in tim and the linkage then dissolves at
 
another. And interestingly, the converse 
can also occur. 

A major problem in the agency' s dealing with C!Ws is that mission
 
programs by and large ar 
 technical assistance and institutional develo;mnt 
whereas the CRPs are research and do not have those functions as a particu­
lar thrust. Thus there is an inherent arena for conflict in attmteing to 
fit a C7SP into a. MAID strategy. There clearly are exceptions where =Ws 
have been embraced fully by AID missions in a collaborative relationship 
with the host country research establishment. But there ara, unfortunately, 
other instances in which the relationship is casual at best. It is my con­
sidered judgemer& that the fault is many sided and that there is enogh to 
go around. I think it incumbent on both those engaged in the GPs and on 
missions to work at better cmmnications and see if they can't get on the 
same team. The corimmications problem varies considerably aong the CPs 
and USA=. Where there has not been free and regular flow of infoction, 
the programs have suffered. helieve on the CRSP side that they must do a 
better job of keeping missions informed, providing them copies of reports
and in general work at keeping missions abreast of developments. Where that 
has been done, the relati&nshiis generally are god. 



Date: 31 October 1986
 

Report of Observations on Visits to Management Lntitr Universities and Field 
Sites of Trosoils, Bean/Cowpea, Intsotml and Smal Ruminants CPSPs. 

J. S. Robins 

%ashington, D.C.: 27-29 August 1986
 
After entry meetiriv 
 of the team with Winrock International Staff, met 
with: 

o BIFAD staff 

o P/SfiT steering cmittle 
o S&T/F.A staff
 
" Regional Bureau Agriculture Officers
 
o Mon Plucknett, 0IAR staff 

o S&W/gricuture staff (Project manageLrs)
 

North Carolina State Univ 
 ty- 2-4 Se e 1986 

Detailed discussions with: 
o 0arles Maants, M/O Director 
o Lawrence Apple, Director of International Programs and Studies 
o-Ed Oyer, Cbmn., Board of Di-ectors, Tropils Member, Board of 

Direct=r, Bean/Cwpea CSP.
 
a Bob Miller, Chmn. of Soils Dep-t., 
 NCSU rep. to Board of Directors 
a ?ad= Sanchez, NCSG Program Cordinator for Tropsoils CRSP. 
o Carles Lassiterp N= representative to Srm.I IT minant C;SF, Board 

of Directom.
 
o.Several staff and grduate students.
 

Fashigton, D.C.: 5 Septamber,-1986 
fLenthy visitw with: 
o John Coulter, Cmn., o. soils EEP 
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o Clarence Gray, Chmn., Bqan/Ccqm Eap 
ViCe01ftir, Sorgh w?4illet EEP
 

" PX-/S&T Steering Cmittae
 
" S&T/'gr-. staff (project managers)
 

Michigan State University: 8-10 September 1986.
 
Met with wide array of people:
 
o Don Isleib, Director International Agriculture Progra=m 
o Kim Wilson, Deputy Director nternational, Agriculture Ptogra 
o Palph SMuchler, Dean for international P ograms & Studies 
o Pat Batnes-McConnell, Director MQ/VM 
o Russ Freed, Deputy Director M0/ME 
o Ann Ferguson, WI=,, MO/1. 
o Jim Anderson, Dean of kgriculture 
o Eldor Paul, Chair-Cr and Soils Dept. 
o George Hosfield, Crops and. Soils Dept. 
o Mark Uebersax, Food Scientist 
o Wayne Adams, Crops and Soils Dept. 
o Jerry Jacobs. Contract &Grant Admin. 
o Sue Berqry, Sect. -M0/ME
 
a Carolyr. Snow, Acat. 
 - O/bM 
o George Arinn - Reso~rcs Devel. Dept. 
o Rober= Gast - Ext. Sta. Directo 
o Paul Mage - Chair - Microbiologist 

University of Nebraska - 10-12 September 1986
 
Met with.
 
o Gler Vo12mar, Dir.,r V/ME International 
o JohnL Yohe, Rep.. Dir. M3/ME 
o 13. Woods Thaas, Chro., Board of Di-ectors 
o B= Iv ler, Agricultural Econmist - Deparment Head 
o Darrel Anderson, Agroron - Head 
o Roy Arnold, W Chanellor for Agriculture 
o Several scientists and graduate students 
a Roger Ulinger, Head of Horticulture Dept. and Chron. Bean/Cwpea CRSP 

Board of Directors. 



University of California, Davis- 15-16 September 1986 

o David Robertshaw, Director, MO/ME Small Ruminants CRSP 
o Bill Weir, Dep. Dir., M/bM 
o A. G. Marr, Dean of Graduate Divisions, Member Board of Directors,

Small RLants CSP 
o Eric Bradford, Animal Sciences, TC representative­
o Harvey Olander, Veterinary Sciences, fomer TC representative­
o D. Osburn, Veterinary Science 

Lima, Peru: 17-20 September 1986
 
Met briefly with AM staff:
 
o David Flood, Deputy AM 
o Tim Miller, Project Officer, Tropsoils 
o Molfo Jurado, Project Officer, Small Ruminants
 
With Small Ruminants collaborators:
 

o Enrique Nolte, Site Coordinator 
o Chela Prado, Admin. Asst.
 
a Ben Onijandria, INWA camtepart and fomer Director of INIFA
 
o Several cooperators fr= IV7 and fra universities (=, UMh%) 

whose names were not provided.
 
and witx:
 
o Dale Bandy, NCSU Country Program Office i-ector 
o Hugo Villachica, Co-Leader of the Selva proram, INPA 

Visited field work of Trpsoils at .urimas: 18-19 September 1986 
NC- personnel:
 
a Pedro Sanchez, Pr ram Coordinator, NSCU, Raleigh
 
a Jose Benites, Team leader
 
a Julio Allegro - Crop Mgnt Spedialist 
o Miguel Ayarza - Grad. Student (Pastures) 
o Cheryl Palm - Grad. Student (Agroforestxy)
 
a Cesar Tepe - Grad. Student (Rice)
 
o Bob Scholes - Grad. Student (Rooting characteristics) 
o Mary Scholes - Grad Student (N. Cycle) 



an,] the following counterpart INIPA staff: 
o Manuel Villavicencio - Station Director 
o Jorge Perez - Crop Management Specialist 
o Luis Arevalo - Rice Research 

On 9/20/86, 1 had an exit meeting with Dr. Nolte since the planned meetings
with Small Ruminants staff on 19-20 September 1986 aborted due to travel 
problems.
 

CIAT, Cali, Colombia: 22-23 September 1986
 
Had extensive discussions with:
 
o Gustavo Nores, Acting Director General 
o Aart van Schoonhoven, Bean Program Leader 
o Carlos Lascona, Acting Pastures Program Leader 
o Jeff White, Bean Breeder 
o Jose Salinas, Plant Nutrition - Pastures 
o Catalino Flores - Intsormil Site Coodinator 

-Tegucigalpa, Honduras: 25-26 September 1986 

Had extended interactions with: 
o Dick Owens - AID Ag. Officer 

o Dan Mechenstock - Intscrmil Site Coordinator 
o J. Silvio Zuluaga - CRSP Bean Scientist at Zamorano School
 
Brief visits with:
 
o Gordon Straub - ADO, AID 

o Marco Castro - Intsormil Graduate Student 
o Keith kndrews - Leader of IPM project at Zamorano School, 

Head of Plant Protection 
o Jorge Ronan - DNean of Zamorano School 
o Leonardo Corral - Head of Agronomy, Zamorano School 
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'ashington, D.C.: 29 September ­ 3 October 1986 

Follow-up visits with:
 

o S&T/FA and Agr. staff
 

o LAC Agr. Officer
 

o PPC/S&T Steering Committee
 

o SAA/S&T, N.C. Brady
 

Gaborone, Botswana: 9-13 October 1986
 

Had discussions with:
 

o Paul Daly - AID Agriculture Development Officer 
o Mr. Larson - Consultant to Min. Ag. - USDA, PASA 
o Bill Stewart - Jones; Dir., Crops Research, Botswana Ag. Research 

Service. 
o Jim Paterson - Peace Corps, Bean/Cowpea CRSP 
o Miranda Mortlock - Grad. Stdant, Intsormil
 
o Mary Molefe - Botswana ARS counterpart, Intsormil 
o Doug Carter - Intsormil PI 

o David Gollifer, Director General, GOB/ARS 
o John Humnon, Mission Director, USAID 

Nairobi and Kisumu, Kenya: 14-18 October 1981. 
Ver, gc-xJ discussions with: 

o David Lundberg -ADO, USAID
 

o 
 Bob McCullock - Redso Agricultural Officer 
o Bob Armstrong - Redso Agricultural Officer 
o Bill Faught - Redso Agricultural Officer 
o Adrian Mukhebi - Site Coordinator, SR CRSP 
o Sam Chema - Kenya Min. Ag. - Counterpart to CRSP PI 
Five CRSP scientists and counterparts in GOK Agricultural Res:arch 

Program 

o Ross Gray - Director General, ILRAD 
o Roger Rowe - Assistant Director General, ILRAD 
o Don Mukunya - Former B/C Scientist at University of Nairobi
 
o Solomon Bekune - ILCA rep. at ILRAD 
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t Ibadan, Nigeria: 20-Z2 October 1986
 
Had discussions with:
 

o LArry Stiefel - Drector General, ITA 
o Jahn Pendleton - Director of Research, I 1 
o Toy Juo - Soil Scientist, FS Program 
o Eugene Terry - Director of Training 
a~S. RL Singh. - Leader of Cowpe.program, =M. 
o Len Reynolds - fL Progr= leader 

-o B. T'. Kang %ley Cropping specialist, Ik
 
o 
Paul Lippald - UStD representative at IrM 

Washington. D.C.: 23-31 October 1986
 
Report writing and follow-up meetings in AM
 

GEERAL 

I. The distinguishi;r characteristics of the four MPs that we reviewed
 
areT
 

A. Hw very different they are in organiztion and management, and
3. How similar they are in concept, i.e. "collaboative', uresearch,
 

smportU!*, *progran.
 
Although. eah "follows* the guidelines, 
 i.e. operates thzrgh a Managment

Office (MO) at a University that acts as Management Entity (ME), 
 has a Board
of Directors (BD), a Technical Caz ttee (TC), and an Uxternal Evaluation
 
Panel (-W), the similarity pretty much ends there. 
 The roles perfored by
the sevea=t elements vary a great deal. And in sm cases, different actors 
in a given C even perceiv* that given roles are perforred by different 
elmnts Of the structure. In on& case, the MO plays a strorq role in 
decisio making whersas in amother the role is quimt passive. One TC is 
very influential in. decisions. about programs and budgets while another 
camrZfly avoids substance in their interactions. Similar differences in 
behavio and in influence exist =n the Es. Intsormil has invented a
fifth entity - a council of "Ecological Zone Coordinators* which appears to 
have saw significant clout. 



The organization of the research likewise varies. Bean/Cowpeas deals with 
many mall, highly targeted projects whereas the other three deal =re
 
prgramm-tica1y with selected envirnts. 
 Tropsoils operations in a 
given envir -ment are largely done by one participating U.S. university with 
sawe collaborating host country institution whereas Sma Rinants and
 
Intsonil engage researchers frm several U.S. 
 and often several host
 
institutions in a givmn environment. 
 ZIntsomil engages several ountries in 
a given eco-geographic region but Tropsoils and Small Ruminants confirw
 
operations t= a single c=utry. Same collaborate intimately with
 
International Agricultural Research Centers 
 (IACs) by postin scientist at 
Centers while others maintain a =rs arn length" relation.sip. 

But with all those differences, the similarities show throh. There is
 
substantial collaboration between U.S.. 
 and Developing Country scientists.
 
Generally the =laboration extends to institutions, i.e.. U.S. university
 
(ies) and host country research organizations and/or universities. Often
 
there is collaboration among U.S. institutions 
or scientists. Generally,
 
but: not always, AM Missions are parties to the collaboration through
 
particati in fundirq and interaction in planning and evaluation.
 

There is "support from a variety of sources and in a variety of forts. 
Saeimes it is money, but often it is 'things'or people - many times it is 
technical ar moral. 

Each of the 4 CMPs is (or perhaps was) a well-rounded progr engaging the 
several relevant disciplines in a global context. I say, p"erhaps was", 
because with recent unding reductions, what uy prove to be key elemnts of 
programs, notably in the social. sciences, have been terminated. 

Zinally, each of the 4 progr is engaged is sbaanti.v and, by al. 
appearances, quaity research. And as scientists trained in the CUPs 
return to their home countries, the quality and quantity of resuach and 
collabration goes up significantly. 
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UI. Each of tle 4 aPs has done remarkably well in attracting quality

scientists from the U.S. 
 side. And the participants frmm the U.S. side have 
pretty much "stuck with itm. There has been less stability on the host
 
country side where frequent personnel changes and ups and downs 
 in support 
have occurred in several cases. 

I. Thug perhaps rot visualized at the outset, graduate degree training
has bec a major feature of the 4 CRSPs examined. Through June 1986, 430
host nation students had c=leted MS or PhD degrees with CRSP support, 
a large mber of students funded frn other sources 

and 
have done their thesis

research in the CRSP's. There is little doubt that this feature may be the 
imortnt and enduring output of the CFSPs.most 

The impact of these 
professionals in govermnt, in universities and in business and industr-y in 
developing countries will surely be large and positive. 

IV. A parallel cntribution in which trained personnel play an uqortant
part is in the developmnt and maturation of institutions in the host 
nation. Me presence of the U.S. instituticn generally, but not always
inacts the hosting institution in a positLve way.. And the impact is
accelerated as trained Professionals return to the host nation institutions. 

developing "alumi assoc-ations'Them of the CRSP s will have a contmzlingpositive influence on U.S-/host natio7 relations in addition to the i-act 
on the instituticns in which the alumni work. 



S-P-rcp ODSMEVATM 

I. OILS - TRPICL SOILS RSP 

T-oils engages four strong S university soil. science groups working
in four developing countries. oneIn only case does more than one unive.­
sity work in a given country. This is in contrast to the soall ruminants 
and sorghLgfmillet CRSPs where, several universities may engage in a partic­
ular host country site. Alt-hough this model greatly simplifies management, 
it appear to lessen inter-institutional collaboration. 

The greatest attribute of this CRSP is that it has brought to bear a
 
critical mass of resources on sm of t*e developing worlds most seriou­
probles. A CP didn't have 
 to exist to do that, of courst,, but it is
 
indeed fortunate that Tropsoils does exist. 
 Only in a very few cases out­
side the CRSP is the tropical, soils problem being engaged iz a significant
 
way. Them is a 
great deal of excellent and much needed work underwy. It 
wiLt have a. large impact in the lon run, provided mechanisms can be found 
to network the research in envL-onments si.1la to those in which the CRSP
 
is engaged.
 

The management office in this particular CRS plays a very significant
 
role in decision-making. The technical cmittee plays lesser role than
a 

L the other three program visited and 
 the Board of Directors appears to
 
lean on the management office 
to take the lead in both proposing pro r=m 
changes and in their implemntation. I was impressed with the staure and 
tmpct of the external evaluation panel. It is a small one but nonetheless 
exercises substantial influence. In recent time it has extended its tech­
nical cpetence by brirnzqi on board. for pa-icular reviews, short-tecn 
constitants who advise on particular activities. 

Concern with how to outreach the technical findings of the CRSP has been 
addressed, particularly by the North Carolina State University researchers 



working in Peru. A threewee long workshop was recently held bringing,
together about 30 soil scientists fra 10 or 11 Latin American countries. 
Me work in Peru was .horouhly reviewed and ways in whic findings could be 
tested, evaluated and refined in other countries in Central and South 
America was discussed. It sews likely that there will be four or five mini 
networks emerge fran that workshop. With a modest amount of assistance, 
mrticularly with respect to suport of the mini network coordinator and in 

payment of travel costs ac.-oss the region, there wold seem to be good pros­
oects for develomant. of strong linkages among participating countries Ln 
evaluating and refining technologies. 

Trsils feels under some pressure to engage itself on the African
 
continent in the ht id/suhhunid tropics. Same have gone so far as to sug­
gest that the Peru and Brazil locations be abandoned in favor of a move to
 
one or more sites in Africa. 1 believe this to be 
a dangerous suggestion
and one which would involve a very large oooo=i.ty cost. First, the work 
w'ld be much more expensive in Africa. Secnd, the abandoment of the Peru 
and Bcazil sites would incur a five- to ten-year haitas in progrm develop­
me t and a cammenstamute loss of impeus in 
 the pro;ris. This is not to say
that the OP should ignore humid. and subhumid tropical soils problm Ln 
Af-ica. But it seems to m- thal- the way to do that is to link wit 11'.A in 
develOPin and. backstoppin networking activities in countries such as
 
Zaire, Camerjon, Nigeria, Cana, Liberia, etc. A good linkage already

exists, alt-hou.gh an informal one, with researchers at ITA. Those linkages 
need to be continued and stren;thened and, perhaps at same point, a bit more 
fomility developed and iz nd in the coqrative relationship. 

I: su%arr I was very pleased with what I saw in Peru and what I heard 
ab=ut the work in Brazil and Indonesia. Findings !r= that work are already 
having irwact. The activities in Indonesia and in Niger are somewhat less 
matre than the work in Pe. and Brazil so it will require a bit more time 
before much info~raticn for networking becanews available.. 

v1 



II. - ME SMIM/M.Lrfl! 

In contrast tz the site specific, prgramatic involvement of single
ins,"itutions in the t='ica.al soils CRSP, the sorghum/millet CP en.loys a 
muiti-istitutional prim site/secondary progratic site approach. Prime 
and secondary site selection is based on agro-ecologies and at present five 
zones are uer study. Ihe approach does prcote inter-institut.onal col­
laboration where there is in fact. more than on university engaged and it 
Prtes and facilitates collaboration amng researchers thanin more one 
cutry wiLthin an ecological zore. The matter of how to retrench in 
declining budget situations such as presently faced presents a problm in 
this approach in contrast to the tropical soils activities where an indi­
vidual institution makes the primary decisions on what to discontinue when 
there is a funding shortfal. I wonder whether prospective resources can 
support the range of subject matter currently being pursued in this MP. I 
suspect that s hart decisions will need to be made as to where to place 
continuing emphasis­

t noted good cooperation between Intso=mi and Trpsoils in Latin 
America where Tropsoils is evaluating acid and alumim tolerant sorghm
lines identified by Intsormil at C= headquarters. Sam very interesting
and prising materials have been identified. I saw no evidence of collab­
oration with ICRISAX in the Latin America work except as IISAT ge.lan

is used in the prorams. Given the potential and interest in sorhm and
 
millet in Central and South America, ICRISAX should perhaps rethink its
 
involvment in that region. 

Caing now to souther= Africa, the gram is really quite different 
fr- thae in Central and. Souit America. The .hasis is clearly on a rele­
vant set of problems, namly the soil and. water conservation problem in the 
eSni-arid/arid envi.cments of southern .kfica but with only casual consid­
eution of the !un ities dealt with in this CRSP. One wonders whether 
this work is best done within a cammdity CRSP or whether other mechanims 
might be more effective. For- example, one could visualize an expansion of 
Trgwils to take on these kinds of prle or perhaps even the development 



of a new CYSP dealing with the -elationship between soils and climate and 
the management and conservation of water. I await observations on the
 
Tropsoils work in shed a
Niger which may different light on the range of 
considerations dealt with by Tropsoils. Finally in the Botswana case, we 
found little indication of x±e site/secondary site collaboration or coop­
eration. The scientist was cognizant of work being done at Bulo ayo,

Zimbabwe but was only very marginally involved, with 
some collaborative work 
bet en a Botswana Agricultural Research Service scientist and the scien­
tists at Bulowayo. 

In s=m_-y, Z found the sorgh.= millet research to be moving along
rather well even though as indicated above, having som question about the 
breadth of subject matter enx='passed. It may behoove the manaement 
elements of this CIMP to do a bit of rethinking and pe-haps identify two or 
three major constraints on which to concentrate efforts. 

MT. ME BEANvCMPME CRsP 

I visited bean work at the Zamorano School in Sonduras and cowpea work 
in Botswana. I also had opportuity to visit with the bean researchers at
 
== and. the cow-oa researchers 
at =a. We also talked to the previous
 
principal investigator in 
 the Kenya program which is now terminated. I also 
talked with a C= staff msmber posted in Ecuador about that terminated
 
project.
 

Me bean/cowpea work is structured somewhat differently than any of the
other CRSPs that we reviewed. It uses a small project approach rather than 
a prormti one. This appears to stretch the capacity of its management 
and the cowmnications capility of the participants. 

This CP seems to have xre troubled projects that the others we 
visited although it may have been coincidence that the locations we visited 
happened to have the troubled projects. My impression is that ccmmica­
tions wers, not always what they might have been, which perhaps should be no 
surprise in an activity as c=mle as this CISP. And hopefully most of the 
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t.ouble is now history. In the- early going there were similar difficulties 

with both small r-L-i.nts and Intso- il but those seem to have been dealt 

with. 

Interesting views were expressed by the leadership of the bean and 
cowpea research at the two collaborating international centers. Both felt 
that the engagement. of U.S. universities in bean and cowpea work might be 
more eff-ec.ive if more esis were directed to "upstream" rather than 

"dcwnstrean" problems. They also expressed a view that the IAX 's could be 
"exploited" in fostering working relationships with developing country 

scientists. This raises the larger question of hcw one structures a CRS 
that engages research areas that arm within the mandates of intenational 
centers. Is there a way to structure a more mtually supportive reU 

tionship? Perhaps those involved with the MSP's and IARC's should do sane 
brainstoi on this question. A case in point exists presently as the 
networking approach in Africa is fleshed out and the roles of IAC's and 

SIP' s in that networking worked out. 

As to working relationships within the mnagement structure of this 
CRSP, the rotation of riaership on both the Board of Di-rectors and the 
Technical Cnittee has nerhaps left a vacuum at times, but I feel th.at 
prablem is pretty well resolved at this point. Worki.., relations now seem 
to be much better than. ac :ertain times in the past. A L-ust relationship 

has developed between principal Lnvestigators working in the program and the 

several ma ement elements. As these relationships mature, the past prob­

lems are not likely to recur. 

sw due 
lack -of international experience amng U.S. bean and cowpea researchers had 
considerable start-up problems. I think most of these have been dealt with. 

A very great deal of excellent and useful research has been and is being 
done. Zeen at locations that have been or are being closed or redirected, 
san& of.the research has been productive and useful results obtained. Still 

Z would obse-ve that the program has not yvt. coalesced into a fully collab­

ozative- progmm although a great deal of progress along that line has been 
.de/ 

sZIa ry, I would observe that this CRSP, to its conplexity and to 



fv. THE SMALL ROMINAS CRSPS 

-Finally we cane to the oldest C1SP - small ruminants. As in the case 
of other CRSPs, this one had growing pains in the beginning. A large number 
of universities, a very ccmplex inter-institutional working relationship and 
a large number of individual scientists with a comparable counterpart scien­
tific cadre contributed to the early difficulties. Beyond that, at least in 
the case of Kenya, the use of graduate students and later junior scientists 
to perform the work simply did not prove to be a viable option. In Peru, 
it was evident that there was quite substantial and effective inter­
institutional working relationships among the governmental agricultural
 
research establishment 
 and at least two universities in that country. 

would suspect that engagement 
 of graduate student and post-doctoral fellows 
in that instance might work better than apparently it did in Kenya. 

The early going notwithstanding, it is apparent that both in the Latin
 
America and Kenya instances, this CRSP 
 has matured to a very effective
 
programatic activity. Mature 
 scientists are engaged and institu­the host 
tions are providing first rate counterparts in pursuit of relevant research 
whose objectives are quite clear and well defined. It is evident that a
 
great deal has been accomplished 
 and that given another five to ten years, a 
very great deal more will be. 

The technical committee in this CRSP is quite strong and in general has
 
pretty much called 
 the shots. It appears that the management office has 
been subservient and responsive to the technical committee and to the Board
 
of Directors. 
 This perhaps has lessened the decisiveness with which the 
management office has been able to deal witi- problems in host countries and 
at participating U.S. university levels. 

In summary, I observed this to be a well-matured functional and effec­
tive program which has done and is doing relevant and useful work in the 
interest of poor people in developing countries. I believe that more cogni­
zance might be taken of opportunities to collaborate with ILCA, particularly 
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in the sheep and goat work being done at IITA. It was not ev'ident that 
either the CRSP or the ILCA scientists were really cognizant of the others' 

work on quite similar problems. 

V. LIAGES 

Several sets of linkages will be considered here. 

A. U.S. Institutional Linkages 

It is quite apparent that at least three of the CRSPs have made great
 
strides in improving inter-institutional linkages within 
 the United States. 
The soils CRSP participants of course has a long history of collaboration 
among the four involved universities as a result of earlier 211-D and other 
institutional grants such as the benchmark soils project. In the case of
 
small ruminants and beans 
and cowpeas, in particular, and to a considerable 
extent the institutions in INTSOMIL, such early collaboration was less
 
evi.dent. The CRSP program has forged 
strong working relationships among the 
several participating universities. These linkages will be a major positive 

force deriving from the CRSPs.
 

B. U.S. University/Host Country Institutional Linkages 

The degree of development and effectiveness of U.S. universities/host
 
government institu'. >ns linkage 
 is variable both among and within CRSPs. In 
some instances, i is a scientist to scientist relationship as prevails 
sonewhat generally within the bean/cowpea CR3P. In others there is a multi­
institutional linkale among several host country institutions and several 
U.S. universities a. in the case of small ruminants in Peru. in still 
others, there is a single or a multiple U.S. institutional involvement with 
a single institution in a developing country as in the case of mall rumi­
nants in Kenya. Again, this variety and level of linkage will have major 
continuing impact where such linkages are now succeeding and continue to, 
receive the nourishment to persist.
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On the, other side of th& coin, there have been nea linkag
 
generated where 
 lack of cmunication and misunderstandings have resulted in 
sa 
 serious conflicts in inter-insti-.utional or inter-scientists relation­
ships. Ln ger ral the CRSPs need to take cognizance of and deal on a timely 
basis with the interpersonal and inter-institutional corflicts as changes in 
the OSPs are negotiated and implemented. 

C. CMP/AmD Linkages and Relationships 

As in the case of other linkages and working relationships, the CRSP/AD 
relationships vary markedly. 
In scm, cases, missions have been highly
 
supportive and have taken in the C1P as a lon;-te=.c 
 onent of their
 
developent programs. In c'?r 
 cases, there have been serious conflicts and 

disagreements with respect to t : CP presence and activities in the
 
country. 

These differences in relationships generate fran several underlying 
causes. Not the least of these is personality conflicts between one or more 
of the actors inmolved with the relatdonship. Secondly, the AM propunity 
tz redesign rather than to implent program soetims has been a factor.
 
Thi-ly, on 
occasion there has been a negative bias toward research.
 
?curthly, 
 there has been a c=petition for control of resources. And
 
finally, and most importantly, has been the differences in level and effec­
tiveness of camnmicaticns between P managers and scientists and AD
 
Washington and Mission staff.
 

Scme of these proble are more amenable to solution than others. It is 
difficulzt to Overc biases but less difficult to imrove c=.muications. 
But above alL, it is incumbent upon both AID and the CRSP management to
 

recnizetwo 1mportant facts: 1) research is 
 a long-term enterprise that
is highly suoportive- of t-. developmental process. Maintaining continuitvy 
of progr= is extremely imortant. 2) CRSP leadership must recognize the 
importance of involving missions in these program. Maintaining co-nziica­
tions and interactions that can lead to mission "ownership" of programs is 
critical. 



Furt.her to the question of C-SP/.% relationships is in the are-a of 

continuity and assurance of funding. In part-icula is the need to have 

assured funding 2or much longer time horizons than currently is the case. 

For examle, the sall ruminants C4P is extended curently to the end of 

fiscl 1987 withut even tentative assurance of continuation. Beyond that 

tba level of finding- for the last year of the projec= is in some uncer­

ainty. In the soils and. cer".im other CR1Ps there is an apcparent problem 

in t r of pipeline re -mrsimnts. AM clearly needs to reconize that 

funding asmrances rmst be extended and adequate funds made available for 

-FSPsto meet no-al cmmitments to faculty, students and host. gove r.nts 

If CRSPs are to ruain a viable on-going enterprise. 

Beyond. the r d for assured and stable longer-tam= funding, it would 

appe that the aSs have been subjected to repeatad reviews and critiques. 

'mis has cn.t-rIu~td to a feeling of insecurity which has been and continues 

to be-a penalty to the effectiverss of the program. They simply should not 

be subjected t= the kind of uncertainties that go alcr, with such frequent
and pervasive revews. AM should have faith in t*he nagemnt processes 

that ,rem jointly evolved and be prepared to let them work. 
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BACKGOUND
 

Following the 1985 review of the USAID Division S&T-ABS the Adminis­trator requested that S&T and PPC undertake a review of the CRSP Program

and determine its effectiveness as a long-term investment. 
 The purpose
of this reviev was not to evaluate the technical quality of the research
effort nor to second guess their technical judgements. Rather it yasintended to assess the effectiveness of the peer group process and to assure that 
the peer groups are independent, composed of proven talent
in appropriate areas, and asking the right questions. 
 By this means it
should be possible for AID to effectively measure technical progress and
determine from a technical standpoint whether the CRSPs are on ta'getand whether 
their research is conducted according 
to internationally
 

accepted standards.
 

Reviev Activities
 

The review itself 
was conducted during 
the period August 27 through
December 31, 1986 of which the research advisor participated in domestic

travel to Washington, D.C., four participating 

andlead universities
Winrock 
 International 
Headquarters 
 in Arkansas during 
 the period

August 27 through September 26, 1986.
 

The review panel, comprised of three members, assembled in Washington on
August 27 and began a round of consultations &nd discussions with USAID
personnel, resources people in the World Bank and other Washington agen­cies; and then comenced a series of visits to the four lead universi­
ties of the following CRSPs:
 

Tropical soils 
- NCSU, Raleigh, North Carolina
 
Small Ruminants -
 UCD, Davis, California
 
Beans and Covpeas --
MSU, East Lansing, Michigan
 
Intsormil --
 UN, Lincoln, Nebraska
 

From Davis the research advisor proceeded on to Winrock InternationalHeadquarters at Morrilton, Arkansas for further study, review of field 



--

notes, and wrting up of his report. His assignment 
was terminated 
on
 
September 27, 1986.
 

Consultations
 

The 	 reviev team met with a large number of resource persons onseveral aspects of 	
the 

program management, planning, operations, evalu­ations, and organizational matters. Vhile all consultations are judgedto be very useful to the 	team's 
overall assignment, those 
meetings

considered most relevant 
to the research aspects of the four CRSP pro­
grams included sessions with the following:
 

1. J. Malcolm and T. S. Gill 
- AID/V on the Trop-Soils CRSP
2. H. Hortick- AID/V on the Bean, Covpea, Intsormil, and Small 

Ruminants 
3. D. Plunkett 
- The World Bank, Washington on all CRSP programs

4. J. Coulter - The World Bank, Washington on the Trop-Soils CRSP
5. C. G. Gray - Member EEP for Beans, Covpeas, and Intsoruil.
 
6. 
C. B. McCants - Program Director 
for 	Trop-Soils at 
NCSU,
 

Raleigh, NC
 
7. R. Miller - Head 	of the Soils Department at NCSU, Raleigh, NC

8. P. A. Sanchez -
 PI for the Trop-Soils CRSP in Peru
 
9. E. Oyer --
Chmn. Trop-Soils Board and Member-Bean/Covpea Board
10. 	 C. A. Lassiter for Small Ruminants Nutrition at 


- PI 
NCSU,
 

Raleigh, NC
 
11. 	 P. Barnes McConnell - Program Director for 
Bean/Covpeas 


MSU, East Lansing, Michigan

12. 	 R. Freed - Associate Program Director, Bean/Covpea CRSP, MSU,
 

East Lansing, Michigan
 
H. V. Adams
13. 	 - PI for bean breeding, MSU, East Lansing, 
Michigan
 
H. A. Uebersax
14. 	 - PI for bean quality studies, MSU, East
 
Lansing, Michigan
 

15. 	 A. Ferguson -
 PI for social science investigator, Bean/Covpea
 
CRSP, HSU, East Lansing, Michigan


16. 	 G. Vollmar --
 Program Director, Intsormil, 
 UN, Lincoln,
 
Nebraska
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17. J. Yohe - Assistant Program Director, Intsormil, UN, Lincoln, 
Nebraska
 

18. R. Uhelinger - Chairman of the Bean/Covpea CRSP Board
 
19. H. Clegg - PI for sorghum agronomy, UN, Lincoln, Nebraska

20. J. Maranville - PI for mineral nutrition of sorghum and 

millet, UN, Lincoln, Nebraska 
21. 
 J. Eastin - P1 for sorghum millet physiology, UN, Lincoln, 

Nebraska 
22. V. Nelson - PI for Intsormil economics, UN, Lincoln, Nebraska
 
23. D. Nelson - Head of Agronomy and Soils, UN, Lincoln, Nebraska
 
24. V. Veir - Former Program Director for Small Ruminants, UCD, 

Davis, California
 
25. E. Bradford - PI for animal genetics-Small Ruminants, UCD, 

Davis, California
 
26. D. Osborne and H. Olander - PIs for Small Ruminant health, 

UCD, Davis, California
 
27. B. Webster - PI for Bean/Covpea CRSP, investigations in Kenya
 

- UCD, Davis, California
 
28. I. Buddenhagen 
- Coordinator for Food Legume Investigations,
 

UCD, Davis, California
 
29. C. Qualset - Director of the Genetic Resources Conservation 

Program, UCD, Davis, California
 
30. S. R. Temple --
Former Bean Breeder at CIAT; 
nov Extensionist,
 

UCD, Davis, California
 
31. B. Swanson - PI for bean quality investigations 
at VSU,
 

Pullman, VA
 

Graduate Students
 

Graduate students have a particularly important role in the trop-soils
program both at their home university and in host countries. 
At present

the NCSU program has 18 graduate students, nine of whom are supported by
the Trop-Soils CRSP. 
 Not only do these graduate students contribute to
the research program, they also serve as representatives of the Trop-Soils CRSP abroad. 
In such assignments, carefully-selected, mature, and
internationally-oriented graduate students 
serve 
as 
junior. scientists


and key elements of the Trop-Soils CRSP in the host country. In some 
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cases, the student may be the only expatriate representative of this 
at some locations
CRSP in target countries (Peru, Brazil, Niger,
 

Indonesia).
 

At MSU ve met vith ten graduate students representing a very vide range

of agro-ecological 
zones from Iraq to East 
Africa, West 
Africa, and

Mexico. They are completing their Master's and Ph.D. degrees in such
highly relevant topics as bean quality - especially cooking time and 
starch characteristics; epidemiology studies of bean bruchids; genetic

diversity including electrophoretic patterns of isozymes in beans from
Malavi; the 
 occurrence 
and nature of anti-nutritional 
elements in
 
covpeas; combining drought 
resistance and 
nitrogen fixation 
in beans;

and intercropping studies of beans with maize and other associations.
 

The graduate students working on sorghum and millet at Lincoln vere 
likewise very interesting, representing host countries like India, 
the

Philippines, and 
Colombia. 
 Their projects include investigations 
on

phosphorus uptake 
 efficiency utilizing 
 the vesicular-arbuscular
 
mychorriza and the effect of aluminum on P uptake in sorghum. Other 
students were studying nitrogen metabolism in sorghum, the physiology of

drought resistance in sorghum, and development of an effective screening

technique for evaluating drought tolerance. 
All of these students indi­
cated plans to return to 
their home country on completing their degrees.
 

Although time vas too short to meet with students of the Small Ruminants
 
CRSP, that program has been particularly productive in training 77 H.S.

and 48 Ph.D. students in the U.S.; and 56 H.S. and 5 Ph.D. students intheir home country. In addition, a large number of students and young

researchers have received various kinds of technical training under the

auspices of these CRSP programs. The quantity and quality of graduate
and technical training resulting from CRSP program activities are judged
to be excellent and vill undoubtedly represent the most significant and 
enduring contributions of this and the other CRSP programs.
 

RELEVANCE OF THE RESEARCH
 

The technical programs of the four CRSPs reviewed, with few exceptions,
 
appear to be of 
excellent quality 
and quantity. 
 In general, the
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research appears 
 to 
 be highly relevant in addressing the major
constraints to increased production 
and utilization 
of the target
commodities and to improved management of some tropical soils. 
However,

it is not entirely clear how priorities are established nor whether the
current mechanism 
for allocation 
of resources 
is appropriate 
to the
magnitude of need as viewed by the potential users and 
consumers of the
respective commodities in targeted regions abroad. 
Undoubtedly, the PIs
of domestic institutions in the U.S. exert 
a strong influence on

the disciplinary and problem focus of 

both
 
the programs undervay. While it
may be assumed that most of the directions and 
resource allocations are
efficiently used by the different programs, It does not necessarily hold
 

that these are always appropriate to the situation and need.
 

The Four CRSP Programs
 

The four CRSPs have developed programs 
that are 
clearly beneficial to
both domestic and host 
country goals 
and activities. There may be
instances where investigators tend 
to compromise development priorities

somewhat in favor of 
their own interests. 
Hovever, the different mana­gerial strata have attempted 
to rectify such aberrations and it appears

they have been largely successful in this function (when given enough
 
time).
 

There is a limit 
to how much supporting research 
can be carried out in
domestic institutions. 
 For example, most U.S. institutions are located

in temperate or sub-temperate climates where only one field crop a year

can be grown under long-day lengths. This limits the possibilities forfield research on crops like covpeas, pearl millet, and other associated
 
tropical plant species.
 

Trop-Soils. 
 The CRSP program appears 
to have 
the highest immediate
 
relevance 
and impact on 
tropical agriculture development Trop-Soils.

This CRSP has built on 
a long history of activity, mainly 
in the low
humid tropics of 
Latin America, and 
 cadre
has a of highly qualified

professionals involved in the program. 
Host of their PIs, especially at
NCSU, have extensive field experience and have produced a large body of

knowledge and 
expertise 
in soil research 
in the low humid tropics.
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Hovever, their expertise in the semi-arid trepics 
is more recent and
 
less extensive.
 

The Trop-Soils CRSP is distinct from the other three CRSPs in that it is

focused on 
the management of a basic 
resource rather than a commodity.

For this reason, the application of tropical soils 
technology must 
be
linked vith a commodity - plants or animals ­ to be useful to the
primary client. 
 Since much of the applied knowledge about soils of 
the
humid tropics is already reasonably well understood, it may be desirable
 
to include other 
basic resource studies 
(e.g. rainfall, temperatures,

humidities, 
and vind) and native or othervise useful plants both
 
domestic and wild.
 

Small Ruminants. 
 The Small Ruminants program was 
found 
to be both
highly relevant and to have potential for making a significant impact on
 
some of 
the World's 700 million sheep, goats, and camelids. This pro­gram is the 
oldest 
of all CRSPs, being established in 1978, has had

exceptionally good leadership from the outset, has mobilized outstanding

talent In both domestic and host country scientific communities, and has

made excellent progress 
in understanding animal 
responses 
to a wide
 range of ecological and management conditions 
across the 
three conti­
nents (Peru, Brazil, Morocco, Kenya, and Indonesia). 
 Much information
 
on secioeconomic factors and interactions has been collected, analyzed,

and used in planning research activities and strategies. Rapid strides

have been 
made on understanding 
the nutritional 
aspects of 
animal
 
production involving a range of forage, browse, and crop residues.
 

Small ruminants are 
an 
integral and ubiquitous enterprise among small

farmers 
of the developing world. 
 The SR-CRSP has 
in the past eight

years assembled an impressive body of knowledge regarding the production

of small ruminants in their target regions. 
Moreover, animal technology

is more universally applicable across environment and management systems

than it is for plants and crops. This means that good technology andmanagement practices are widely applicable; but it may also imply that
future breakthroughs in research findings are likely to morebe incre­
mental than the 
 major breakthroughs achieved in the past. 
 Essentially
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then, current and 
future needs vill 
increasingly 
become problems of
adapting and extending the knovledge already available.
 

Tvo areas are exceptions to this thesis. The fundamental problem ofsmall ruminant production in LDCs centers on animal nutrition.
involves increasing This 

the total availability of balanced feedstuffs andproviding for seasonal fluctuations in both quality and quantity offorage in sub-humid to semi-arid regions. 
 Unfortunately, the supply of
animal feedstuffs 
is another 
dimension requiring the 
attention 
of a
separate CRSP comprised mainly of range and forage specialists.
 

The second aspect of animal production vhere further Investigations of
both a substantial and fundamental nature are required is that of animal
health. 
 It will be essential to continue the development of practicalcontrol measures for the major endemic diseases and parasites of animals
 
in small farming systems.
 

Beans/Covpeas. 
 This program 
focuses on 
tvo important yet 
largely
neglected crops that contribute videly to the quality of human nutrition
and life in the developing tropics. 
 In comparison with other subsis­tence crops like maize, wheat, and rice, 
the number of bean and covpea
researchers and production specialists is very small both relatively and
absolutely. 
In fact, most of these scientists and specialists, at least
in Latin America and Africa, 
are associated with 
CIAT (beans), IITA
(covpeas), and the Bean/Covpea CRSP. 
 Although the 
two IARCs have made
considerable progress 
on improving these two 
crops, 
the level of work
underway is not commensurate with vorldvide needs. 
Since constraints in
the technical domains relating to 
the production of these crops are very
great and complex, 
they will require the application 
of sustained
efforts by the world's most knowledgeable scientists over many years 
to
 
come.
 

The Bean/Cowrea CRSP has not yet had a measurable impact on 
the produc­tion of beans or cowpeas, but it has produced valuable, useful additions
to 
knowledge and production technology. 
 In certain areas of bean and
covpea research -- biological nitrogen fixation; breeding for resistance
 
to 
drought and soil stresses; socioeconomic studies and gender issues;
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processing procedures to improve nutritional and taste qualities; andcertain aspects 
of crop evolution, biological control 
of insects,

epidemiological 
studies and seriological diagnostic screening 
-- theCRSP is the most significant and sometimes the only contributor. This program appears determined to 
integrate 
its efforts with 
that of the
earlier established IARCs and to carry theout project both in regions
and disciplines complimentary to 
that of the two IARCs.
 

The short-term impact of the Bean/Cowpea CRSP is not yet significant due
to 
the shortness of time it has been operating. Hovever, the long-term

impact of this program given vise and effective management is likely to
be very great since the need and the demand for these two commodities in
terms of upgrading 
human diet and quality 
of life is practically

unlimited. 
 Therefore, 
this program should rapidly increase in effec­
tiveness over 
the next three to five years.
 

Intsormil. 
 The Intsormil program is 
very sinilar 
to that of the
Bean/Covpea CRSP in relevance and impact. 
 However, Intsormil does build
 on a somewhat larger base of knovledge and pool of scientists particu­
larly in the case of sorghum which has been worked on more extensively
than beans or covpeas, both in the United States and abroad. 
 The oppo­site is true 
for pearl millet, which might be compared with cowpeas in
respect of the base of knowledge and prior work done on this crop.Nevertheless, some profound and revolutionary developments have occurred


in both these crops aas consequence of sustained efforts by a small
cadre of highly competent 
 and dedicated scientists both in U.S.the andabroad, particularly in India. 
 A fundamental constraint to 
the produc­
tion of both sorghum and millet (as well as covpeas) is that they ar..
almost universally rainfed 
 commodities 
and subject to other 
soil
stresses, especially pH extremes, depleted 
soil fertility, and
physical characteristics; 

poor

and are susceptible to a host of insect and 

disease pests throughout the major growing regions.
 

In addition 
to 
applied biological advances, considerable progress has
been made 
on socioeconomic studies, institution building, strengthening

CRSP relationships 
 with 
 country missions 
 and national programs,

effecting interdisciplinary collaboration, and training young scientists
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from host 
countries. 
 In general, 
the relevance 
of the Intsormil 
is
likevise rated very highly as it seeks to address those constraints not
covered veil by ICRISAT. Therefore, the future for this CRSP appears 
very promising.
 

Further details on CRSP research accomplishments are included in Annex 1
 
of this report.
 

Potenital Impact
 

The CRSP programs have attracted some of the best scientific talentavailable in the U.S. and, often, in the world; but some programs arelikely to have more immediate impact on tropical agriculture than theothers. 
 For example, the Trop-Soils CRSP probably
will 
 have the
greatest short-term impact 
on targeted 
area LDCs. 
 The Small Ruminant
CRSP is likvise expected to make some early contributions in regionsvhere sheep and goats 
are important. 
 On the other hand, the
Beans/Covpeas and Intsormil programs have not had toyet time make anymeaningful contributions on a sustained basis. 
Hovever, their potential

for longer-term impact 
could be greater than that 
of the other two
 
CRSPs.
 

In 
order to continue 
its present high 
standard 
of productivity, 
the
Trop-Soils CRSP may need to expand its scope to 
include 
the acid
savannas and steepland; and(or) broaden Its studies of the resource base
 - e.g. climate, water, and adapted plants (as vell as soils). In anyevent, Trop-Soils can only measure its contributions through commodities
produced - e.g. plants 
and animals. 
 Therefore, 
this CRSP 
needs
 
particularly close linkages with the commodity programs.
 

Participant Benefits
 

The CRSP appears 
to be the best ever multi-lateral 
research 
program
aimed at 
applied problems 
in LDC smallholder 
systems. 
 It is highly
potent in bringing bear ofto some the best domestic scientific exper­tise on major production constraints on 
a partnership basis with host­country scientists. 
 From AID's perspective it buys three dollar's worth
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--

of program for each tvo invested. The operative vord for the CRSP con­
cept is "collaboration", 
implying not 
only international 
partnership,

but also close cooperation vith researchers in partner institutions, and
 
even vithin the 
same university -- an approach frequently neglected 
in
 
modern, sophisticated institutions.
 

The CRSP program has become very popular vith participating institutions
 
- at least in the USA. 
 Vithout exception all respondents vere highly

enthused about the way 
these programs are structured 
and operated.

Investigators velcome the opportunities created and are greatly inspired

by their participation in solving important problems 
in LDCs. It is
obvious they have been broadened by the experience; begun to appreciate

different approaches to 
their domestic programs; gained access 
to a much

broader range of germplasm; and discovered the several benefits from a
 
team effort on difficult biological problems. 
In addition, they realize
 
some additional research support 
and have greater opportunities for

travel, 
vhich contribute directly or 
indirectly to 
 their domestic
 
responsibilities.
 

The CRSPs have some obvious advantages for collaborating host countries.
 
Perhaps for the first time they become full-fledged partners in 
a global

mission of 
critical importance to the 
poorest segment 
of their popu­
lations. Moreover, they 
receive significant operational support

supplements national budgets 

that
 
that are all too frequently inadequate or
 

delayed.
 

Perhaps the biggest attraction to HC collaborators is the unique oppor­
tunity of vorking closely 
with 
eminent international 
scientists 

professionals vho can contribute directly to 
their national programs and
 
to their international status as productive researchers.
 

The CRSPs have also become prime sources of training in target regions 
-

-
558 Masters and Doctorates and 1,255 technically-trained students vere

completed by 1986. 
 This does not 
include the benefits derived by

550 LDC scientists 

some
 
in their 
CRSP associations 
vith U.S.campus-based


scientists. 
 Over the long term, this training will 
have the greatest
 
impact on national development.
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CRSP ANAGLENT
 

The role of management in CIRSP 
 programs will be subject 
to more exten­
sive scrutiny by other review team members. 
However, the ways in which
 
the CRSP are managed do have an immediate and direct impact on 
research

planning and execution. 
 Therefore, it is appropriate to include some
 
observations and impressions on 
the management process in this section.

A study of only four CRSPs revealed that despite a set of common guide­
lines, the management process was astonishingly different between CRSPs.
 

All respondents to 
our queries about the value and efficiency of CRSPs
 
in furthering improvement work 
on major food commodities and 
on Trop-

Soils were 
uniformly highly favorable 
- at least amongst the un)ver­
sitles involved. The concept is brilliant in terms of getting diverse

institutions 
to work closely together. It has tapped 
a fantastic
 
resource 
base involving a true partnership in which AID contributes 67
 
percent of 
the resources, 
and the participant universities, together
with their hest countries, invest the remaining third in cash or in 
kind. The projects underway involve the leading researchers in their
field, both thisin country and abroad. However, according to several
 
respondents, the real genius of the CRSP concept is collaboration. 
This
 
collaboration brings both university and their host country participants

together with IARCs and other scientists on a truly partnership basis. 
Engineering this combined effort on 
investigating a common set 
of prob­
lems is necessarily 
complex, requiring a high degree of tact and

diplomacy as well 
as hard work. It involves a multi-layered management
 
structure 
that includes the 
 services of a full-time director and

associate director for the execution of programs, and a stratification
 
of boards and committees 
to carry out the necessary joint planning,

provide institutional 
approval and 
commitment, 
and render impartial

oversight on the program. 
 In fact, one CRSP, 
Intsormil, added an
 
additional 
committee 
called the Eco-geographic 
Zone Consul (EZC),

comprised of six members with special knowledge and 
familiarity of 
the
 
six major regions where that CRSP operates.
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Contrasting Management Styles 

Management roles differ markedly amongst the four CRSP programs despite
a common set of guidelines prepared for Collaborative Research SupportPrograms under Title XII by USAID (June 21, 1985). Most ilteresting 
were the differences between the different CRSP programs and 
the func­
tions 
of their Boards of Directors 
(BD), External Evaluation Panels

(EEP), and Technical Committees (TC). 
 The guidelines state that 

Board operates under a defined charter 

the
 
to 
deal with policy issues, to
review and pass 
on 
plats and proposed budgets, 
to assess progress, and
to advise the Management Entity (ME) on 
these and other matters. The


EEP's responsibility 
is to evaluate 
the status, 
funding, progress,

plans, and prospects of the program and to make recommendations thereon.
 
The TC is established with membership drawn primarily from the principal

scientists 
to develop work 
plans and budgets, review 
the technical
 
progress of total
the research program 
or components thereof, propose

modifications in the techinical approach, and make recommendations on
allocation of funds. 
 These recommendations are 
reported to the ME and

shared with the BD. 
However, the real functions of the three management

activities vary from program to program as summarized below:
 

Trop-Sois. 
 In the case of Trop-Soils the 
Board is considered as

advisory to the management entity and may be overruled 
if the ME does
 
not agree with the Board's recommendations. 
The EEP is also advisory to

the ME and appears important in assessing balance and relevance particu­
larly on the international side. 
 However, the 
TC is very weak, has

little influence or impact, and in fact, hardly ever meets. 
 Therefore,

the 
Program Director (PD) and HE are exceptionally powerful, but 
have
 
established a reputation for being highly efficient and impartial.
 

Small Ruminants. 
 This was the first CRSP to be established. By all
 
accounts 
the first 
Program Director, 
D. Robinson, who 
developed and

guided the program from the beginning, did a superb job. 
 Unfortunately,

his untimely demise 
in 1985 necessitated 
the appointment of 
interim
 
directors, 
the most 
recent of whom has served less 
than a month. How­
ever, the present 
 acting director 
will continue 
 this position if
conditions 
are favorable. 
 He appears to 
have excellent qualifications
 
for this important responsibility.
 



The SR Board includes nine members, five of whom 
are from host 
coun­
tries, 
and it meets 
once a year; but 
the Executive Committee 
(Excom),

comprised of 
five members including one 
HC representative, 
meets more

frequently 
as necessary. Although 
 the Board and its 
 Excom are
considered 
to have functioned effectively and 
as intended, they were

unable to allocate the recent budget cuts on a rational basis. 
 Instead,

the Board decided to reduce all projects on an equivalent basis.
 

The LEP is held to 
be very important in reshaping programs, especially

in relation to development and outreach. 
 The TC also carries much
weight in the small 
ruminant program. 
 In terms of planning, recom­
mending of budgets, 
and making other policy decisions it is concluded

that the 
SR-CRSP has been highly effective in developing its programs,

in establishing linkages 
with host countries, and 
in promoting intra­
institutional projects. 
 This is attributed mainly to 
the effectiveness
 
and excellent direction 
of the former program director. 
 However,
 
prospects are 
good for this 
CRSP to continue its high standard ofoperation if the current director designee assumes this position on a 
continuing basis. 

Beans/Covpeas. 
 This CRSP is characterized 
by a much less influential
 
Program Director, possibly 
because the 
director is a social scientist
 
managing a high proportion (about 90 percent) 
of biological research
 
programs. Moreover, 
the TC a
plays critical 
role in assessing the
rationality of the program, revieving projects for technical quality and
recommending resource allocation. 
 Here the Board is the prime decision
 
maker on matters of 
policy and budget. 
 The EEP is considered 
to have

performed its 
functions 
very well, 
but is somewhat overveighted 
on
administration. 
However, there is a move to shift the EEP's emphasis to

the technical side and international development. 
 Thus, the Bean/Covpeg

CRSP is characterized by a strong TC and Board.
 

Intsormil. 
 This program developed rapidly under the first PD who exer­
cised a high 
level of direction and 
control on the evolving program.

However, this 
 initial advantage 
was offset 
 by serious management

deficiencies later 
on 
and It became necessary to 
change the Director in

1984. Intsormil board 
is considered 
to have functioned very well, 
to
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have acted decisively and impartially in changing directors, modifying
programs, and phasing out less 
productive activities. 
 The TC has also

been very effective in carrying out 
its functions and responsibilities,

the most important of which include developing plans and strategies for
the program. 
 However, the functions of the TC have been modified with
 
the establishment 
of the Eco-geographical 
Zone Committee (EZC) with

which it interacts 
and consults 
on the problems and needs 
of the
 
different regions in which Intsormil operates.
 

The EEP, on 
the other hand, appears to 
be much less effective than is

the case with Trop-Soils and Bean/Cowpea CRSPs. 
In fact, one respondent

suggested that Intsormil EEP could be phased out without any diminution
 
of program functioning and effectiveness. Moreover, the chairman of the

Intsormil Board felt 
the EEP had 
not been effectively used, but 
it was

essential to 
the program in 
terms of legitimizing the program with AID
and other external participants. 
However, the present program director­
ship is rated very highly by the Board, the TC, the 
EEP, and other
 
participating researchers. 
 In fact, most 
of the early criticisms and

recommendations 
made in previous reviews 
have. been systematically

addressed by new management. Therefore, Intsormil is considered to be 
one of the most effectively managed programs among the four CRSPs.
 

Overall Management Effectiveness 

The four CRSPs studied, though ostensibly based on the same management

formula, have evolved quite differently in the 
way each of them func­
tions. 
 Although the boards function similarly, the contrast between the
EEPs and TCs are much greater across the programs. In particular, the

TC is most variable 
-- in the case of Trop-Soils it has little function
 
or purpose as 
currently structured. 
 In other programs with more

compliant management 
(e.g. Small Ruminants 
and Bean/Cowpea) the TC
wields much more 
influence and power 
in the planning and execution of
 
their work programs. 
 It is also apparent that 
the EEP is utilized at
different 
levels of effectiveness 
amongst the 
four CRSPs. This 
may

reflect conditions of early program development, attitudes of the ME and

MO, and the personalities 
of the panel members themselves. The

Bean/Cowpea and Trop-Soils EEPs appear 
to have been 
more effective and
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influemtial than 
those respective panels in Intsormil and Small 
Rumi­nants. 
 Perhaps new management in the latter two programs will attempt
 
to make better use of their EEPs in future.
 

Despite differences and contrasts 
in management, all four CRSPs appear

to function very well in 
terms of program execution 
- at least in the 
context of the domestic institution. However, this observation does n~t
consider the 
efficiency of budgetary allocztion and 
resource use which
 
would be analyzed in another section of this report.
 

Improving Management
 

The several obvious benefits of 
the CRSP program should not 
imply that

further improvement is unnecessary. 
 In fact, there are 
some aspects

which may merit further attention:
 

Budgeting process. 
In general, the Board of Directors, comprised mainly

of administrators from participating institutions (largely controlled by
the recipient university Excom) cut the budget pie. 
This arrangement is

simply 
too cozy and prone to distortion in various ways. 
 Perhaps the

budgeting exercise should be carried out with more balance by including

at least one or 
two strong HC representatives and(or) other external,
 
impartial (nonrecipient) members in the process.
 

Top-heavy management. The stratification of management at 
three or four
levels besides two full-time professional directors 
appears somewhat
 
excessive. 
 Intsormil has even added an "Eco-geographical Zone Council"
 
(EZC). 
 On the other hand, the EEP may not be used very effectively by
some CRSPs. 
Perhaps the EEP could become more effective by reducing the

ntanding committee 
to two 
or three members and co-opting external
 
experts for 
special reviews 
of program activities 
at less frequent
intervals 
(when notable progress 
or lack thereof is apparent). In the
 
case of Intsormil, an effective LEP might 
even partially fulfill the
 
role of the EZC.
 

Setting priorities. 
It appears that participating domestic institutions
 
play a dominant 
role in setting program priorities with obvious impli­
cations for cutting 
the budget pie. Moreover, there seems 
to be
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relatively little input from 
the ultimate users and 
consumers 
of the
 
proposed technologies. 
 To some extent, the socloeconomists 
should
 
assume a protagonist role for LDC 
 interests; 
but active participation

by HC members of 
the Board and 
other management committees 
should be

both encouraged and ensured. 
 Some CRSPs have only nominal HC member­
ship, and Boards often bypass their voices 
through Excoms 
or other
 
devices.
 

Regional focus. 
 There is 
a general consensus 
that tropical humid and

semi-arid 
Africa is in greatest need and is 
also a major producer of
 
covpeas, millet, sorghum, and small ruminants. 
Yet, there appears to be
 some reluctance among the CRSPs to 
develop projects 
on that continent.
 
This is understandable, given 
the difficulties 
of travel and posting

staff there, lack of even 
minimal facilities, 
and dearth 
of trained

researchers 
to collaborate with. 
Yet, there are many important ecologi­
cal producing zones where meaningful research is virtualVy impossible.
 

Perhaps one 
longer term solution would 
be to encourage an organization

like the CGIAR or the Vorld Bank to establish some 1or-profile, regional
 
centers based on 
eco-geographical definitions and needs (similar to 
the

ICRISAT centers 
at Niamey and Bulavayo). These 
could provide modest
 
facilities 
to a wide range of interested institutions 
from the U.S.,

other developed countries 
working on range
a of related agricultural
 
problems, LDC researchers, and IARC scientists.
 

Flexibility. 
 Present management 
lacks flexibility 
to make needed
 
changes, particularly with regard to key personnel, phasing out 
of less
 
productive 
or 
 relevant projects, 
and diverting resources 
 to more

profitable activities. Although changes 
are made, they 
are often too
 
late 
to avoid undesirable consequences or allow a graceful changing of
 
directions. 
 Since priorities 
 change as advance 
and development
 
program,, 
some mechanism must 
be found to 
ensure management moves more
 
expeditiously, particularly in making hard decisions. 
 There may be two

keys 
to this problem -- ensure that the EEP 
 is used effectively, and
 
include strong HC participation in 
the decision-making process.
 

The peer reviev process. 
The peer review process works well in the CRSP
 
context when applied 
to identifying major constraints, planning a course
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of action, critiquing proposals, and evaluating the quality of research
 
done. 11owever, it does not work so veil in making hard, major decisions
 
(such as key personnel changes 
or phasing out less productive projects

and activities). 
 Moreover, it is unrealistic to expect the TC or Board
 
to make important decisions affecting one of their own members. 
 There­
fore, other 
means are needed to 
trigger major changes and actions (see
 
No. 'flexibility" above).
 

CONCLUSIONS
 

The CRSP concept is a magnificent idea whose time has come. 
The first
 
five to eight years have 
been largely exploratory, but 
this initial
 
period 
is also marked by some solid accomplishments both in 
terms of

research progress and institution building. 
USAID will reap much credit
 
in the 
future for the many promising developments underway. 
 The domes­
tic institutions (US) are highly enthused by this new program, but 
some

further fine-tuning of 
management may be beneficial. However, the
 
greatest danger at this stage would be to impose any further cutbacks in
 
budget. This will inevitable result in loss of interest and the compro­
mising of several Important program goals. 
 This program is necessarily
 
a long-term endeavor and cannot 
tolerate threats of declining resources 
-- especially when imposed abruptly. If 
further cuts are necessary,

then entire programs should probably go 
first. Another solution might

be to seek outside sources of funding (e.g. from industry, international
 
bodies, philanthropic institutions, other). 
 This would allow continuing

the present high-priority 
projects and 
 even expanding 
 into some
 
urgently-needed new areas and activities.
 

The CRSP programs have great potential to contribute to 
food production

and agricultural development in the poorest-of-the-poor LDCs. 
 Although

they represent a step in the right direction, their collective efforts
 
do not begin to 
address the total problem. For example, it is highly

doubtful whether the 
major constraints, 
like animal breeding, plant

improvement, integrated 
pest control, and crop/animal management can

really succeed without long-term (10 
to 
20 years) commitment by hgihly

qualified and dedicated researchers adequately supported and working in
 
target eco-geographic 
regions. Up 
to the present neither CRSP or
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national programs (in 
most LDCs) have yet demonstrated the commitment
 
and staying power necessary to address these longer term issues.
 

There is general agreement on the need 
for better cooperation and
 
collaboration between institutions vorking on 
the same commodity. In
 
some cases a start has been made to do this but in other instances only

lip service has been paid to this concept. The most obvious linkup is 
between the CRSPs and the IARCs which have sometimes viewed each other 
with suspicion and distrust. Hovever, this thanless ideal situation 
may be a symptor of early program development when both institutions are
 
trying to establish and defend 
their own 
"turf." Hopefully, closer
 
collaboration 
betveen 
the two parties will grow as they 
become more
 
familiar with each other's goals and capabilities and begin 
to discover
 
the mutual advantages of 
working together. Certainly, there is more
 
than enough work and challenges for all parties concerned for the next
 
several decades.
 

There are other 
participants involved 
in different aspects of CRSP
 
commodity improvement. These 
include several international agencies

like 
IDRC, EEC, ODM, GTZ, World Bank, IADB, IFAD, PVO's, and others.
 
Moreover, there are scores of smaller donors often "standing in line" to
 
support worthy causes in some of the neediest countries, particularly in
 
Africa. 
The problem is there are all too few LDC national institutions,
 
researchers, and 
programs that 
are able to utilize effectively the
 
resources that might be made available.
 

One solution to 
improving the efficiency of international research and
 
mobilizing needed 
support for 
these neglected commodities would be to
 
create impartial, apolitical global networks 
to serve as a protagonist
 
for each commodity. 
 These might consist 
oi small boards or standing

committees 
of two to four widely respected, senior researchers or
 
development specialists with many years of experience abroad. 
 It should
 
be their responsibility 
to serve as "honest brokers" for commodity
 
needs, dethrmine 
global priorities, 
solicit support for national,

regioral, and international activities, and actively encourage cooper­
ation betven Oe several different agencies participating in the common
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improvement effort. 
Above all, the commodity netrork must represent the
 
real needs of both the users and consumers of the commodity.
 

To be effective, 
the network 
must not represent a single 
donor or

political agency 
(such as USAID), but would 
be best constituted by an
 
international agency like the CGIAR or 
the World Bank. 
 It should also

be empowered to co-opt scientists or development experts on the "cutting

edge" of technology generation and diffusion to advise on specific areas
 
and determining priorities.
 

A second problem is the urgent need for eco-geographical zone centers in
 
regions and countries where facilities and national program do not exist
 
or cannot function on 
a sustained basis (especially in Africa). 
 One

solution 
referred to previously would 
be the establishment 
of stra­
tegically-located, 
low-profile regional 
centers (e.g. 
similar to the
 
ICRISAT centers at Niamey and Bulawayo) that would provide basic facili­
ties 
for several international agencies and institutions working 
on a
 
range of commodities and problem areas. 
 These regional centers should
 
be closely linked 
to 
the global commodity network boards and encourage

long-term projects meeting established criteria for targeted commodities
 
and problem areas.
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ANN= 1
 

SOME INITIAL ACCOMPLISHMENTS OF CRSP RESEARCH
 

Some observations and 
inpressions on 
the research programs underway in

each of 
the four CRSPs reviewed will 
be briefly summarized 
in the
 
sections to follow.
 

TROPICAL SOILS CRSP
 

Four domestic universities participate in this program: 
 Cornell, North
 
Carolina State, Texas A&H, and Hawaii. 
 The lead institution is North
 
Carolina State 
University and projects are carried out 
in Brazil,

Indonesia, Mali, Niger, and Peru. 
 Thirty-one U.S. and 21 host country
 
scientists participate in these studies.
 

The Trop-Soils program is off to a running start having the advantage of
 
building on previous soils york (also supported by USAID), especially in

Peru, Brazil, and elsewhere. Consequently, the Trop-Soils program is
 
both more 
mature and advanced, and 
enjoys the participation 
of

professionals with long experience in the field. 
 Initially the program
 
focused on four ecological zones including:
 

- The humid tropics where the dry season is not more than 3 months and
 
where soil acidity and infertility 
are common constraints 
 to
 
production.
 

- The semiarid tropics where a dry 
season of 6 to 9 months, wind and
 
water erosion, desertification and nutrient deficiencies are serious
 
constraints.
 

- The acid savannahs, characterized by a dry season of 4 to 6 months,
 
savannah vegetation, and soils 
that are commonly acid and low in
 
nutrients, but physically favorable to cultivation.
 

- The steep lands, where the terrain makes erosion a serious environ­
mental and agronomic concern.
 

Two domestic institutions have field operations in the humid 
tropics --

North Carolina State and the University of Hawaii 
-- on a primary site 
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at Manaus, Brazil. The University of Havaii 
(vith NCSU collaboration)
 
has a primary research site in the 
humid tropics of Vest Sumatra,

Indonesia. 
The lead institution for semiarid tropics is Texas A&M Uni­
versity vith a primary 
site at Niamey, Niger and 
a secondary site in
 
Mali. 
 The Niger site is closely linked 
to 
the ICRISAT center recently
 
established in Niamey.
 

Some work is carried 
out in the acid savannahs by Cornell University

vith support provided by NCSU. 
 The primary research site is located
 
near Brazilia, Brazil. 
 However, the 
acid savannahs and steep lands
 
ecologies are accorded second priority and 
those projects may even be
 
postponed during the current budgetary crunch.
 

Research activities of the Trop-Soils program focuses or 
 the prim,-y

soil constraints 
to crop production 
in the different agroecological
 
zones vhere they work. 
 Many of the results have been found consistent
 
from site to site even across continents and ecological conditions. The
 
major constraints in tropical soils have been clearly identified and are
 
described belov.
 

Acidity
 

Soil acidity and closely related aluminum toxicity occurs in many areas
 
of the humid tropics 
from the humid tropics from the Amazon basin to
 
central 
Africa and southeastern Asia. The 
main strategies adopted

include applications of lime and 
testing of aluminum-tojrant crop

varieties. 
 The aim is to develop a system based 
on groving lime­
requiring crops vith moderate levels of the mineral.
 

Soil Fertility
 

Research 
continues on possibilities of 
sustaining production through
 
correcting fertility limitations. Nev studies focus on the rates and
 
times of 
fertilizer applications, 
sources of "ertilizers, 
the role of
 
micronutrients, and cycling of major elements, particularly phosphorus
 
and potassium.
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Nitrogen
 

Nitrogen is often 
the first limiting major nutrient 
in the humid
 
tropics. Current and future 
study vill focus 
on greater use of
 
biologically-fixed 
nitrogen obtainable 
from green manures and crop
 
residues.
 

Water
 

Water is often deficient at certain periods, even in the humid tropics,
but there are possibilities for retaining rain water by improving the 
physical condition of the soil surface through tillage, plant cover, and
 
catchments. 
 Moreover, timely applications 
of lime and other major

nutrients can 
increase the efficiency of Hater use. 
 Allied studies are
 
carried out to develop predictive models to aid in planning the cropping
 
system and use of inputs.
 

Lo Input System 

Most small subsistence farmers in the lowland tropics cannot afford the
 
investment nor risks inherent in use of inputs such as intensive 
use of
 
fertilizers, lime, or mechanization. Therefore, a range of low input
options is being examined including the use of moderate levels of ferti­
lizers and herbicides in a range of tropical farming systems.
 

Land Clearing
 

The object of these studies are to develop a strategy for land clearing

research and a netvork of land clearing projects to provide important 
new information on 
this critical aspect of tropical farming.
 

Land Reclamation
 

These projects will focus on reclaimirng barren, eroded, or otherwise 
degraded land through the use of plant residues, cropping systems, and 
tillage. 
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Agroforestry
 

The strategic combination 
of trees 
and annual crops is particularly
 
appropriate in 
tropical production systems. 
 Therefore, opportunities
 
for 
both low- and medium-input production systems usiug 
trees for wood
 
and food production, in alley cropping, and in improved fallows will be
 
examined.
 

Conservation
 

Sustained production in the 
tropics cannot be obtained vithout develop­
ing practices aimed at 
alleviating loss 
of top soil through water and
 
wind erosion. 
 Here, various tillage practices combined with vegetative
 
cover and use of various conservation practices will be designed to 
fit
 
the different agroecological zones and local needs.
 

Soil Characterization
 

Studies on the characterization, classification, and interpretation of
 
soils is designed to provide a better 
understanding of 
the adaptive
 
basis on which soil management recommendations are developed.
 

Extrapolation
 

The Trop-Soils CRSP aims 
to develop technology transferable beyond 
the
 
primary research site. 
 It is believed that soil management techniques
 
can be predicted through systems analysis, and by simulating the soil,
 
plant and atmosphere continuum.
 

Socioeconomics
 

The soil management practices 
need to be tailored 
to the needs and
 
resources 
of the farmers and to 
their culture. Trop-Soils projects are
 
studying 
such factors a: seasonal patterns 
of work, nutrition, diet,
 
income, and division of labor by age and sex. 
 This information is very
 
useful in the design of experiments.
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Among the 
significant accomplishments of the 
 Trop-Soils CRSP are the
 
formulation of practical, inexpensive rays of managing nitrogen 
to hike
 
crop yields on acid savannah soils. The use 
of green manures like
 
Mucuna and other legumes appear promising as a lo-cow alternative to
 
expensive fertilizers.
 

Research over a number of years 
in Peru have found that with careful
 
management, adequate fertilization, and lime that continuous cultivation
 
of food crops on acid and 
infertile soils 
of the Amazon Basin is
 
possible. Given such information and adequate inputs these 
tests indi­
cate that more than 
200 million hectares of the Amazon Basin can be
 
successfully developed. 
 An alternate strategy involving the use of low
 
cost, low input technology will enable poor farmers 
to increase produc­
tion without relying 
on expensive technology and chemicals. 
 Through

careful husbanding of crop residues and organic wastes, and the growing

of nitrogen-fixing 
plants and organisms 
(like azolla and blue-green
 
algae), poor tropical farmers can sustain yields 
several times those
 
realized with normal practices.
 

The practice of mulching has 
been shown to 
have several benefits in
 
tropical systems including those in the semiarid ecology. 
 For example,

woody residues remaining from wood cutting were shown 
to increase soil
 
moisture and porosity and to promote the natural reseeding of key forest
 
species. Another 
promisine development studied in 
Niger was the
 
adapting of animal power 
to an appropriately-sized and engincered "sand
 
fighter," a machine which helps protect young millet crops from blowing
 
sand and thereby reduces loss of stand.
 

SMALL RUMINANTS CRSP 

The Small Ruminants CRSP is a collaborative program involving nine U.S.
 
universities (Colorado State, Montana State, North Carolina State, Texas
 
A&M, Texas Tech, California-Davis, Missouri, Utah State, and Vashington
 
State) and Vinrock International 
Institute in Arkansas. 
 Hzst nations
 
include Brazil, Indonesia, Kenya, Morocco, and Peru. 
 The disciplines
 
involved in this program are:
 

- animal breeding and genetics
 

- animal nutrition
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- forages and by-products
 

- range management and nutrition
 

- reproduction 

- animal health
 

- management production systems
 

- economics 

- sociology 

- systems analysis 

Altogether, some 
72 U.S. scientists and 155 host nation researchers are
 
involved. Among 
the notable accomplishments 
of this program are the
 
development of a vaccine to 
immunize goats against caprine contagious

pneumonia (CCP). The development of a diagnostic test for this disease
 
should contribute to improving health of about 50 million goats in vest
 
Africa and Asia. 
 In other work, the treatment of lambs vith selenium
 
and Vitamin E vas 
effective in lovering mortality by 
50% in Morocco;

vhile dietary supplements of a particular kind of foliage in Indonesia
 
increased weight gains by 
120% and feed efficiency by 
more than 80Z.
 
Similarly, the improvement of pasture and range conditions in Peru vere
 
shovn to 
increase yields of fiber from camelids (llama, alpaca) from 6
 
to 17 pounds annually.
 

It is too early 
to assess the contributions 
from upgrading of local
 
breeds with exotics, but 
some projects like the 
introduction of 
dual­
purpose goats into Kenya have met vith both enthusiasm and success among

the farmers of that country. Similarly, much has 
been learned about
 
improved management systems in both 
the semiarid and humid 
tropics and
 
about 
the current practices and economics of raising small ruminants in
 
these regions. 
 Studies in sociology, economics, and 
systems analysis
 
are providing useful diagnostic information for 
research planning and
 
developing program activities.
 

A promising nev development in animal health has occurred in Brazil with
 
the participation 
of investigators 
from UCD. This grew out of an
 
epidemiological 
 survey and subsequent focus 
 on the "dry country

diseases" of goats caused by Caseous lymphadenitis. This disease causes
 
abscesses, boils, and skin lesions; but 
can also infect internal organs
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vith consequences to health of goats and the quality of 
their carcasses.
 
Current strategy is 
to utilize a toxin of the Billed organism to stimu­
late antibodies to be used as a vaccine. 
 If successful, this will mark
 
a major breakthrough in goat rearing in dry countries and regions.
 

BEAN/COUPEAS CRSP
 

The Bean/Covpeas CRSP managed by Michigan State University includes 13
 
U.S. university participants including Colorado State, Cornell, Kansas
 
State, Michigan State, California 
at Riverside, Georgia, 
Illinois,
 
Minnesota, Nebraska, Puerto Rico, Wisconsin, Washington State, and 
the
 
Boyce Thompson Institute. 
 Host nations include Botswana, Brazil,
 
Cameroons, Dominican Republic, 
 Ecuador, Guatemala, Honduras, 
Mali,

Mexico, Nigeria, Senegal, and Tanzania. However, projects 
have been
 
phased out 
in Ecuador, Kenya, and Nigeria (2 projects). The Nigerian

projects were phased out for "technical reasons" and the other two sites
 
for variety of reasons.
 

Among the accomplishments by the Bean/Cowpeas CRSP 
are several useful
 
and 
valuable additions to knowledge about 
those crops and production
 
technology including:
 
-
 breeding for drought and disease resistance
 
- biological nitrogen fixation
 
- collection and study of land races
 
- biological control of insects
 
- epidemiological 
studies and serological diagnostic screening 
of
 

pests
 
- processing procedures to improve quality
 
- socioeconomic and gender issues
 

In some cases and certain azeas, 
this CRSP is the most significant and
 
sometimes the only contributor to this knowledge.
 

Among the more spectacular developmenr 
 was the importation of about 650
 
tons of California Blackeye-5 (CB-5) 
as a source of seed 
for drought­
stricken northern Senegal. 
 Two other elite strain: developed by IITA
 
made up an additional 200 
torts of 
seed stock but were insufficient to
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meet the total seed requirement. 
CB-5 is an old line California variety

vith high-yielding potential 
and acceptable seed quality 
for semiarid
 
West Africa, but it is highly susceptible to the complex of pests and
 
diseases occurring there under 
normal conditions. Nevertheless, this
 
available stock of seeds made a significant contribution to food needs
 
during a very difficult period.
 

Another important development was 
achieved in Botswana where a resear­
cher from Colorado State identified 
some very early cowpeas (ER-7

originally 
from IITA) with the ability to produce "near-normal" yields

under extreme drought conditions 
when other cowpeas and food crops
 
(including millet) failed.
 

Considerable work has been done on several insect pests of both covpeas

and beans to learn about 
their life cycles and effective, safe means 
of
 
controlling them. 
 These findings are being incorporated into pest

management programs and 
are expected to reduce the 
use of chemicals 
'n
 
commercial 
fields. Concurrently, 
some 
interesting developments have
 
been made on controlling insects during storage which have the potential
 
of causing overall losses of 10 to 20Z or more.
 

Other research with 
a less immediate effect 
on commercial production
 
include the possible use of 
insect pathogens as biological pest manage­
ment tools, development of insect and 
disease resistant beans and
 
covpeas, use of appropriate cropping systems 
and practices to reduce
 
pest damage, breeding for pest resistance, studies on biological nitro­
gen fixation under stressful conditions, improved plant architecture in
 
both covpeas 
and beans, development 
of early and heat-tolerant covpea

lines 
for Africa, development of interspecific crosses between 
tepary

beans (Ph. acutifolius) and common beans (Ph. vujarFis) for better 
drought and heat 
tolerance, and studies on 
cooking qualities of beans
 
and covpeas, especially the hard seeded types.
 

Allied studies on 
farming systems, production-consumption economics, and
 
socio-cultural factors have revealed considerable information useful 
to
 
biological scientists in designing plant types for different regions and
 
purposes, and in planning future research.
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INTSORKIL CRSP
 

Intsormil 
involves five domestic universities including Kansas State,
 
Mississippi State, Purdue, Texas A&M, 
and Nebraska (lead institution).
 
Host countries include Botswana, 
 Brazil, Burkina Faso, Colombia,
 
Dominican Republic, Honduras, India, Kenya, Mali, 
Mexico, Niger, and
 
Senegal. Scientists participating include 51 U.S. and 41 host 
nation
 
researchers. Approximately 89Z of resources are applied 
to sorghum and
 
11Z to pearl millet. Future goals are to increase support for millet
 
research to about 30% of the total.
 

Among the major accomplishments of Intsormil 
are the identification of
 
germplasm that combines high-yielding ability with tolerance of striga,
 
a phanerogamic parasite common throughout the semiarid regions of Africa
 
and Asia. Use of striga-resistant varieties could boost African sorghum
 
production by at least 1OZ.
 

Another notable accomplishment is the identification of germplasm with 
significant tolerance to aluminum and acid soils. This would allow 
expanding of sorghum production in the vast humid soil regions of the 
Amazon basin of South America, coastal vest central and
and Africa, 

parts of southeastern Asia. Other studies on sorghum have quantified 
the important contribution of rotation cropping of grain legumes like 
soybeans, cowpeas, and beans with sorghum. This can add significant 
amounts of nitrogen (50 kg per hectare) thereby reducing fertilizer 
requirements for sorghum crops. 
A new sorghum hybrid developed for the
 
Sudan utilizing parental lines for Texas and ICRISAT, has boosted yields
 
by 152% 
above local improved strains. Concurrently, efforts on millet
 
improvement using Indian materials and lines developed 
at Kansas State
 
have shown increases of 26Z over local strains.
 

prime
 

In Central America, new strains of sorghum suitable for making local 
breads have been developed. In other studies (at Purdue) on seed 
tannins, it has been found possible to obtain resistance to the 
bird pet.s (e.g. Quelea spp.) while eluminating those constituents
 
reducing protein assimilation in children. 
 Progres.s has also been made
 
in combining yield improvement with drought, insect, 
 and disease
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resistance; and in the development of improved cultural practices such 
as soving, fertilizing, inter-cropping vith legumes, and veeding.
 

Future efforts vill continue as they have in the past but vith slightly
 
less emphasis on breeding (28Z versus 36%), vith 
increased support for
 
cultural practices (18Z versus 13Z); but continuing at about the same 
levels in entomology (IOZ); plant pathology (10Z); socioeconomics (12%);

quality and utilization (12Z); and physiology (10%). 
 Regionvise, it is
 
aimed to increase york in Africa to 65Z versus 55% at present, in 
 Asia
 
to 10Z from about 8%, and to reduce resources allocated to tropical 
America to 25Z from about 37%.
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Appendix C
 

SCOPE OF WORK
 

The C-.SP Review should address the following questions:
 

A. Research Direction and Accomplishments
 

1. What are the distinctive features of the CRS-P collaborative 
research mechanism? what is the purpose of each featu:e? To 
what extent is its purpose being accomplished in the four CRSPs 
reviewed? 

2. What is the role of CRSPs research in relation to the
 
Agency's Food and Agricultural Policy, Strategi¢c Plan, Agency

priorities, legislated relationships with U.S. universities and
 
USAI= st:azegies?
 

3. Describe the Oprocess" by which individual CRS s were
 
identified and designed." What criteria/standa:ds were used ia
 
the process? How were the mandate activities and needs of
 
IA.RCs considered in the process of creating a CRSP?
 

4. Who are the target groups for which the CRS? research
 
activities are being undertaken? Are the :esearch results
 
appropriate or likely to be appropriate to the target
 
population.
 

5. Are the CRSPs providing the types of research direction and
 
technical progress most needed for priority agriculture food
 
crops and livestock not now being provided through XARCs or
 
National Researdh Centers? Do they compliment, supplement or
 
duplicate ongoing reseazch of ZARC's or aational programs?
 

6. What hava been the CRSPs contributions (or the likely

contributions that can be anticipated in the future) to
 
increased food production? How do participating host coun:ries
 
and USAZD missions value the country specific work of the CRSPs?
 

7. How effective are the periodic review of CRSP programs

through ,heestablished mechanism of tecnical group reviews?
 



Do these reviews objectively and effectively answer the
 
ques. ions :
 

a. Are the CRSPs supporting realistic strategies and
 
agenda developed through a functioning network process that
 
insures realistic and effective research efforts?
 

b. Were the research programs designed to address

signlficant multi-sectorical, biological, physical, social and
 
economic questions?
 

c. Are the multi-disciplinary team efforts successful in
 
produci.-.. significant results?
 

d. Bow effective have CRSPs been (or likely to be) in

developing new knowledge through collaborative research?
 

3. Linkaaes
 

What host country and international research center li.kages

have been established. How have international research linkage

been established as a result of CRS2 programs and what actions,
 
. any, can be done to improve international agricultural
 
.-sea:ch linkages? How have linkages between the U.S.
collaborators, hosi country institutions and international
 
centers been esz&.Zlished? Will these linkages continue
following the period of AZD suppor:.
 

!. How effective have the ClRSPs been at networking with IARCs

and Nazional ResedL:h Centers to avoid duplication of
 
experiments arid/or ezfort?
 

2. How effective have CRSPs been in strengthening LDC national
 
research institutions?
 

3. How effective have the CRSP been at providing the type of
 
network input that will establish long lasting

institutionalized netwo-ks with National Research Scientists
 
taking the lead role?
 

4. Have the CRSPs provided the type of linkage impact that has
 
developed or is strengthening the capabilities of the National

Research Centers to identify plan, conduct, analyze and extend
 
research results?
 

5. How have C.RSP objectives become integrated with USAIDs

CDSS? How are CRSP research programs related to USAIDs
 
technical assistance programs?
 



6. How effective have the CRS~s disseminated and shared
research information with their research collaborators and
USAID to insure that results or technical recommendations are
available to extension programs?
 
7. How effectively 
have the CRS~s been in the process of
identifying and resolving priority constraints jointly with
USAZD, BIFAD, U.S. Universities and host country institutions?
 
8. What has been the experience o 
host country institutions

with C.SPs management?
 

9. How effective have CRSPs been in 
 the level of
competence of LDC and U.S. scientists and their receptive
institutions through collaborative research and training?
 

C. Manacement Effeciveness
 

rhe effectiveness of CRSPs management is another major focus of
this review. 
CRSPs, themselves, involve several universities,
participating host countries, USAZD Missions as well as the
Science and Technology Bureau in Washing:on. Management
effectiveness is often the most difficult and challenging
aspect of collaborative efforts. 
 Hence, the importance to this
review of the declsion framework under which the CRS~s operate
and the cost effactiveness of A.I.D.'s investment in long-term

collaborativa research.
 

i. How effective are the C. Ps managemet and peer group

reviews?
 

2. What tIves of management or 
technical adjustments have the
C.SPs made to improve the research programs.
 

3. Are the peer ;roup review panels objective and represented
by the apPropriate technical specialist. 
 How are their groups

established?
 

4. What do peer group reviews contribute? Do the peer group
reviews ask the right questions? 
 From a cechnical standpoint,
are the ICS3s on target and is the research being conducted
according to inuernationally accepted standards?
 

5. How do overhead cost compare with those of other research
 
Programs?
 

6. How effective is the networking among home office field
programs, A.Z.D., 
the participating entities and USAZDs?
 


