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Systems Support
Project (FSSP)

was put in place by USAID s Bureau forScience and Technology (S&T) between late 1981
and mid- 1982 to strengthen the technical and human resource capabilities of the large
number of farming systems research and extension (FSK/E) projects that USAID was

| s such, the FSSP was designed as
‘ a worldwide field support project

which was to respond to bilateral

© FSR/E project needs and to provide

leadership in developing methodological
consensus among USAID FSRE
projects. In its original design. the FSSP

. was to strengthen USAID s FSRIE efloits
i through technical assistance. training.

networking. and state-of-the-art research

. activities.

This final report of the Farming Systems
Support Project (FSSP) ditfers from other
end-of-project reports for USAID contracts.

. But then, the FSSP was unlike previous

funding throughout the world at that time.

(ISAID projects in many ways. It wasnot a
rescarch project with specified research
objectives to pursue and achieve. Rather,
it was a project conceived to take shape
according to theinterests and needs of its
numerous potential clients. it evolved to
meet the conditions of a new approachto
conducting research and extension, one
that became more clearly defined as the
project matured. The FSSP was directly
responsible for a number of activities that
shaped the definition of FSR/E, but it was
also a collaborator and facilitator, a partner

© with many other projects, programs,
- institutions, and individuals who also

! played crucial roles in shaping the

+ approach. FSSPis perhaps best viewed as
. a project of process and people, rather
. than specilied achievements. To construct

a final report requires telling the story of
the projectand people involved. This final
reportis just that, a story, written by several
people and consisting of many parts. It is
notmeant to be all inclusive, but ratherto

. give a sense to the interested reader of

what the project was about, what happened

. during its life, the problems it faced, and

the general outcorme of its efforts.®
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was to become the

support functions.

Chris Andiew
Director, FSSP 1082- 1087

any people wanted to be involved
in the network. The support
entities expected to be
stengthened programmatically because

- of invoivements with the project. Each
i participating institution identified a

program leader, an administrative
coordinator and program associates 1o

- facilitate institutional affiliation with FSSP

and to coalesce their own respective

© programs. Resources through depart-

Inents, centers and programs at these

institntions weie committed to strengthen-
i ing the (1S, doraastic capacity to provide
i support to AlD ‘arnring svstems activities

through the FSSP. Finziicial gain was not
an anticipated benefit of participation in

- FSSP This attitude provided the basis for
pestablishing a unique network among

(LS. umiversities for inernational work,
profoundly difterent then any previously
deveicped.

Each of the participating institutions
‘dentified within its ranks faculty or staff

. dedicated to committing themselves and
+ soinie of their time to learning about and
© then delivering the technical assistance

‘ and training activities necessary to support
- FSRIE efforts in conjunction with and

. under the leadership of the FSSP. These

individuals or program associates nurm-

. bered over 540 and 90% of them came
i from the university community of col-

‘aborators. The remainder were indepen-
dent consultants from all over the world
with the appropriate experience and
credentials to offer to the support and
development of FSR/E.,

While the purpose of the project was to
deliver technical assistance, training, and
network development to the third world,
particularly in Africa, one of the important

. results of its organization and collaborative
| activity was the development and

strengthening of a support capability of the
FSSP Network as a support system for
USAID. The FS3P Network collectively
developed its cwn identity, mission anc
methodology to support FSR/E. The
network, although now informal, is ready

FSSP st

Ipport entity network. This
a memorandum of agreement, an advisory council, a

By the time the cooperative dgreement was
signed between the University of Florida
and USAID in September 1982, initial
competition for leadership of the
project had been replaced by a
desire for collaboration in what
support entily network emerged with
technical committee and numerous

for more than what was envisaged to
support the FSSP. It has the potential to
alter the way in which (.S, agricultural

. research and extension institutions
| support the international development of
agriculture. FSSP was merely a starting

point,

Early work in the FSSP was facilitated
by well-qualified management on the part
of the Science and Technology Bureau,
Agriculture, USAID. The attitude was
facilitative and flexible, allowing rapid
emergence of mission-level programming
and diagnostic work to determine project

; direction. Since the FSSP began without

the mandated direction of the CRSFs,

- bilateral contracts and other technical
, supportactivities, the FSSP’s collaborative

management approach was essential in

+ orderto serve the intent of its cooperative

agreement. Given both the diagnostic and

1 design oricntation of early demands on the

project, as well as the need to move
immediately into the field, collaborative
management from the lead entity drew its

advisory support through the support
i entities and the Agency.

. The FSSP Advisory Counci!

Following the 1982 FSSP Annual
Meeting an Advisory Council beganits role
as an advisory body and sounding board
for policy to the FSSP director on behalf
of the support entity network. It began with
provisional status until specific policies and
procedures could be established for the
Council to function. Policies, procedures
and membership on the Advisory Council
were confirmed at the FSSP Annual

i Meeting in 1983.

The Council was composed of three
members representative of the support

. entities within the FSSP and mandated to

represent their collective interests. FSSP

was particularly tortunate, and benefited

immeasurably in having individuals on the

- Advisory Council throughout the life of the

project who were sincerely committed to
their task. The Council exercised diplo-
macy in fairly and judiciously representing
the interests of the support entity network,
and in providing guidance and direction to
project management. Among several

|

{ quarterly with project management and
i thedirector in administrative and program

' committee structure, membership and

. USAID Washington.

1 USAID/SET project manager and the

‘ University of Florida. The functional

contributions, the Council assisted in
drawing up the base Memorandum of
Agreement including articles for support
entity participation, took responsibility for
chairing the FSSP annual meeting, met

issues, gave guidance to the technical

mandate and represented FSSP before
various meetings, particularly within

The FSSP's three-member advisory
council was sufficiently small to take quick
action and was able to do so readily with
the cooperative direction provided by the

FSSP director and core staff at the

agreement was that each of the three
major actors (project manager, director's
office, advisory council) had a specific role
toplay andthat overlap or turf issues would
be rrinimized based upon defined
responsibilities,

I. The project manager agreed to
manage USAID relations, provide
leadership and training to the core staff
in establishing mission level linkages,
andto oversee contract office interac-
tionsto meet USAID mission demands.
The project maniager also took
responsiibility for developing and
maintaining linkages with regional
bureaus relative to project planning
and general collaboratinn.

2. The project director and core staff
were responsible primarily for bringing
the program and support dimension
to bear on USAID needs at the mission
level. Particular emphasis was on the
substantive- and content-oriented
issues of FSR/E and the linkage issues
associated with involving varied
university and complementary re-
sources with problem solving needs of
FSR/E projects.

3. The Advisory Council's responsibility
was a sounding board and a source of
information for structuring the support
entity network to provide sustained
collaboration with a mission orientation




to serve USAID needs. The council
advised in the establishment of the
technical committee, working groups,
and varicus programming aspects that
emerged from those two activities to
provide leadership for the process of
synthesis, consensus an1 growth in the
area of methodology cf FSR/E.

The FSSP Technical Committee

Established as the only standing
committec of the FSSP, the Technical
Committees responsibility was to serve as
a technical resource base and to address
technical support needs of the project. Its
role was also to ensure that common goals
were served in the overall FSSP program
and that the integrity of the farming
systems approach to research and
extension was maintained in proiect
undertakings and activities. Creawon and
oversight of various ad hoc committees
and task groups to further the knowledge
base in various methodological and
technical areas was also a function of the
Technical Committee.

The Committee was representative of
both a range of disciplines and broad
support entity representation to ensure a
multidisciplinary capabililty and inter-in-
stitutional relations.

This set ol major organizational ac-
complishments was achieved betwien
January and October 1983. The structure
was fully functional by October 1984 and
the impact of FSSP on FSR/E consensus
and thought was felt in various parts of the
world. Linkage of the Technical Committee
to regional networks further strengthened
peer associations and agreement about
FSR/E methodologies. The Technical
Committee was strengthened in 1985 and
1986 by the addition of representatives
from the regions of Asia. Africa and Latin
America. From this base. participation by
numerous program associates (or facuity)
within the support entity structure, espe-
cially in the development and review of
training materials, further intensified a
synthesis-to-consensus process. The
consensus building was free and open
bringing wide ranging dimensions into
focus. The process recognized and
accepted varied forms of on-farm researcil
and extension metiodology necessary for
unique biopiysical and sccioeconomic
environments.

Colorado State University was one of the first
to cement its farming systems relationship with
the FSSP with the signing of a Memorandum
of Agreement. Acting on behalf of their
respective Institutions are (I-r): H. L. Popenoe,
Director of Intemational Programs, University
of Florida; C. O. Andrew, Director of Farming
Systems Support Project; and J. Mciman,
Director of International Programs, Colorado
State University.

When USAID programming for farming
systems shifted away from worldwide
support efforts to emphasis on West Africa,
both the FSSP management and the
various support entities had something to
learn about potential networking anti
training development in that region. Lack
of training materials and people geared to
presentations in French and varied degrees
of research capability, among other
constraints, were networking challenges.
Adaptive work by excellent people in
collaboration with national entities and
(ISAID missions, stimulated program
emergence much more rapidly than most
people anticipated. It was not as rapid,
Yowever, as others desired in terms of
esiablishing commodity networks in the
region.

An important West African regional
network did emerge. Participants in several
regional activities identifier, the need for
emphasis on mixed crop and livestock
systems. ‘To that end, FSSP resources,
in collaboration with those from interna-
tional donors and the International
Livestock Center for Africa (ILCA), estab-
lished a network of interested research and
extension scientists {West Africa Integrated
Livestock Network) that can perform
effectively in the future if support 1s
sustained unti! the overall program reaches
maturity. Deliberate action and patience
has paid oft with carefui identification of
African leaders to participate in the
network. Patienc. is required because
these individuals are busy in their respective
national programs and cannot give
undivided attention to regional networks. It
is racognized that regional participation will

i

provide valuable input to the collaborating
scientists. Likewise, direction for such an
organization must come froin national
participants or along-term sustained effort
cannot be achieved. To that end steering
committees and leaders were drawn from
nationals, which slowed the process but
made it more secure. While productive
workshops and considerable interest have
emerged, it is now that the process can
begin to bear fruit in terms of long-term
rescasch contributions and cooperation.
This process however, requires continued
support to become fully self-sustained.
Financial support through USAID as well
as from other government development
agencies such as those of Germany and
Canada, is greatly appreciated by the
network and may lead to a viable long-term
organization.

Nuriterous other interactions could be
mentioned where collaborative efforts,
direct involvernent and backstop by FSSP
support entities have been exemplary.
Collaboration relative to programming for
Asia was outstanding, yet no funding
emerged to support an Asian program.
That collaboration and cooperation
rernains as a particularly capable source
for support to (ISAID should the Agency
decide to use it.

Acautionis in order as we consider the
future for the U.S. Farming Systems
Network. A trust has been established
within the support entity system. It is
unique and sometimes delicate. Misuse of
biodata, for example, can injure the trust.
Selection of one support entity over others
to perform atask of pervasive importance
without collaboration and communication

W




relative to that selection process can injure
the collaborative relationship. With consid-
erable care, a relationship that focuses on
multidisciplinary involvements in FSR/E
has definitely been established which
outlives FSSP regardless of the funding
horizon. This unique resource, if nurtured.
can provide a support base to USAID and
others over a long period of time. To
maintain interest within this support base
only minor financial investments are
necessary. Toignore the base, however, will
send a signal to those who have qiven
unselfishly of their institutional and
personal resources to the program,
ftisimpossible to say what the absolute
dollar muatch by USAID missions, other
donois, support entities, IARCs and
national programs was to F'SSP activity,
The project stimulated the mobilization of
many human and information resources at
minimal cost to the project but often at
substantial cost to collaborating entities
Yet, FSSP was criticized at times because
mission buy-ins were not of a level
competitive with other piojects in USAID
The project was imanaged so that adminis -
trative and burcaucratic mancuvers wore
minimized. including exchange of tunds. In
many cascs this removed the need for
handling funds through extra contract
offices and agents or climinated the need
for international money exchanges and
transfers. The goal was to manage the

f
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funds as close to the client activity as
possible.

Careful study of the overall record
indicates that mission fund matches come
from bilateral contractors both in the field
and atthe home i _titution. Itis impossible
to identify the extent to which these
matches augmented the resource base of
the FSSP. Nevertheless, the multiplier
effects were considerable and numerous
hours were "fieely” contributed to activities
such as work groups, task forces, training
unit development teams, symposia,
councils and technical committees —
where no federal monies bwve been
expended. The States, the: universities,
their offices of International Agricultural
Programs, their departmients and their
faculties viewed FSSP as a worthwhile
nvestment. The attitude in delivering such
support has been positive and conducive
to an active and productive multidiscipli-
nary and multi-institutional core of
program associates. Most ol the FSSP
Program Associates did not know each
other in 1982, but now, largely as a result
of the FSSE function intensively as
colleagues across many disciplinary and
institutional boundaries. This may well be
one of the most important and long-lasting
achievements of the FSSP It would be
incorrect to say ihat the FSSP in-
stitutionalized FSRE within the 25
cooperating support entities. Yet the

essence of the FSSP goes well beyond
apparent contributions. The FSSP provided
a mechanism for faculty members with
interest in farming systems to collaborate
as well as communicate with practitioners
from around the world. It did not provide
an institutional network per se, but a
network of faculty and professionals
belonging to an important institutional
resource base. FSR/E, it must be remem-
bered, is methodology, not an institutional
construct The institutional diimensions
enjoyed by FSSP resulted from the strength
of the participating institutions and the
various parent entities affiliated with those
institutions, (such as the Land Grant
Association and AUSUDIAP. the profes-
sional socicties of agronomy, agricultural
cconomics, and others), along with a host
of other inter-institutional mechanisms.
Somehow the right ingredients formed
within the FSSP to provide for a unique
congruity of thoughts and practices it the
support netwosk to achieve support for
"SRE based USAID programs and FSR/E
programs of other donors, The United
States Agency for International Develop-
ment can take considerable credit for
initiating a project that stimulated this
unprecedented ccllaboration. Future
support efforts in + ISAID and through the
donor community will surely benefit from
the FSSP experience.




tive agreement
assigned fifty per-

cent of pmject act/vmes to support USAID mission
programs in Africa. Remaining project support was
to be divided between Asia and Latin America.

FSSP assigned a core 5taﬁ‘ person to be responsible for each region. By the end of 1983,
an FSSP regional strategy had evolved that included pro-active support and development
of activities in Africa with direct core staff involvement. a response strategy to Latin America
that drew largely upon Latin American institutions and FSR/E specialists and minimized
FSSP core staff involverment. and a reactive stance toward support for FSR/E in Asia

Susan Poats
As~sociate Duocton PSP 1383 j00)”

rven the relative matunt, of Asian
PSR B actinties and the stengths
of the vanous national, redional,

and intemational institutions already
1-(«‘»\|<hm] suppart for Bk the region
at the e ot ESSEantanon. tewer
mmiediate reqguiests for FSSE ol
were anticipated and the project was
cesentially Ton hold™ waithy reaand to A
for the st year and a half, Core statt
tinwe concentrated on braldmag support
entity Capabinhines o provide technical
senices and support to GSAHD nussions
and on developimag matetials o techinead
assistance and toaming

While this strategy was consistent with
USAID needs as perceived i Washington,
it did not reflect the (then) cunent demands
for FSR.E support activities lrom projects
and practitioners in the field. A cable
announcing the types of support semvices
that could be accessed by USAID missions
fromy the FSSP sent out shortly after the
project beqgan, generated numerous
requests for activities from Latin Amernica,
and some from Asia, but virtually nonc
from Africa. The few African requests came:
from projects already established in Fast
and Southern Africa, but there were none
from West Africa, the region where: USAID
Washington wanted FSSP to target 50
percent of its effort. The uneven regional
response probably reflected the longer
historical development of FSRE in Latin
America and Asia, as well as the simple
fact that requests for support activitics were
more likely to come from older existing
projects and programs that knew what
FSR/E was and could articulate an
appropriate request. Apart from Sencedal
and Nigeria, and to a lesser extentin Mah,
F'SRE efforts were just being imtiated in
the region when the FSSP began. Several
USAID projects weie in early planning or
design stages, but it wes too carly for
requests for support. Existing agricultural

development projects wete not designed to
mclude FSRE and it would take time tor
the participants to leam about the approach
befor requests could be generated. From
the FSSP managument viewpoint, this was
not necessarily o problem because the
project had the resources to conduct
activities in the Latin American and Asian
regions and draw upon and apply these
expericnces while working with newer
projucts and programs in Africa. In
essence, the situation offered the opportu-
nity to fazilitate inter-regional networking
and collaboration which would result in
better FSR E work and the generation of
useful training and technical assistance
materials.

However, by 1984, USAID programming
for farming systems had shifted away trom
worldwide suppont efforts to an emphasis
on Afitk g, and in panticular, West and
Central Atrica. USAIDS regional program in
Eost and Southern Africa decided to
eatend and expand the funding of the
CIMMYT on-farm research program in
order to provide sufficient FSR B support
1o USAID FSRE projects in the region.
FSSP was instructed to curtail activities in
Asia and Latin America while channeting
all pro-active support to West and Central
Atrica. The project was also encouragedto
it ditcet support and interaction with
Fast and Southiem Africa and instead
collaborate with CIMMY T-directed efforts,

At the same time, indications of
impending budget cuts inthe Science and
lechnology Bureau were becomiing
stronaer. Following the 1984 FSSP annual
meeting, project managerment was
mtormed ¢ cutin the budget of up to 257
might be necessary. resulting in drastic
curtailment of regional activities, especially
Ottside West and Central Africa. Then in
catly 1985 the possibility of budqget cuts
was dispelled i a session at USAID
reveiwing the 1985 workplan, and regional
planning of delivery activities continued.
though programming for Asia and Latin
Amierica was somewhat limited. FSSP

moved ahead with planning for activities
scheduled i the three regions and began
preparations for the mid-term evaluation
set for June 1985,

Optimism for continuing worldwide
activitics was shortlived as it became
apparent that workplan and budget
approval was premature. The FSSP budget
was cut by over 1 million dollars (14% of
the total but about 35 of the tunds
scheduled to complete the project) in 1985
before the mid-term 2valuation took place.
Despite the cut, USAID called for the
piviect tomake plans to place a core staff
person 1y the West and Central African
region for the remaining two vears of the
project. This idea had been proposed by
FSSP during its first year in order to
enhance the pro-active development of
activities in the region. At the time, USAID
Washington, and the Africa Bureau in
particular. did not support the idea. FSSP
had proposed modeling such an effortor,
the successtul CIMMYT program in East
and Southem Africa, but recognized that
success of such a venture would require
tong-term committment to the position
and to backstopping by the project team
in Florida.

Ihough the FSSP had been designed as
a ten-year effort, only the first five were
buddeted. It was the consensus of FSSP
core and outside FSRE advisors that the
project Bad insufficient resources and time
to faunch an efficient and sustainable
regionally located office. and that project
monies and time would be better placed
in support activities and the development
of FSR-E materials for technical assistance
and tramning. For USAID to revive the idea
of a1egional staff member halfway through
the project, following a substantial budget
cut, and with very little indication that a
second phase of the project would be
forthcoming was not well thought out.

The report fiom the mid-term evaluation,
conducted in June 1985 and received by
I-SSP in October, confirmed a focus on
West and Central Africa and stipulated that

| e FSS Cope-
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activities in other regions should be
conducted on a buy-in basis only. This,
plus other evaluation recommendations,
combined with the substantial budget cut
again for 1986, greatly influenced program-
ming for the remainder of the project. The
proposal for a regionally based core staff
person was dropped, all activity in Asia and
Latin America on project funding was
completely eliminated, and activities in
West and Central Africa were confined to
two specific networking activities and the
planning and delivery of two regional
training courses. Core staffing of the FSSP
was shifted to reflect the changes in
regional focus and by mid- 1585, two core
stalf had left the project and were not
replaced. Beginning in 1987, activity even
in Africa was conducted largely on a buy-in
basis and the project began to wind down
asthe year ended. No support for i second
phase was forthcoming. The regional
activities, summarized in the table below,
reflectthe overall manner in which regional
efforts built up during the first three years
of the project and decieased significantly
in the last two.

In retrospect, had the regional program

of the FSSP not been cut back in 1985,

activities in Latin America and Asia would
have continued to expand and would have:

involved a larger number of the FSSP sup-
port entities with capabilities and experi-

ence inthese regions. Nearly all of the work
would have been on a buy-in basis with

some care funding necessary for manage-

ment The focus on West and Central Africa
did serve to greatly expand FSRE efforts
in that tegion. As projects matured or were
designed to include t$3p support
demands, resultant activities improved yet
the move to a buy-in basis did not allow
the FSSPto function properly as a support
project. Buy-ins from missions were for
specific activitivs, such as a training course:,
an evaluation, or a project design effort,
3uy-ins did not and could not cover cor:
management development. or synthesis
activity, and did not serve well any of the
regional or inter-regiona) networking arcas
ofthe project. Without thesc overall support
mechanisms, the project could only
function much as any other private or
university contractor does on an individual
country level basis.

AFRICA

F‘SSP activities in West and Central Africa
were organized around the four project
areas of training, networking, technical
assistance, and state-of-the-art or synthesis
of FSR'E experience and were designed to
meet the following seven objectives drawn
from the cooperative agreement for the
project:
I. To develop the proficiency and
capability of West and Central African

i
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Regional Activities Conducted
by the FSSP 1983-1987*

Latin
Africa  Amercan Asia
1983 17 13 1
1984 23 | 4
1985 18 9 8
1986 7 3% 0
1987 6** 0 0

*Tabulated from FSSP Annual Reports 1983-
1986 and 1987 trip reports.

**All three activities were funded on a buy-in basis
by USAID missions.

***Only two activities were funded by FSSP, the
rest were mission buy-ins or supported by other
international organizations.

scientists to conduct FSR/E within
their nationa! programs of agricultural
research and development.

2. o support ongoing FSRE progiams
and projects with FSR:- technical
assistance, both shor-term and
long-term as requested.

3. To facilitate the docinmentation of
FERE results in West and Central
A wa and the exchange of such
information among researchers and
administraiors at both the national and
intemational levels.

4. lo create and support media tor
face-to-face exchanges of FFSkit-
experiences and results among West
African rescarchers and administrators,
and between West: Central Africans and
the international esearcher adminis-
trator comimunity,

5. o build and supportlinkages between
and among FSSP and other donor-as-
sisted FSRE activities in West and
Central Africa.

b o encourage and support giowth in

the synthesis of FSR E experiences in

West and Central Africa,

lofacilitate the coordination of FSK
activities in the segion,

~J

Training and networking were the arcas
in the African program where FSSP
achieved its best results, however, the
start-up and initial activitics in cach arca
were difficult. Looking first at training,
USAID Washington sent out a cable in carly
1983 to all of the USAID missions in West
and Central Africa inviting them to
nominate participants for an FSSP
orientation workshop to be held later
during that year. The workshop objective
was to provide USAID mission representa-
tives and selected participants from host
countries with an overview of the FSR/E
philosophy, approact, and methods. The
USAID mission in Burkina Faso agreed to
host the workshop.

Burkina Workshop Lessons

‘o problems were immediately evident
in trying to set up a training workshop for
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West Africa. First, since the FSSP had just
gotten underway, proposed training
materials to be developed during the life
of the project were only in the planning
stage. Few other materials were available:
only a couple of institutions were beginning
to systematically conduct training courses
in on-farmy research methods, and of the
limited materials available, virtually nothing
had been translaied from English to
French. FSSP had condurted its first FSR/E
orientation workshop in June 1983. It was
essentially @ condensed version of a
semester-long course taught at the
University of Florida. While it met ar
immediate need to familiarize faculty and
Administrators with the basic concepts of
FFER/E as they were recognized at the time,
itwas not a polisned training course. As a
way of initially filling the training materials
dap, FSSP put together several slide sets
describing FSR/E methods and a notebook
ol selected readings. Rather than waiting
for more polished meterials, FSSP decided
to rapidly translate a selection of these to
useinimmediate workshops where French
mateiials were necessary and as better
materials became available, these would
be incorported into future courses,

The second problem was that all
missions in the West and Central fegion
had beeninvited to send participants to the
workshop. By mid-July, sixteen missions
had responded and projected participants
numbered over 50 including both English
and French speakers. In consultation with
outside training advisors, FSSP decided
the number of people was too large and
proposed to split the activity inte two or
three orientation workshops, by language
so that translaton would not be necessary
and better direct interaction of participants
could be fostered. Since Burkina Faso was
the location of the first workshop, it would
be held in French, and the second would
be in English. If enough participants
responded, a third workshop would be held
in French. French workshops would be
divided between Sahelian country particip-
ants and "humid tropics” participants.

A planning visit to Ouagadougou in
August, which coincided with a coup d'etat
and change in government, set the date for
the workshep in October, immediately
following a conference on FSR/E organized
by SAFGRAD, IRAT, and ICRISAT, FSSP
greatly benefitted from the help of the
confutence organizers who allewied the
FSSP workshop to “piggyback” several
activities, in particular a field trip to visit
on-farm trials being conducted as part of
the SAFGRAD Farming Systems Unit
under a Purdue/USAID contract.

A report on the workshop (Poats 1983)
describes the planning. content, particip-
ants, outcorne, and evaluation of the
workshop. The workshop was not a
resounding success, especially in the eyes
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of the three workshop coordinators (S.
Poats, L. Fresco, and S. Franzel). Participants
evaluations on the whole were far more
positive and provided nurmerous insightful
comments and suggestions for improving
the content anu organization of the
workshop for future delivery. Fromthe view
of FSSP, the major problems of the
workshop were:

® insufficient planning time (3 months})
especially in light of a first-time event.

® lack of control over the selection of
participants: USAID missions selected
the participants who ranged from
extension technicians to Ph.D. rescar-
chers. FSSP did not know in advance,
except from Togo, exactly who the
participants were until they arrived.
Additionally, missions sent more people
than agreed upon resulting in 58
patticipants, too many for an effective
interactive workshop format.

# lack of trainer preparation time; the
three trainers had not worked togethes
before and met in Quagadougou just
before the workshop. | hey did not have
sufficient tme to plan how they would
operate as a training team.

B inadequate materials; FSSPs decision
to use intermediate materials as a
stopgap. though necessary, was
probably unwise and leftthe impression
ol inappropriate content or lack of
quality to the methodoloqgy of FSRE.

Workshop participants noted these
problems but highlichted the fact that, as
one stated, “everyone [ spoke to came out

of there with something positive in hand.. "

Another paticipant stated it is not
possible to restindifferent to the experience
we acquired during the OQuagadougou
workshop, which was for us more than just
aview of production systems. The lessons
we learned, you can be sure. will take their
place in our various research programs
within the strateqgy for rural development.”
FSSP spent a good deal of time
reviewing the outcome of the Burkina Faso
workshop with the intent of deriving
lessons for the development of future
training activities. In many respects, the
workshop provided an excellent testing an-
development experience from which the
FSSP training strategy was derived. Like an
on-farm experiment, the workshop taught
the project that many preconceived
notions were inappropriate and that

Team exercises play an important role in
FSRIE training. At the 1984 FSSP regional
training workshop in the Gambia, teams were
formed to conduct sondeos in the vicinity of
Madina Umfally.

training needed more planning and
hands-on involvement of participants. The
Burkina experience lead to the establish-
meni ot several training principles for the
project which became hallinarks of the
treining program. These include d:
programming *raining team gevelopmen;
a four- t2 six-month plzaning horizon for
any course; emphasis on training materials
development and professional translation:
learning objectives forinat; emphasis on
experiential training activities: continuots
cvaluation and redesiga in response to
participant necds; provision of logistical
support personnel; and, the screening and
selection of participants.

Experience Improves Progran:
Examples from The Gambia

The rest of the training program in Africa
was much more successful from the view
of the trainers, participant evaluations, and
in terms of testing and develeping new
training materials. Training activitics were
of wo types: those fully organized by the
FSSP and those in whichi FSSP played a
supporting or collaborating role. The
former included training courscz in
Gambia, Mali and Niger. The experiences
in cach country were quite different and
demonstrated both the flexibility of the
project as well axits maturation over time.

FSSP interaction with Gambian FSR/E
practitioners was facilitated by exceptionally
good working relationships with the local
USAID mission and its agricultural officers
and two sequential USAID contract teams,
the Mixed Farming Project (Colorado State
University/CIDY and the Gambia Agricul-
tural Research and Development Project
(University of Wisconsin). Three courses
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were held in Gambia: the second regional
orientation workshop (March 1984), a
one-week course on the design and
analysis of on-farm trials (May 1985), and
a three-week regional FSR/E methods
course (April 1986).

The second regional orientation
workshop benefitted greatly from the
experiences gained in Burkina Faso. A
number of factors contributed to the
success of this workshop. Holding it in
English made the task much easier for
FSSP trainers. It was far casier tocommuni-
cate many of the complexideas of FSR/E
and to direct and manipulate discussion
while dealing in ones own first language. It
also facilitated the use of improved training
materials, that were not yet translated to
French, Sufficient time was allocated to
planning the workshop and two of the three
trainers conducted the planning visit
in-country. Further planning and trainer
team-building took place before the
workshop. Advance planning and leadtime
allowed for better screening and sclection
of panticipants with more homogeneous
backgrounds and interests in FSR/E and
its application. Advance planning also
facilitated workshop logistics. Adding two
additional days to the workshop allowed
better, more timely coverage of the
workshop objectives. An emphasis on
small group activitics and a two-day
informal survey excrcise created a practical
“hands-on” atmosphere. Finally, a number
of the presentations during the workshop
were made by participants with specific
experiences relevant to the content of the
workshop. This expanded the experience
base of the trainer team and contributed
to the “ownership” and “investment”in the

-




workshop on the part of the participants.
The second course, held in Gambia in
May 1985, lasted a week and focused on
the design and analysis of on-farm trials. It
was not regional but designed for Gambian
! patticipants, was co-sponsored with the
| USAID mission and the GARD project, and
was organized as a follow-up in content to
the orientation workshop. The workshop
also served to test the newly developed set
of F'55P training materials on the design
of on-tarm trials and several of the principle:
authors of the materiais were there to
conduct the course as co-trainers {J.
Caldawell, D. Galt, and F. Poey).

The success of this course led to the
sclection of Gambia for a third training
course in April 1986. This three-week
FSR/L" methods course represented the
culmination of the training program. The
complete set of training materials was used
and the three areas of diagnosis, design,
and analysis were covered. Participant
evaluations and trainer assessment
revealed that though the materials were
well-received and the course was a
success, there was still room for improve-
ment, especially in the materials on the
analysis of on-farm trials and the design of

. training activitics on analysis (Coldwell,

i Walecka, and Taylor 1986). These topics
became a major part of the focus for the
overall FSSP training prograr;.. As a model
for conducting further FSR/E methods
training in the region, the course proved
that the combination of diagnosis and
design in one training activity was an
improvement over conducting them
separately, but that analysis right be better
covered separately, or perhaps only in an
introductory fashion with the ctner two
arcas. Trainers reccommended that
analysis skills would likely be better
handled as a session following pratical
field experience over a season with
on-farm trials. Such a format would have
the additional benefit of using actual
diagnosis/design from analysis as is used
in CIMMYT-sponsored training courses
held atthe University of Zimbabwe, FSSP,
on the recommendation from many
persons working in West Africa, had
combined the three arees in order to
eliminate the need to bring trainers
together twice during the same year, which
was perceived as both an expensive
undertaking, not only in termis of tunding
butalsoin the limited time of scarce FSR/E
practitioners. A compromise training
reccommendation for the futureisto cover
the introduction to analysis in regional
training courses, such as those: conducted
by FSSP, but to handle the detailed
learning and practice of analytical tools on

i A country or project basis in conjunction

| with actual on-farm research efforts. Had

i the FSSP beer continued in o second

I phase, this would have been the guiding

:
!
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Training for Trainers—FSSP held a
training of trainers course at lowa State
{!niversity in June 1984 (Norem and
Abbott, 1984). Though not directed
specifically at the African Program, the
course benefitted the program in two
important ways. First, it produced a
cadre of trainers with a common
training background who could be
called upon by the project to plan and
deliver training activities for the FSSP.
Second, it provided valuable new skills
for the trainers in terms of planning
training events and in specific experien-
tial training tools, both of which served
to improve subsequent training
activities in Africa.

strategdy for the training program.

Other highlights from the course were:
1) the use of a case study to provide
experience inusing gender analysis in the
design of on-farm experiments, 2) the
involverment of Gambian rescarchers in the:
planning and delivery of the course, 3) the
involverment of a jarming svstenis exten-
sion specialist from tiv: Phinppines as a
resource person for one week ef the course
(which had the added benetit of inter-req-
wnal networking), 4) the use of an IPM
specialistas aresource person during the
first week of the course focusing on
diagnasis, and 5) ongoing monitoring and
evaluation of the course segments which
facilitated assessment of what was or was
not working well and indicated where
changes in the training agenda could be
made to imorove the course.

LATIN AMERICA

"he FSSP strateqy for Latin America

(and the Caribbean) was not a
proactive one, butrather one of organizing
and maintaining capability for responding
to requests from USAID Missions. At the
outset, demand for project technical
services and training in this region was
significant. In practice, FSSP involved as
many Latin American scientists and
researchers as possible with experience in
farmig systems to implementtraining and
technical assistance programs. FSSP core
staff involvement was held to a minimum
in favor of strengthening program activity
in Africa. There was. however, active
participation in the regional effort by
members of the Technical Committee and
thtough progrant associates of the suppoit
entity network. The strategy proved to be
an effective one,

Multiple Benefits

Requests for FSSP services were
received for project design, project
evaluations, training, technical assistance.
workshops, rapid rceconnaissance surveys,

and program reviews. An important
contribution to the entire FSSP effort
emerged from these activities in the Latin
Amierican region: they served as a base for
program and materials development for
the worldwide project. Forexample, in April
and May, 1983, FSSP fielded a technical
assistance team composed of Bob Hart
{Winrock International), Bob Waugh
(consultant), W. W. McPherson (University
of Florida), and included several CARDI
staff members representing Eastern
Caribbean territories, to complete a project
design cffort. The team report, which
served as the basis of a Project Paper to
addiess opportunities in research, exten-
sion and institutional areas concerned with
a farming systems approach, was submit-
ted to USAID/Barbados in May,. Equally
important, and as a result of this team
effort, Dr. Hart prepared strateqy materials
to be used as overall FSSP guidelines for
future teachnical assistance project design
teams. !
Other bencfits accrued from FSSP's !
involverment in Latin America, specifically
through a strong collaboration with
CIMMYL A goad exampie of tiis collabora-
tion is the cumulative activity in Paraguay,
where aninitiat review of the USAID Small
Farm’lechnology Project in 1983 led to the
provision of training and technical assis-
tance over a four-year period, resulting in
the integration of research and extension
in the establishment of an on-farm
reseaich effort geared toward technology
developrent and testing This collaborative |
effortand sequential provision of technical
services served as a model for potential
activities in other countries of the region.
The sequence of activity in Paraguay
beganinJdune, 1983 when Federico Poey |
(AGRIDEC), Juan Carlos Martinez (CIM- |
MYT) and Rarmiro Ontiz (ICTA) provided f
FSSP's review of the USAID Smalt Farm |
Technology Project, which was focused ‘
primarily on extension. Their goal was to ;
suggest alternatives appropriate for the I
final stages of the project. Following this f
review USAID/Payaguay requested a
one-week training course to orient
decision-makers to the FSR/E approach as
part of ¢ broader scheme to integrate i
research and extension using the approach.
This course was accomplished in De-
cember, presented in Spanish by Sergio
Ruano (PRECODEPA), Federico Poey
(AGRIDEC), and E<gardo Moscardi '
{CIMMYT). A more extensive methods
course was scheduled for practitioners
working with the Small Farm Technology
Project. and delivered over a three-wecek
penod in January and February in 1984,
This course, led by Federico Poey (AG-
RIDEC), Rene Velazques (AGRIDEC), Me. 10
Oeaeta (IZTA) and Glen Sappie (University
of Florida), dealt with all stages of the
FSR/L process and involved an actual
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=SSP training and technical assistance in Latin America
and the Caribbean, 1983-1986, by country or institution.

|
3

Project Evaluation/ Training/ Technical Sondeos/
Design Review Workshops Assistance Workplans
1983 CARDI 1983 Paraguay 1983 Paraguay 1983 Dominican 1983 Honduras
Republic 1984 Dominican
Republic
1983 Peru 1983 CIAT 1983 Dominican 1983 Ecuador
Republic
1984 Cominican 1984 Honduras 1983 Honduras 1983 Peru
Republic
1984 Peru 1983 Honduras 1984 WAND
(Eastemn
Caribbean)
1985 CATIE 1984 Paraguay | 1984 Haiti
1986 Haiti 1984 Paraguay |l 1984 Jaimaica
1984 Guatemala 1985 Honduras
1984 INSORMIL 1985 Dominican
Republic
1985 Honduras | 1985 CATIE
1985 Honduras i 1985 Paraguay
1985 Jamaica 1986 Paraguay
1986 Ecuador

survey, or sondeo, out of which research
hypotheses and a work plan for the year
were developed. The work plan was

i subsequently implemented and the

following year, in April and May of 1985, an
FSSP team wentto Paraguay to consult for
three-weeks on the computerized interpre -
tation of research and extension data from
the project. In between these two activities,
FSSP conducted a three-wecek training
workshop on FSR/E methodology in
livestock production for the Paraguayan
Extension Service (SEAG). The workshop
focused on viable research alternatives in
beef, poultry and dairy.

FSSP technical assistance and training

© concluded in Paraguay in 1986. with the
- expiration of the USAID missions two-year

buy-in, which had included the fielding of
a technical consultant for nearly that full

~ time period in addition to the major
i initiatives cited above. Collaboration with

CIMMY'T" was important in these exercises

" as CIMMYT had been working with

research in the country and FSSP had

- wotked initially with extension. At the
. conclusion of FSSPs involvement with the
* effortin Paraguay, the technology develop-

ment and testing process was establishzd

1 and well underway within the research and

t

extension structure.

With CIMMYT's presence in the region
and following FSSP's strategy of employing
personnel from within the region in its

Left: Strengthening of FSSP's support base,
including methodological input into the
development of trining materials, was a
significant contribution of activity in Latin
America. Right: FSSP supported the
establishment of linkages between the Asian
Rice Farming Systems Network and the West
African Integrated Livestock Network.

activities, the project contributed to an
evolution of farming systems in the region,
serviced predominantly from within,
Much of the training and technica
assistance has spun-off to the private
sector or to indiginous institutions which
have increased their capacity to provide
support as needed to the methodology
bemng implemented. Major project activity
that contributed to this processis indicated
in the table above. 2

ASIA AND THE NEAR EAST

SSP strategy toward Asia and the Near

East was one of maintaining a reactive
stance toward support for USAID Missions
in these segions. Formal project initiatives
there wete minimal until early in 1984,
when an Asia FSR ad hoc Strategy

DESIGN
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ON-FARM EXPERIMENTATION
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Volume [l
FSR £ Training Units
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Advisory Committee agreed to serve: in an
advisory capacity to the FSSP corc staff on
Asia issues. By mid-July a cable outlining
the FSR capabilities of the FSSP network
in broad terms was sent to all Asian
Missions by Wendell Morse (USAID/SET)
and Charles Antholt (USAID/Asia Bureau).
The cable included the mechanisms to
initiate requests for FSSP sewices, and
indicated that the FSSP was prepared to
conduct initial, exploratory visits to
Missions and relevant host-country
institutions in the region, at Mission
request. Iti response to Mission requests,
FSSP delegates met with Mission staffs in
the Philippines, Indonesia and Thailand. In
addition, at Mission request, the FSSP
network provided technical assistance to
SriLanka by backstopping a FSR workshop
there.

At the 1984 FSSP Annual Mectings the
Asia FSR ad hoc Advisory Committee was

! expanded from six to thirteen individuals,

representing ten support entities and
(ISAID/Washington. The Committee’s
status was formally recognized and it
became known as the Near East and Asian

. Advisory Committee (NEAAC). Various

recommendations were made by the
Comminittee for FSSP participation in Asia
and the Near East, but minimally for the
projectto: | ) become familiar with FSR in
the region so as to understand some of its
complexities; and 2) be able to help
develop a strategy to allcw the use of Asian
FSR experts to backstop both other Asian
FSR field teams and African FSR activitics

But the enthusiasm evident atthe FSSP
Annual Meetings received minimal project
support as the focus of FSSP efforts was
directed toward Africa, and technical
service delivery to Asia and the Near East
was substantially curtailed. Project activity

Integrated Livestock Systems
in Nepal and Indonesia

Imphications tor Ammal Traction ['rograms
n West Afnca

Farmuny, Systemns support Projedt
MNetwork Report No ° /
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in these regions consisted mainly of
closing out on prior committments,
primarily in the Philippines. A request for
assistance to the Philippine Ministry of
Agriculture and Food to investigate the
farming systems approach for their
training needs was met with an FSSP
asses: ment of the local, individual and
institutional training capabilities, and
recommendations were made for develop-
ing a farming systems training model.

Also in the Philippines, FSSP core stafl
attended the Second Annua! Southeast
Asian Universities Network (SUAN)

’ meetings, where considerable interest was

|
|

generated in the FSSP training units, and
FSSP was invited to participate in a

i workshop at Khon Kaen University in
{ Thailand on Rapid Rural Appraisal. Later in
i the year the Asian Farming Systems

Monitoring Tour/Workshop was held at
[RRI, where the training materials developed
by the FSSP were presented. IRRI staff
reviewed the materials and provided
feedback tc the FSSP, offering constructive
recommendations. FSSP also sent
representatives to participate in the Second
Crop-Livestock Research Systerns Tour in
Nepal and Indonesia. The objective of that
participation was to observe relevant
implications for animal traction programs

- in West Africa, to build a linkage between
i Asian and West African livestock research.

Three other Asian countries ‘were visited

during 1985. The first was an exploratory

visit to the Asian Vegetable Research and
i Development Center (AVRDC) in Taiwan.

The second, a follow-up visit to Thailand
to meet with the staff members from the
Farming Systems Research Institute,

|
|
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CIMMYT, Khon Kaen University, the North
Eastern Research and Development
Project (Thailand) and the FSSP. Discus-
sion centered around the means to
continue coordination efforts between the
various participating institutions, organiza-
tions and projects. The final Asian vicit was
to Mainland China to participate in the
Intemational Multiple Cropping Conference.
No other project activity occured directly
in the Asia/Near East sphere after 1985.
Regional affiliation remained through a
representative from Khon Kaen University
serving on the FSSP Technical Committee,

and through the FSSP Near East and Asia
i Advisory Committee. NEAAC members

remained an untapped resource, commit-
ted tothe value of the Asian and Near East
experiences, both for the FSSP network
and for project activity in West Africa.m
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A major orientation of the FSSP was towand
training. Thioughout the years of the projecta
~ ! A continual assessment of training materials
and delivery o[ training courses assured Lhe success of training objectives of the FSSE
Training assessment. development and delivery provided an integrated growth process

" within the FSSP Tiaining Strateqy. None of these elements was mutually exclusive.

! Lisette Walecka
Farming 9\ sterns Associate, PSP
108) IO

he FSSP developed a series of
slidetape Traming Modules to
cover all of the methodoiogical

steps of the FSRE approach. This series,
which initially used Latin Amencan
examples, was available for the first FSSP
Domestic FSRE Workshops held in
June and July ot 1983.

Although the slide modules provided
general information, as anticipated, it was
evident through their use in the domestic
workshops that they would not sutfice for
the total training effort and that other
approaches, as well as specific changes to
the slide modules, would be needed. Other
geographical examples were incorporated
and the modules were translated into both
Spanish and French based on experience
in several overseas short-term training
activities. Fifteen slide tape maodules (in
English, French, and Spanish) varying in
tength from 12 to 45 minutes, were
produced and are available for use in
training. They are ntended for use as
supplementary matenals that can provide
the basis for turther discussions of specific
topics. More than 600 sets were produced
for distribution involving more than 40,000
slides.

The slidetape modules have been, and
continue to be used in many training
environments. Many have been adaptedto
specific areas by the user's substitution oi
locationatl and culturally relevant shdes.
The series included:

TMS 101 Technical Overview of FSRE

TMS 102 Introduction te Farming
Systems Researchy
Development

TMS 201 Introduction to Economic
Characteristics

IMS 202 Economic Characteristics of

Small Scale Farms

The Small Scale Family Farm

as a Systemn

TMS 204 Land Tenure in Upper Volta

TMS 301 Defining Recommendation
Domains

TMS 302 Initial Characterization:

The Rapid Survey or SONDIEEO

Designing Alternative

Solutions—Jutiapa, Guatemnadla

TMS 402 Designing Alternative

™S 203

TMS 401

Solutions -Zapotitan, Ll
Salvador

TMS 403 Designing Alternative
Solutions—North Florida FSR/E

TM3 405 Women and Cassava
Production in Zaire

ITMS 406 L.CA Highlands Animal
Traction--Ethiopia

TMS 501 Design and Analveis of

On-Farm Trints

The Land Grant System and

the University of Florida

Int'1Pr.

Applying Lessons Learned
Lo Develop Training Materials

FSSP < carly development and delivery
of shortcourse training n FSR'L preceeded
the existence of adequate training materials
and served t) diagnose training material
needs. The experiences gained through
the first workshops led to simultancous
and complementary efforts to provide
training materials as well as courses. The
initial materials were series of slide-tape
modules and a book of readings in FSR/E
which contained both background and
required readings for the Farrming Systems
Research and Extension Mcthods course
offered at the University of Florida. it
hecame obvious that an effective
shortcourse training program could
neither depend merely on condensing a
university level degree course into a shorter
period of time nor depend solely on the
slide tape modules or a book of readings
to provide the foundation for the
shiortcourses. Short-term training is an
interactive process. {Inique materials and
training techniques were needed to help
trainers facilitate active sharing of knowl-
edge and greater experiential learning
through participatory activities. Some
needs were unique to FSRAE training
relative to other subject matter areas where
short courses were the delivery modec.

Enter the concept of the training unit,
The FSSP wanted o way to synthesize
available information and to package it in
casy-to-use training niaterials that provided
for participatory learnine. Providing a wide
selection of topics in stuch a way that
trainers would be able to plan and present
courses tatored to their specitic audience
was alse o tnajor consideration.
Ihe training unit was conceived as a
fexible resource to help trainers to provide
wourse participants with basic background

in a specific topic relative to FSR/E and
present the material in a participatory
fashion. Early in their development they
were likened to o menu from which one
could choose a complete meal yet
suppiement the selection with local
materials and cases in preparation for a
training course. It was nei expected that
cverything that was included in the menu
would be used at once, but rather that
enough was provided to allow for avariety
of choices to it a variety of needs.

From conceptualization to implernenta-
tion. the devetopment of training units has
been a collaborative effort drawing from a
variety of institutions worldwide and
depending onindividual expertise inmany
areas of FSRE and the tield of training.
Resource people were drawn trom national
progranmis, international research centers,
and the university community. Atter
identifying the need, step one in the
development process was to determine the
fundamental topics of FSR/EZ which should
be included in the project. This was
accornplished throughyan open discussion
and planning session held in August, 1984,
Noaxt, the writing of the text and develop-
ment of learning activitics was ac-
complished by more than twenty individu-
als working in four groups during a
wueek-long workshop held in February,
1985. The werkshop produced three units:
Diagnosis; Agronomic Experimental
Design and Analysis; and Management
and Administration. In the following month
the units were edited for technical sound-
ness and consistency as well as for style
of presentation.

The first versions of the training units,
which were tested in shorteourses held in
Jamaica, The Gambia, and the University
of Florida respectively, consisted of a series
of sub-units, each of which provided
specific learning objectivas, definitions,
keypoints, a short text, and suggested
training activities on a specific topic.
Recommendations were made for
revising the initial materials based on
experience in the workshops as well as
other review sessicns. Between October,
1985 and February, 1986 specific recorn-
mendations were addressed. Revisions
ranged from basic packaging to the focus
of specific content. The “units™ became
volumes and the “sub-units” became units.
Volume |, Diagnosis in FSR/E consisted of
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nine units, and Volume I, Techniques for
Design and Analysis of On-Farm Ex-
perimentation, consisted of six units
following the revisions. Presentation was
simplified and elforts were made to avoid
use of jargon. The emphasized focus was
on presenting material in such a way that
it would help practitioners to make better
decisions in planning their rescarch.

The two volume set of FSR/E training
units was published in English and French
and distributed to sclected national
programs and institutions engaqed in
FSR/E. They can also be purchased from:
Media Marketing, P.O. Box 926, Gainesville,
Florida 32602 (904-376-3207).

Both the slide tape modules and the
training units have provided an ongoing
mechanism for further development of
training materials and for synthesis and
consensus in the evolution of the FSR/E
approach. Users and developers are
encouraged to partition, supplement copy
and generally manipulate the materials for
bestuse. Slides and scripts can be altered
inthe modules as continded use over the
fouryears since inception of the FSSP will
attest. The training units are a “mix and
match” basis for adapting training
techniques and FSR/E methodologies to
the process of technology adaptation and
development where client participation
with the on-farm focus is considered
essential. Feedback from users of the
materials is emphasized as a mode for
further expansion of the training base
through both improvernents in
riethodological and pedagogical
experiences. Cases and examples are
emphasized as valuable feedback.

The second revision of the training units
was completedin December, 1987, Based
on cormments from users and reviewers, a
number of changes were implemented.
Agreateyfocus on simplified presentation
guided the revisions. Sections of planning
fer evaluation criteria and o framework for
integrative analysis were included. The
series now includes three valumes: |
Diagnosis in FSR -1l Design Techniaes
for On-Farnm Experimentation, and 1l
Analysis and Interpretation of On-Farm
Experimentation.

TRAINING MATERIALS
DEVELOPMENT PROCESS
EVOLVES

Tne FSSP, faced with addressing how
existing krowledge in the identified
priority areas established for training unit
development could be captured, synth-
esized, and presented efficiently and
effectively, planned anintensive workshop.
The goal of the workshop was not oniyto
produce training units, but 'to provide a
vasic framework for the development of

i

training materials which would allow for the
continuing developrment of such me terials.
The workshop brought together more than
twenty-five experienced individuals and
qualified FSR/E practitioners from a variety
of disciplines, and geographical regions.
These individuals were faced with the task
of determining the necessary FSR/E
content appropriate for each unit, writing
basic outlines and texts, determining
appropriate training techniques and
describing those techniques in trainer's
notes for a variety of activities.

Pre-workshop planning and preparation
by all participants, as well as the input of
training consultants throughout the
process, were critical to the workshop's
success. Follow-up work in terms of
cediting and organization was also required
by designated technical editors and each
training unit coordinator,

The facilitation of the workshop de-
pended on focussing lasks and clearly
defining requirements for the final product.
Beyond the introduction and setting the
stage lor the week's activities, which is a
critical part ot any werkshop. the week was
divided into two phases: 1) Determine
FORE Content and 2) Gevelop Activitios
tsetul in Teaching the FSRE Content,

Phasc lconcentrated on determining the
FSRE content that would be covered in
cach unit. A number of pre-workshop
activitics were requested of all workshop
participants in order to minimice the
amount of workshop time needed on this
phase of development. Each participant
was asked to prepare a prefiminary outline
and background text on therr unit. The
purpose of this was to encourage as much
forethought and intra-group communica-
tion as possible before the workshop. The
first two diys of the workshon were
dedicated to group meetings (intra and
inter) to arrive at an outline and detailed
overview of cach unit. Because of the
interrelated nature of the maicrial it was
necessary to ensure adequate meeting
tine bhetween groups as weli as within
Groups.

Phase 1 tocused on the development
and writing of specific training activities
which would be useful for teaching some
of the content previously determined.
Topical arvas addressed included the
follovriy:

FSR1Z Concepts

B8 Philosophy, Objectives, Evolution
& Characteristics

FSR:E Skilts

B Diagnosis

& Agronomic Experimental Design
and Analysis

Animal Production Experiments

Socioeconomic Analysis

Applicd Statistics

Manaqgernent and Administration
Evaluation

FSR/E Implementation

B Organizational Linkages

B Management and Administration

g Field Piogram Development
and Implementation

B Policy Development

a8 Project Design

8 Evaluation

B Needs Assessment

Besides the overall synthesis and
consensus process underway relative to
FSR/E methodology and the resulting
training units. an important additional
output was the process for developing
training materials. The process included
not only conceptual input from various
disciplines and continuous input from
professional training consultants, but an
extensive review, revision, and testing
effort. The resulting FSR/E training
materials are now being used to contribute
to agriculturai development worldwide.
This experience, while itself in continuous
refinernent, can be conveyed to national
training programs and adapted to unique
troining needs and environmients, Some-
times the process itself is also a product.

COURSE DELIVERY

SSP courses and workshops. varied

greatly in length, topic, location and
numbers of participants. FSSP led o- made
major contributions to workshops and
shortcourses in 22 countries with a total of
616 participants.

Skills courses were developed to focus
on all aspects of the FSR/E process,
embracing the steges of diagnosis, design,
analysis and institutionalization of FSR/E,
These courses were tailored to each
delivery setting. Specific courses in
Management and Administration were also
delivered,

“Custom” training was another activity
of the FSSP.In response to demand from
(.S, universities, bilateral contractors and
national research programs, the FSSP
endeavored to hand-tailor training activities
for visitors to the University of Florida.

These training experiences can be
roughly divided into two distinct classes: 1)
Informal presentations and meetings
which serve the purpose of generally
orienting visitors to the  rcepts and
methodology of the FSR:t. approach; and
2) Intensive short-courses, with structured
training activities, whictiintroduce particip-
ants to the philosophy, perspective and
methodology of FSR/E and prepare themn
to begin work within an FSR/E framewaork,

MSTAT (Michigan Statistics)

hrough a grant from the FSSP to

Michigan State University, significant
advances were made in making mic-
rocomputers uscful in farming systems




Part of the group working with the unit on
Design of On-Farm Trials met with members
of tne Socioeconomic group < discuss the
interrelationship of these two areas. (L to R)
Dort Osbore (USAID Washington), Frederico
Poev (AGRIDE(C). John Hammerton (CARDI),
Lorna 3utler yWashington State University),
Dan Galt (FSSP). and Emanuel Acquah
(University of Maryland).

rescarch. MSTAT program developers
adapted their statistical package to
accommodate the design and analysis
requirements for farming systems prac-
titioners, and developed the revised
MSTAT programs and menuals in English,
Spanish and Frencho in addition. training
materials were developed. apa training
courses were cttered and deivered (o tain
tarming systems tesears hiers i the use of
MSTAT.

An initial series of five workshops were
held, the first in March, 1984 ot Michigan
State. Participants included [ rescarchers
frorn 6 countrics, using both [BM and
Ap ple computers, with instructions in both
Endglish and Spanish. The tirst in-country
workshop was held at the Chiteade
Agricultural Research Station in Falawn in
May andJune, 1984, in support of a USAID
project there, The second in-countiy
workshop wis held at the Institute du Sahel
in Bamako, Maliin December of that year.
This workshop was conducted primarily in
French, with some additional instruction in
English. The third in-country MSTAT
workshop was held in Senegal at the
Institut Senegalais Agricole in January of
1985. Fifteen researchers atended the
course, delivered in support of a (USAID
farming systems project in Seneqal. The
fifth workshop was conducted in Sep-
termber, 1985 at the International Rice
Research Institute (IRR1). under partial
funding from the FSSP grant. and involved
30 participants, including researchers
from the People’s Republic of China. IRRE
Kenya, Nigeria, and several Southeast
Asian countries.

Michigan State has continued with its
MSTAT training program worldwide using
the materials developed through the
support of the Farming Systems Support
Project. MSTAT is currently being used by
several thousand agricultura’ researchers
throughout the world. including a growing
cadre of reseaichers involved with farming
systems projects. Several of the farming
systems projects which have used MSTA™
include: Senegal, Malawi, Ecuador,
Pakistan, Mali, Swazitand, Botswana,
Rwanda, Zimbabwe, Mexico. Philippines,
Thailand, Burkina Faso, Tanzania, Gambia,
Niger, Dominican Republic, Guatemala,
Boiivia, Peru, Colombia, Honduras, Puerto
Rico, Cameroon, Zambia, Sri Lanka, and
Indonesia, just to name a few.

Many of the International Centers are
also using MSTAT in their programs.
I'hese include IRRIE CIMMYT, CIP, CIAT,
HTAICIPE, IFDC, AVRDC, ICRISAT and
CARDA. Severalof the CRSPs researchers
are also using MSTAT. The positive
multiplier effect initiated through FSSP
support to MSTAT has been far-reaching.

PENN STATE/SWAZILAND
PROJECT AND THE FSSP

Ithough the FSSP has conduc.ca

many types of short course training
activities, the history of interactions
between the FSSP and Pennsylvania State
University's Swaziland Cropping Systems
Research and Extension Training Project
makes a good case to show the value of
a continuing short course training program
for those persons who will be field-level
practitioners.

Inlate 1984, the FSSP was contacted by
PSU regarding the possibility of providing
FGR/E training for a Swazi participant who
was about to return to Swaziland after
completing his (1.S. training. Dr. John
Ayers, the Swaziland Project Manager,
stated that "My basic concernis to get him
an introduction to farming systems
methodology so that when he returns to
Swaziland.... he will take a holistic approach
to his research”. Additionally, it was
i yportant to provide returnees with the
vasics of the FSR/E. methodology in order
to better interact with their colleagues who
had attended CIMMYT's FSk training
series in Zimbabwe.

This modesi cffort, based on the
one-week Domestic FSR/E workshops
and heldin February of 1985, was a fruitful
one. The participant stated: | think what |
gained in that week was worth sitting in
class for onc-helf of a quarter™.

Within four months, another Swazi
participant traveled to the University of
Florida for two weeks; the first week was
spent in an introductory short course to
FSR E and the second attending an
intensive workshop dealing with "Ag-
ronomic Design and Analysis of On-Farm
Trials™. This participant stated: "My
thinking regarding research and extension
has undergone some drastic changes
during this past two weeks”.

In September of 1985 another group of
participants arrived in Gainesville. This
group, which consisted of two Swazi
participants and one PSU faculty member,
covered a much wider disciplinary
spectrum than the previous participants.
Included were biological science, training
and communications, and extension
spucialists. The inter-disciplinary activities
of the short course allowed much greater
interpersonal learning experiences on the
part of th» participants. Additionally,
discussions regarding research. recoms-
mendation and difiusion domains
prompted one of the participants to
comment: “The domain theory finally gives
me a framework o not only develop
appropriate technology but to do so in a
manner which will help my extension
colleagaues to disseminate it”.

Another three-person group of Swazi
participants visited the FSSP. in May of
1986, for a similar short course. This
course elicited the following comments on
the evaluation forms: " Tte published
results on trials/research conducted in
other areas makes to have confidence(sic)
that the approach is workable. It is not a
theoretical approach... The problem in
question is considcred in a wide range of
aspects rather than a one-dimensiona
aspect which might overlook very impor-
tant issues... Many thanks for the education
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we received there in such a short time. It
is more than a treasure... The Modiiied
Stability Analysis and the Environmental
Index represent breakthroughs in statistical
analysis techniques and will allow the
development of technologi's that are
appropriate to the real needs of farrcrs”.

Most recently, two Swa.i participants
attended an FSR/E short course during
January of 1987. This group represeated
the last of the participants associated with
Phase | of the PSU/Swaziland Project.
When asked about the FSR/E. approach,
one participantresponded: "It is a weapon
to prevent kingdom or ‘empire Luilding'
ameng institutions in a country and
prevents, to some extent, the antagonistic
effects usually prevalent between or
among disciplines in other coun-ries (e.g.
Resecarch vs. Extension)”.

While itis very gratifying to have glowing

i

testimonials from the ten participants, this
series of training activities has had more
imporiant programimatic aspects:

Pennsylvania State University (a Support
Entity in the FSSP) was able to
provide a common basis for FSR/E
training of participants throughout
the project timeframe,

The FSSP responded to provide support
to an ongoing bi-lateral contract, as
mandated in the Cooperative
Agreement with USAID.

The continuity of the shert courses
provides a cornmonality of experi-
ence for the Swazi participants when
they return home to continue their
work within the Ministry of Agricui-
ture,

The overall program strategy for the
Swaziland/PSU Project has been
enhanced and strengthened

through the inclulsion of FSR/E
training of persons who are now, or
will soon be in a position to influence
the institutions where they work.
{Interestingly, the first Swazi FSR/E,
short course participant is Deputy
Director within his division).

The FSSP, through its resources and

experiences, was able to “custom
tailor” training activities in response
to specific requiremenrts.

The FSSP/PSU/Swaziland activities

point out the long-term benefits of
training programs. It should be
reiterated that these benefits may
not be immediately visible, but will
becorne apparent when a critical
mass of trained personnel is
reached.m

i
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Publica-
tion of
farnming

\Us[(_lﬂ‘a - /v[aled mfommuon was a /Ole Ihe FSSP assumed

in supportof the net work it represented and the clientele it

ot sc/vu/ Vari ious documans gencratul through FSSP activities
! 2 FEIE = § ¥ madeaconsistentcontribu-

tion to the evolution of

FSR/E methodology and

served as Ih(’ p/Q/GCIs mcc’mnmn for both SL([)pOIIlng and reporting various irdtiatives,

Steve Kearl
Lditor, /55/ /(’
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Netwaorking Paper sceries, tor
‘ example, provided o means for
field practitioners 10 recount their

experiences in pertinent areas such as
project implementation problems, rapid
rural appraisal. lessons learned trom a
decade of on-tanm tnal design, draught
animal systems and farmer participation
in SR Betore the series was discon-
tinued, 1H Networking Papers were
ssued, and distribated poimarily in Alnca:
FSSP Networking Papers
Moo 1 Comparing Anglophone and
Fancophone Approaches to
Farming Systems Research and
xtension
by Louise Fresco
Synopsis The Marit Maize
On-tarm Reseairch Programme
1984 Development of an
On-Farm Rescarch Programme
with a Farming Systems
Perspective
by C. b Van Santen
Some Problems in the lm-
plementation of Agricultural
Rescarch Projects with a
Farming Systems Perspective
by David W, Morman
4 Farm Trials with Madura Cattle:
Supplemeits for Village Diets
by R. 1 Petheram, Susento
Prawiredigdo and Hardi
Prasctyo
Rapid Rural Appraisal, the
Critical First Step in o Fanming
Systemns Approach to Research
by James Beebe
ADecade of On-Farm Research
in Lowland Rice-Based Farming
Systems: Some: Lessons
by Richard A. Morris

Adaptive Research & Pre-Exten-
sion Testing: The Case ot Upland
Rice in West Africa
by Pascat T. Fotzo, P 5 .C.
Spencer and A, S. Sandhu

No.

I

[
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N

°

8 Impact of Cropping Systcms
Program at Sukchama

by B. K. Singh and

K. D. Sayre
Recognizing Structural Con-
straints on Implernentation of a
Farming Systerns Approach
within o National Aqgricultural
Program: Sorme Views from
Thaitand

by Craig L. Infanger
A Methodology for Conducting
Reconnaissance Surveys in
Alfrica

by Timothy R.

Frankenberger

and John tichte
Introducion a LApproche
Recherche/Developpement des
Systems dv Production et a la
Mcthode de Recherche en Milieu
Paysan

by Pascal 1 Fotzo
The Process of On-Farm Trial
Design: The Honduran txpern-
ence of 1978

by Daniel L. Galt
Conducting On-Farm Research
in FSR: Making a Good ldea
Work

by Clive Liqhtfoot

and Randelph Barker
Draught Animal Power in Africa:
Priorities for Development.
Research and Liaison

by Paul Starkey
Fermer Participation in Farming
Systems Research

by Daniel L. Galt and

S8 Mathema

No. 9

No. 12

No. 14

Network Reports

Other pubheations, such as task force
reports and a series of Metwork Reports
provided a synthesis and analysis of
comipleted project activities. Four Network
Reports, proceedings from major workshop
activities, were published and distnbuted
primarily in Africa:

Mo, 1 Animat fraction in a Farrning
System Perspective-proceedings

of a FSSP workshop held in Kara,
Togo, March, 1985, comnlied hy
Susan V. Poats, John Lichte,
James Oxley, Sandra L. Russo,
and Paul H. Starkey.

Livestock in a Mixed Farming
Systermns: Reserch Methods and
Priorities~proceedings of a
workshop held at the International
Livestock Center for Africa (1LCA),
Addis Ababa, Ethiopia, June,
1985. A collaborative effort of the
FSSP, the University of Florida,
and ILCA, proceedings were
edited and produced by Steve
Kearl.

Integrated Livestock Systems in
Nepal and Indonesia: Implica-
tions for Animal Traction in West
Africa-a report of the Second
Crop-Livestock Research Monitor-
ing Tour of Mepal and Indonesia
organized by the International
Rice Research Institute (IRR), the
Department of Agriculture of
Nepal and the Ministry of
Agriculture of Indonesia, prepared
by Panl H. Starkey and Kossivi V.
Apetofia.

Rapport Du Stage Regional De
LI'SR/E—a report on a regional
FSR/E Methods Training Course
conducted in French and held in
Bamako, Mali in November,
1986. T'he report was prepared by
Deifing Sissoko, Mimi Gadreau,
and John Lichte.

FSSP Newsletter

Perhaps the most visible of FSSP
publications was its newsletter, published
quarterly in English, Spanish, and French,
with a combined circulation of more than
5.000 subscribers worldwide. The FSSP
Newsletter became established as anopen
forum for communicating innovative ideas
and facilitating conimunicaticn among
farming systerms practitioners in the field.
Practitiorer participation ir the Mewsletter
provided content on the cutting edge of
IFSR/E methodology. as well as ongoing

No. 3

No. 4
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FSSP publications and article: for the
project’s Newsletter were generated through
project activities and by partic’pation of field
practitioners generally. input from

Duncan Boughton (left), Thomas Senghore
(cer ter) and John Caldwell (right) at a
Gambia workshop was pubiished in Network
Reports and in the Newsletter.

discussion of issues related to diagnosis,
design and analysis of on-farm experimen-
tation. At the same time, the Newsletter
supported various project intcrests and
activities, through announcements of
upcoming training courses, by publishing
information related to the annual sym-
posium, soliciting support for a bibliog-
raphy of readings, and by noting the
availability of other farming systems
publications and materials of interest,

The FSSP Newsletter also canvassed its
readership to ask field practitioners to
identify the most pressing technica!
problems encountered by the project with
which cach practitioner was affiliated. More
than 1,000 responses were generated
through the newsletter survey, including
987 responses to the "problem™ question,
A randem sample of 100 suiveys was
considered and alist of 14 general problem
categories was developed. A surrmary of
the 987 responses according to problem
category is given below,

These data, along with survey response
to a question asking practitioners what
types of articles they would like to see p.ab-
lished in the newsletter, gave qgeneral direc-
tion to the content of the FSSP Newsletter,
and, in tum, assurzd that the Newsletter
was serving its readership. Project manage-
ment aso benefitted from these practitioner
responses, as they confirmed field interest

Most Pressing
Technical

Problems Responses  Percentage

I. Technical 194 203
(bio-physical)

2. Dn-farm 1Gi 16.8
Research
(methodology) and
Statistical Analysis

3. Infrastiucture 113 i18

4. Personneland 110 11.5
Training

5. Institutions 88 9.2
(Research/Extension

6. Farm 58 6.1
Management

7. Regional Support 50 5.2

8. Livestock 45 4.7

9. Interdisciplinary 41 4.3
Colleboration

10. Project 35 37
Management

11. Technology 3 36

2. Natural 29 3.0
Resources (Forestry)

13. Planning and 23 2.4
Evaluation

14. Womenin 6 .6
Agriculture

in various project initiatives, such as the
need for FSR/E trining, or the need to

further  address  on-farm rescarch
imcthodology and  statistical analysis. A
more detailed breakdown of the major
categories fo pressing technical problems
follows:

Major Categories for Most Pressing
Technical Probiems
I “iechnical (Bio-physical):
fertilizers/inputs
new varietics/germplasm
pest control
low yields
soil fertility
post-harvest considerations
2. On-Farm Research (Methodology) and
Statistical Analysis, lack of:
standardized methodology
for FSR
on-farm trial analysis
techniques
economic and institutional
statistical techniques
3. Infrastructure
marketing/prices
supply problems
transportation
policy
fuel and maintenance
financial supporv/disbursement
institutional linkages
rewards for interdisciplinary
activitics
4. Personnel and Training:
appropriate language skills
site-specific knowledge
trained in FSR/E methodology
awarenass of small farmers and
their problems
avaitability of FSR/E materials
in the field
lack of reference materials and
background information

5. Institutions (Research/Extension):
supervision
educational level of
extension agents
rescarch/extension linkages
technology transfer and
dissemnination techniques
sustainability of efforts/personriel
6. Farm Managemient:
labor
time
cash
land constraints
7. Regional Support:
financial/technical
local level
counterpart availability
and/or expertise
8. Livestock:
traction
nutrition
integration of animal traction into
the on-farm trial sequence

9. Interdisciplinary Collaboration:
communication
10. Project Management:
interface with counterparts
short- verus lorig-term goals
interface with donors/host
governmeants
11, TJechnology:
appropriate technology
access to information regarding
new technology
prescivation of local technology
12. Natural Resources (Forestry):
water and rainfall variability
erosion
deforestation
13. Evaluation:
monitoring
documentation
measuring success
risk evaluation/analysis
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! (bio-physical) constraints as one of the most
| pressing problems facing farmers and for
FSR/E practitioners in their cn-farm trials.

FSSP's Newsletter Survey identified technical

14, Women in Agriculture:
gendei issues/division of labor
integration of entire farm families
into FSK activities

Many of these constraints were addres-
sed by the FSSP through its newsletter, in
other project publications. through
appointed task work groups, in networking
and training activities, and through various
other chiannels, such as the FSSP Advisory
Council and Technical Committee. Not the
least of these channels was through a
documentation effort that included
publication and distribution of « series of
bibliographies of readings.

Bibliography of Readings

Two major efforts went forward in

docrinentation. The first was a bibliographi-

cal listing published by Kansas State
University including more than 2,000
entries, accompaniad by an Africa-specific
bibliography of 485 items selected from
the main volume, Efforts on the biblog-
raphy continue today with the addition of
another major collection of works,

All of the above bibliographic listings are
available in the Kansas State University
[FSR.E documentation center. From that
holding 1550 articles are in microtiche for
“at cost” purchase by individuals or libraries
desiring to establish an FSR/E relerence
facility of both published and ephermeral
materials.

The second effort was courdinated
through the Technical Cormmittee of the
FSSP, encornpassing review and sclection
of items for inclusion in FSSP’s Biblioy-
raphy of Readings in Farming Systems.

Thiee volumes were issued in Spanish and
French and four volumes were issucd in
English to the entire FSSP mailing list of
more than 5,000. More than 850 docu-
ments were reviewed in this process
including hundreds contributed by farming
systems practitioners worldwide and the
balance selected from the Xansas State
Bibliography. In the four resulting English
volumes 419 documents were selected for
annotation. The AID Document Informa-
tion and Handling Facility (DIHE) will
continue to handle requests for the FSSP
Bibliographies ¢nd their contents beyond
FFSSP and into the future.

Documents contained in the Bibliog-
raphy of Readings in Farming Systems
remain free to USAID employees, USAID
contractors overseas, and USAID-spon-
sored organizations overseas, cither in
miciofiche or in papet copy. Universities,
research centers, government offices, and
other institutions located in developing
countries are eligible to receive free
microfiche copies of up to five titles per
bibliography (paper copies may be
purchased at the stated price). All other
institutions and individuals rmay purchasc
miciofiche and-or paper copics of the
documents, Complete sets of the bibliog-
raphies (Volume 1, 2, 3, and 4 in English
or Voiume 1, 2, and 3 in either French or
Spanish), are also available in microfiche.
For more information {(cost. shipping, and
handling) contact:

AID/DIHF/FSR

7222 47th Street

Zhevy Chase, Maryland 20815
USA
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initiated by Kansas State University, supportecd

An
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R‘ AR Annual Fan

j v E Symposium has been held since
! 1981, tohen it was conceivedd of and
primarily thiough the University's Title X1

ning Systems

¥

Strengtening Grant. Hosted by the (ni ersily of Kansas through 1986, the Symposium has

provided a mechanism to bring together betioeen 25

and other interested rescachers on a guilar basis.

veodnizing e complementanty
OF the Suinposatinng with it
mandaic and purpose Fssp
provided additional sapport o e
DVINPROST I the cnsuindg yeais, The
overtHocus ob e Svimposiun fras
bBecton PSR
fartn developrient wrh e thermnes
OF crnphiasts e s anpee s of tHie

a4 process b s

rriethadology
Themes of thie Farmimng Systemes
Svinposiam held at Karsas State Oniversity
e luded.
FOST St bomas ina Changing
MWorld:
Prospects for the Fiahtics
P98 Eaning Systerns i the i
1983 Animials an the Fanming Syeter
F983 Famung Systems Rescarcn and
Extension: Implementation and
Monitoring
198D Farming Systerns oo by el
Eaxtension: Managenient and
/\\v'th(‘uiufwj\,
1986 Farming Systerm Mo b arnd
Extension: Food and oeed
Segmning in 1987, and for athrec. s ca
e hosting of the Symigosinm shifted to
the University of Arkansas, with the-
collaborative suppeat aof Wingcok fniterg
tonal. Under this feadeisbags the o,
dapproach has been retamed . prosding
direction to an overall focus on fatming
systems research and eatension Orgamz
eis at the {niversity of Arkansas outlined
Aprogressive sequence torthe Sympesiur,
that would explore: the state of kniowledip-
about farming systeins, infortmation and
communications systems, and thedrmipact
of FSR E:
1987 How Systerms Work
1988 Contributions of T Sk £ Towards
Sustainable Agricultural Systems
1989 State of Knowledge about the
Impact of FSRE L

The Symposium b b pamcularly
successful in providing oppoitunities for
resecarchers, field practitioners and others
involved in farming systems work te share
their interests and concerns, It has created

Janopporunity tor an oxchange of
methodological views. and given FSR
methodology recognition as an important
agricultural developmen; strateqy.

A keynote address, panel discussions,
plenary and concurrent sescions on
vatious sub-themes, and published
procecansgs have been anintegral part of
cach Svmoosium. I eddition, pre- and
POSESYINPOSILIT wothing group sessions,
spechmectings, ond related traming hoave:
bueen an attendant part of the annual event,
Not the feast aof these Bas been the FSsP
Annual Meetings

PSSP Annual #Meetings

Althoughthe tinst FSSP Annual Meetings
CHI82) were not held in conjunction with
the Fatrnmg Systemns Symposium, their
chatecter and operationadl structure was set
by precedent for Post-ay. Aposium activity
i the comina vears, Those st meethngs
could be Characteazed as buing or-
Janizatioal and tormatve, They dealt with
aspedrum of necds and Capabilities
sutounding the newly awarded o GOpera-
e adrecment. explonng the potential for
the TSSE and attemipting o distiltotion of
resources and mterests of the 18 univer -
sites 4 private nstitutions, and USAIL
Nterests moattendance

Wark groups were organized to address
three pricaty areas: administrative: training
and networking: and technic el assistanc
andd state-of -the-arts, Werk GLOUpPS were:
abseHormed to addiess project prioritices
fon 1983 and beyond. to Jevelop an
inplermnentation plan for 1983, to idennh
task group needs, and to examine program
nterface and integration. Fach group
reported their considerations, end findineg
in plenany sessions, This format, of
including working sessions as an intearal
part of the FSSP Annual Mectings, is one
that hecame firmly established

In conjunction with the ArMing Systems
Cvmmposium, the FSSP Annual Meetings
followed the Symposium program for the
nextfive years. These meetings were open
to all Symposium participants, but were
generally attended by the Administrative

0 and 350 farming systems practitioners

Coordinators and Program 1 eaders

of the support entities, along with the
members of the Advisory Council,
technical Committee, USAID representa-
tives, and the core statf of the FSSU, 3y
linking the project’s Annuai Meetings with
the Symiposium there was a built-in
opportunity for vatious task and work
Groups of the FSSE o meet during the
vieek, incuding meetings of the Advisory
Council and the Technical Committec.

Meeting agendas incuded brief reports
from the FSSP core staff on training,
technical assistance, networking and
communication initiatives of the project,
support entity reports on their various
activities, and reports froms the Technical
Cornmiittee and Advisory Council. Beyond
those reports the Annual Meetings quickly
shifted into committees, working groups,
andtaskforce meetings to address priority
issues. These were actually mini-work-
shops to provide an epportunity for
digicgue on points identified for emphasis
by the FSSP care and support entity
fepresentistives. Sutnimary comments and
recommendations generated through
these sessions were used in policy,
plannimg and implementation discussions
by the Advisory Council, the Technical
Committee, and the FSSP core. As
appropriate, recommendations often led
o program developmeat and program
delivery quidelines,

I 1983 Annual Mecting work arcas
mncluded: training; aninel systems:
rescarch extension: technical assistance:
family systeims; management, administra-
ton and policy: and state-of-the-arts, In
1984 working sessions were divided into:
FSSP interactions: project design and
evaluation: campus training: management,
administration and institutionalization:
faculty development: learning training;
FSRE bilateral contracts; and on-farm
research. In 1985 agronomic and livestock
work groups met concurrently, and
working sessions were held to address
evaiuation, network linkages, technical
Issues, and to explore the pros and cons
ol an FSR Association. The last of the
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The FSSP was let competitive
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ly as a

cooperative agreemernt. This procurement
vehicle was selected as the optimal procure-
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Y ment instrument because it

best allowed for: ongoing

~accessing from among numerous collaborating entities the limited and scattered FSR/E
- expertise that would be drawn on to deliver project assistance: and strengthening among

the recipient and collaborators of their capacities to resp

needs of USAID.

Wendell Morse
USAID Projoct Manager FSSP 1983 1985

oth the setting within USAID when
the FSSP was et and the organiza-

tional requitements of the project
were somewhat unique. The factors
directly and significantly conditioned
both FSSP implementation and the
perception of its perfformance.

The FSSP was a worldwide support
project funded principally by the Office of
Agriculture within USAID's Burcau for
Science and Technology (S6T/AGR).
USAID project managernent during varly
implementation stages was shared 1 dhe
SET Bureau by the SET/AGR and the
Office of Rural Development (S&TRD). By
nature of the ccoperative agreement, these
two offices shared project management
responsibilitics with the University of
Hlorida.

USAID stipulated for the FSSP that o
university would be sclected to lcad the
project, but that this university, would
access FSR'E expertise from amonig
network of collaborators that would be:
formed by the lead university after signing
ofthe cooperative agreement. Doespite this
requirement for collaboration, the lead
university remained solely resporisible and
accountable for project impleme ntation
and performance. The uniqueness of the
USAID setting and organizational require-

- ments of the FSSP conditioned its

anplementation,

Worldwide Support Project

As a USAID worldwide support project,
the FSSP was to deliver program assis-
tance to all USAID geographic regions.
During the early stages of project planning,
the Africa Region was 1o receive priority
attention. That is, 50 percent of project

resources were to be allocated to Africa. In
reality, this meant that 50 percent of project
resources would be available to the West
and Central Africa countries senviced by
the USAID Regional Economic Develop-
ment and Services Office (REDSO/MWA)}
located in Abidjan, lvory Coast. FSSP was
to focus on this region as the Bureau for
Africa had funded with CIMMY T an FSR/E
support project for USAID countries in East
and Southern Africa. It was originally
intended that the FSSP would assume
stpport responsibility for USAID-spoi-
sored FSR/E projects in East and Southern
Africa rouyhly two vears after FSSP
start-up. However, this never occurred as
the Bureau for Africa extended thee
CIMMYT supp.ont project. Thus, the FSSP
undertook few support activities in East
and Southern Africa. These were usually
progranirmed m conjunction with CIMMYT,
In January, at a 1983 SET Bureau
leadership mieeting, surprise was CXpres:
sed at the worldwide support nature of the
FSSP, describing a perception of the FSSP
as an "Africa only” project. This leadership
perception was at variance with the S&7T
Bureau approved project paper and
negotiated cooperative agreemeant which
defined the project scope of work in a
contractual sensc. In this January, 1983
meeting, SET Bureau leadership expres-
sed for the first time firm interest in
1estricting the scope of the project by
eliminating scrvices to the Ladn America.
Caribbean and Asia/Near East regions.
The FSSP was the last of the mission
support projects funded by thie S&T
Bureau just prior to its turning its attention
to research projects in late 1982, This
refocus reflected realignment in central
bureau interests when USAID's central
bureau changed from the Development
Support Bureauto the Bureau for Science

* and Technology.
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ond to FSKR/E program and project

Both the misunderstanding of the
project scope (worldwide vs, West and
Central Alrica) and its nature (support
tather than research) placed the FSSP at
a disadvantage in the SET Bureau. It
sinply was not viewed as favorably as the
research projects with which it competed
for Burcau attention and resources in an
atmosphere of ever shrinking budqets,

USAID Project Management

The FSSP was one of a small group of
projects within the S&T Bureau which were
to be jointly menaged by two offices within
the Bureau. The FSSP was funded. with
the exeeption of 500,000 which was
inade available to the project through the
Oftice of Rural Development (SET/RD), by
the Oftice of Agriculture (SET/AGR). A
projectotficer from S&ET'AGR and a deputy
project officer from S&ET-RD were desig-
nated as the USAID partners in manage-
ment of the FSSP with the University of
Florida. As stipulated by the cooprative
agreement, the SET.AGR project officer
was the (JSAID contact for the university
lcading the FFSSP,

As with other projects jointly managed
by SET offices, this USAID arrangement
proved difficult for the FSSP. The constant
need within USAID to reconcile the often
varying positions of the ditferent offices
holding project management staff fre-
quently slowed FSSP implementation.
Once a single USAID project officer was
given authornity to speak for (USAID in the
collaborative management of the project
with the lead university, project manage-
ment became more efficient.

Numerous Participants

"SSP project design requirea that a
single lead university identify and establish

working relationships with institutions with

FSR/E experise during the first year of

d planning for project activities

during project implementatior., flexibility ir:
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project implementation. This was a new
approach to implementation of USAID
projects. Heretofore, collaborators and
their respective roles had been identified
prior to letting of a USAID project. Bilateral
and other central bureau projects, includ-
ing the collaborative research support
programs (CRSPs), all fit the pattern of
known collaborators with identitied
responsibilitics prior to signature of
contracts with USAID. The FSSP broke
new around by corpleting institutional
arrangements dusing the initial phases of
project implementation, after signing of
the cooperative agreement with the
University of Florida. This is noteworthy in
that it proved that a large number (25) of
support entitics from among universities
and private sector firms could and would
at significant costs to themselves, work
together in implementation of 4 single
project.

Project Procurement

During project design USAID recognized
that farming systems capability in the
United States was scattered among o
number of entities including several Title
XH universities, the (.S, Department of
Agriculture and 2 few private institutions.
Outside the United States. farming
systemes competence could be found in
somie of the internaticnal agriculturat
research centers and ina few of the
national research institutions of other
countrics. The USAID challenge in
designing the FSSP to meetits needs was
both to assure that technical services
would be accessed and delivered from this
scattered resource base, and to broaden,
strengthen and institutionalize this re-
source base to assist USAID inits forimineg
systems program cfforts ir the future,

A cooperative agreernent, an in-
frequently used procurement process, was
selected as the one that would best lead
to the successtul accomplishiment of the
technical assistance and institition
buiiding objectives of the FSSE. The
USAID project committee deaided that o
Title XH university could best 1ead the
project.

The procurement process was initiated
by USAID contacting Title X universities
to announce the project and to assess
university interest and perceived capabililty
to serve as the lead university under a
cooperative agicement with USAID.
USAID, at this time, also deatified
universitics which held sigrificant farmingg
systems capscity and which wanted to
contribute to the project, although not in
a leadership role.

Universities interested in leading the
project were asked to submit to USAID a
statement of institutionai manegernent
capability. Institutional qualifications in
farming systems as related to the four

Ll i
project components (technical assistance,
training, networking, and state-of-the-art
research), institutional commitment to
farming systems and international agricul-
tural development, and qualifications of
staff proposed for the project were criteria
used by USAID to evaluate the statements
of institutional management capability.

Faurteen universities expressed an
interest in leading the FSSP. The USAID
project committee selected six universities
(Colorado State University, University of
Florida, University of lllinois, University of
Missouri, Michigan State University, and
Purdue University) from among this group
to meet with the project committee for the
purpose of sclecting the university best
qualified to lead the project. Subsequen
to these meetings, the University of Florida
was selected to lead the FSSP.

A highlight of this procurement process
was a general meeting held prior to
selection by all six of the universities which
were considercd by (ISAID to lead the
project. This meeting was mportant in that
it establishea a nucleus of future col-
laborators i the project. Also, this initial
conselidation of interest was a clear
expression ot intent to collaborate and
dispelled USAID fears that by competing
the project and choosing one university to
lead it, others considered in the final stages
of the selection process might not maxe
their farming systems and other institu-
tional capabilitics avaiable tothe FSSP. In
fact, two months prios to signing of the
cooperative agreement with the University
of Florida, this group of six universitics had
started to form the support entity network
that was so important to cffectiveness of
the FSSP and the accomplishment of
project objectives during implementation.

The structural frarnework described
abewve wasunique to the FSSP s eaistence
as a ficld support project at a time when
the SET Bureau had shifted its emphasis
to research activities, the misunderstanding
within the 567 Burcauas o project scope
(worldwide vs. West and Central Atnica), the
requireiment to cstablish a network of
collaborators efter the beqginning of
project implenentation, and the attempt
within the SET Bureau to jointly immanage
the FSSP brought significant challenges to
both USAID and the University of HHlornda
during project implementation.

Farming Systems:
A Need for Consensus

The underlying justification within
USAID for the FSSP was the necd to
provide technical assistanas and buman
resource development support to the
many bilateral projects which USAID was
funding under the title of Farming Systems
Research and Eatension, or some close
variation of this project title. USAID
recognized in 1981 that the farming

systems approach to agricultural research
and extension carried varyir.g definitions
and that these varying definitions were
reflected in the diverse implementation
patterns of USAID projects, which by
design were intended o be very similar.

ihis lack of consensus as to “what is
FSRAD was further compounded as
contractors staffed field research projects
with personnel who knew agriculturat
rescarch well, but who knew the farming
systems approachless well,if at all. USAID
and host countiy officials became frus-
wated as “ther” fanming systems projects
frequently assumed characteristics of
commodity or discipline based research.
They called for ceatral support etforts that
would help host country agricultural
research institutions develop and deliver
new ajgricultural technologies It was this
call for central support from a farming
systems expertise base thatled to the FSSP
and the similar CIMMYT implemented
suppert project in East and Southern
Africa.

Thercfore, the FSSP entered an arena
tfarming systems research and extension)
which proposed added dimensions
{extension and farmer involverment in the
rescarch process) to the more commonly
practiced commodity or disciplinary
approachto agricultural research. And, the
FSSP began at a time when farming
systemns as an approach to agricultural
research and extension was itself still being
defined and learned among the agricultural
rescarciy and extension comimunities in
the United States and akroad.

The FSSP was handed considerable
detinitional and consensus building
responsibility as it entered this arena. Whilz
its responsibility was focused on USAID-
funded farming systermns efforts, its
mandate to access and strengthen farming
systems capabilities on a worldwide basis
thrust the project to center stage anmong
U.S. universities, the (LS. Department of
Agriculture, private institutions, interna-
tional agricultural resarch centers and
national research institutions in its
worldwide leadership role in farming
systems consensus building.

Early Project linplementztion

During its first ;une months, the FSSP
faced three significant and noteworthy
crganizational and programrnatic chal-
feriges which were related to
I} the establishiment of a network of
collaborators

2) USAID response to a proposal from
the International institute of Tropical
Agricultural (IITA); and

3) stalfing the FSSP.

Network of Collaborators

The nucleus of a network of collaborat-
ing institutions was formed at the time of




lead university selection in July, 1982 as
mentioned above. Prior to signing of the
cooperative agreement, at the end of
September, 1982, a second, larger
meeting was held with universities and
firms interested in affiliation with the F$sp
These two meetings demonstrated broadiy
based interest and support for the FSSP:
all costs for these meetings were absorped
by the participants.

Subsequent meetings with collaborators
during the first year of project implementa-
tion defined the support entity bas ¢ for the
FSSP. During the first year considerabls
project time was devoted to finalizing
forimal agreements between the (nve Sity
of Florida and the 25 support criities
affiliated with the project,

I'TA Proposal

During the summer of 1982, (ISAID
(SET Bureau) received o proposal from
ITA requesting USAID suppuort for ITA’s
farming systems prograas. (he scope of
the preposal, both in teims eof budygetand
range of activities, exceeded the Capacily
ofthe F5SP even though the SET Burea

proposed that USAID response to ITA be

rnade through the FSSP and use FSSP
resources,

itis notewarthy that University of Florida
representatives, who were responsible for
the FSSP.met at their own eapense with
USAID and ITA officials in Augqust, 1982,
to consider the WA proposadl prior to
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signing of the cooperative agreement for
the FSSP. Officials at this mecting decided
that a site visit to [ITA by USAID and FSSP
officials would * - required during the fall
of 1982 prior to further consideration by
USAID arid the FSSP of the: IITA proposal.
Subsequent to site visits to A in October
and November, 1982, the S&7T Bureau
decided that USAID support for the IITA
propusal wes not appropriate through the
FSSP.FSSP did, however, during the early
months of 1983, provide roughly 5 person
imonths of technical assistance to ITA for
the: purpose of designing an FSR/E
aining prograin.

Consideration of this ITA proposal was
siyniicant and noteworthy in that

a) prior o signing of the cooperative
agreement, the University of Florida
was asked by USAID 0 consider use
of FSSP project resources:
evaluation ot the A proposal
consumed significant project re-
sources during project stast-up toward
an end only marginally related o the
purpose of the FSSP; and
during the very carly months of the
project, suppartto A diverted scarce
technical assistarce resources from
activities maore directly related to the
purpose of the FSSP.

b

Project Staffing
Stafting of the FSSP was defined in the
cooperative agreement. Project manage-
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ment (both University of Florida and S&T)
agicedin the fall of 1982 that the core staff
would be assembled at the University of
Florida and consist ol both University of
Florida stalf and staff seconded to the
University of Flotida by collaborating
universitics or fiims for the purpose of
FSSP implernontation. Durine late 1982
several highly qualified candidates for core
staff positions weie dentified from among
the network of collaborating entities.
However. the seconding of these people to
the University of Florida was not possible
because the arrangement was not accept-
able to their parent institutions. Project
management then considered two options
for stalfing the core group: adispersed core
stalf; or recruitment for a University of
Florida based core staff. In January, 1983
thie rectuitment option was chosen as the
most beneficial way of staffing the FSSP
These events suriounding FSSP staifing
are significanit in that the seconding
aftangement, had it been workable, would
have been precedent setting and could
have contributed significantly to solidifying
the FSSP suport base
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PROJECT PERSONNEL

Core Staff

Dr. Chris Andrew became Director of the
FSSP at the inception of the USAID/Univer-
sity of Florida Cooperative Agreement,
September, 1982.

Dr. Jim Jones joined the project in
December, 1982 to provide coorcination
and leadership in training and Latin
American programs.

Mr. Steve Kearl joined in Apiil, 1983, a5
editor/communicator with responsibilities
for the newsletter, support to the training
program in the development of training
modules and support to other communica-
tion and publication ¢fforts

Dr. Susan Poats juined the project in
June, 1683, to coordinate network and
related efforts including workshops,
regionat and sub-regional networks, and to
provide leadership for African programs.

Dr. Ken McDermott joined the projectin
September, 1983, with responsibility for
coordinating technical assistance program
requests from USAID for the entire project
and to serve as a Washington-based
liaison

Dr. Dan Galt also joined the pmject in
September, 1983, to work closely with
support entities in the supply of technical
assistance and training tearms and in
coordinating Asian programs.

Ms. Lisette Walecka assumed
coordinating responsibility for the
developmentof training materials in 1984,

Other complementary support to the
proiect was as follows:

Dr. Peter Hildebrand provided
state-cf-the-art, technical support and

consultation for the FSR/E program in
genceral and traming in particula, through
the developmenmt of training materials.

Dr. Robert Waugh consulted with the
project regarding management and
administration issucs in FSR/E projects,
both in techncial assistance and training.

Mr. James Dean was responsible for the
visitors program, support to development
of training materials. reference fcilities
and network logistics within the (United
States.

Dr. Eugenio Martinez seived as a Senior
Counselor in Residence from 1984-1985.

USAID Project Management included:

Wendell Morse, Project Manager
1983-1985.

Ken Swanburg, Co-Project Manager
1983-1934.

Don Osburn, Project Manager
1985-1986.

Roberto Castro, Project Manager
1986-1987.

Members of the Advisory Council
included:

1983 WendellMcKinsey
University of Colorado
1983- 84 James Mciman

Colorado State University
1983-85 Larry Zuidema

Cornell University
1984-86 Dale Harpstead

Michigan State University
1985-87 Jean Kearns

University of Arizona

!

1986-87 Ned Raun

Winrock International
Delane Welsch
(iIniversity of Minnesota

1987

Representation on the Technical Commit- |
tee included: i

1984 Sam Johnson
University of Hllinois
1984 Robert McDowell

Comell University
1984-85 Bob Hart

Winrock Internatior.al
1984-85 Jim Henson

Washington State University
1984-86 Comelia Butler-Fiora

Kansas State University
1984-87 John Caldwell

Virginia Polytechnic Institute
1985-87 Jim Oxley

Colorado State University
1985-87 Dave Thursten

Cormell University
1985-86 MimiGadreau

University of Minnesota
1985-86 Pascal FFotzo

Guatemala
1985-86 lerd C.

Thailand
1987 DonVoth
University of Arkansas
1987 Rick Bernsten
1984 Steve Franzel
Development Altematives, Inc.
1964 Ken Buhr
University of Florida
1985-87 Michael Joshua

Virginia State University
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