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N The Farming 
Systems Support

UCTIOProject (FSSP)
 
was put in place by USAID's Bureau for Science and Technology (S&T) between late 1981 
andmid-1982 to strengthen the technicaland human resourcecapabilitiesof the large 
number of farming systems researchandextension (FS/E)projects that USAID was 
funding throughoutthe world at that time.
 

s such, the FSSP was dtesigned as 

a worldwide field suppolt pfoject 
which was to 'espond to bilate.ral 

FSR E project needs and to Frovide 
leadership in developing nmethodological 
consensus among USA!D FSR E 
projects. In its original design, the FSSP 
was to Otrengthen USAID's FSR. E efiols 
throuoh technical assistance, training, 
networking, and state-ol-the-art research 
activities, 

This final report of the Farming Systems 
Support Project (FSSP) differs from other 
end-of-project reportsfor USAID contracts. 
But then, the FSSP was unlike previous 

SAID projects in many ways. It was not a 

research project with specified research 
objectives to pursue and achieve. Rather, 
itwas a project conceived to take shape 
according to the interests and needs of its 
numCous potential clients, it evolved to 
meet the conditions of a new approach to 
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. FSSP is perhaps best viewed as 
a project of process and people, rather 
than specified achievements. To construct 
a final report requires telling the story of 
the project and people involved. This final 
report isjust that, a story, written by several 
people and consisting of many parts. It is 
not meant to be all inclusive, but rather to 
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 outcome of its efforts.U 
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THE FSSPad(SI nSpeme 92 nta 
SP By the time the coopeative agreementwas 

signed between the Universityof Floridaand USA/D in September 1982, initialNcompetitionfor leadershipof the 
project hadbeen replacedby aUTI'& desire for collaboration in what 

was to become the FSSP support entity network. This support entity network emerged witha memorandum of agreement,an advisory council,a technicalcommittee andnumerous 
support functions. 

Chris Andiew _ 
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any people wanted to be involved
in the netwoik. The support 
entities expected to be 

stengthened prugranimatically because ,
of invoivenients with the project. Each 
participating institution identified a 
program leader an administrative 
coordinator and program associates to 
facilitate institutional affiliation with FSSP 
dnd to coalesce their own respectie
pr)(raMIs. Resources through depart-
iants, centers and programs at these 
institiltions weie conmitted to strengthen-
ing the (.S. don-.stic capacity to provide 
support to AID lanring svstems activities 
through the FSSP Finri"ecial gain was not 
an anticipated benefit ofpaticipation in 
FSSP This attitude piovided the basis for 
establishinfj a unique: network among
(.S. universities for inernational work. 
profoundly different hen any previously 

deveicped. 


Each of the participating institutions
identified within its ranks faculty or staff 
dedicated to committing themselves and 
sone of their time to learning about and 
then delivering the technical assistance 
and training activities necessary to support 
FSR/E efforts in conjunction with and 
under the leadership of the FSSP These 

individuals or program associates num-

bered over 540 and 90% of them 
came 

from the university community of col-

laborators. The remainder were indepen-

dent consultants frorn al 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 anid collaborative 
activity was the development and 
strengthening ofa supportcapabi~ltyof the
FSSP Network as a support system for 
USAID. The FSSP Network collectively 
developed its cwn identity, mission ancmethodology to support FSR/E. The 
network, although now informal, is ready 

for more than what was envisaged to 
support the FSSP. It has the potential to 
alter the way in which U.S. agriculturalresearch and extension institutions 
support the international development of 
agriculture. FSSP was merely a starting
point. 


Early work inthe FSSP 
was facilitated 
by well-qualified management on the part 
ot 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 CRSIs, 
bilateral contracts and other technical 
support activities, the FSSP's collaborative 
management approach was essential in 
order to serve the intent of its cooperative 
agreement. Given both the diagnostic and 
design orientation 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

entities and the Agency. 


The FSSP Advisory Council 
Following the 1982 FSSP Annual 

Meeting an Advisory Council began its 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 

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
(heir task. The Council exercised diplo-
macyin fairly and judiciously representing 
the interests of the support entity network,and in providing guidance and direction to 
project management. Among several 
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contributions, the Council assisted in
drawing up the base Memorandum of 
Agreement including articles for supporti entity participation, took responsibility forchairing the FSSP annual meeting, met 
quarterly with project management and 
the director in administrative and program
issues, gave guidance to the technical 
committee structure, membership and 
mandate and represented FSSP before 
various meetings, particularly within 
USAID Washington. 

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 
USAID/S&T project manager and the 
FSSP director and core staff at the 
University of Florida. The functional 
agreement was that each of the three 
major actors (project manager, director's 
office, advisory council) had aspecific role 
to play and that overlap or turf issues would 
be minimized based upon defined 
responsibilities. 

I. 	The project manager agreed to 
manage ISAID relations, provide
leadershipand training to the core staff 
in establishing mission level linkages,
and to oversee contract office interac­
tions to reet USAID mission demands. 
The project mioager also took 
responsiibility for developing and 
maintaining linkages with regional
bureaus relative to project planning 
and general collaboration. 

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 
FSRi prajects. 

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



to serve USAID needs. Tlie council 
advised in the establishment of the 
technical committee, working groups, 
andvaricus programming aspects that 
emerged from those two activities to 
provide leadership for the process of 
synthesis, consensus an-I growth in the 
area of methodology cf FSRiE. 

The FSSP Technical Committee 

Established as the only standing 
committee 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 ,erved in the overall FSSP program 
and that the integrity of the farming 
systems approach to research and 
extension was maintained in fproect 
undertakings and activities. Cea-.n and 
oversight of various ad hloc corlmittce 
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 of major organizational ac-
complishments was achieved bet,.'eun 
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 invarious parts of the 
world. Linkage oi theTechnicalCommittee 
to regional networks further strengthened 
peer associations and agreement about 
FSR/E methodologies. The Tezchnical 
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 faculty) 
within the support entity structure, espe­
cially in the development and review of 
training materials, further intensified a 
synthesis-to-consensus process. T-he 
consensus building was free and open 
bringing wide ranging dimensions into 
focus. The process recognized and 
accepted varied forms of on-farm research 
and extension methodology necessary for 
unique biophysical and socioeconomic 
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 (1-r): H. L.Popenoe, 
Director of Intemational Programs. University 
of Florida; C. 0. Andrew. Director of Farming 
Systems Support Project: and J. Meiman, 
Director of International Programs, Colorado 
State University. 

When USAID programming for farming 
systems shifted away from worldwide 
support efforts to emphasis on WestAfrica, 
both the FSSP management and the 
various support entities had soictliing to 

i 	 learn about potential networking and 
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 
cISAID missions, stimulated pogram 
emergence much more rapidly than most 
people anticipated. It was not as rapid, 
iowever, as others dvsired in terms of 
:Hl;hing commodity networks iri the 
region. 

An important \kest African regional 
network did emerge. Participants in several 
regional activities identifie, the need for 
emphasis on mixed crop and livestock 
systems. lb that end, FSSP resources, 
in collaboration with those from interna-
tional donors and the International 
livestock Center for Africa (ILCA), estab-
lished anetwork of interested research and 
extension scientists (WestAfrica Integrated 
Livestock Network) that can perform 
effectively in the future if support rs 
sustained until the overall program reaches 
maturity. Deliberate action and patience 
has paid off with carefui ide ntification 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 
isrecognized that regional participation will 
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provide valuable input to the collaborating 
scientists. Likewise, direction for such an 
organization must come from national 
participantsor 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 
reseach contributions and cooperation. 
Ihis 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 rray lead to aviable long-term 
organiiation. 

Nu- erous other interactions could be 
mentioned where collaborative efforts, 
din,( t involvement and backstop by FSSP 
supporl entities have been exemplary. 
Collaboration relative to prograrnm ing for 
Asia was outstanding, yet no funding 
erirerged to support an Asian program. 
[hat collaboration and cooperation 
remains as a particularly capable source 
for support to USAID should the Agency 
decide to use it. 

Acaution is 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. Misuseof 
biodata, for example, can injure the trust. 
Selection of one support entity over others 
to perform atask of pervasive importance 
without collaboration and communication 
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relative to that selection process can injure
the collaborative relationship. With consid-
erable care, a relationship that focuses on 
multidiscpliriary involvements in FSR E 
has definitely been established which 
outlives FSSP regardless of the funding
horizon. This unique resource, if nurtured, 
can provide asupport base to (JSAID and 
others over a long period of time. To 
maintain interest within this support base 
only minor financial investments are 
necessary.To ignore the base, however, will 
send a signal to those who have !iven 
unselfishly of their institutional and 
personal resources to the progranl . 

It is impossible to say what the absolkt 
dollar imt, h by (ISAID missions, other 
dono,., >up)ort e ntities. IAICs and 
national piohii ris was to FSSP activity 
The project stimulated tie rilobiliziatio of 
many human and iriforn ration resoLr(:es at 
minimal cost to th i )rojc(t but often at 
substantial cost to collaborating entities 
Yet, FSSP was c riticized at lifiles hr eb:a 

mission buy-ins were riot ofI a level 
coipttitive with other piojut(ts in (JSAID
Ih e project was ina)(ed so that admiis 
trative ard buireaucratic "raileirvers itrecoleagues a cross many disciplinary adri
miii niizc(I. incIuldi i.g exchangqe of Itnds. lIi 
many case>, this removed the need for 
handling fUnCIS throre h extra (:oitra( t 
offices and agents or eliirinated the need 
for international money exchanges and 
transfers. [he goal was to manage the 

funds as close to the client activity as 
possible. 

Careful study of the overall recod 
indicates that mission fund matches come 
from bilateral contractors both in tle field 
and at the home ititution. It is irmlpossible 
to identify the extent to which these 
matches augmented the resource base of 
the FSSP Nevertheless, the multiplier 
effects were considerable and nLume-orus 
hours were ",eely" contributed to activities 
such as work (roups, task forces, training
unit developrnent teams, symposia, 
cOun(cils and technical committees-
where no federal monies h i,(,been 
exlpended. I ie States, th( .,niversities, 
their offices of International Agricultural 
Programs, their departments and their 
far:ulties viwd FSSP as a " orthwhile 
rAv*trle t. f[he attitude in delivering suc:h 

hU )polt has been positive and conduC v 
to an active and productive inuftidisCipli-
nryI and multi- institutional core of 
p)oq1ra in associ ates. Most of tie I-SSI 
Progranr Assoc:ate.s did not know ca(h 
other i4 1982, but1now, largely as a result 
of the [ SS, function intensively a 

irrstitution,l lOU daries. Ihis may well be 
rne of the most irnportait and loni-lastin 
ichnreverl relts of the f SSP It would be 

incorrec(:t to say that the FSSP in-
stitutiorralized FSR I--within the 25 
cooperating support entities. Yet the 

essence of the FSSP goes well beyond 
apparent contributions. The FSSP provided

I 	a mechanisrn 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 mmem­
bered, is methodology,not an institutional 
construct The institutional dimensions 
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 AUSIDIAP, the profes­
sional societies ot agronomy, agricultural 
econoMics, and others), along with a host 
of other inter-institutionial mechanisms. 
Somehow the right ingredients formed 
within the F;SSP to provide for a unique 
ogru ity of thoughts arid practices ii. the 

SU))Oit netwoik to achieve support for 
ISR V£based CISAID programs and FSR/E 
pi)ogrnis of other donors. lie United 
States Agency for International Develop­
merit ear take considerable credit for 
initiating a project that stimulated this 
unprecedented cc Ilaboration. Future 
suppoLt efforts in,JSAID and through the 
donor community will surely benefit from 
the FSSP experience. 



geLfft prTHE REQG0IONA The FSSP coopema­
tive agreementTHRGIONAassigned fifty per-

IO 	 cent of project activities to support USAID mission 
programsin Africa. Remainingprojectsupport was 
to be divided between Asia and LatinAmerica. 

FSSP assigneda core staff person to be responsiblefor each region. By the end of 1983, 
an FSSP regionalstrategy'had evolved that includedpro-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 institutionsandFSR/E specialistsand minimized 
FSSP core staff involvement, and a reactive stance toward support for FSR/E in Asia. 
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While this strte!ty w., ioniiiste:it with 

USAID riud,is as er(,fitd it) \V shin(Iton. 

it did not retle(t thi(th iln)L) rltnt dtllmaIld 

for ISR,L supltol otitie honi pioje:t" 

and practitioners intit fild. A (iibi* 

anrloTI tl( ilt] tile types ot tupport "( i6t' 

that ( oild be aiy-essed by (ISAiD T t,)tinni 

from till I-SSP sent Out s[ltl, at( the. 
projct b ]dn. rattxJnUM rous 


eri. 

and some from Asia. but virtually nrl 

from iAfrica I-e (st> 

equieIsts for activiti-s from Latin Ariw i 

frwaniiwle(stle if Iw 
from projects already established in last 

and Southern Africa, but theie wrtI n(ric, 

fronVWest Africa, tfe region thee (SAID 
Washingiton wanted FSSP to tarqet 50 
percent of its effort. -he uneven re(jion il 

response probably relle(ttd the Ioriqcr 
historical development of i-SI 	 V in l atit 

America and Asia. as well as 	the sitiphe
fact that requests for support activities wer(' 

more likely to coie fromlolder e-xistiriq 

projects and pro rarnls that knew whit 
FSR I was lild could articulat a 

appropriate requt:st. Apart from S -iw(iiial 

dild Ni imaitd too lesser txteitIn Mol. 
i SRI. efforts were just 1)1in] itiatt(di 

th reion wh t the I-SSP h(,.i
l r,S(vn'ial 
USAID projects wue ili earli planniri o, 
design stages, but it was too early foi 

ruquc'sts for supporl. -xisting ogrir:ultural 

l 
e I-SR' V and it Wotld lkttilt1 for 
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e\pe:lit :(es while wokii with newer 

l)iojeits and pio]palis in Afhica. In 

essetli.~t ti t lior offered the olportlu-
iitv to fa:iilitlte inter-rehiioial etworkinq 

anod (tollaborotiorl which would result in 
h tt-r I -- ,kork and the (len ration of 

ustful tolinini in(1 tec(hnical assistian-c 
llaterials, 

Itowevr,by 1984.(ISAI[) po(qrarnm ini 

forflilinil s ils hsthad shilted away ftroril 

torldV id sippoll efforts to arterilflasis 

OHlAll I .aIr in )artlicular, \'Ast and 

tntrilAtrit i. (ISAI' s retiional proqliim il 

i -,t l111d Soutiein Ahica idc( idtd to 
,\tt'li and ',lI tl e fntit )illl(ti 

(AI MY 
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iilteI to plovich, sufficient ISR F.support 
toenl i-Si- [ projects in tile ic ion.to (ISAID 

t, .,asinstiucted to (curtail activit ills 

As,imd Idlatin Atlrni while (aflcitnleini 

1ll ;1-tttve sul)ll to West dIl(dCeItril 

'\Il i. IhClpIOjeit wva11aSO ni iiraqcd to 
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leve i in tt I 1985 workplaii .lid [ i(i l 

phtillnilii of d -litid ativities Conti'd. 
tiOUljih pirqramminq for Asia and Lot ii 

Anettrica was sotnewhat limited. FSSP 

afwtad with plalninq Ioractivities 
sieduled it thfl trh e ICiion, )Itnd heqan 
inr(1ltarations for the illid-teril evaluatiol 

set lor June 1985. 
Optimistmi for continmij woildwide 

me ,ovd 


activities win sitoitlived as it hecame 

Oppatnt that workplan and Indqjet 
applbroval win lletratte. iiie i"SPhi)ud(11et 

,as cut fy over I iiillioil dollars (14% of 

the 0ttal hilt about 35'7, of the funds 

scIledUled to cotnple tile proc('t) in 1985 

beore tile Illid-teIll '-Valationtook place. 

Despite the cut. CISAID called for the 

pij-(t to make plans to place a core staff 

person it. the West and Centrail African 
rejqion for the reiaininqt two vears of the 

pioject. Ihis idea had been proposed by 
I"SSP durin(q its first year inolder to 

etnhance the pro-active development of 

c:tivities intle reilion. At thle time. OSAiD 

\Vashinqton. 0l1(1 the Africa Bureau in 

Palicula, did not Support the idea. FSSP 

ha1d proposed Modeling such an effortor, 

till sluceesslul CIMMYI proJrarln inEast 

ild Southeln Africa, but lecotllized that 

slc(:Css of such a venture would rIVJuire 

Ionq-terin c lom )ositiornm ittrllent to tile 

and to ilackstop)iini bt the l)oje(:t team 
inFlorida. 

I houqh tilt, FSS P had been designed as 

o ten-year effoil. only the first tie were 

f)udtleted. It was tile coeserlsiS of F SP 

iole an outside :SR [- advisors that the 

p)rojet 1,( insuifficient resources and time 

to launc(h a fllfiCietlt and sustainable 

n:qionally Io(,ted office, and that project 
ino)lnlt itl time would be better placed 

iri support actiities and tile development 
flft-tinq.ifSIR I trilatelials for technical assistance 

M1d trainll i-or USAID to revive the idea 

of n tqional stalf mei ber halfway through 

thie prloject, followinq a substantial budget 

(iit, in1(d witlh very little indication th t a 

5e(onld phisi of the project would be 
tilfl(oiMin] was not well thoujht out. 

]F., report ho1 till: tid-teim evaluation, 
iildL( cted i) June 1985 and received by 

I-SSP in October, (onfirmed a focus on 
West and Central Africa and stipulated that 
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activities in other regions should beconducted on a buy-in basis only. Tis, 
plus other evaluation recommendations, 
combined with the substantial budget cut
again for I986, greatly influenced program-
ming for the remainder of the project.he
proposal for a regionally based core staff 
person was dropped, allactivityin Asiaarid 
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 F-SSP 
was shifted to reflect the changes in 
regional focus and by mid- 1985, two colw 
staff had left the project and were not 
replaced. Beginning in 1987, activity even
in Africa was conducted largely on a bLy-in
basis and the project began to wind down 
as the year ended. No support for a s'rOttd 
phase was forthcomriingt. The regional
activities sun rarized in the table below, 
reflect the overall manner in which regional
efforts built up durinfg tihi. first thre years
of the pioj,(t ind de'orsd sitInifi( aritly
in the last two. 

In retrospect, lad thl itgionl pItog ranItt,
of thi : FSSP rnot utt 	ba( k in 1985. 
activities in Latin Aiterica indrAsm wkould 
have continued to expanIdtland wo uld Iive 
involved a larger nunber of tte t-SSP siuip-
por entities with capabilities and experi-
enct in these- regions. Nearly all of the work 
WoulI ht' oilbeen a buy-in basis with 
sOtie cort lnding nitcessa ), or mianage-
rent. Itit, orus on West and Central Africa 
did serve to greitly ex'paind FSR F efforts 
in that region. As projecs tmiatuied or were 
(tlesigrned to include I SSP support

dtiantds, resultatt d( tiVItie".s itlriiovid et 
Ihle irove. to a buy-in ibasis did 1t ,fllrv. 

tht, FSSI'to firiction prop ,rlyisa sulpolt 

project. [BL\, it),, front 
 iissions wcrr' for 
s)ecii(: activitit', srirh asad training Coes,,, 

an evaluation. or 
 a piojr t design effort. 

l3uy-ins did riot dil (could riot ncover CoW( 

roancaget eitt deve op itnt.w lr stt itCSis 

activity antd did tint Stve. wl 
 (IIairyof thte 

regional or inter-regional networkl:it 
 areas 

ofcthe [roject.Without these overall supot

mechanist-,s, th project could only 

functiontriuci 
 any otter 


university contractoris 

es 	 private or 

AFRICA 

SSP activities in West and Cettral Africa 
wereorganized 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 tfte cooperative agreement fot the 
project: 

I. 	16 develop the proficiency and 

capability of West and Central African 


Regional Activities Conducted 
by the FSSP 1983-1987* 

Latin 
Africa American Asia 

1983 17 13 I 
1984 23 I 
1985 18 9 8
1986 7 3' 0 
1987 6*-- 0 0 
*Tabulated from FSSP Annual Reports 198--
1986 and 1987 trip reports. 
*All three activitieswere 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 ofrganizations. 

SciIntists to conduct FSR,F within 
their national programs of agricultural
research and development, 

2. 	 16 support ongoing FSR L proliams
and projects with FS 1('I-thntnical 
assistance, both shoil-teil 'and 
long-terrt as ieguested. 

3. 	 Io facilitate the docuniintation of 
I-<,I:-results ill West and Central 

and the exChange of sicl 
inforniation arnong researhcrels and 
adnrinistratc rs at both the national and 
ir itel natiol hItvels. 

4. 	 10 create WtrtdSUpoit rietdi aor 

lace'-to- face exchanges of f-SR, 1: 

experiences and results arolong 
 West 
\frican rsearchersand administrators, 
ild between West. Central Africans and 
wft-intteriationatl iesearci adminis-

trator CoMItnunity, 
5. 	 10 build and stipport linkd(jes letbVeein 

indrlr1or( I SSP and other donor-as-
sisttd I-SR I_atiVities it) West and 
Cr ntrail Afrmrc. 

r. 	 In i rinourage arid Sllltit g(irwth In 
the syntfhesis Of f-SI F experlenc. in 
W'st Cettral Africa. 

7. 	 fo farcilitate coordinatioii of I.SR F 

arc t vities ilt the region. 

raining aid rnetworking were tt e ias 


it) the African progran where I-SSP 

achieved its best results, however, the 

start-up and initial activities in each area 

were difficult. Looking first at training, 

USAID Washington sent out a cable in early

1983 to all of the LSAID missions in West
arid Central Africa inviting them 
to 

nominate participants for art FSSPorientation workshop to be held later 

during that year. ]-hfi workshop objective
was to )rovide USAID mission representa-
tives arid selected participants from host 

nr-untries with an overview of the FSRiE 
philosophy, approach, arid inethods. The 
USAID mission in Burkina Faso agreed tohost the workshop. 

Burkina Workshop Lessons 
[wo problems were immediately evident 

in trying to set up a training workshop for 

WestAfrica. First, sincethe FSSP hadjust 
gotten underwa, proposed trainingmaterials to be developed during the lifeof the project were only in the planning
stage. I-ew other materials were available; 
only a couple of institutions were beginning
tosystematicallyconducttrainingcourses 
in on-farn research methods, and of the 
limited materials available, virtually nothing
had been translated from English to 
french. FSSP had conducted its first FSR/E
orientation workshop in June 1983. It was 
essentially a condensed version of a 
semester-long course taught at the 
University of Florida. While it met ar 
irmediate need to familiarize faculty and 
driniristrators with the basic concepts ofFSR/E as they were ecognized at the time, 

it was not apolished training course.As a 
way of initially filling the training materials 
gap FSSP put together several slide sets 
describing FSR,/F methods and a notebook 
of selected readings. Rather than waiting
for more polished mtterials, FSSP decided 
to rapidly translate a selection cf these to 
use in irintediate workshops wirere French 
rtatciials were necessary and as better 
raterials becarnme available, these would 
be incorported into future courses. 

TIe second problem was that all 
missions in the West and Central region 
had been invited to send participants to tile 
workshop By rtid-July, sixteen missions 
had responded and projected participants 
numttbered over 5f it cluding both English 
and Iench speakers. In consultation with 
outside training advisors, FSSP decided 
tile number of people was too large and 
proposed to split the activity into 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, itwould 
bd in French, arid the second wouldhe hteld 
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 "hurrid tropics" participants.
 

A planning visit to Ouagadougou in
 
August, which coincided with a coup d'etat
 
and change in government, set the date for
 
thie workshcp in October, immediately

following a conference on FSR/E organized
 

by SAFGRAD, IRAT, and ICRISAT FSSPgreatly beriefitted from the help of the 
confetence organizers who allowed the
FSSP workshop to "piggybiack" several 
activities, in particular a field trip to visit 
on-farm trials being conducted as part of 
the SAFGRAD Farming Systems Unit 
under a PurdueUSAID contract. 

A repoit on the workshop (Peats 1983)
describes the planning, content, particip­
ants, outcome, arid 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 numerous insightful 
comments and suggestions for improving 
the content and organization of the 
workshop for future delivery. Fron the view 
of FSSP, the major problems of the 
workshop were: 

E insufficient planning time (3 roniths)
especially in light of a first-time event, 

E lack of control over the selection of 
participants: [ISAID missions selected 
the participants who ranged frori 
extension technicians to [Ph.). resear-
chers. FSSP did not know in advance, 
except from 16(10, exactly who the 
participants were until they anrivedAdditionally, 

than agreed upon re soltig in .;8 

participants, too many for an effective 
interactive workshop forma t 

[] lack of trainer preparation time: the 
three trainers had not worked to(lethici
hiefore arid ir.et i Oagadoigou just 

befoie tire workshop. I ney did not have 
how theN' wouldsufcient tire to plan 


operate as a training team. 

M inadeguatet nraterials; FSSPs decisioni 

to use intermediate materials as a 
stopjap, tliough necessary, was 
probably unwise and left the imlressiorn 
of inapl)iopriate content or lack ol 
quality to the methodology of FSR L. 

Workshop participants noted these 

m
probleris but higlilichfted th e fact that, as 

one stated, "everyone I spoke to cie Out 
of there with something positive in hand... " 
Another paticipant stated .it is rlot 
possible to rest indillerent to the exreience 
we acquired during tire Ouoagadougou 
workshop, which was for us more than just 
a view of production systerrs. [ie lessons 
we learned, you can be sure, will take their 

place in our various research programs 
within the strategy for rural developiient." 

FSSP spent a good deal of timie 
reviewing the outcome of the Burkina Ioso 

worksholp with tire intent of deriving; 
lessons for the development of luturi 
lraiiing activities. In rnA respec s, the 

,voi kshop provided an excellent testing)and 

dt:veloprient experience from which the 
lSSP troinin strategy was derived. Like an 
on-farn experiment, the workshop taught 
the project that mony preconceived 
notions wcre inappropi iate and that 

training needed more planning and 
hands-on involvement of participants. The 
tb.rkina experience lead to the establish-
men or several training principles !or the 
project which became halhnarls of the 
trining prograin. Ihese include]: 
prograrnning training team developmnert 
a four- t-D six-month pl rning horizon for 
any course; emphasis n training materials 
development aid piofessional translation: 
learning objectives forinat; emphasis or 

experiential training activities; continuous 
evaluation and redesign in response to 
participant needs: piovision of logistical 
support personnel, and, the screening arid 
selection of patti( ;pants 

l-xprience Improves ProGram: ahe Garbiafmissionsnt
Opl

1li rest of the trair ring prog rar in Alr ica 

was iiuCh rnoe Successful frot the view 
of the tiners, parti(:ipant evaluatiors, ari 
in ternis of testing and developing new 
training materials. Training activities were
of two types: those fully organized by the 

FSSP arid those in whiclh FSSIP played a 
supporting or collaborating role. hIe 

forroer included training courseL in 
G arnhia. Mali and Niger. I lie experiences 
in each country were( quite diffenint and 
demonstrated both the Ilexihility of the 
poject as well a,_ its matration over timO. 

FSSP intenm(tion with Garibian FSR.IL 
practitioners was facilitated by exceptionally 
good working relationships with the local 
LISAID mission and its agricultural officers 
and two sequential OISAID contract tearns, 
tie Mixed Farming Project (Colorado State 
finiversity:'CID) and the Gambia Agricul-
tural Research arid Development Project 
(University of Wisconsin). Three courses 

F 

1 f 

were held in Gambia: the second regional 
orientation woi kshop (March 1984), a 
one-week course on the design arid 
analysis of on-larni trials (May 1985), and 

a three-week regional FSI/E methods 
course (April 1986). 

Tle second regional orientation 
workshop benefitted greatly fron 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 easier tocommuni­
ate nanyof the complex ideas of FSR/E 

ari) to direct and manipulate discussion 
while d i,,ling in ones own first language. It 
also la( ilihfler the use of improved training 

aalsi , thet wre not yet translated toterials, tirt w ioe aslated to
Fcrerichi. Sufficewt lttle was alloc-ited to 
plannirg the workshol and two of the three 

trainers conducted the plrnni visit 
in-country. [urther plannintl and trainer 
team-huilding took place befoic the 
workshop. Advance planning and leidtirie 
allowed for hetter screening ard selection 

of parlicipants withinterestsmote honin FSR E anda kgrounds en eous 

its a)plication. Advance planrning also 
facilitated workshop logistics. Adding two 
additional clays to the workshop allowed 
better, riore tirnely coverage of the 
workshop objectives. An eniphasis on 
small group activities arid a two-day 
informal survey exercise created a practical 
"harnds-on- atmosphere. Finally,a number 
of tile 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 tean and contributed 
to tie -ownership" arid "investment" in the 

: 

. 

Team exercises play an important role in .
 
FSR/E training. At the 1984 FSSP regional
 
training workshop in the Gambia, teams were
 
formed to conduct sondeos in the vicinity of . .. 4, ,.
 
Madina UJmfally.
 



workshop on the part of the participants.
The 5stedcourse, eld n Gamba in 

May 1985, lasted a we an-focus oe 
tire design and analysis of on trials. It was not regional but designed for Garbi 
participants, was co-sponso.ed with the 
USAID mission and the GARD project, and 
was orgieasa folhowp i nten top
the orientationtrainin 
also served to test the newly developed setofni tngg mat ria sg Pt ra o n th e d es~i ncof LSrP training materials onothe desFSSP. 

authors of the roaterias were t Jt 
conduct th. course as cotranr) (

Caldwell, D. Galt, ard I. ey).tial 


*[he success of this course led to the 
selection of Gambia for a third traininq 
course in April 1986. Ihis three-week 
FSR/ methods course represented the 
culmination of the training program. [he
complete set of training materials was used 
and te three areas of diagnosis, design,
and analysis were covered. Participant 
evaluations arid trainer assessment 
revaled thait though the rmaterials were 
well-received and the cotrSe wias a 
success, th(:re was still room tof r.iprove-
rTnent, espe acilly in tie rate r ils ontlt' 
aria lys isof onr- farm tnriIs aridt th d(s~ of 
training activities on analsis (Caldwell,
Walecka, and Taylor 1986). 1hese toim 
became a Major part of tire Io( o1rtilt 
overall FSSP training prograr,,.As a riodel 
for conducting further FSR/Eimetlrods 
training in the region, tire course proved 
that the combination of diagnosis arid 

design in one training activity was an 

improvernent over conducting thern 
separately, hut that analysis rnigiht be better 
covered separately, or perhaps only in ain 
introductory fashion with tire ether two 
areas. Trainers recommernded that 

analysis skills would likely be better 

handled as a session following prca:ti(al

f'ild experience over a season with 
o-farm trials. Such a format would have 
die addtional benefit of usinq actual 
diaqnosi .design fron analysis as is used 
in CIMYYl-sponsored training courses 

elid at tIe Uiiiverrity olZirnbabwe. FSSP, 
on the recommendation front ruarry 
pt.rsons working in West Africa, had 
combined the three areas in order to 
eliminate the need to bring trainers 
together twice during the sarie year, which 
was perceived as both an expensiv 
undertaking, not only in teniis ol funding
butalsoii tielimited tirneol scaice FSR,' 
practitioners. A compromise training
recommendation for the tuture isto cover 
the introduction to analysis in regional
training courses, such as those: conductedi 
byI FSSP, but to handle tie detailed 
learning ond practce oh analytical tools ern 
a country or project basis in cc.njurnctioi
with actual on-tarrn research efforts. Ilad
the FSSP beer, continued in o second 
phase, this would have been the guidinr 

evaluation of tile course segments which 
facilitated assessient of what was or was 
riot working well and indicated where 
changes in tihe training agenda could be 
riade to ime.rove the course. 

LATIN AMEICA 

Te I SSP sitategy for I atin America 
(and tirt CariAbbean) was not a 

pfoactive one, but rather one of organizing 
, id rrraintaining capability for responding 

to requests from (JSAID Missions. At the 
outset, demand for project technical 
services and training in this region was 
signiflicant. In practice, FSSP involved as 
many Latin American scientists arid 
resea rchirs as possible with iolperience if)
larrni iq systems to irnplerinent training arid 
teclhnir al assistance programs. FSSP (ore
staff involvement was held to a miniimrurri 
ill favor of stiengthliening program activity
iii Africa. Thele was. however, active 
participation it) the legional effort by
rmhr of th Ii,cinical Committee arid 

thnrouglh plroflirlri associates of the Suppo,1 
entity nehvk. I Ie stratgy ploved to bet 
air efoivt. orn(. 

Multiple Benefits 
Requests for ISSP services w ere 

received for projeyc design, project
evaluations, training, technical assistance, 
workshops, rapid r'conrnaissance surveys, 
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Training for Trainers-FSSP held a 
training oftrainers course at Iowa State 

June 1984 (Norem and 
nvriynJue14(Nemad-farmntdrce9 4 AcP rAbbott, 1984). Though not directedtri 

rogram, the 
course benefitted the program in two 
important ways. First, it produced acadre of trainers with a common 

background who could be 
c 

a lled u pon by th e projec t to p la n a n d 
Second, it provided valuable new skills 
for the trainers in terms of planning 
training eventsand in specific experien-

training tools, both of which served 
to improve subsequent training 

activities in Africa. 


strategy for tire training I)rograr-i. 
Other highlights from the course were: 

I ) t; re use of a case study to provide
expt)rienc. in rising (ecnder analysis in the 
desigrn of on-farn experiments, 2) tii: 
involvermint of Garubiarn rce'rrhels in,tht 
plannrig and delivery of the course, 3) the 
involveOirent of a tarmnig syster ls cxten-
sion speciali,t rom tiet- 2iii ppirnes as a 

.source per .ori for one week cf tire cors,. 
wihlh had itl( added benefit of inter- req-
ail networking) 4) the use of an IPM 

"Pi( ,ile-i as a resouJr(:e person dur rig tte 
first ,-,tk of the course focusing onr 
di,ignosis,and 5) ongoing monitoring and 

ard program reviews. An important
contriblition to the entire FSSP effort 
emerged from these activities in the Latin 

I~esAmerican region: they served as a base foran erial deelen for
tordwd prals development for 
te worldwide project. For example, in April 
and May, 1983, FSSP fielded a technicalassistance team composed oi Bob Hart 
(Winrock International), Bob Waigh
(consultant), W W. McPherson (University
of Florida), and included several CARDI
staff merbers representing Eastern 
Caribbean territories, to complete aproject
design effort. The team report, which 
served as the basis of a Project Paper to 
address oportunities in research, exten­
sion ard institutional areas concemed with 
a farning systems approach, was submit­
ted to USAIDiBarbados in Ma,. Equally
important, arid as a result of this team 
effort, Dr. [lart prepared strategy materials 
to be used as overall FSSP quidelines for 
future teachnical assistance project design 
tearns. 

Other benefits accrued from FSSP's 
involvement in Latin America, specifically 
thrcrtj(rh a trorqg collabnoration with 
CItMY .A(Joo(d dixaripitof iticollabord-I 
tion is tire cuMulative activity in Paraguay, 
where an irritial review o tIe USAID Small 
HrilechnologyProject inl 1983 led tothe 
provision of training and technical assis­
tarce over a four-year period, resulting in 
the integratior' of research arid extension 
in thu establishnient of an on-farrn 
reseach effort geared toward technology
development and testing This collaborative 
effort and sequential provision of technical 
services served as a model for potential
activities in other countries of the region.

The sequence of activity in Paraguay
began iniJune, 1983 when Federico Poey
(AGRIDEC), Juan Carlos Martinez (CIM-
MYT) and Ramiro Ortiz (ICIA) provided
FSSP's review of the (JSAID Small Farm
 
Technology Project, which was focused
 
primarily on extension. Their roal was to
 
suggest alternatives appropriate for the
 
final stage- of tire project. Following this
 
review USAID/Pa aguay requested a
 
one-week training course to orient
 
decision-irakers to tire FSI/E approach as 
part of a broader schere to integrate 
research arid extension using the approach.
Ihis course was accomplished in De­

cemnber, presented in Spanish by Sergio 
Rt[iu o (PRECODEPA), Federico Poey
(AGRIDEC), and Ecgardo Moscardi 
(CIMMYT). A more extensive methods 
course was scheduled for practitioners 
working with the Small Farm Technology
Project, arid delivered over a three-week 
period in January and FIbruary in 1984. 
'f his course, led by Federico Poey (AG-
RIL-C), Rerne Velazquez (AGRIDEC), M. ro 
Ozacta (I'CTA) and Glen Sappie (University
of Florida), dealt with all stages of the 
FSR/E process and involved an actual 
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'-SSP tiaining and technical assistance in Latin America 
and the Caribbean, 1983-1986, by country or institution. 

Project Evaluatlon/ Training/ 
Design Review Workshops 
1983 CARDI 1983 Paraguay 1983 Paraguay 

1983 Peru 1983C1AT 1983 Dominican 

Republic 

1984 Dominican 1984Honduras 1983Honduras 

Republic 1984Peru l983flonduras 

1985CATIE 1984 Paraguayl 
1986 Haiti 1984 Paraguay 11 

1984Guatemala 
1984 INSORMIL 

1985 Honduras I 
1985 Honduras II 
1985Jamaica 

Technical Sondeos/ 
Assistance Workplans 
1983 Dominican 1983 Honduras 


Republic 1984 Dominican 

Republic


1983 EcuadorincaetatheSPwspraedo 

1983Peru 
I98A WAND 

(Eastern 

Caribbean) 


1984 Haiti 

1984Jaimaica 
1985 Honduras 

1985 Dominican
 

Republic 

1985 CATIE 

1985 Paraguay

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 
subsequently implemented and the 
following year, in April and May of 1985, an 
FSSP team wentto Paraguay to consult for 
three-weeks on the computeriled interpr ­
tation of research and extension data from 
the project. Inbetween these two activities, 
FSSP conducted a three-week tainin-| 
workshop on FSRiE 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 traitinq 


expiration of the USAID mission's two-year 
ng 

buy-in, which had includedor the elding o 
atehnimep lodnsutadto o near hwhen 

expitn ohif a i theud idi o-year 

time period in addition to the major 

initiatives cited above. Collaboration with 
CIMMYT was important in these exercises 
as CIMMYI had been working with 
research in the country and FSSP had 
worked initially with extension. At thin 
conclusion of FSSP's involvement with tihe 
effort in Paraguay. the technology develop-
rnent and testing process was '5stablishd 
and well underway within the research and 
extension structure. 

With CIMMY'-s presence in the region 
and following FSSPs strategy of employing 
personnel from within the region in its 

Left: Strengthening of FSSP's support base, 
including methodological input into the 
development of training materials, was a 
significant contribution of activity in Latn 
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 indiqinous institutions which 
hive increased their capacity to provide 
S¢upprort as needed to the methodology 
being inlpleioented. Major project activity 
that contribuLtd to this process is indicated 
in the table above. n 

ASIA AND THE NEAR EAST 

' SSP strategy toward Asia and tihe Near 
East was one of maintaining areactive 

stance toward support for USAID Missions
in these legions. Formal project initiatives 
there wele miiinal until early in 1984, 

an Asia I-S! ird hoc Strategyg 

DESIGN
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Advisory Committee agreed to serve in an 
advisory capacity to the FSSP core 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 
Iissions by Wendell Morse (USAID/S&T) 
and Charles Antholt (USAID/Asia Bureau). 
The cable included the mechanisms to 
initiate requests for FSSP services, 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. I- 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
 
Sri Lanka by backstopping aFSR workshop 
there. 

At the 1984 FSSP Annual Meetin 
As the 

Asia FSR ad ioc Advisory Committee was 
expanded from six to thirteen individuals, 
representing ten support entities and 
USAIDAashington. The Committes 
status was formally recognized and it 
became known as the Near East and Asian 
Advisory Committee (NEAAC). Various 
recommendations were made by the 
Commmittee for FSSP participation in Asia 
and the Near East, but minimally for the 
project to: I ) become familiar with FSR in 
the region so as to understand some of its 
complexities; and 2) be able to help 
develop astrategy to alicw the use of Asian 
FSR experts to backstop both other Asian 
FSR field teams and African FSR activities 

But the enthusiasm evident at the FSSP 

Annual Meetings received minimal project 
support as the focus of FSSP efforts was
directed to ad Africa, and technical 
service delivery to Asia and the Near East 

was substantially curtailed. Project activity 

Integrated Livestock Systems 
in Nepal and Indonesia 

Imlicatlons lorAnimial Traction lrogramis 
in,West At .i 

"
 



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 
assesr ment of the local, individual and 
instit'tional training capabilities, and 
recommendations were made for develop-
ing a farming systems training model. 

Also in the Philippines, FSSP core staff 
attended the Second Annual Southeast 
Asian Universities Network (SUAN)
meetings, where considerable interest was 
generated in the FSSP training units, and
FSSP was invited to participate in a 
workshop at Khon Kaen University in 
Thailand on Rapid RuralAppraisal. Later in 
the year the Asian Farming Systems 

Monitoring Tour/Workshop was field at 
IRRI,where the training materials developed
by the FSSP were presented. IRRI staff 
reviewed the materials and provided
feedback to the FSSP,offering constructive 
recommendations. FSSP also sent 
representatives to participate in theSecond 
Crop-Livestock Research Systems Tbur in 
Nepal and Indonesia. The objective ofthat 
participation was to observe rel-vant 
implications for animal traction programs
in West Africa, to build a linkage between 
Asian and West African livestock research. 

Three other Asian counbies were visited
during 1985. The first was an expiorator 
visit to the Asian Vegetable Research and
Development Center (AVRDC) in Taiwan. 
The second, a follow-up visit to Thailand 
to meet with tire staff members from the 
Farming Systems Reseafrh Institute, 

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. Tefinal Asian viEit was 
to Mainland China to participate in the 
International Multiple Cropping Conference. 

No other project activityoccured directly
in the Asia/Near East sphere after 1985. 
Regional affiliation remained through a 
epresentative from Khon Kaen University
 
serving on the FSSPTechnical Committee,
and through the FSSP Near East and Asia
 
Advisory Committee. NEAAC members 
remained an untapped resource, commit­
ted to the value of the Asian and Near East 
experiences, both for the FSSP network 
and for project activity in West Africa.0 
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A major orientation of the FSSP wvas toward 
training.ThtroughoLIt the yean ofthe ptject a 

continual assessfment of training materials 

and delivery of taining coLuses assuird the success of training objectives of the FSSP 

Training assessment, development and delivery piovided an intgated giowh piocess 

within 6e FSSP -FrainingStrategy. None of these clements was mLutlally exclLIsiVe. 

Lisette Walecka Solutions-Zapotitan, [:1 in a s pcifik topic relative to FSR/E and 

Frmin lyStcnS -.,:. / [' Salvador present the material in a participatory 
1Q83- 19&'7 [MS 403 Designinq Alternative lashion. I-arly in their development they 

Solutions- North Florida I SRIL were likened to a menu trorn which one 
he FSSP de:veloped ! seti's t I 405 Women and Cass,aw could choose a complete meal yet 
slide tape lilining "'d1hUs to PIoduction in Zailr the selection with localSupple rCeeIit 
cover all of tih' ePi'thlId lotical IMS 406 I[CA ilghlands Ariril! tiater in preparation fcr aials and cases 

steps of the FS I i)poach. Ti, series, l1raction-- Lthiopia trdililI colrise. It was nTC expected that 
which initiall, Lis.d ltil, American [MS 501 Design and Analv';s of ewvythiig that was included in the menu 

examples, was available for the first FSSP On-Farm Iriais would he used at once, but rather that 
Domestic FSR E \Vorkshops held in I. II,C Land (irant System and enough was provided to aIlow for a varietyInt'l 

June and July of 1983. the U(niversity of Florida of choices to lit a variety of ineeds. 

Although the slide nodulies Ipovided Iriom concelttiialeatiion to implernenta­
general information, as anticipated, it was Applying Lessons Learned tion, the dvefopiiicnt of taining units has 

bet-i acollabi liveefortdrawing from a 
to Develop Traininr Materialsevident through their use in the domestic 

workshops that they would not suttice for FSSP" early developminint alildelivery vit, otfii.,titions woldwidei and 

the total training ellort and that other of shortcouIrse traininiill FS I [)Frecetdede de)pnding oiniidividu ilq 	 expertise in many 
, arid the if trailing.approaches, as well as specific (hanrges to tile existence of adi'guate trainiglf Iateriirls nit 'iS l 1"S I li-eld 

the slide modules, would he- neeeld. Other 'Ind stived t (fia)frose trainirig roateial '(,ct:e pteople were drawnihem national 

eographichalexaniI)leswe rt incorporated neds. I lie experiences (iled tirou 1h proilrans, iriternatotial iusearch centers, 
aild thelmtodules were translateC into both the first woikshops kd to SimlltiltanIeOUS ari the university cormrmrunity. After 

Spanish arid French based on experience aid complementary efforts to provide identifyingq thne need, step one in tire 

in several overseas short-terrn training training materials as well as courses, [he development process was to determine the 

activities. Fifteen slide tape modules (iin initial materials were series of slide-tape fundamental topics of FSR'I!! which should 
English, French, nd Spanish) varying in modules and a book of readings inFSRN E. e included in tre project. Ibis was 

!enqth from I2 to 45 rinutes, were which contained both backgrorrnd ain accorriplistied throughi an open discussion 
produced ard rt availabl. tor use in reguired readings for the F-urilnig Syslemis and planning session held inAugust, 1984. 
trainincl. They ane inrtenodead for use as Researcfr and Lxtension Methods coursu N .xt, the writing of the text and develop­
suppleinentary riaterials that cai provide offered at the (riversity of Florida. It inient of learring activities was ac­

the basis fr further discussions of specific Ibcame obvious that an effective c:orilplished by more than twenty individu­

topics. More rthan sets were produced could four a6O shortcourse training proqrari als working in groups during 

for distribuition inivolrig m~orethan ,,O0O neither depend rierely on conl ensinj it 'Week-lorig w\orkslop leld in February, 

slides. Uliiversity level deglree} course into a shorter 1985. 1lhe workshop produced three units: 

[le slideLp 1 1 	 period of tirllie it or depend solely oi tfie Diagnosis; Agrionorric Expeiirl ientalsr1 rles frave been , and 

continue to te used iinmanry trainirng slide tape rmodules or a book of readirngs Design and Analysis; and Managerient
 
environrierts. Many have been adapted to to provide tire Ioundation for the and Administration. Inthe following rronth 

specific areas by the user's substitution or slortcourses. Short-term training is aii the units were edited for technical sound­

locational and c-ulturally relevant slides, interactive process. (Inique materials and riess and (consistency as well as for style 

The series included: 	 training techniques were needed to help of presentation. 

TMS I01 lechnical Overview of f-SN.EF trairiers focilitate active sharing of knowl- lie first Versiuns of the training units, 

[MS 102 	 Introduction to Farmning edge arid greater experiential learning wili I:tl were tested in shortcourses held in 
Systems Researcfh: thlrogtl participatory aictivities. Some J<rrnak a, [lie Gambia, and the Ulniversity 

Development needs were unique to FSNE trairnin of Flr ida tSpectively, consisted of a series 

[MS 201 Introduction to Economic relative to other subject matttr areas where of sub-units, eacti ol which provided
 

Characteristics short courses were the delivery riode. .specific learning objectives, definitions,
 
short text, and sugLgested
IMS 202 Econoic Characteristics of Enter the concept of the trainirq unit. keypoirits, a 

Small Scale Farms [lie l'SSP want(id a way to synthesize training activities on a specific topic. 

[MS 203 Fle Small Scale Farmily Farm avilaile information mid to packagje it in Necomimrrieridations were made for 

as a System easy-to-usetraining i teiialsthatfirovided revising tile initial materials based on 

IMS 204 Land Tenure in ipper Volta for participatorylci nrig,. hrovidinq awide experiecte in the vorkslops as well as 

I MS 301 Defining ReComIrmendation s:lection of topics ii 'm(Ii 1way that othi i(view sessions. Between October, 

Doirlails ti i.ni s,would ficaable to lnrili dpreseit 1985 and I ebruary, 1986 specific recoin­

t 	 rirendatio us were addressed. Revisions 
-MS 302 Chalc terizatiuni: oi ir.s s tiloired to thieir s pW(efii aidl ItnceInitial 


[he Rap;d Survey oir 0O-) was also . i rirjor consideration. ranged fron basic packaging to the focus 

TMS '101 Designing Alternative I e tfaining uriit was conceived as a of specific content. The "units" became 
li to hell) tradiersto priovidlc volumes arid the "sub-uniLts" became units.Solutions--Jutiapa, Guaternala l'xilbfe resourc 

[MS a0? Desigring Alternative .oulrse participanmi.s with baic background Voltie I,Diagnosis in FSR/E consisted of 
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nine units, and Volume II,Techniques for 
Design and Analysis of On-Farm Ex-
perimentation, consisted of six units
following the revisions. Presentation was 
simplified and efforts 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 research, 
The two volume set of FSR/E traininq

units was published in English and French 
arid distributed to selected national 
programs and institutions engaged in 
FSk,'E. They can also be purchased from: 
Media Marketing, P.O. Box 926, Gainesville, 
lHorida 32602 (904-376-3207). 

[3otli the slide tape modules and the 
training units have provided an ongoing 
meclhtnisn for further development of 
trainino materials and for synthesis and 
ccrsensus in the evolution of tire FSR1": 
approach. Users and developers are 
encouraged to partition, supplement copy
arid generally manipulate the materials for 
best use. Slidesand scripts can be altered 
in the modules as continied use over the 
four years since inception of the FSSP will 
attest. [ihe training units are a -mix and 
match" basis for adapting training
techriques arid FSRiE methodologies to 
the process of technology adaptation and
developniernt where client participation 

with the 
on-tarm focus is considered 

essential. Feedback from users 
 it tire 

materials is emphasized as a mode for

further expansion of the training base 

throug hoth inrprovements iin 

r ethodological and pclagogical 

exleriences. Cases and examples are 

erriplasized dS vallable leedback. 


' Ie scond revision of tIre tainiig units 

was cornpleted in[)ecetmher, 1987. Based 

on corrtrtierntv from users and reviewers, a 

nunlben harig(s were irpleeited.
rof 

Agreate locus on timplified
presentation
guided the revisions. Sections of plannin 

[cr evaluation criteia jrd r frar rewo k for 

integrative analysis w n
r.le . Iwl 

series now inc lad's VOlUrtW,:
ithrt- I 

Diagnosis in IS0,[5f .ill_)trifn [-etlttt
I ,:t,

for On-FarI xperiimt:rttatiort. cfd
Ill 
Analysis and Interpretation of On-f-arm 
Experiientation. 

TRAINING MATERIALS 
DEVELOPMENT PROCESS 
EVOLVES 

ne ,SSP, faced with addressing frow 
existing kiowledge in the identified 

priority areas established for training unit 
development could be captured, synth-
esized, and presented efficiently and 
effectively, planneJ an intensive workshop.
The goal of the workshop was not only to 
produce training units, but to provide a 

basic framework for the developrrent of 

training materials which would allow for the 
continuing development of such me terials, 

The workshop brought together more than
twenty-five experienced individuals and 
qualified FSR/E practitiners fron avariety
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 fr 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 
editing and organization was also required 
by designated technical editors and each 
training unit coordinator. 

lIhe facilitation of the workshop de-
perrded on focussinrg tasks and clearly
deliin ing requirerrnts for tire finial pioduct.
Heyorrd the irlhtodLcticoi and set tit 
stage lri tie w.ek's activities, which i i a 
critical paltof anvwrkshlop tire week WIS 
dividehd into two phases: I )Deterrrrirr 
fSi; L Cotcni arid 2)Develop \ctivities 
(Isel ill laching te FSR" Content. 

l ra se I triitated oi d(;terrininq the
f:Sl LIcontent that would be (cOver(. in 
U'r(h unit. A nurIrher ol pre-worksrop 
Avtivrtr(-s were reue]ted of all workshop 

participants inorder to ininirrie thre
of workshop time neededintta 

phaise.f developilent. Each partic ipant
was asked to prepare apreliminary outline 
arid background text on ulit. Ihtethell 

pLrrposc of Iris was to encrcJrle as ri muli 

fOletloLghrt arid idira group Cotrtrrrniica-

tion as possible before the workshop. 1he 

first we
two d ys of the workshop 

dedicated to group reetin s (intrii 
i dno 
iter) to arrive at art outline arid detailud 
overview of each unit. 3ecause of tile 

intterretlated nature 
of tite rtaiorial it was 

rienessrv to eisu e,adequate ricetirg

rine (iteert well
groHIps at; as witin 

t LJro
',. 

Ph s II O Used til dIeve tIt t ott tlopT 
and wriin of specilic hraining activities 
whilh would btl uselifl for teaCt:init so 
of thc(:onr it prei,.dously dettemrrinecl. 
lopical iddf,trfcrressec included the
followrg: 

Co t 

ilosophy, Ohje(tiVuS. Ivoluti 

r C.It;ar(: titistics 
FSR P_Skills 
[ Diagrnosis 
N Agrotoiic -xliriental Desiqr 

ant] Arirlvsis 
E Arironal Plrout:tion Lxperinients 
H Socitoeconomic Analysi, 
a Applied Stdtisties 
0 Mrantl'itenit nid Administration 

EEvaluation 

FSRiE Implementation 
0 Organizational Linkages 
9 Management and Administration 
1 Field Piugjrar Development 

and Implementation 
0 Policy Development 
a Project Design 
a Evaluation 
N 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 
effor. -he resulting FSR/E training

materials are row being used to contribute 
to agricultural development worldwide. 
Ihis experience, while itself in continuous 

relinierrent, can be conveyed to national 
training programs anid adapted to unique
tr'iriiinr( needs cnnd environments. Some­
tis itp ocess itself is also a product. 

lirerflult in-er,F gse torinin 

COURSE DELIVERY 

SSP courses and workshop,- varied 
Fgreatly in length, topic, location and 
rnumbersofparticipants. FSSPlec o made 
rrnajor contributions to workshops and
sI1,ount 2f 


6 16 participants. 
Skills courses were developed to focus 

on all aspects of the FSR/E process, 
ermbracing the stcqes of diagnosis, design, 
analysis arid institutionalization of FSR/E.
These courses were tailored to each 
d(ielivery setting. Specific courses in 
Magenient ard Ariinistration were also 
delivered, 

Custo r trainriun s an o m 
of t e FSSP. In response to demand from 
U.S. universities, bilateral contractors andnational research 'Iograns, the FSSP 
endeavored to hand-tciilor training activities 
fo visinors to tire University of Florida. 

These training experiences can he 
rougqhly divided into two distinct classes: I 
Inifor inal presentations and meetings 
which serve the purpose of generally
orienting visitors to the ircepts and 
methodology of the FSRn approach: and 
2)Intensive short-courses, with structured 

training activities, which introduce particip­
dirts to thte philosophy, perspective and 
rnrethlodtology ofFl:SR/P arid prepare them 
to heiin wark within art -SR/ fraitework. 

MSTAT (Michigan Statistics)
Through r (jtt frori tIhe FSSP to 
IMichigan State (niversity, significant
advances were rtcde in making mic­

rocomiputers usefl illfarming systems 
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o
Part f the gioup ,,orki.,g with the unit on 
Design of On-Farm Tri.is niet with members 
of tnc Socioeconomic group Isdiscuss the 
interrelationship of these twko areas. (Lto R) 
DonOsborne (USAID Washington), Frederico 
Poev iAGRIDEC). John Iallmerton (CARDI). 
Lo,n 3utler iWashington State Ulniversity). 
Dan Gait IFSSP). and Emanuel Acquah 
(Univeisit ofMar land,. 

research. 1 IA I pro(jr, m dcve'opr.ri­
adaipted their statistica:l JCtoJpacka : 


a(:commodate thew dtsiln anr J analysi:. 
requiremrTents tof taii 1 rls piXaLr g ,1ts. ­

titioners, and developed the r,_vI',cd 
%5S;A 1 ogIIIlraJair';dnd l, lini, triri 
fareailil s n1d 'i', itio traiingI n , r 

M ) I A I.
Al initalwlws o i ,'' Wll, 


held, the first ilMalch. I )"-fl It M iniarn 
State. PIrtIcipr ,ts ]i (d2dI I arC I Is 
from 6 co nti is., sir b,)thIPM end 
-I~le :ttn
computers. with iastrutuonsmin, 

Eng1lish and Sfp ni.fI I i s (tSt ill ltr, 
workshop , as held atthe Chit'-,il! 

.,(fn(ultinal t-l jicllc Station 1i)t'l,c it1 
May andJun' :984, i,].support (ofi(ISAl 
project there f lit second i lloun\ 

workshop wis fhlddt the Institute (lit] Sfl 
in [amakoMali in Decen hi of thit year. 
Ihis workshop was conducted [ irnririly in 
f-rench, with i,orne inadditional in stru('etri 
Fnglish. lhe third in-coun try MS TAT 
workshop was held in)Se-negal at the 
Institut Senegalais Agri:ole i,January of 
1985. Fifteen resear hers altnided the 
course, delivered in support of a (ISAID 
farming systens proje't in Senegal. Ite 
filth condu(ted in Sep-workshop was 
tember, 1985 at the hternatiorial Rict.: 
Research Institute (IRRI). under partial 
funding from the FSSP gr-ant. and involved 
30 participants, including escarchers 
from the People's Republic of China. FRI. 
Kenya, Nigeria, and several Southeast 
Asian countries, 

Michigan State has continued with its 
MSTATtraining prograrm worldwide using 
the materials developed through the 
support of the Farming Systemns Support 
Project..STAI is currently being used by 
severa! thousand agricultura' researchers 
throughout the world, including agrowing 
cadre of reseaichers involved with farming 
systems projects. Several of the farming 
systems projects which have used MS-'A' 
include: Senegal, Malawi, Ecuador, 
Pakistan, Mali, Swaziland, Botswana, 
Rwanda, Zimbabwe, Mexico. Philippines, 
Thailand, Burkina "aso, Tanzania, Gambia, 
Niger, Dominican Republic, Guatemala, 
Bo:ivia, Peru,Colombia, Honduras, Puerto 
Rico, Cameroon, Zambia, Sri Lanka, and 
Indonesia, just to name a few. 

.'.l
 

,
 

.
 

Many of the fnternational Centers are 
11o using MSI-AT in their programs. 
I Ist nclude IRRI, CIMMYI', CIP. CIA I. 

Ill .1. ICIPE, If-DC, AVRDC, ICRISA1 and 
'F,\P'. Several of the CRSPs' researchers 

,i al-,o ,inrj he positiveMS TA-I'. 
mItintlpici ''l(it initiated through l-SSP 
-tllolt to MSIAI has been far-ieachring. 

PENN STATE'SWAZILAND 
PROJECT AND THE FSSP 

l Ithough the FSSP has conducc, 
Ir nany types ot short course training 
activities, the history of interactions 
between the FSSP and Pennsylvania State 
University's Swaziland Cropping Systems 
Research and Extension li-aining Prnject 
makes a good case to show the value of 
a continuing short couise training pronjrarn 
for those persons who will be field-level 
practitioners. 

In late 1984, the FSSP wa,.i contacted by 
PSU regarding the possibility of providing 
-SR/E training for a Swazi participant who 
was about to return to Swaziland alter 
completing his U.S. training. Dr. John 
Ayers, the Swaziland Project Manager. 
stated that "My basic concern is to gut 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 
;l.portant to provide returnees with the 
,asics of the FSR/E methodology in order 

to better interact with their colleagues who 
had attended CIMMYT's FSk training 
series in Zimbabwe. 

'This modesL effort, based on the 
one-week Domestic FSR/E workshops 
and field in February of 1985. was a fruitful 
one. The participant stated: "I think what I 
gained in that week was worth sitting in 
class for one-half of a quarter". 

:
 

fl/k
 

Within [our months, another Swazi 
1:,articipant traveled to the University of 
Florida for two weekwee ks: the first was 
spent in an intloductory shol course to 
I:SR L and the second attending an 

intensive workshop ' ealing with "Ag­
ronomic Design and Analysisof On-Farm 
Trials". [his participant stated: "'y 
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 arid one PSU faculty member, 
covered a Much wider disciplinalry 
spectrul than the previous participants. 
Included were biological science, training 
ald cormurlic.ations. and extension 
spp :ialists. The inter-disciplinary activities 
of the short course allowed much greater 
interpersonal learning experiences on the 
part of th participants. Additionally, 
discussions regarding research. recoin­
mendation and dif usiori dorrains 
prompted one of tIle oarticipants to 
comment: "'I e 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 sirmilar short course. This 
course elicited tile following comments on 
the evaluation forms: "Fhe published 
results on trials'research conducted in 
other areas makes to have confidence(sic) 
that the approach is workable. Itis not a 
theoretical approach... -he 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 Modified 
Stability Analysis and the Environmental 
Index represent breakthroughs in stat;stical 
analysis techniques and will allow the 
development of technologkis that aie 
appropriate to the real needs of fariers". 

Most recently, two Swai part;cipants
attended an FSR/E short course during
January of 1987. This group represeited 
the last of the participants associated with 
Phase I of the PSU/Swaziland Project.
When asked about the FSR/E approach, 
one participa it responded: "Itisaweapon 
to prevent kingdom or 'empire iuilding' 
among institutions in a country and 
prevents, to some extent, the antagonistic 
effects usually prevalent between or 
among disciplines in other coun.ries (e.g. 
Research vs. Extension)". 

While it isvery gratifying to have glowing 

tcstinionials from the ten participants, this 
series of training activities has had more 
1important programmatic aspects:

Pennsylvania State University (aSupport 
Entity in the FSSP) was able to 
provide acommon basis for FSR/E
training of participdnts thlIoughiout 
the project timeframe. 

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

The continuity of the short courses 
proides a commonality of experi-
ence for the Swazi participants when 
they return home to continue their 
work within the Ministry of AgricuI-
tm. 

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 aposition to influence 
the institutions where they work. 
(Interestingly, the first Swazi FSR/E 
short course participant is Deputy 
)irector within his division). 

The FSSP, through its resources and 
experiences, was able to "custom 
tailor" training activities in response 
to specific requiremen.ts. 

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 
become apparent when a critical 
mass of trained personnel is 
reached.I 
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AO"~it.Pblica­
tion oOMMNCGi 

,;qstcms - related informiation was a tole the FSSP assumned 
11iSU[pport oftIe net work it iep st-,ented and the clientele it -. 

Various documenLsgencrated throughFSSPactivities 
madeaconsistentcontribu­
tion to the evolution of 
FSRE methodology and 

se cncd as the plojccts"medIanism for both supporting and eporting various ir,itiatives. 

/sCVed. 

Steve Kearl 	 No.8 lmpa(t of Croppill(I Sys1CIs1 
1:2/bv f Jb.Y' lIQ .lt Piogran it Sukehaiii 

.... .by 1.BK. Sinlh andA NL' ip .eiwsries, tor 	 K. D. Sayfe 

ea piovidt'do neants lo 
tlid i,,(ttiowfri io irecOunt their 

exp, ,li(- , it) [)211rii,'lt dit'dS SLC LIS 

priec f ii plerentatien fiobleti, lapid 
ildi d[)lpsi>,l. I ,ecis lilcd from a 

ido l If ni-tare trialt dsign, dJrailIthd 
aieal -,'-hers aed fini p litieriFItlon 

Ine. II. Ht'f,,w th,, 

thlulwd. 15 

i,,s d. and dist ibi, f s in lv iii Afrita: 


FSSP Networking Patrers 

1 ompaiin niih,)twiiilo. ad 
tiancoldione A[)1)inclit, to 
larniiingollSsti ris r ari 
Extension 

by l ouise li<s oF 
No. 2 	 ,<.iynopsis- Ihfit- M<.i Maizic 

Rem1h (rttradnrrie 
1984: De ptioprielt of ill 

C)n-tirre/ Pt <. Pro~tlialrie 

On-I--an t, 'a l 

arc 
with a I anoint I Syste.i1n 

by C. I . Va111Noy3 Sei.e itliNo.i1Poler ins 

pornoeirti Qf hri

pleRentatior 

tirririg 	Systemts Pertitt 
t -rrniti(3 Syst(is Pt-ispetive' 

tiy DaCvid WV.l'iorinr 
a Fa Iiili whm',1sra n r 	 wifi tadrr (_attlc: 

Supplennt honIVnlilge [bitts 
by R. . Pdthfjli, tijSellto 
Prawiodiido aId taJir 
Prastyo 

No. 5 	 Rapid Rural Apl)Il, ill hy.
Critical F-irst Stp iirn i1t- in 
Syst ernis ,\roa to sRarch 

by Jeaines B , : 
No. 6 ADecade of On - ar e1sar: i 

inLowland Ri(:e- 3ased rrniinqg 
Systems: Some Lessons 

by Richard A. Morris 
Adaptive Research r-Exten-No. 7 	 re, 

sion lesting: T1e Case of (Iphond 
Rice in West Africa 

by Pascal T Fotzo, P.S C. 
Spencer and A. S. Sarndhu 

No. 9 	 Recognizing Structural Con-
straints on Implementation of a 

Farming Systems Approach 
within a National A ricultural 
Progran: Sione Views rem 

riland 
by Ciaig L. Infanger 

No. 10 	 A Methodology for Conductinm 

Reconnaissance Surveys in 

Africa 


byl iotfiv P. 
piFrarkenlb r ei 

and John I-ichte 
No. I I ntroduction a LApproche 

Recherce.taeoppement des 
Systems d Production et a 
Methode (tRecercle ern Milieu 
Paysan 

by Pasca l I. (tio 
No. 12 the Process of Onr-I drri Irial 

Design: 1ie I hteidurin tixl),i-
ene of 19778 

by Daniel L. G,fit 
Conductingj lOn-[aIllOResearch 
in FSR: Makingia Good IdeaWork 

b~y Clive 	Ligltfoot
and Randolph Barker 

No. 14 	 Draught Anirial Powet in Africa:
Priorities for Developmrent. 
ReseIrc arnd Liaiso' 

by Paul Starkey 
No. 15 hornil Palticipation in fharning 

Systels Resuarch 
Daniel [. Gait and 

. [. , h 
New rk 
iletwork Reports 

()ther plJh lion ,. suih as tisk lot : 

tepoits and i series of Network Report; 
provided a synthesis and anralysis of 
con ipleted projeit activities. Four Network 

major workshopoepotsr 

Ictivitie.-,, were published arid distributed 
primarily it) Africa: 

No. I Anima:l-fraction in a Farming 
System Perspective-proceedings 
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of a FSS workshop held in Kara, 
0flogo, Match, 1985, cxrrnolied by 

Susan V.Poats, John Lichte,Jamnes Oxley, Sanra L_.Russo, 

and Paul It. Starkey.
 
No. 2 Livestock in a Mixed Farming
 

Systems: Reserch Methods and 
Priorities-proceedings of a 
workshop held at the International 
Livesto(:k Center for Africa (11CA), 
Addis Ahabai, Ethiopia, June, 

1985.Acollatboiative effortof the 
FSSP, the University of Florida, 
and ILCA, proceeding'; were 

edited and produced by Steve 
Kearl. 

No. 3 	 Iniegrated Livestock Systems in 
Nepal and Indonesia: Implica­
tions for Animal Taction in West 
Africa-a 	 report of the Second 
Crop-Livestock Reseaich Monitor­
ing Tour of Nepal and Indonesia 
organized by the International 
Rice Research Institute (IRRI), the 
Department of Agriculture of 
Nepal and the Ministry of 

Agriculture of Indonesia, prepared 
by Pait IH.Starkey and Kossivi V. 
Apetofia.No. 4 Rappor Du Stae Regional De 

LI S/a report on a regional
FSR. Li Methods Training Course 

conducted it) I rench and held iin 
Bamako, Mali in November, 
1986.The report was prepared by 
Doffing 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 corlhind cirenlation of more than 
5,000 subseihers worldwide. The FSSP 
Newsletter h!(c(-irreestablished as anopen 
forun for COIrcIIuTnia Itig innovative ideas 
and faCitit,;tinIj COri nication among 

farrming systems practitioners in the field. 
Practitioine participation ir the Newsletter 
provided content onl the cutting edge of 
FSR/E methodology, as well as ongoing 

http:itliNo.i1


FSSP publications and article,; for the
 
project's Newsletter were generated through
 
project activties and by particpation of field t: ' . " % ,
practitioners generally. input frm 	 /:, Z ! p  

54	 - .
 
Duncan Boughton dleft), Thomas Senghore ,r'V,
 L(ce,tar) and John Caldwell (right) at a

Gambia workshop was published in Network 
 _J

Reports and in the Newsletter. 

S9 

discussion of issues related to diagnosis, .
 
design and analysis of on-farm exper men­
tation. At the same time, the Newsletter B \, /

supported various project interests and,

activities, tfrough announcements of 

-upcoming training courses, by publishing N.
 
information related to the annual 
sym ­
liosiU11m, Solisiilr SuirI)Oit for 
 a bibliog­
raphy of readings, andi by noting theavailability of other farmrinql systems ', ' ! 

publications and raterials of interest. 	

11 

-7
 
The FSSP Newsletter also cdriv;ssed its
readership to ask fieldpractitioners to 

identify the most pressing technical
 
probleirs erkountered by the project with in various 
projr(:t initiatives, such as the 5.which 	 Institutions (Research/Extension):ach piractitioner wasaffiliated. More need for FSIAF training, or tire need to supervisionthran 1,000 re,)onscs wire generated further address on-arm research educational level ofthrough the newsletter survey, includir( methodology and statistical analysis. A extension agents987 responses to th "probleri" question, rre detailed breakdown of the major research/extension linkagesA\random saniple o 100 surveys was rtr'.rories; fo pressinq ter-hrical problems technology transfer andconsidered anid a list of 14 geieral lProblerr follows: 
 dissemination techniquescategories was developed. A sumnrrira-Y 0) sustainability of efforts/personnelthe 987 responses according to problhrmr Major Categor;es for Most Pressing 6. Farm Managerrrert:category is given below. echnbical Pnboeis labor
 

These data, along with survey response 1. iechnical (Bio-physical): time
to a question asking practitioners what fertilizers'inputs

types of articles they would like to see pih-new 	

cash 
varietiesgermplas land constraintslished in the newsletter, gave general direc- pest control7. Regional Support:


tion to the conte,t of the FSSP Newsletter, low yields
soil fcrtility 	 7. RegialSupict
and, in turn, assured that the Newsletter psiraet 	 finncial/technical


local level
was serving its readership. Project manage- 2. post-harvest considerationsavailabilityOni-EioResearcha(Metfrodology)ment aso benefitted from these practitionerresponses, as they confirmed and/or expertisefield interest Statistical Analysis, lack of:	 indstandardiLed methodology 3. Livestock: 

for FR 	 p tractionMost Pressing on-farm trial analysis 	 nutritionTechnical techniques integration of animal traction intoProblems Responses Percentage .	 the on-farm trial sequence economic and institutional 
I. Technical 194 20.3 statistical techniques 9. Interdisciplinary Collaboration:(bio-physical) 

2. On-farm 	 c16i 16.8 3. Infrastructure ommunicationResearch(methodoloy,) and 	 marketingprices 10. Project Management:supply problenis
Statistical Analysis 	 interface with counterpartstransportation

3. Infrastructure 113 188 	 short- verus lor:g-tern goalspolicy
Training 	 interface with donors/hostfuel arid maintenance governments 

5. Institutions 88 9.2 financial support/disbursement(Research/Extension 	 II. lfechnology:
6. Farm 58 6.1 institutional linkages6. 	 appropriate technolog,Fame 58 6rewards 	 aporaetcnlgfor interdisciplinary access to information regardingManagement
7. RegionalSupport 50 5.2 activitienew technoloy 

preservation of local technology 
8. Live-tock 45 4.7 4. Personnel and Training:
9. Interdisciplinary 41 4.3 appropriate language skillsCollaboration 	 12.site-specific knowledge 	 Natural Resources (Forestry):

10. Project 35 	 water and rainfall variabilitytrained in FSRiE methodology erosion

Marnagemrent 
 9II. Technology

12. Natural 34 3.6 awareness of small farmers and29 3.0 	 deforestationtheir problems 13. Evaluation:Resources (Forestry) availability of FSR/I- materials13. Plannina and 	 monitoring923 2.4 in the field documentation
Evaluation 

14. Women in 6 .6 lack of reference materials andAgriculture measuring Success

background information riskevaluation/analysis
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FSSP's Newsletter Survey identified technical 
(bio-physical) constraints as one of the most 
pressing problems facing farmers and for 

FSRiE practitioners in their on-farm trials, 

14. 	 Women in Agpicilture: I Iree volumes were issued in Spanish and 
gender issuesidivisioni of labor French and four volumes were issued in 

integ3ration of entire faint families English to the entire FSSI mailing list of 

into FSR activities 	 more than 5,000. More than 850 docu-

Many of these constraints were addres- ments were reviewed in tis process
b' 	 its newsletter,. -sed the ISSP tlrough 	 ieludinq hundreds contributed by farming 

systems practitioners worldwide and the 
other 	project publications. through 
appointed task work [oups, il networkin balance selected from the Kansas State 
a ir n i Bibliography. In the four resulting English 
and training activities, and through Various 
other c-hannels, sir(- Ii s thre F2SSI'Advisory volumes 419 documents were selected for 
ouneleland sIn casComtee. Pvio' he annotation. The AID Document Informa-Coulcila dlb:hlfcalommitee Notlle tion and Hlandling Facility (D'IfIF) ,.,ill 

least of these channels was through d ontand o anle racieitsI thF)il
rCon'tinue11 to handle reguests for the FSSP 

(0noCentation) effort that inlluded Bbigahe n hi otnsbyn 
publication and distribution of a series (t t3ibliogranhies and their contents beyond

into tire future.fISSP andbibliographies of readirts. 
DoCUments contained in the Bibliog-

Bibliography of Readings raphy of Readings in Farming Systems 
fviv major etlorts went forwardt ii remain free to (ISAID employees. (SAID 

doo, '!,,zntation.'l he first was a bib l ph1i- contractors overseas, and USAID-spon-

Sold Organizations overseas, either in
cal listing published by Kansas State 

mi ioliche or in paper copy. Universities,
entries, acconmpaniord b n A 2,00a-Sp0Cific esearch centers, government offices, and 

enies.orhco id by n Al ris selecti eoOther institutions located in developing 

bibliogriaphy of 485 items sefri ted tromr 
the main volume, 1-forts on the biblo- co(:untries are eligible to receive free 

up to five titles per
1 i(;rolichr, copies of 

olle( tion of works fibliolraiphy (Ipaper copies rnay be
another major 

All ,)Ithe above bibliographic listings ar i)ur(hased at th(r stated price). All other 

the Kansas State (University ilstIutiorns and individuials may purchase
availabhl in 
f-SJ L center. that rim lofiche aid or paper copis of thedocumnientation [oni 

sets of the bibliog­in micolshe for dorulrents. Conmpleteholding 1550 articles are 
I. 2. 3, and 4 in Englishat cost" purrchase by individuals or libraries raphies (Volrre 

desiring to establish an FSR,' refrence or Volume !. 2, and 3 in either French or 

facility of both published and ephe meral Spanish), are also available in microfiche. 

Ior more information (cost, shipping, and
materials. 

The second effort was coordinated handling) contact: 

through the Technical Committee of the AIDDIIIF/FSR 
7222 47th StreetFSSR encompassing review and selection 

of items for inclusion in FSSP's Bibliog- Chevy Chase, Maryland 20815 

raphy of Readings in Farming Systems. LISA 
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7A 	 TV An Annual Faamincj SLstems 
S191 vhctitu'a s conceiedofsand 

initiated by Kansas Slate (in iUC.ity,S SL porecI primarily thioiUgh the UCniueflsitj:, Title XIISti-ngteniii Gunt.//os/ed hL ile Uniu,ersityo/Kansasthlio igh 1986, the Symposium haspbOvl'~c a n1I7cdT 1IS o hrung togetI 1cr)(lt(e(of 250 an17d 350 farml-ingsystems pi-ctitiones
and olher inl/ci'sted 1U,,( <?a,!7i onl 0 t'( I/ar basis.Rtti-i. ul,'lli} rh iiritlr-rii]/tf rirt\ anoptrirrrI )lkOo I -IIlIa oft ((linrdto ril PFi()Jrm I ttId(IS,)I th,' ' i i V.tih it', I'lioiJ i F v<-l . 1id (liven t-Sk I: ' ar 	 of the s-apfort entities, olonq with the 

p ' l-, ' jldditi ii 
(1

'l 
111 

II! h, i 1ri1 
,i 

)t o'l, ii iitirirr ,s er iriimportimt lornbiers of the Advisory Council,ilttlhll (tt vti ljl)l"); strcrt"(1y. I ec hniral o*tlii;' 	 rniJttht. OSAID representmIjllII Iii I r i- 'a, ii- .	 ­
1 .,1 IIt 	

" I,.,k yr, ruiddn-es, pmnel discussi)lorr , lives. dnd th :ore stuff of the,a t n 	 -55 ', Bya, li-ii iiii, pltf jfle 111, ( or/l(LJ tiW)t Si's i Oil 
i nri -Fi 	

inkin thi e Ie-rojcls Atr l Udi M eetingts with1 i , ',s , ,1 tF I "irIli--,, iusI jrild puhlishc d tilt( Sylititlt'1111 	 r,., d-, ia built-inji ,l viIitl il I l i ,'ri- ,ri )fO "tc (it ij- i t ri,<I111, tirithrt t uift u0to,)1 -r.pl 	 oloturitv for VdIJolus taisk rl J work, 1-1 I, ' I tht,",i 
I:! rtlI Fj, i". 

Ii i.t ,, i Fll !d(t ii-t rel not (li(oufs of tht I() i t tliring theI:St o
hoist-Snilmpsiurnr i-rgnl' r,koq. u pi session vthk, i11(Fidirltj ,ftheti - IF hi Advisoliyfht-ll--. if ttlt 	 1,ur rll -ist'u, i-i l-tir'rnlhj - Id ilt ilt iu J fi vt" (1t. u If or1uil th ! I hii : l (nrwiomm ittee.r i l IhId It \, ,or--%ti ,(Jrimi .,isitm dittu ttiridTlt I)d-t ofi ilt (I. tI ir , eve)t.lt.t tirlgj ,g-lniddi ire( 1idd riifI- :re orltsNot lw , of hw,, h&, bis-err thit I S>,P l roni the -'SSP(ofrt. st,lff on tirrin,S -i1MFI rri, i <1I(iuNi.iriFill , A,,-tiri -, teo frii,:a as-turnte, networkingt dridW : 

>in,-> ts lou th. 	 (:oiltJrlcation initiatives of the project,jifitut-> -SSP Ainftiel , lingsIUpport e'ntity teports on11. F , i ig Ssttrni, IIIliOoiwj i, IoSSPAnn 	 thleir variousil tht id ti th, i. tl ettis activities, and Ireports irom the Technical1I83 Adnii -n ri iii -a 0m \-tir-u 	 OH? Wel- reot held ill ,onjunction vith Cor)rittt unri AdvisoryConncil. Beyord19841 Iariiqi S sv-an, -twaori rei)( ' iii F-arrllni S st(efms SyMposiuITI. heirFcti-t lO-i I p ,fl)n-rrt'irtill IM] t h u ,rcttr, id o tlutionrial strUcturt 
thos( leports tht Anrual Meetings quickly 

Mo-Molo lr;nj 	
was set shifted into comirnttees, working groups,, int- t t(it *.-

1985 [ irminq u-vtrr i- i 	
(Jr srt r~.Ao ,i il ,ctiit r a d task force ineetilisto address priority,iii I tIhI' orillmil I's . loe first ;tTI( tw1 . Issl(-,tr i~arI-	 . lhese wert actually mini-work­u', -:-;,rIt ,iru ,,ild he t zufet a's betmn ()r- -,hops to providti"M-'tho " 	 ar oppolo rtry for,rrlti iFnitill tIrd i llauv lrv d1986 	 uf'lt.uifl difulFC:(jeon joints dentified for emphasis1lrmiiq Shri -',, i)ir,r ' a ft( 	 nuri rifi et, alid ( , hlurti . i the I-S-[ j t oi.xte'rt siorlr 	 'L pport (ritityto(,l , l, ,s-I "rro uitrr rij i- t ,j rit ,1f('d ( t .ru- rpuedseIrrtsptivts. Strurri aryf),Irv(frrnents ande ulllriq :rr F98' 1rirt)8Y.o I Out r ti ,, t- U flrrrt l tilttpht. lt tir l hr-or It,( riierrit-retutionsti-rrmi, hrostirrilof t~l lit ,(or.:urii j 	 gi-ielatcrt tlronLh 

th ' (hFiverit, -f \rk, s with thtr. 
tc 

r 

t ft, t 5 
t,< 

' ,nt itt,-frliitir l distill ition or tfI.s Stession', w re used in poli:y,

rur r il ri-est-. of tilt- l iver
~llaliorti. t-Sll ooft Ai 	 piuri it df(i inil)leile1tation Jiscussionstf) ­

iori Oll(Foilt-i thi ir', -,ti li ;. tht- lech cirial 
. , kik rir'i s f-vutt.ill,>,-i l iviti- t and (JSAFtl) h the Advisory Coninr 

,. twitr ,iii it, rrr itt.-uda 'i
dpproa1r Firh i-t-r rilridI 	 (-onim iitteec, (Indcthe -S ,8 core. Asf i tr W.i,,rfk"i rLi)s"(rt,o ariz.d tojaldrt-s, , roprihe, trco-rni(il tion tg Ir riei lltrrl tIi, unr ,i-,; 	 thr 

r tl tion-n, often ledii-,0 ri ti rt-u , uarnil i tt riirii to irOgrari-tsyvsttnis it st- I(] t-\t-rrlr ill ( irrtr:l roi; ,ttvrk ig 	
itv lotiri i, uriu irrigrail

urid tr(fink -FIrssitunc , liv i (It(d 'lius.r's ,It tfrr (Fnivers t, of Arker-saIs outlirit ,rlt stuIt--of-th.irts. i 'tli roups ,.it,a eitt 	 In I 1 8 1 Arirril iFiM -timri -. ork aredst)rogIrtIssitor tire S\ rFtl)Slir , als() l itied to <IdJltss projtu t p)tiothat would 	 rir, I ul ed traririnj arutirrt! syst.e is:xplor - tstte f kniWF-,d, fth i F 013 afid h,-,on(l. to .evt,lop n rsdboJut fairiin,-t s t -tt ,. itr. rirIurio: 	 (r F ("t(rsiori cltJinical ussistance;i rricorri1tnron itons s\-Steri urimd I)(1 ttetIri tiori la),ni for I 981. t ide rutifth,. -rjl, i tasbk (r1lroip ie(t-dJ., 	 fdririly systutlers; Irrd rti enr Fitntanuf to exarrlirie! iirlrurri 	 , rdo inistra­tiori arr1i poli y .1rri. stafe-of-the-a-lt.S. In
 
of I-SR L.: 
 Irterfar- ar.(Id iritefliation. t:artd (lroup 1984 working sessions were divided inro:relported thir (o sid,,r.tioris end1987 t tt , SNst,; , , W jk 	 firidir ISSP irtt ractions project designin plenir, swssion,.. 	 and1988 Contributions fi uIF L Fy(ti,,ls einddrv working I his fornllt. il (valulation: cmpus training:s ssin s as ttO mtegriF 	 m rdgement,

189 Afri(Ialtnil st-rls pert of the 	
adm inistratiori and irnstitutioralizationSustair~ih't 


1989 Stdltf- of tKr1ow(.'d(J' O)OUt thtfhtl(' 
I-SS8 Anfrlul etings, is one faculty development
Snta~(t of f--fR ~li irny esdflstx	 learning training:otiit L ri-aie fir-y esta flSR,ii bilateral contracts: arid on-farrIn (.onjurution with rhe I driuiriq Svsterlls reserclh. In 1985 agronon i*1fr SymposiuM hr., 1i,.ri Iuularl, 	 dnd livestockhen!ToposiJnr. tre FSSP Annual tetirglfs work (Jfrli[)s 11et corIrurrlntly, andsuccessful in providinj oF Fitinities for !olowed the Syri ijositjn pro jrdr ffir ith, Aorking sessions were fitld to addressresearchers, field practiioners and othe:rs 

involved in farming systemus work to share 	
rtiXt 'ive \-ears. lhese me 'tin]s were open-,iaation, network linka-jes, technicalto all Symposium participInts, but were issue(s, and to explore the pros and constheir interests and concerns. It has create(! generally attended by the Administrative of an FSR Association. The last of the 
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' il;areas wei'e ,identified where input[could . ' -,, : 
:!.fee~d int0.FSSP developmnt efforts : : i :- ! i!' -,"?".: 

a concerns in' farming 7fnd :e'xtension 
:systems. With project termination at-thle 
close of 1987, no working sessions w~ere 

Sheld in conjunction with the FSSP Annual.that year. 'eetings 

held texplorethepossibilityof forminga USAID Provides Transitional Supportpeopleutbutta supportoentityscontributionht 

Annual Meetings over the years was [ 
excetioal;vigrous participation made 

Sthe meetings Into working and productive 

bcae..sioriS The product was not only a better
understanding of issues and a synthesis of 

Sthe knowledgeand experience of many ' 
people, but a support entity contribution toproject activities, nput Into taskpforce 
reports and input into the project planning 

process.,
FSl E etwork Forms y;ot theAgency's continuedsupportto farming 

systems research and extensin vis 
ollowing the 1987 Farming Systemsnetwork,aotda, the FSioE 

heldSymposium and FSSP Annual 
Meetings an Open etwork Forum was 

Committee initiative has received supportFSR/Eissues, Networknetworkingandcommunicationsto consider technicaland One specific FSR/E Network Steering 

other concerns related to the future ofaSAIDiST,fromm a study, "Identification 

farming systems research and extension.: of Results of Farming Systems Research
There were 62 participants at the Forum, and Extension Activities. The study 
representing o35 reviews, analofes, and documents thedifferent organizations. 

An FSR/E Network wos formed during results of ra number of farming systemsthe course of this Forum, and legitimized research and eension projects which 
through consensus of those presen A haw been implemented worldwide. From 
num ertfbjectiveswereidentified forthe this study a synthesis report analyzes the 

Network, factors that affect Sustainability of FSR/E including: facilitatirg communi-
cation between/among project field stafff within national agricultural research and 

and home staff developmentand transfer extension systems. 
of information ad skills; and synthesis of 
information. Other Related Activit Supported by
hlA Steering Committee wasselected tof iSAID 

thrug onsten ofSthset peetA hvwenimlmnecolwd.Frm 
assume ledership for the etwork in an Two other important studies have been 
organizationalcapaciiy for one year. The underwritten by UiSAID that coincide with 
Committee was charged with responsibility the termination of the FSSP. One that 

for conceptualizing and develpig contributes to the knowledge and under-
shorttermand long-term strategies on standing of the Agency s farming systems 
thcr of thi Fomtrk and in research and extension projects Is "A 

of its~eobjectives. Itwas SynthesisTw of imoransude beeua tssmopporledrsipforDtet alsoo ra ote SAID Experience:havFarming 

icharged with reporting its progress back Systems Research and Extension". ItwastN theretwork at the1988 Farming commissionedaf throa gh theBureau for 

Systems Symposum making recommen Proram and Policsystems.'s Center
datons for an organizational and manage- for Develpment Information and Evalua-
orgnsartua for the fetwork and Th on (PPCJDIE). By reviewing USAtDwiC i responsmakiibiitetommhndationsexperience with FS the studywcgith toterm S 

shot-erman lng-er s.atgiso stani-oft.e:"e.y'sfarmings-ste 

of the FSRIE Nework{; and:in• : extension- projects'''r, isbehalf ' =• research and"'.; "A 

On behalf of entities 
and the University of lorid Dr. K. R. 
Tefertlller, vice presded efr egrculturalaffairs, University of presents a 

plaque to Kansas State University an& Dr. 
Vernon Larson foryeaomm.tment to FSR/E
Including Initiating and hosting the annual 

symposumn and developing an FSR/E. 

Agency about the potential of theNFSR/E
approach andwhat thenatureandlevelf 
Agency support to FSR/E should be. 

The second study, commissioned 
through CHt.OICS ITER ATIONAL,
 
wasFalsNoKandedinte stimulate discussion
 
regardingthe futureidiaictin and focus of
 

SAIDeffortsandotherdonorstosupport
Aec bu h ptnilo h SI
 
work in farming systems research and ....
 
development. Ti.ed possible Future.
 
Directions of FarmingSyStems Research
 

and Extenson: A Concept paper" the study
 
was puttogether as a companion piece to
 
accoopanyand complement FssP s inal
 
evaluation. Of particular interest to the
andwoI farming systems esearc :/­

FSR/ENetwork is contained in a :section-:on Prioritiesufor Future SAID Suppor 

throug Csems"Cwhichidenti 
Nposssible mechanisms for future support 

and considersls mei pririties of futureeDontrib-f is oarming SystemsRiis
 
wasputtogetherasacornpan., , pieceto
.:'.,.,in'! 

accompnyandcmp.... ....... in
 

fo-conceptualizin and develpigcontriutes.toth undero Cc P " te s 



POSTSCRIPTe. FROM,
 
T The FSSP was let competitively as a 

cooperativeagreement.This procurement
vehicle was selected as the optimal procure-TOmert instrumentbecase it 

best allowed for. ongoing 
Ut Lr planningfor projectactivities(a "'rollingdeslcn*)with USAID participationduringprojectimplementabion, flexibiity in

accessinghor among numerous collaboiatingentities the limited and scatteredFSR/E
expertise that would be drawn on to deliverproject assistance;andstrengtheningamong
the recipient andcollaboratorsof their capacitiesto respondto FSR/E programandproject
needs of (SAID. 

Wendell Morse 
&.S.A/f) /'Io 'Ct ,tlX7Ld c .rFS"i' 1953-1985 

' the.settirg within LISAIDwhen 
the PSSPwasletandtheorganiza-
tioiial ie-quiiil(lets of tile projecCt 

wha: CL. lileiRIL ,c1toS 

di i,t, ind siqrih l ( olidition t-

hoth fS,[) ifIllIll ,.t-ti I ind th 
-

per(c)tlon o)lit,, [ rlno r
f.11 

hieFSSP vas a worldwide support 

project funded principally by the Office of 
Agriculture within (1SAI)s Burau for 
Science and S (SSI/AC-P). 
ilSAlB project niajer rent during IVIf 

ipe Bureau by the-S I A il.Rarid the 

nature ofthe copeativeareen Lit,r thits 
two offices stiai d pro~j e:t n ia iiaife nI en t 

esponrisibiliies with tt: Uirsity of
lso i thfIn
l.:l Ior tid ulait~d ' 

(ISAIB stipulated tor the FSSl that , 

university woud be selk ced to lead the 

project, but that this rfniversit' would 

access FSR1L expefltise from aorol ,

network of collaborators that would hie 

formed by the lead university aftr signiin 
of tfie cooperative agreemert Dstite ; , 
requirement for collaboration the lead 
University remained solely respoisi ileand 
accountable for project inipletlvntation 
arid performance. The uniqueness of the 
USAID setting and organizational require-
ments of the FSSP conditioned its 
!mplementation. 

Worldwide Support Project 
As a USAID worldwide support project,

the FSSP was to deliver prog.am assis-
tance to all USAID geographic regions. 
During the early stages of project planning, 
the Africa Region was to receive priority 
attention. That is, 50 percent of project 

resources were to be allo(-ated to Africa. In 
r'ality, this meant that 50 pcrcent of proj,-t 
resources would be availal 'I to the West 

Ian( Central Africa .:oun tries sericed by 
the JSAID t, jional [econori( Develop-
merit In( Services Office (REDSO/WA) 
located in Abidjan, Ivory Coast. FSSP was 
to focus on this region as the Bureau for 
Africa had funded with CIMMYIan ISR 'L 
support project for USAID countries in Lastand Southern Africa. It was originally
intended that the FSSP would assume 

spporl responsibility for USAID-spori-
sechnolo(yored FSR.,P projects in East and SouthernAfrica rou(thly two years after FSSP 
start-up. I lowevur, this never occurred as 

the Bureau for Africa extended the 
CIMMYI support project. IhuRs, the FSS' 
uiUdrtook few support activities in Last 
,IdSiiS' tt ri Afria. These were usirally 
Iro, raeifm('d conj urlction witfi CIMtMYI.,i

Jariuaiy, at a 1983 SUT BureauIcadership rietinq, surprise was expres 
sed at the worldwide supporl nature of the 
FSSP, describing a perception of the FSSP 
as an Africa only" project. I his leadership 
perception was at varian(:e with tfie SEI 
Bureau approved project paper arid 
negotiated cooperative agrniunt w iich 
detined the project scope of work in a 
(ontractual sense. In this Janua-y, 1983 
ilt-etirn , SUT Bureau leadership expres-

sed for the first time firm interest in 
festricting the scope of the project by 
eliminating servi(ces to the Lain America. 
Caribbean and Asia/Near East regions, 

The FSSP was tire last of the mission 

support projects funded by the SUE 
Bureau just pi ior 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 Bureau to the Bureau for Science 
and Technology. 

Both the Misunderstandinc of the 
pioj( :t s(:ope (worldwide vs. West and 
Central Africia) and its nature (support 
i it her th n rsefar(:) plIbed the FSSP at 
a disadvantage in the 5S1 Bureau. It 

was not viewed as lavoral timil'ile 
ipsri:h Projects witth which it corn peted
lot Bure au attention arid resources in an 
atmosphere of ever shrinking budgets. 

USAID Project Management
lhe FSSP was one of a small group of 

ts within the:S 
to lx intly r-naged hy two offices withinthe But efau. 1lhe FSSI' was funded, with 
the exception of $500.000 which 

p ocOJ( TBureau which were 

was 

node avIailC t(i thie project through the 
Office of Rural De, cloprrient (S&T'RD), by 
tht, Oft ieOf /\(ri(:ltulr (S&iAGR). Aproject offi(:r trot S' I AGR and a deputy 
project officef from S&T RD were (I sigj­riated as the (!S,AI) partrlrs in rtiaiage­muint of the FSSP with the University of 
f lorida. As stipulated by the cooprative 
atlreiueent, t. SS, ,,GR project officer 
wcis the (ISAID contact for tie university 
leadingq the ISSP. 

As with other projects jointly managed 
by S-E offices, this USAID arrangement 
proved difficult for tht FSSP. The constant 
need within USAID to reconcile tfie often 
varying positions of the different offices 
holding project managerrent staff fre­
guently slowed FSSP implenentation 
Once a single USAID project officer was 
give n authority to speak for (JSAID in the 
collaborative management of the project 

with the lead university, project manage­
inent became more efficient. 

Numerous Participants 
F[SSP project design required that a 

single lead universty identifyand establish 
won king relationships with institutions with 
FSR/E expertise during the first year of 
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project implementation. I his %xas d new 
approach to implementation of UISAID 
projects. I teretofore, Collahorators and 
their respective roles had been identified 
prior to letting ofa USAID project. Bilateral 
and other central bureau projects, includ-
ing the collaborative research support 
programs (CRSPs), all fit the pattern of 
known coll horatorn with identified 
responsibilitie.i prior to signature of 
contracts with USAID. The F-SSP hroke 
new ground by corrpleting institutional 
anangements during the initial phases ef 
project implemeiittion, after signing of 
the cooperative agreement with the 

University of Florida. Ihis is noteworthy in 
that it poved that a large numher 125) of 
sJp)ort entities from tei-nrot universities 
and private :,ctot firms could and ,ould 
at significant costs to themrrselves, work 
togethel in ilipleflintition of a single 
projec t. 

Proje:cl Procui|leient 

Dur ing project desigii USAI) iuio(iniztd 

that farming systems capaility in the 

United States was scattered aniomq a 
nutvber of entities including several litle 

XII universities, tileU.S. Departiruerit Of 
Arculture antI fuw IIriwite institutions, 

)t,idt the (United States. farming 
s\stt rii,ompetence could be found i 

(iii I of the international agricJltuLl 
leSu,(Ii cut, itand in a few of th 

nationl I I,aii h institutions of other 
Countries. I e (]SAID challenge in 
designing the -St'W to iiieet its needs was 
both to assulc ttfit techinical seIvices 
would be acessted 'n(t(tnlivid itIJ loln this 
scattered resource base, and tU hr(,aiden,
strengthen ard irstitutionalize ti- re 

sour e hase to assist (OSAID in its liui 
systtiis ptrajrmi efforts in the Iut Hl 

A cooperatix e agrece nnit, aliitn-
ftequently used pr urerlint )plo WaI(ss. 


selected as tht. one that would be; t leiTd 

to ihe sJe sfhii )coniplishll- it ioftInT 

techni i l assisltice aid inistiti itior 

bluilding objectives o1 t,,.;FSSP.lI 
U SAID I)tojeCt(: tolnllittee dec ided thit , 
Iitle vetSity Could be stlead theX[I ur 


pl ojeet, 

The procTurtenrt [t(' ss was initiat(d 

by USAID conta linqIcitlc XII i ive:sittcs 

to announce th project 'lndto assess 
urniversity intetestarid perceived capabililty 
to serve as the lead unrivetsity under a 

cooperaitive ag,eeiIert with USAID. 
(ISAID. it this time, also ;de.itified 
universities , hicn held sirnificant farming 

systems :apciiy and which wanted to 
contrittite to the project, although riot in 
a leadership role. 

Un:versities interested in leadin the 
project wee asked to subtliit to USAID a 
statement of institutional nianaciernt 
capability. Institutional qualificationis in 
farming systems as related to the four 

project components (technical assistance, 
training, networking, and state-of-the-art 
i tsedich), institational commitment to 
farming systems and international agricul-
tural development, and qualifications of 
staff proposed for the piojectwere critei a 
used by USAID to evaluate the staten euts 
of iristitutional management capability. 

Fourteen universities expressed an 
interest in leading the FSSP. lhe USAID 
project committee selected six universities 
(Colorado State University, University of 
Florida, University of Illinois, University of 
Missouri, Michigan State University, arid 
Purdue University) frori aiong this group 

to meet with the project commIittee for the 
purpose of selecting the university best 
qualified to lead tire project. Subseqieit 
to these meetings, tile University of Florida 
was selected to lead the FSSP. 

Ahighlight ofthis procurement process 
was a general teeting held prior to 
selection by all six of the universities which 
were considercd by 0ISAID to lead the 

project. Tfis feeting was important inthat 
it establisfh0d ai,ucleus of (lut' (of-
lilorator, inltIe project. Also, this initial 
Tonsolidation of interest was a cleal 

expre:,sior of intent to collaborate arnd 
disnl (I(SAID fears that by competing 
thi1 l)loi't cnd loosing one universityto 
ead it, others coisicteret i the fia stages 

of the selection process might riot tilake 

their farthing systems indother institu-
tional capabilities available to the FSSP. Il 
fact, two months ptio to signing of the 
cooperaitive agreerient with the University 
of Florida,this group of six universitie hid 

started to form the support entity netwol k 
that was so imlportant to effectiveness of 
the f-SSP and the accomplishnrttct of 

project objectives during imtplenienthtion. 
The structural f-arnework described 

lt wVWlS Its existenceunique to the FSS 
as ') fid support proiect at a tiut when 
the S, I 13ureau had shifted its emphasis 

to resei ch actiities, the misunderstanding 
within the SbTY IBureau Osto project scofpe 
worldwidevs.'Westard Central Africathe 

require me:nt to establish a m twork of 

,ollabotators , tu tte tigin]ing of 
fiofO ir.upl ,TitcT aiti1d litionith,,,itterritt 

vittin the SE I ,mit ,ci to jointl i t1ttnatel 

tOLfS toujht sigiic a et fT',to 

both LUSAID ind the Universit, of I !riil 
dutitng prt~je iih)fInltnt]tiltioT, 

Farming Systems: 
A Need for Consensus 

I fl urinde ilyitg LUtitificiti0!n .itl111 

(ISAII) for the FSSP was tfe ned Ic 
provide tcchnical ossistat. 'In.-! I d alndt 

.e(;oU(ce development suIport ti the 
many bilateral projects wiich USAID was 

funding under the title of Farming Systeris 
Research and Lxtension, or soMe close 
veaation of this project title. USAID 
recognized in 1981 that the farming 

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

his lack of consensus as to -what is 
tSI was further compounded as 
contractors staffed field research projects 
with pesonrinel who knew agicultural 
research well. but who kncw the farming 
systems approach less well, if at all.USAID 
and host :ountiy officials became frus­
trated as "their" tar ming systems projects
frequently assiioiedl fianacteristics of 

(.minrodity or discipline bsed research. 
Thty called for ceitral support efforts that 
wouild help host ountry agricultural 
researchl instlti tiols develop and deliver 
n,v a~jiicutura: technologies It was this 
calf for central supporl from a farming 
systems expertise base that led to the [:SSP 
and th(:similar CIMMYI implemented 
s.upport lroject inLast and Southern 

Africa. 
I h rore, tile FSSP entered an arena 

(farming sy';tenis rsearch and extension) 
whi h ptotioed added dimensions 
(extension and farmer involverent in the 
i esearch process) to the more commonly 
practiced coinriodity or disciplinary 
approach to agiicultural research. And, the 
I-SSP began at :j time wf,en farming 
systems as an approach to agricultural 
research and extension was itself still being 
defined and learned among the agricultural 
reseatch and extension communities in 
the United States and aLroad. 

I he FSSP was handed considerable 
definitional and consensus building
responsibility as it entered this arena. Whil. 

its responsiility was focused on USAID­
fu'lded farning systems efforts, its 
mandate to access and strengthen farming 
systems capabilities on a worldwide basis 
thrust the project to centcr stage anong 

U.S. universities, the (I.S.Department of 
Agriculture, private institutions, interna­
tional agricultural resach centers and 
national research institutions in its 

worldwide leadership role in farming 

systems consensus building. 

E 
Early Project Irnplemienttion 

During its first itric months, die FSSP 
faced three significant and noteworthy 
organizational arid programmatic chal­
len ,es which]ere related to: 
I) the estaoilshinent of a network of 

collaborators 

2) USAID reslponse to a proposal from 
the International Institute of Tropical 
Agticultua (IIIA): and 

3) staffinj the FSSP. 

Network of Collaborators 
N
 

The nucleus of a network of collaborat­
ing institutions was formed at the time of 
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lead university selection in July, 1982 as 
menioned above. Prior to signing o the 
cooperative agreement, at the end of 
September, 1982, a second, larger 
meeting was field with unin.'esities and 
firms interested in affiliation 'Aith the !VSSI 
lhese two neetings demonstrated broadly
based interest and support for the FSSP: 
all costs for these meetings were absrtrnod 
by the participants. 

Subsequent meetings with collaborators 
during the Illst year of projeit IriiI lh lenta-
tion defined the support entity),1,l fortI i 
FSSP. Duringi tie first ye'ar ris, itrl 
project time was de,voted to liiiitiiiinq

fortiral ar 
 eerCie'lsbetwethhn ItfWC riity 

of Hlo ida and the 25 slit e'lie, 

affiliatd with the proje. I. 

ITA Pr lpms fl 


Burrinr the: soiror of I982. ((S,\ID 

(So I Biri-eiu) received a proposal front 

II A requesting(SAID Sil)il for IITAs 
lar mi i systems progfra,, . Lhe scope of 
the proposal, both in lrimrs of budglet 'Ind 
ife ot eactivities, xcetd d capacitythe 

Ifs- I-fh l5keven thouIh the 58. ureau 
ttroposd that (ISAID response to f11A t ,
lirade throughr tle l<SSt and use FSSP1 

usonir(:es. 


It is notewortlry th-t (lriiversiit l-orida 
reI)irrtatiwS. who were reslionsible for 
tfle FSSP. met at their own expere with 
USAID arid IIlA officials in AugLUst. 1982. 
to consider th, IIrA proposal prior to 

igning of the cooperative agreement fo, 
the FSSP. Officials at this meeting decided 
that a site visit to I IA by LJSAID and -SSP 
officials would required during the lill 
of 1982 prior to hurther consideration by
UJSAID and the FSSP of the 111A proposcit. 
Subsequent to situ visits to IllA in Ocrtober 
and November, 1982, the SF1 Bureau 
decided that (ISAID support for the IllA 
proposal was riot appropriate througfh the 
FSSP. FSSP did, however, durii ig tile early
months of 1983, prcvide roughly 5 person 
ionths of technical assistance to lIrA for 
ti l)ril)ost of desiLNrlinH an FSR/Li 
trarinirfl(j )rogjran, 

ConsiJeration of this I1A pi oposal was 
ss!fJniti, !lit ind liotewortly in that 

o) plior to sigIning of the coopetitiv 
,greent the (FInivrsity of Florid, 

was asked I'y (IS.'\l) to considr Ls'of FSSP plojutd reso.Jrc. ,; 

b) vafu-ition o tile IIIA ploposll 


conisuned siqnificil proitct 
re-
sour(:ces durinq proj (:t stai- ilpl oward 
ii end onk' rr arqinlily il'ated I(, tih 
iL rpose of ifWeI S; ,)l 

i) dulrirlg tile V(e' c. ii/ In'lths ol tht 
project, Supi)ort to IlA cliveie( scar ce 
technical Js',1stdicc resources horn 

(iivitir.s rm it,, ( iectly related to the 
purpose of thc FSSP. 

project Staffing 
Staffing of the FSSP was defined in the 

cooperative agreement. Project manage­

nient (both (niversity of -krida and SEYI) 
agreed in the fall of 1982 that the core staff 
Would ht' a(-snbled at tile University of 

lorida d onsist of both University of 
f lo ida sta ind stail -e(cconded to the 
University uI F(ilida by coftaborating 
universities or fion, tcr the purpose of 
I--SS ir ipletir( i ittinr). DI iri late 1982 
several highly ouailified candidates for corn 
staff positions wt.ee identified from among 
fih nethorl, of collaborating entities. 
I lowever, th seconding of these people to 
the University of Florida was not possible 
bcause the arrangement was not accept­
able to their parent institutions. Project 
maragemnrtthen considered two options 
for staffing the core group: a dispersed core 
staff; or recruitment for a University of 
-lorida based core staff. In January, 1983 
tilt. reclUitment option was chosen as themost beneficial way of staffing the FSSR 
Ifhese events surrounding FSSP staffing 

ac sifnificant in that the seconding 
MIngerlfent, had it been workable, would 
rave bee. prcedent setting arid could 

havecontributed significantly to solidifying 
tihelS sUlpoI1 base 
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PROJECT PERSONNEL 

Core Staff 

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

Dr. Jim Jones joined the project in) 
provide 	coornation2to
198 trainingandLtinof training materials- reference, fiuilitiesademberhip 

consultation for the FSR/E program in 
general and training in particulai, throughi 
the developmenmt of training materials. 

Dr. Robert Waugh consulted with the 

project regarding management
administration issues in FSR/E projects,o 
both in techncial assistance and training. 

Mr. James Dean was responsible torthe 
visitors pro(ram, support to development 

andedeshpitaiinandLtand 
American programs. 

Mr. Steve Kearl joined in Ap il, s1983, 
editor/communicator wit ' responsibilities
fdor/he newsletter tnsingsfor the it totrenew sletter, Support to tie training 

prograrmr in the development of trainring 
modules and support to other comirnunica-
'Onand plulblication effolts 

Dr. Susan Poats joined the pio~uct in 
Junr. 1983, to coordinate network and 
related efforts including workshops,
regiorra! and sub-reglional networks, and to 
provide leadershi pogan.r. leadership for Afrirean progrars. 

Dr. Ken McDermott joined the project i 
September, 1983, with reslponsihility for 
coordinatinq technical assistance proqramr 
requests tron USAID for the entire project 
nd to serve as a Washington-based 

liaison 
Dr Dan tJat also joincd tire pinject in 

Septembe, 1983, to work closely with 
suppolt entitie-s in the supply of techni:al 
assistance and training team,, and in 
coordinating Asian programs. 

Ms. Lisette Wlecka assumed 
coordinating responsibility for the 
development of traininJ materials ii 1984. 

Other complementary support to the 
project was as follows: 

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

network 'ogistics withii, the United 
StRtes. 

Dr.Dr. Lu( enlio MalinleZ served as a Senior 
-11984-85 

Counselor in Residence from 1984-1985. 

USAID Project Management included: 
Wendell Morse, Project Manager 

1983-1985 
Ken Swanburg, Co-Project Manager 


1983-1934 

Don Project Ma98-erJmOxley 

Manageri1985-1986. 
Rohrto Castro, Project Manager 

1986- 987. 

Members of tie Advisory Council 
included: 

1983 Wendell McKinsey 

University ofColorado 
1983 84 James Meimnan 

ColoradoStateiniversity 
1983-85 	Larry Zuidema 

Cornell University 

1984-86 Dale llarpstead

Michigan State University 


1985-87 	 Jean Kearns 
University of Arizona 

1986-87 Ned Raun
 
Winrock Int'roat.onal
 

1987 DelaneWelsch
 
(Iniversityof Minnesota
 

Ind 

Representation on tie Technical Commit­
tee included:
 
1984 Sam Johnson


Universityofllinos
 
1984 RobertMcDowell
 

Conell18-5BbIlr
 
Bob I lart 
Winrock International1 8 - 5 J mH n o
 

1984-85 Jim [lensom

Washington State University
 

1984-86 	 CnmeliaButler-Flora 
Kansas State University 

IVirJna dwl 
Virginiaolytechnic Intitute 

198 
Colorado State University1985-87 	 DaveThursten
 
Cornell University
 

1985-86 Mini Gadreau
 
University of Minnesota
 

1985-86 Pascal Fotzo
 
GuateC ala
 

1985-86 rdnC. 
1 Thailand
 
1987 Don Voth
 

of Arkansas
 

RickSernsen 
1984 	 Steve Franzel
 

Development Alternatives, Inc.

1984 	 Ken Buhr

University of Florida 

1985-87 MichaelJoshua 
Virginia State University 
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