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Social Sciences in CRSPs
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Formal involvement of social scientists in agricultural developnient projects
largely began in the late 1960s, after the first critical questions concerning
the unanticipated social consequences ot the green revolution were raised.
Such works as Blossoms in the Dust by Kusum Nair (1961) stimulated
inquirics as to whether purely technological approaches could solve world
hunger problems. While recognizing that the green revolution had achieved
enormous gains in iood production, critics such as Nair also observed that it
came at a rather Targe social cost. Coupled with some notable failures in
other agriculturat development projects, the "unanticipated consequences” of
the green revolution caused developrent planners 1o look for wiays (o
improve their track record. Sociologists and anthropologists came 1o be
perecived as the "silver bullet” that would cure all development planning ills.
Perhaps the apex of this wave of good feeling was reached in the 197095 when
the U.S. Agency for International Development (USAID) began to require
that all proposed USAID projects include an assessment of their economic
and social soundness at the project paper stage. If nothing clse, this provided
a considerable number of employment opportunitics for sociologists and
anthropologists, as social soundness analyses were not something USAID
was particularly adept at doing “in-house.”

In the same period, Title XII and the Collaborative Research Support
Programs (CRSPx) were initiated. They evolved from the changing directions
of U.S. international development efforts in the carly 1970s. At the time,
policymakers and rescarchers were becoming increasingly aware that
development efforts often overlooked the neerds of small-scale farmers and the
rural poor who compose the vast majority of the population in developing
countrics (DCs). Earlier models of international agricultural assistance, such
as the modemization approach, emphasized technology transfer and diffusion,
However, these approaches began to be pereeived as increasing, rather than
decreasing, the gaps between rich and poor and urban and rural sectors
(Mickelwait et al. 1979). In 1973, in responsc to these concerns, Congress
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passed the New Directions mandate, which amended the Foreign Assistance
Actof 1961,

The new legislation specitied that more emphasis should be placed on
“expanding their [the poor's] aceess to the cconomy through services and
institutions at the local level, incrcasing labor-intensive production,
spreading productive imvestment from major cities to small towns and
outlying arcas . . . oy sharing American technical expertise, farm
commuoditics and industrial goods and Jess on Targe-scale capital transfer”
(Mickehwait ot al. 1970235 The implications of the mandate were twofold.
First, the "poorest of the poor” were formally acknowledygod aad targeted for
development progranis. Sccond, there was o shilt from technology transfer
toward host country selt determination, As stated in Section 102, Chapter 1:

Uninted States Bilitorad devadopnont aaanoe Lhouid vve i
vhest priovity o undertabaies submitted by host povernments
which directly improse thie Tives ot the poorest of therr people and
therr capacity o particpate e tie development of their countries

corted o Nachehwnt et all 1900y

New Directions represented a o maor step o expanding the scope and
focus of developmient. Yet s Fareer sigmticance perhaps Tay in sensitizing
U.S. foreren policy to host country needs and goals rather than imposing
rigid puidehnes on how development programs would or should be
mplemented. Witlun months of its passage, critics of the legislation
tmotably Lind grant universtiiesy expressed concern that implementation still
concentrated toe heavily on capital transter rather than on research and
institution buddmy as itended i the mandate. Coupled with the concem
that USATD budget reductions o the carly 19705 were slowly diminishing
universtty parttaipation inodevelopment activices abroad, there was a
concerted ettort through Fegistative channels 1o reverse these trends and
expand the parameters ol development assistance (Comptroller General 1981),

This push for addittonal legislation had 18 roots in two institutions,
First, there was a belict within USATD that world food problems could be
solved only through basie rescarch to create a new and/or expanded knowledge
base of Tocul conditions. Scecond, Congress moved o bring together the
expertise ol ULSCagrnicultural umversities and USATD in implementing
development assistanee (Luvkx 1978 Both initiatives were in pant motivated
by thie success o the ISN7 Hatch Act, which ereated the 1S system of state
agricultural expermment stations. The Hateh Act recognized the primacy of
research i solving agricultural problems: it thus allocated federal funds o
land grant universities 1o conduct research relevant to domestic agricultural
issues. Using the Hatch Act as a model, support grew to mobilize the
scientific and techmical expertise of land grant institutions within a formal
policy framework aimed at climinating world hunger.
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Along with a major lobbying cffort by the land grant universities, these
initiatives resulted in passage of the International Development and Food
Assistance Act of 1975, formally submitted to Congress by Senator Hubert
Humphrey and Representative Paul Findley. The Humphrey-Findley Bill
amended the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961 by adding Title XI1- - Famine
Prevention and Freedom from Hunger. Title XII specilied:

Congress declares that, in order 1o prevent famine and establish
freedom from hunger, the United Stites  should strengthen the
capacitics of United States Tand grant and other chigible universities
in program-related agncultural institational development and rescarch,
consistent with sections 1020 and  103A, should improve  their
participation - the United States Government's international efforts
o apply more cffective agricultural sciences (o the goal of increasing
world food production, and in general should provide increased and
longer term support o the application of science 1o solving food and
nutrition problems ol the developing countries (U.S, Congress
1975-23).

USAID was responsible for the overall administration of Title XI1. To
ensure adherence 1o the spirit of the legistation, however, Congress
authorized the president 1o appoint a Board for International Food and
Agricultural Development (BHEAD). The board would be a permanent
participant in “Tide XIE planning, program development, and budgeting,
BIFAD became o tully functioning, seven-member unit in carly 1977,
Shortly thereafter, it created two advisory commitiees to implement Title
NI policy. 'The Joint Rescarch Commitice (JRC)Y was responsible for
all research 1o promote the discovery of new knowledge and the develop-
ment of technofogy useful to DCs. The Joint Committee on Agricul-
tural - Deveiopment (JCAD)Y! was piven responsibility for adapting
research results and rechnology o the needs of developing countries. Title
X1 mandated the creation of collaborative research programs that addressed
issucs ol tood production, distribution, storage, marketing, and consunip-
tion. Thus, collaborative rescarch fell under the purview ol the JRC. In
1977, the JRC met o discuss how collaboration would be organized and
managed. lis deliberations gave birth 1o the Collaborative Research Support
Programs.

OVERVIEW OI' THE CRSP’s

The CRSPs were charged with creating structures to facilitate collaboration
among U.S. land grant universities, USDA, international agricultural
research centers (IARCs), DC institutions, and other research entities "on a



Lipner and Nolan 23

problem-oriented basis in a common rescarch and development program (o
solve a priority food and nutrition problem" (Hutchinson 1977:49).

While the JRC was granted authority to organize CRSPs. general
guidelines were provided within the Tanguage of Title X11. Congress made it
clear that this development mode should: be directly related to the food and
agricultural needs of developing countries: be carried out within developing
countries; be adapted to local circumstances; provide for the most effective
interrelationship among research, educaiion, and extension in promaoting
agricultural development in developing countries: and emphasize the
improvement of tocat systems for delivering the best avaifable knowledge to
the small farmers of such countries (22nd U.S. Congress Scction 220b (¢),
cited in Comptroller General 1981:3-4).

In the organizationa! phase ol CRSPs, the JRC identified a number of
priority research arcas. As of 1987, cight such arcas have been incorporated
into fully functioning Collaborative Rescarch Support Programs (Table 1.1).
All are still operative, with the exeeption of the Nutrition CRSP, which was
planned for only five years and is presently in a close-out stage. To date, 40
U.S. land and sea grant universitics, as well as other institutions, have
ofticially collaborated with 66 host country institutions in 30 countrics.

Although each CRSP has a unique research agenda, they all share certain
basic orsanizational assumptions. In the carly 1970s, however, these
assumptions represented major departares from USAIDY's previous research
strategy. First, whereas carlier agricultural R&D programs had relied on

TABLE 1.1, ESTABLISHMENT OF THE COt LABCRATIVE RESEARCH SUPPORT PROGRAMS

Funding
Program Date totabliched through 1985
(in millions)

Small Ruminant Oct 1978 45,2
Grain Sorghum/Pearl Millet Jul 1979 34.0
Bean/Cowpea Oct 1980 21.3
Tropical Soils Management Sep 1981 19.9
Nutrition Dec 1981 14.8
Peanut Jul 1982 15.9
Pond Dynamics/Aquaculture Sep 1982 5.6
Fisheries and Stock Assessment Jul 1985 1.7

Source:  NASULGC n.d.

e ludes AID, U.S., and host country contributions.
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yearly budgcetary allocations, CRSPs received firm S-ycar budgcelary
commitments, with the opportunily for cxtensions, Thus, USAID formally
recognized that research is not only vital to successful development, but also
that it is long-term in nature. Second, as their name implics, CRSPs are
collaborative ventures between and among scientists and researchers in U.S.
universities, IARCs, and host country institutions. As part of this
collaboration, U.S. participants are required to match 25% of the cost of any
project funded by a CRSP. Similarly, host country institutions are expected
to corribute to the cost of the research, cither linancially or in kind. Third,
CRSPs are explicitly multidisciplinary, bringing together scientists from
numerous soctal and biological ficlds in a cooperative working relationship
with common objectives. Some sense of the breadih and depth of both the
collaborative and the multidisciplinary foundations of CRSPs is givenin the
following overview of the five CRSPs represented in this volume,

ORGANIZATIONAL STRUCTURE OF CRSPs

Structurally, cach CRSP is intended 0 be autonomous, with its own
administrative board, a program director housed in a management cntity (ME)
office, and a technical advisory committee. While funds flow from
USATD/Washington, resource allocation decisions are made by the CRSP
participants. Thus, cach CRSP reflects a complicated negotiation process
among scicntists and administrators from varving disciplines and institutions.
Atotal of eight programs have emerged, all developed from the same mold,
but with distinet personalities and agendas representing the concemns and
interests of their project participants.

What follows is a briet’ summary ol the technical and administrative
structures ol the five programs represented in this volume: the Small
Ruminant, International Sorghumy/Ailler, Bean/Cowpea, Nutrition, and
Peanut CRSPs. Only their Jormal multidisciplinary and collaborative
relationships are overviewed (see Table 1.2), However, it should be noted that
many other informal inks exist that expand the scope of CRSP research and
the potential for meaningful results, lFor instance, while one of the formal
disciplinary components of the Small Ruminant CRSIP (SR-CRSP) is rural
sociology, anthropelogy also forms an mtegral part of the program's social
science research, While the Sorghum/Millet CRSP has formal collaborative
relationships with four host countries, plus the Centro Internacional de
Agricultura Tropical (CIAT), in actuality, informal collaborative rescarch
projects are under way in over 13 DCs. Often informal collaborative
relationships are as important as formal ones in realizing CRSP objectives.

Incinterpreting Table 1.2, some caution should be exercised. First, the
columns in the table are ordered alphabetically and are independent of each
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other. Sccond, only very general structural comparisons can be made across
CRSPs since cach program has its own unique set of organizing principles.
For example, the SR-CRSP was planned around four ccological zones, with
any particular site having a complete array of discipline-based projects (e.g., a
rural sociology project, an cconomics project, a veterinary health or range
management project) deemed essential to study small ruminant production at
that site. In this program, “projects” and "disciplines™ are nearly
synonymous. By contras:, other CRSPs tended to organize themscelves
around broadly framed projects that often included scientists from a number of
disciplines. Such prejects might wetl be the only ones operating at a
particular overseas site. Thus, while Table 1.2 and the following summary
descriptions® capture certain key organizational structures of the various
CRSPs, the reader should refer to individual CRSP publications for more
detail about how sites, disciplines, projects, and institutions are melded into a
coherent program,

Suall Runinant CRSP

The goal ol the SR-CRSP is 1o improve milk, meat, and fiber production of
sheep, goats, and alpaca in order to increase the food supply and raise the
income of smallholders in developing countries. The scope ol work is
organized by production svstems (intensive versus extensive) and ccological
zones. Based on these considerations, rescarch activities have been developed
in five countries. In the program planning stage, it was determined that
research should include all disciphinary aspects of the production process—
from animal genetics and reproduction studies aimed at improving local
breeds, to feasibility studies aimed at determining socioeconomic constraints
on improving small rumirant production and utilization. At its iwight, the
SR-CRSPancluded 1O disciplines and 13 U.S. institutions. However, recent
funding cuts have curtailed activities both in the United States and abroad.
Only one SR-CRSP discipline operates across all five sites: soctology.
Others are involved in specilic projects in one or more countrics.

On an administrative level, cach participating U.S. institation is
responsible Tor at least one disciplinary component ol the rescarch agenda.
LEach also has a principal investigator (P, who oversees the conduct of
her/his disciplinary research at home and abroad. In the case of institutions
housing two disciplinary activitics, Pls are assigned to cach rescarch
component. A technical committee (TC)y is responsible for addressing
research concerns and making recommendations to the program board
concerning budgetary matters. ‘The committee consists of one PI from cach
SR-CRSP discipline. The board is composed of one member from cach
participating U.S. institution and host country. Within this framework, the
social scicnce component has full participatory privileges with its
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TABLE 1.2, FORMAL ORGANIZATIONAL COMPONENTS OF THE B IVE LRSPs

.S tnstitation., Uistiplinary Aregs Host Countries
Small Ruminant LRSP == iniveraoty ot (I.ul‘ljuj‘m‘_rllbm.'rlvli._Vf'!l

Uo ot Calitornia-tavie Agricultar al Leonomics, Bracsil
Calitornia Polytechnic b, Antimal Breeding and Genetics  Indunesia
Coloryde Stayte b Andmal riealth Kenya

U ot Missouri=-Columt g Anirmal Nutrition Morocco
Montana State U By=productys and Nutrition Peru
Horth Laroling State o Production System,

Ohin State U1 Range Manaqement

Texay ASM U, Reproductive Physialogy

Texas lech {f Rural Sociology

Tuskeyee Institute systems Analy. is

Utah State U,
Washington State (.
Winrock International

INTSORMIL -- University of Nebraska, ML

U. of Arizona Agronomy/Physiotogy Bolswana

Kansas State U. tconomicy Honduras

U. of Kentuchy Entomology Niger

Mississippi Stati U, Pead Maadity and Utilization  Sudan

U. of Nebraska Flant Breeding

Purdue . Plant Patholugy

Texas ASM U. ‘)ur:io!oqy//\nlhrupuIu([y

Bean/Cowpea CRSP -- Michigan state Univer sity, Mb

Boyce Thompson lnstitute Agronomics Botswana
for Plant Rescarch feonomics Brazil

U. ot California-Davis tntome oy Cameroon

U of Caliternia-Riversige bood Technology/ Dominican Rep.

Colorado State U, Hutsition tcuador

Cornell U, Genetics and Plant Breeding  Guatemala

U, of Georgia Sociclogy and Anthropology Hondur.as

Michigan State 1. Kenya

U. of Nebrasky Matawi

U, of Puertn Rico Mexico

Washington State Ih. Nigeria

U. of Wisconsin Seneyal

Tanzania

hutrition CRe Hniversity of Califoruis-Berkeley, Mt

U of Calitornia-Berkaeley AnthropoTogy Eqgypt
U of Calitornia-ton Angeles Data Management Kenya
U. of Connecticut Medicine Hexico
Purdue U, Hutrition
(U, ot Arizona) Puycholongy

(U, ot Kansas)

Peanut ERSP o= University of Georgin, ME

Alabama ASM U, Breeding and Cultural Burkina Fasn

U. af Georgia Practices Caribbean

North Carolina State U, Entomology Niger

Texds AGM U, Food Technology Nigeria

(Purdue U.) Plant Pathology Philippines
Socioeconomics Senegal

Sudan

Thailand

aan institutions, disciplines, and host countries that have been formally
involved in the five CRSPy at any point in the life of Lhe proyrams are
tisted. Items in parentheses represent subcontractor institutions,
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biologically oricnted counterparts, on both the technical and administrative
bodics governing SR-CRSP activities.

Intcrnational Sorgluom/Aillet CRSP

The primary objective of INTSORAMIL is to develop technology lor
increasing the production and utilization of grain sorghum and peart millet
worldwide. To this end. both formal and informal collaborative rescarch
activities have been initiated around seven multidisciplinary objectives
mvolving cight ULS, universities and 17 host country institutions, Formal
colfaboranive refationships have been established with four host countries and
with CEAT, which conducts agronomie rescarch throughout Central and
South Amercas Siee INTSORNMIL'S inception in 1979, research agendas
have been moditied and budgetary constraints have reduced both the number
and disciphines of program participants. Yoo, INTSORMIEL continues 1o
stress the need for multdisciplinary rescarch and muli-institutional input to
alleviate major constraints to improved sorchum and mitlet production.

Adminictrativelv, technical and operational concerns are addressed by a
committee ¢ uposed ol representatives trome cach disciplinary component
that s active an the program: at the time. Thus, all disciplines are Tully
integrated mto the deasion-making process, The progrant board is comprised
of one miember from cach participating institution, An added committee, the
Feological Zone Council, plans and implentents identified host country and
LS colluborative rescarch activities based on ceogeographic zones, The
council consisis of one representative tront cach zone with ongoing
INTSORNHL activities. plus one member at large. Inosum, the
administrative bodies of INTSORNIL are structured so as 1o integrale and
aive tull vorce o disciphinary, mstiiutional, and host country concerns.
Although the social sciences are presently beng phased out of the
[nternational SorghunyAlitlet CRSP, historically they have been structurally
mcorporated mto the administrative process,

Reari/Cowpen CRSD

The primary goal of the Bean/Cowpea CRSP is 1o improve the availability
and utihization ot beans and cowpeas in DCs, The University of Puerto Rico,
the Boyee Thompson Institute for Plant Rescarch, and nine other U.S.
mstitutions have taken the Tead in developing collaborative research programs
in 13 Losi countries, prinvarily in Africa and Latin America. In addition,
colluborative research has been caried out with the Instituto de Nutricién de
Centroamérica y Panamd (INCAP)Y, the International Institute of "Tropical
Agriculture (ITTA), and CEA'T. Originally, I8 priority projects involving six
disciplines were identified and implemented in 13 host countries. Presently,
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13 rescarch projects are in operation, three of which focus on social science
issues (Ferguson this volume),

The Bean/Cowpea CRSP has rolating membership on a technical
commitlee, and a board to direct program activitics. The commilice is
comprised of seven members—-—{ive from participating U.S. institulions, one
hesi country representative, and a grain legume specialist from cither CIAT
or HTA. The board is composed of five U.S. institutional participants
representing disciplinary concerns of the program. While membership is
rotated, ceriain disciplines are given a permanent voice in decisionniaking:
food technology/mutrition, cntomology, and crop production. Within this
framework, the interests of the social seienees are represented on the technical
commitlee by & Women in Development (\WID) coordinator from Michigan
State University who holds ex officio status.

Nutrition CRSP

Unlike the other seven CRSPs, the Nutrition CRSP was designed as a
termminal S-year nrograni. It focuses on issues related to marginal human food
intake in DCs characterized by different subsistence commodity foods.
Nutrition CRSP studies follow a standardized research design overseen by
four U.S. universities across three sites, Five functional rescarch components
are included in the program design: resistance 1o discase, reproductive lacta-
tion, work productivity, cognitive development, and social competency. This
CRSP is expected 1o vield results that will determine whether comparable
human nutrion problems exist across regions. Also, findings from the Nu-
trition CRSP should prove instrumental in helping set food policy in DCs.

Technical matters pertaining 10 the Nutrition CRSP are addressed by the
Scientific Coordination Board, composed of one representative from each host
country and ULS. institution, including subcontractors. Since cach site s
allocated one vote on the board, unlike INTSORNMIL and the SR-CRSP,
emphasis is placed on site rather than disciptinary concerns when technical
issues must be resolved,

Peanut CRSP

The primary goal of the Peanut CRSP is (o maximize the production and
utilization of peanuts in DCs. To this c. d, the progrem planning enlity
identified 13 constraints 1o peanut production, targeting six as priority
research concems. Twelve projects involving five disciplinary domains have
been initiated in Africa, Latin America, the Caribbean, ana Southeast Asia,
FFour U.S. universities serve as lead institutions on the Peanut CRSP,
Unlike the other four CRSPs described here, the social sciences were never
considered a separate disciplinary component ol the Peanut CRSP, Rather,
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social science aclivities were integrated into the food science component at
Alabama A&M University or initiated under a separate contractual agreement
between Purdue University and the ME office at the University of Georgia.

The Technical Committee of the Peanut CRSP is composed of the Pls
from cach lead U.S. university. The board is likewise composed of one
representative from cach participating U.S. university, Within this
framework, the PI from Alabama A&M is the principal spokesperson for the
social sciences. However, in order 1o ensure that the social sciences have a
voice in program decisionmaking, the outside review team that evaluates the
progress of the Peanut CRSP includes a social scientist,

SOCIAL SCIENCES IN THE CRSPs

The multidisciplinary structure of CRSPs arguably represents one of their
greatest assets. This approach to international agricultural R&D implies that
truly effective development must utilize expertise from many different fields.
Itassumes that study of "the whole" must include its many parts; conversely,
study of @ part must take into account the whole. Thus, whether the rescarch
topic be small ruminants or human nutrition, useful results can be achieved
only by cexamining all factors--sociological, biological, technological,
cconomic—that may impede or encourage change.

The success of the CRSPs inincorporating the multidisciplinary concept
into their rescarch agendas has been variable. Clearly, such integration takes
time and patience on the part of researchers and administrators alike. While
individuals are willing to commit themselves (o a concept and an ideal, actual
implementation often requires negoliation and compromise, as a number of
the chapters in this volume attest. Even prior to the birth of CRSPs, this
issuc has been particularly relevant for sociologists and anthropologists.
Proving that their disciplines are worthy of an cqual partnership with
biological sciences in intemnational agriculural programs has taken years, and
the process is still incomplete. However, the CRSP mode of agricultural
rescarch has gone far toward demonstrating, refining, and institutionalizing
the need for multidisciplinary work. Morcover, it has offered sorial scientists
more, and more varied, opportunities than did many technical assistance
programs in the past.

As the preceding section has suggested, the social sciences have been
incorporated into the individual CRSPs in several different ways. The first
two CRSPs (Small Ruminant, Sorghum/Millet) were constructed with
explicit social science projects built into the program plan. Some of the later
CRSPs (c.g., Peanut, Bean/Cowpea) included social science components as
part of more broadly framed biological projects. This distinction is not trivi-
al. If incorporated as separate and autonomous entities with their own sub-
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grants, social science projects are automatically accorded a certain visibility
and institutional status. The principal investigator on such projects is there-
fore a member of the prograta technical commitice, and her/his institation is
represented on the CRSP's poverning board. This status does nou
automatically acerue to the social scienees when they form subcomponents of
other projects. Structurally, when social sciences are accorded full project
standing, they enjoy more fegitimacy and power. Yet, as components that
cannot themselves produce new technology, CRSP social scicnee projects are
particularly vulnerable o reduction or climination when budgets shrink.,

The roles of sociologists and anthropologists within the CRSP structure
were not clearly defined at the outset. In part, this is due to the fact that
social impacts are so much more ditticult 1o anticipate, measure, and predict
than, say, econoniic or agronomic effects. To illustrate from the SR-CRSP's
experience, the pervasive view in the program’s carly stages was that social
seientists” primary responsibility was 1o determine how best (o transfer
biologicul scientists” imovations 1o the Timited resource farmer {(McCorkle
and Gilles TOS7. Nolan T983). Only with persistence and prrsuasion did this
view change, ultimately evolving into a recognition that the production of
rescarch innovations should itsell be informed by social scienee rescarch, In
those carly days, all SROCRSE screntists, social and biological alike, tended
o see the world very nuch tinough disciphimary blinders. It was not until
members HF cacht discipline gained some degree of self-assurance that we
began 1o function more s o team on projects, rather than merely as a
collection of representatives ol disciplines conipeting [or scurce resources,

For example, SROCRSP biological scientists working in Pera initially
concentrated their efforts on small ruminant production systems associated
with Large cooperatives, However, research by SR-CRSE social scientists,
who were working i peasant communities (where thie poorest of” the poor
reside) revealed that peasant svstems ot animal husbandry were very different
from those of cooperatives. Morcover, SR-CRSP socivlogixts demonstrated
that peasant communities accounted for more than half of the total small
ruminant produciion in Peru amtgaard 1986). These findings were
communicated 1o the other program scientists, and research activities were
subsequently reoriented 1o give more attention 10 community production
systems. Establishing this kind of constructive dialogue between social and
biological scientists carly in the program resulted in greater agreement on the
appropriateness ol research topics vis-avis the CRSE mandate 1o improve
the well-being of small producers,

As CRSPs matured, social scientists also came 1o play an increasingly
important role in what can be termed “Integration,” or the interpretation of
research results within a broader production context. On the SR-CRSP, the
reason for this was very simple: the animal scientists, by and la.ce, were not
particularly sensitive te production issues beyond the animal units they were
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studying. In general, the biological scientists were all specialists in
livestock-related disciplines such as range management, velerinary medicine,
aninal breeding, gencetics, or nutrition. Thus, they tended 1o ignore the plant-
crop components in farming systems. Yet, farmers routinely make trade-ofTs
among crops, livestock, and human resources. It fell to SR-CRSP
sociologists and anthropologists to ersure 'hat the whole farming system
wis clearly conceptualized, particularly insofar as cultivation impacted on the
livestock sector, and to determine the dynamics of trade-offs between the (wo
(Primov 1982).

For example, social scientists provided an carly insight into the farming
system ol Andean agropastora! communities. They found that one of the
primary purposes of small ruminant production systems was (o maximize (he
production of collectable manure rather than wool or meat (Jamtgaard 1984,
McCorkle 1983). This meant that in contemplating possible changes in the
production system, biological scientists needed 10 take cognizance of whal
the farmers were trying to achieve. For example, a range manggement strale-
gy that called for animals to graze [ar from the community would probably
have littte chance of being adopted because the herds could not be returned 1o
a family corral at night to Aeposit their manure for later collection.

I the same vein, socal scientists were often called upon to coordinate
the testing and implementation of new technologies in the ficld. Because the
rescarch of biological scientists tended 1o be "station oriented,” social
scientists were among the first to colleet data directly from fammers and 10 acl
as a bridge between the on-station biological work and the small farm
setting. Later, when on-farm testing of biological innovations commenced,
social scientists played a pivotal role in establishing a mechanism for testing
and evaluating results, Often it was their responsibility (o establish lines of
communication among the biological scientists as well as between the
biological scientists and the farming communities in which the on-farm
research was to be done. For example, coordination of village farmer
mecetings on the SR-CRSP in Indonesia was jho responsitiinty of (he
collaborating in-country sociologist (Knipscheer and Suradisastra 1986).

This multiplicity of integrative, communicative, and evaluative roles
(McCorkle et al. torthcoming) leads to what is probably the greatest dilemma
faced by social scientists witin programs such as the CRSP: the lypes of
knowledge they are asked 1o produce.

SOCIAL SCIENCE, BIOLOGICAL SCIENCE,
AND KNOWLEDGE PRODUCTION

Following Bonnen (1986:5), three broad types of knowledge resulting from
scientific rescarch can be identified. The first, "disciplinary knowledge,”
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consists of theory and methods used to explain the fundamental class of
phenomena of concern to such disciplines as physics, botany, economics, and
philosophy. 1t serves to push back the fronticrs of knowledge in that
discipline. The second, "subject-matter knowledge," is multidisciplinary
information useful to decisionmakers in solving a set of problens. This type
of knowledge is organized under such headings as marketing, animal
nutrition, or farm management. Most departments in colleges of agriculture
are organized around subject-matter knowledge systems. Finally, "problem-
solving knowledge” intervenes between subject-matier knowledge and
decisionmaking. As Boinen writes:

Before ¢ven multdisciplinary, subject matter knowledge has dircet
relevance to a specitic problem, it must be fashioned into muliidis-
ciplinary, problem solving knowledge . . ien, “should” or “ought”
statements to which knowledge of values is essential (1986:5).

The gulf between disciplinary or even subject-matter rescarch objectives
and problem-solving (programmatic) rescarch objectives is especially large
for social scieniists within CRSPs, although it impacts biological scientists
as well. While R&D programs may seck (0 blend the three knowledge types,
it is our impression that CRSP biological scientists have been more
successful than have social scientists in melding disciplinary and problem-
solving research goals. Even where this has not been possible, as in studies
on the genetic origins of protificacy in sheep, the bioogical scientists hove
consistently devoted a higher percentage of their budgets to research agendas
that produce disciplinary or subject-matter knowledge versus only problem-
solving knowledye,

By contrast, because of the multiplicity of roles explicitly and implicitly
assigned to them, social scientists have foun 1 it difficult, if not impossible,
to engage in disciplinary or even subject-matter research. Politically, this has
been difficult because of the relatively weak position of social science
projects within most CRSP research and administrative structures. This
sometimes required social scientists 1o forsake their own scientific interests
for the interest of the program. In some CRSPs, social scientists became
increasingly identified as key actors in the process of on-farm testing and
evaluation; henee a greater proportion of their budgets was allocated 1o these
activitics. On the SR-CRSP, discussions have ¢ ven been held as 1o whether
itis the intrinsic role of the sociology project 1o mil] together "technology
packages” combining the research ol all disciplines working at a panicular
site. Yet, such program goals and rescarch expenditures often do not
contribute to any disciplinary goals that the social science projects might
have had at the outset. Opportunitics for publication and disciplinary
recognition deriving from these kinds of activities are correspondingly limited
since they are often seen as insufficiently academic,
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The challenge for both biological and social scientists within this
organizational framework is to understand cach other's motivations and to
rcach some agreement on appropriate program responsibilitics. This can be
accomplished only through dialogue and negotiation. The perception of some
biological scientists that social scieniist hould play a "service” role in what
is essentially "their project” clearly must be altered. Likewise, socisl
scientists must be willing to work with biological scientists to understand
their disciplinary perspectives and 1o act as guides to contextualize their work
within the "human” experience. Meeting biological scientists at their own
level is essential so that social scientists can be effective. This implics a
rudinientary knowledge of biological terminology, rescarch methods, and
approaches to problem solving. In addition, both groups will need to
surrender some of their disciplinary objectives for the greater problem-solving
goals of the program.

CONCLUSION

Alter nearly a decade's work with CRSPs, it seems appropriate to ask how
and if the social sciences have made a difference. Unfortunately, the answers
are not straightforward; and they involve considerable post hoc analysis and
anccdotal information. Morcover, the question can be posed at multiple
levels—c.g., rescarch, training, institution-building, and program or project
versus personal levels,

Itis difficult to cite examples wherein one picee of sociological rescarch
directly altered the course of a biological project. On the SR-CRSP, how-
ever, we believe that the sustained interaction of our Sociology Project team
with program biological scientists has redirected the work of the latter in
significant ways, causcing them 1o look at issues that might otherwise have
been ignored. In many respects, however, we feel our greatest contribution
has been to stimulate contact between biological scientists and farmers. In a
number of cases, this has been an eye-opening experience for both groups,

A farther evaluation question is: How can we effectively measure our
contribution to institutional development? In the case of the SR-CRSP. a
social science rescarch unit has been established in every collaboraling host
country with which we are working. Although often understafted, the creation
of such units nonctheless marks a significant step in the direction that host
country rescarch programs arce likely to take in the future. This could be one
of the most lasting contributions of the CRSP social science projects.

Additional evaluation questions deserve consideration. First, as a result
of participation in CRSPs, have we, as social scientists enhanced our
credibility within our home institutions and colleges of agriculture? Have we,
as a group, developed skills in working with biological scientists on other
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intemational or domestic food production issucs”? Finally, how has the CRSP
experience impacted our own long-term career development?

In reflecting on our experience, it is relatively casy o remember the
countless frustrations, the incredible amount of time invested in initiating
anyooverseas work, and the madequate resources we had 1o fulfill the
responsibilities given to us, But when we ask ourselves whether we made a
difference, His people and professional Tinkages we must first think about.
On the SR-CRSP, the relationshups our project team has developed with
biological rescarchers, host country seicntists, USATD mission personnel,
and the students who have come to stady at our US universities, as well as
our continumg ties within the Sociolom Project team, are among our most
enduring contributions. While we mas never hiow for certain whether we s
sockal seientists have exerted an miluenee on all aspedts ol our CRSP, we do
know that the CRSP certamly had a maor influence onus In some cases, it
radically abiered the careers of somie prosram socil seientists, Launching them
i new directions they had not previous voconsidered,

v imore positive vem, we believe we iave stimulated our brological
scienee colleagues 1o recognize tha “brmping people in” o commaodity-
ariented projects increases their chance ol success, ( crtanny this s the case
within the SRECRSE U s casier now that 1t was 1ive or siy VOAIS 4o 1o
sell such concepts as Tanning svstenis research, on Lo testing, and studies
determmining who benefits. Insum, our contributions clearly consist of more
than just a change e oar personal worldyiews, The chapters i this volume
seek 1o document these contribetions in g variety ol contexts. It is hoped
they will zllow those who follow us 1o learn from our cxperience and
perhaps, oo, from atew of our nistahes,

NOTES

Preparation of s chapter was conducted under USAID Title XIT Grant No,
DAN-TI2R-G-585-409 300, with additional support from the University of
Missouri-Colnmbia. Both authors share cynal responsibility and credit for the
wlormation and insights presented in this chapter,

odn B9S2 the IRC and JCAD merged mto the Joint Committee on
Agricultural Research and Development dCARD),

2o Information reearding the five CRSPS wis obtained trom the following
sourcest for the SROCKESP, Blond oo for INTSORMIL, Winn nad. and personal
communications with loan Fredench, administrative otticer for the Mt tor the
Bean/Cowpea CRSP. (he 1984 Aungal Report 08 edvo and personal
comnunmications with- A Ferguson, WD Coordinator ot MSTL and Barbara
Webster, P gt he Depariment of Agionomy gl Ranpe Science, UCD: for the
Nutrition  CRSP, NASH GO nd, and personadl communications  with
AID/Washimgron Propram Otticer Sanel Kahin: and for the Peanut CRSP, the
MES TOST report on program vears 6, 7, and 8. and personal communication
with Prograns Dircctor Tonmimy Nk v
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