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Farning Syscems Research Group = WORKING PAPERS

‘The papers in this series were prepared during the 1980 - 1981
academic year by members of the Michigan State University Farming Systems
Research Group. Papers one through nine were prepared by individual
members of the group, after much discussion, and were reviewed by members
of the group prior to .final revision by the authors. However, each of
the papers represents the author's personal perspectives on Farming
Systems Research. Each paper is different from the others, All papers
are an attempt to answer the following questions: :

From the perspective of my discipline ~ what is Farming Systemsrﬂ
Research? : '

What research has been done in my discipline,whichlrglgcesjdifeétlYVs
to Farming Systems Research? -

What opportunities are there for further research from the~p¢fé§§éﬁi§é7§
of my discipline? i

What assistance would scholars from my discipline need from other
disciplines in order to carry out Farming Systems Research?

Each individual responded to these questions in his own way. Paper
number ten is an attempt to summarize the perspectives of the various
disciplines represented, identifying commonalities and differences, Paper
eleven sets forth the recommendations of the group for further work in
this field at Michigan State University,

George H, Axinn, Chair

Farming Systems Research Group

and Professor, Agricultural Economics

and Assistant Dean, International Studies
and Programs ° ' :

June, 1981



Th-,M S U Farming% ystems Research Group Perspective

A Summaryband Ana]ysis

‘Walter Randolph Adams.

)”‘5iiéfeiat’ve]y new approach taken

Farming Systems Research (F S R.

by internationai development agenCies to agricuiturai deve]opment It is

an ancient approach from the perspective of rura] farming famiiies Michigan
State UniverSity formed a Farming Systems Research Group in 1980, and that
group has prepared a series of workin, papers. The fﬁrst nine of these papers
discuss F.S.R. from the varinus perspectives of the members ‘each’ represent-
ing a different discipline or a different focus within a discipline. _This i
paper serves to analyze the similarities and divergencies of the various ,
views presented and to summarize those none Ppapers. It presents a brief
overView of ‘the historicai deve]opment of farming systems research in genera]
and its beginning at Michigan State University. We then turn to the presenta
tion of summary statements on farming systems research as they are presented'
by the‘indiVidual group members. This is followed by an‘anaiysis °fjth? o

convergences and divergencies of the positions of the‘authors.-

Historicai Deve]opment

'ifica11y two approaches to F S R A primary approach which o

Axinn]has ca11ed "non-formai" is one which as been used Since “the beginningyéif‘


http:F.S.R.).is

& Most of the

of agr1cu1ture and 1s used by the farm1ng fam11y 1tse1f

technlques emp]oyed are deve]oped'on the‘farm 1n response tohspecific

conditions:?

3

This approach ca11s for a cont1nuous 1earn1ngfprocess of

understand1ng the env1ronment so]v1ng the prob1ems wh1ch face'them, and makingﬂ
appropr1ate adjustments from what they 1earn" (Axinn, ' 1) The second
approach has evo]ved over the course of the past one hundred years or 'S0,
Axinn has ca11ed this the "formal" approach Nlth1n th1s category there '

~ are both "centra]ized" and "decentra11zed" approaches to agr1cu1tura1 research

A]though the particu]ar app]icat1ons of the forma] approach have var1ed
through time, 1ts bas1c theme may be descr1bed as fo]]ows Some technique
is deve]oped on a government-run exper1menta1 farm and then made ava11ab1e
to "rea1"~farms. If the systen is centra]ized and controlled and operated
.by non-farmers it may fail to take into cons1derat1on the particular problems
with wh1ch the farmer has to contend When farmers themselves control formal
agr1cu1tura1 research, it tends to be decentra11zed and relates more close1y
to their farming systems and the1r particu]ar needs. .;’;".

In earlier formal research in much of Afr1ca, As1a and Latin Amer1ca,
the "outsider controlled" approach was used in- an effort to supp]y the more
"developed" world ‘Wwith conmodit1es such as coffee cotton tea, and other
cash crops.: Low costs and h1gh returns to companies in the deve]oped countr1esﬁf
were the maJor goa]s of agr1cu1tura1 research Exper1menta1 farms were R
1nst1tuted 1n many of the so-called "Third World" nations. However, these
farms tended to be concerned with the problems facing the product1on of
export crops. Nith 1ndependence of countries in Africa and As1a the next

" phase of deve]opment in agricultural research was heavily 1nf1uenced by



European and North Amer1can agr1cu1turaTists. The 1deoTogy her that TocaTk
prob]ems coqu be soTved through the deveTopment ‘of- h1gh-y1e1d1ng var1et1es~f
of cash crops The development strategy inc1uded attempts to encourage o
farmers to purchase more agricultural 1nputs such as seed fert111zer,_andfw
pest1cides. Th1s strategy was expected to resuTt 1n 1ncreased product1vity;at
The record of successes of adoption of the new techniques by the TocaT;
popuTat1on and consequent stimulat1on of TocaT development was not as w1de-
spread as wanted. There are three fundamenta] reasons for this Tack of
success. | First, the centralized approach was not sensitive to local conditions
| (Ax1nn) Second the deveTopment of high-yielding varieties of crops, the
| 1ntroduct1on of sophist1cated mach1nery and reliance on other purchased 1nputs
nad1d not take into considerat1on the long-term impacts of these deveTopments
'ffon other aspects of farm1ng. The target population was often unab]e to
‘:°purchase fertilizer due to h1gh prices in re]at1on to the Tocal va]ue of
‘ the produce. The 1ntroduct1on of soph1st1cated mach1nery, on the other
A hand may not have cons1dered whether the system cou]d support such i'
‘1nnovat1on (wiTklnson) The third reason for the failures of the trad1t1ona1
}development programs has been mentioned by Schillhorn van Veen, who wr1tes
(for Third World countries) It is |
very unlikely that these systems can
easily be transplanted to developing
countries since the history and social
organization in such countries differs
from those in the technologically
maore developed world (p. 2) - |
”In summary, a basic reason why eariier programs of agr1cu1tura1 research for

ﬂdevelopment tended not to achieve desired results can be seen in its Tack of

concern for TocaT ecosystemic cond1tions. The term "ecosystem," as used here;ﬂ



refers to both the natura1 ano cu1tura1 components of a system (—— the

human soc1a1 econom1c po11t1ca1 re11g1ousgatopograph1c, c11mato]og1ca1
‘ and b1o]og1ca1 phenomena of the area under study
Lo Recent 1nterest in F S R., then was deve]oped pr1nc1pa11y to take
1nto account the understand1ng of 10ca1 env1ronmenta1 cond1t1ons Ax1nn
addresses the fact that fanmers .adapt techn1ques used 1n the1r f1e1ds 1n
accordance w1th knowledge of the part1cu1ar environmenta] 11mitations under
“ which they must work Th1s know]edge 1s the resu1t of a non- forma1 de-,‘,
centra11zed 1earn1ng system One of the benef1ts of F S R over the k
‘?centra11zed approach is that 1t "1s an effort to achieve some of the benefits
j;to farm1ng families of the decentralized system wh11e also ma1nta1ng the
pfstrength of the centra11zed system" (Axinn, P. 7). In particular, F.S.R.
_attempts to do th1s through an understanding of a farm from a systems
39perspect1ve. The systems perspective dmffers from the more specialized .
fapproaches to agr1cu1fura1 development in that F.S.R. looks at the fann as
v“be1ng more than a sum of its parts. The more specialized approach tends to
hfocus on a partTcu}ar issue wwthout~regard for-the farm as a system.z
The M S U Farm1ng Systems Research Group came into ex1stence through
T1t1e XII Strengthen1ng Grant support from the United States Agency for
Internat1ona1 Development to Michigan State University. A brochure, published
by the Group, states the essence of the approach taken at M. S, U
.The Farming Systems Research Group
"is a mu1t1d1sc1p11nary team of
practical, experienced professors,
focused on applied research on
farming from a systems perspective,
It concentrates on the needs of the
farmers in the 'developing' nations.
Cooperation with farming families and
host country research and extension

personnel are at the core of this
Michigan State University approach



The d1sc1p11nes represented 1n the Group s core are agr1cu1tura1 econom1cs,
agr1cu1tura1 engineer1ng, agronomy, anima] sc1ence, food sc1ence and human ‘
nutr1t1on,uand rural sociology. Ancillary personne] from hort1cu1ture,
anthropology, business management_andlother disciplines are also part of
the group. fi.':? f | -

A chatacter1st1c of the M S U Farming Systems Research Group is that *

it focuses on7the farm»fam11y ecosystem and 1nc1udes diagnost1c exp]oration

of the system vi v1z?the farm famlly, the plants and animals produced

a=
and consumed so11;dwater, and market availabilities; and the larger socio-
cu]turaI ecolog1ca1, econom1c and po]1t1ca1 cons1derat1ons related to the

farm1ng system The farm family 1s at the core of ‘the 1nvest1gat1on

A Summary of Perspectives :

We now turn to a summary of the ind1v1dua1 papers wr1tten by the core
members of the Farm1ng Systems Research Group at M S U. This summary will
provide the context for a better understand1ng of the convergenfes and
d1»°rgences of opinions expressed by the authors, which w1]] be the focus .
of the next section. ’_Mﬂu | | " Jt

Crawford's paper notes the h1stor1ca] deve]opment of F. S R and the
benefits 1t offers over the ttaditiona] centra]1zed approach to agricultural
research. He views F S. R as a method wh1ch enab]es the more effective de-
velopment of techno]ogy for ra1s1ng farm product1v1ty as a result of improved
understanding of the farming system. Better understanding results in a more
complete knowledge of the component parts of the system; an awareness of the
goals, constraints, and processes brought in from other disciplines; and thef

inclusion of the farmer's perspective. He believes that an understandingaoff;



the farm household l"will'bt-:-'streng’thened if the scope of analysis is
broadened to incorporate formerly neg]ecteddactivities~and interactions
which are now recognized as cruc1a1 for understanding household behavior"
(p. 9). The analysis of the farm househo]d s activities must be done in
such a way that it more adequate]y ref]ects reality as 1t is perceived by
the farm family The know]edge of this perceived rea]ity is effected by
. realizino that there are: 1) multiple goals and a sequential decision-
making process, 2) intra-household patterns of resource a]]ocations.
3) an 1nterdependence between productivity and factors involving credit,.
marketing, consumption, savings, and 1nvestments, 4) a ]ong term decision
frame-work which must 1ncorporate uncertainty, and 5) the 1nteraction of
the household with the ]arger socia] institutional environment of which
it is a part (p. 10) Finaily, Crawford (p. 15) notes some of the current
limitations of F. S R. Among them is the need to achieve a "better
descriptive and analytical understanding of several subsystems of farm
household activity‘which hitherto have often been excluded", and better
data co]]ecting methods. He offers the suggestion of u51ng open ended
interviews with the farming families This is seen to a]]ow the 1nvestiga-§
tor to gather more detai]ed information than has been the case w1th rapid :
surveys. | o
Axinn's paper focuses on the differences between the more spec1a112ed’
approach to agricu]tura] research and F S R 'y and some of the reasons why
other methods have fai]ed Seeing 1nternationa] deve]opment ass1stance
programs as heavi]y inf]uenced by forma] education, and traditiona] farming

practices as products of a non forma] education, he views the M.S.U. approach



in ng “the w1sdom of the farming and herding fami]ies with the

w1sdom o; the”academic scientfsts; and addresses both know]edge building,
and prob]em so]v1ng act1v1t1es" (p 3) He suggests that the purposes |
of F. S R are seen as either leading toward an understanding of a system:
or an attempt to make c anges with1n certain aspects of a system (p )
Among the concerns with which F.S.R. deals 1s the need to develop tech-
n1ques appropriate for the loca1 conditions in which they are intended
to be used (p 8) However, F S R. is currently limited in its capabil-
ities due to lack of work conducted from the perspect1ves offered by |
political science, anthropo]ogy. and sociology.

Artis' monograph focuses on F.S.R. from a socio1ogfca1 perspective.
He, 1ike Axinn and Crawford, notes that each farming system is peculiar
unto itself. However, there may be basic similarities between farming
systems, such as production of the same products and sociocultural or
po]itica] administrative homogeneity. He states that soc1o]ogy can make
i a contribution to F S.R. because it can “assess and, hopefu]]y, predict
» ther1mpact of F.S;R. 1ntervent1on on social structure and the relationship
between the farming system and the larger system contexts in which it
operates” (p.j4). ‘However, he notes that current F.S.R. approaches have
not considered nutrition, family planning, training of personnel in the
farming‘household, po]ftica] processes of sett]ing disputes, or boundary
| maintenancev(p ‘2) Unt11 these concerns are addressed he believes that
| assessing and pred1ct1ng the consequences of F S R 1ntervention will y1e]d
poor results.

Wilkinson (p. 1) suggests that the "fundamental and primary objective



of F.S. R is (or should be) to increase (wor]d) food ava11ab111ty and
agricu]tura] product1on and to develop or use resources 1n a manner that
will promote a 'better' standard of living (.,.) for al] mank1nd" ‘;ih‘c
keep1ng with the perspect1ves of the Group 1n general, he focuses on the
needs of the 1nd1v1dua1 farmer and 1mprovements are seen to be "any
obJect1ve the farmer feels is. in h1s best interest" (p. 4). He be11eves
'F.S.R, shou]d be able to ana]yze,a‘system_and make assessments ahd‘sugew
Qestions for improrement; but, at the same time, be flexible enough‘tc -
accomodate situations where what is "best" may not be in the best 1nterest :
or cannot be done as a resu]t of peculiar situations. In these cases | et
modified goals should be adOpted (pp. 1-2). The mu1t1d1scip11nary per-
spective, he feels, is necessary to understand and evaluate ramifications
of some improvement on other aspects of the farm system. While Wilkinson
views the introduction of techniques and machinery as necessary, the impact
of these.development projects. should be carefully assessed in consideration
for the whole system and that people should not arbitrarily be rep]aced by ;
»machinery'(p 10). | » 

| Esmay s paper br1ngs up the historical development of F.S.R. He beTieves ,
'that F.S.R. is directed toward improvement and deve]opment It is not, he ‘
'says (p. 2) “des1gned to maintain the status quo of small farmers in their 1
:Iock-1n subs1stence status“ Like Wilkinson, Esmay (p. 2) feels F S.R.. 1s ,
‘involved with 1mprcving the quality of life of small farm families, |
'"spec1f1ca11y in thu sense of improving food production". He then adds

" and financial return through the application of appropriate technologies".

Esmay'sees F.S.R. is an approach which can help identify problems associated



with new'deveIOpments,before'the programs are introddced(andfthﬁs‘avoid
them a]together‘(p.kb) In this way, F.S.R. is seen to be ab]e to prov1de
recommendations and p]anning guidance (p 8). F1na11y, Esmay (p 5) be-
leves that F.S.R. should be holistic. It should Took at the fam as a
system, but not 1n the sense that F S R shou]d necessari]y be designed to
change the entire system.

- Deans- (p. 1) notes that F. S. R deve]ops more appropriate knowledge about
a farm than was the case with the traditional approach to agricultural de-
velopment. He believes that one of the maJor differences between the
traditional approach and F S.R. is that the Iatter reverses "the source. and
flow of idea generation and changes traditionai approaches toward forming
1nnovat1ons for the farm system" (p. 1). This allows for the realization
- that there are three basic kinds of animal systems: 1) Where the animair
provides a service as a scavenger; 2) where the system is that of a pastoral-
ist nature; and 3) the specialized group-type animal production system
‘(pp. 1-2). The relevancy of F.S.R. differs with each of these systems.
Deans (pp. 1-2) sees a need to understand how the subcomponents of the |
:ﬁfarming system are linked together. This is espec1a11y 1mportant, he says, "
i(on the farming system where the animal is a scavenger because very 11tt1e 1(
v‘work has been conducted on this type of system (p. 6). SEeE

Freed sees the ut111ty of F.S.R. to agronomists because 1t he]ps to

;identify and develop research projects, to implement research programs, and
‘to evaluate new techniques (p. 1). This is possible through a better Under}n"'
nstanding of why the farmer practices the techniques he ~does (p. 2) ?reedr

(p 2) uses the term interdisc1p]inary rather than mu1t1discip]1nary to stress-;y
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the need for interaction among the:sciehtists involved 1n'the’assessment
of the farming system. This’interaction is necessary to more adequately
assess the potential impact of a technique on other subsystems within the
farming system. Freed sees F.S.R. as an administrative tool to direct and
evaluate research programs and a1d in the recommendation of techn1ques |
appropriate. to the systems 1n operation on the farm (p 1) F.S.R. 1s a
tool which is seen to help solve problems in the "Th1rd Worid" b by realizing
that the prohlems stem from social, politica], and technological roots.
Each of these must be addressed in order to improve the quality of life
of the farming family (p. 5). A primary problem which he sees facing
F.S.R. at the present time is that it requires the interdisciplinary
approach Ironica11y, this is, at the same time, its benefit over the
trad1t1ona1 approach to research. In his words:

Interdisciplinary research may be

difficult to manage, but interdisciplinary

communication can function as the needed

ingredient to combine our knowledge of

the different fields which are needed

to solve our agricultural problems (p. 5).
Thus, Freed sees interdisciplinary communication as the bridge to so1v1ng the
social, polit1ca1 and technological problems to improve the quality of 11fe‘
in the’ deve1oping world. |

Pearson's work, Tike that of Artis, Axinn, and Cranord, ackhow]edges

that each farming srstem is different. Like‘Artis, Crawford, Deans, Esmay,
Freed, and wiikinson, he sees one of the goals of F.S.R. as being to deliver

appropriate techniques to the target population. This is made possible--

especia11y in the M.S.U. approach to F.S.R.--as a result of the "broad
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representat1on across and with1n disc1p11nes 'S0 that each element W1th1n the
farming system and 1ts re]ated community can be carefully exam1ned and |
evaluated before 1ntervent1on processes are recommended" (pp 3- 4)

F1na11y, Schillhorn van Veen's paper focuses pr1mar11y on problems en- .
countered in trad1t1ona1 development schemes and the benef1ts of . F S. R as
seen from the perspect1ve of an animal sc1ent1st Spec1f1ca11y, he notes
that the latter approach to development 1ooks at the ro]es the an1ma1 sector
plays in product1on, fert1lizat1on, soc1a1 and sp1r1tua1 funct1ons econom1cs.
energy-, labor-, and water eff1c1enc1es, the provision of Iabor and in
social relations (p. 5). kHe:notes that traditional development programs
“have been chosen for short-term successes without a sufficient knowledge
about the system"’(p. 8), However, "ecologically sound long-term development
plans"--such as thosehoffered through the utilization of a F.S.R. approach--"
need thought and gbodVUnderstanding of the system" (p. 8). Thus,he believes
that F.S.R. will proVide a more complete assessment of the environmental
conditions, which will take into consideration a long-term decision framework.
The next section of this paper discusses where the authors seem to be in

agreement with one another and where there are divergences in their positions.

Convergences and Divergences

The comments which follow aie based upon 1mp11ed or explicit comments
»found in the various papers. The authors were asked to comment on an earlierea
draft of this paper. Their responses have been 1ncorporated into the analysisf
presented below. ,

The primary unifying theme in the series of'worhing papers stems from

the view that F.S.R. is a multi- (or inter-)disciplinary venture which
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requires the cooperation of specialists in many disciplines and sub-
disciplines. Each farming system is seen to be unique, and the farm |
should be studied holistically, with special emphasis on the needs of
the farming family. Those authors who addressed the topic were in
agreement that earlier approaches failed because local conditions

were not taken into consideration, and the needs of the farm families
in "Third World" countries were not adequately addressed. The majority
of the writers also noted that the needs of the farmer and the férming
family must also be viewed in relation to the larger social, political,
and environmental conditions in which the farming family under study is
part. Some of these authors believe that one of the goals cf F.S.R. is
to raise productivity levels. They think that this improvement will raise
the equality of life.

While the focus of the papers was toward small farming systems, the
majority of the writers saw no reason why the perspective offered by F.S.R.
could not be employed in the study of larger systems anywhere in the worid,
nor why the approach could not be used on small farms in the more "developed“ 
countries. The focus on the small systems in the developing countries is
seen more to be the result of the primary focus of the Title XII Strength-
ening Grant and the emphasis on small-scale farms in the developing world
by the U.S. Agency for International Development.

Several of the writers said that the need to develop techniques approp--
riate to the specific conditions present in the farming system was an im#
portant consideration for F.S.R. One of the papers went on to Say\thét

machinery would not replace people arbitrarily. The determination of =
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appropriate techniques 1s seen by several*offthe writersito depend on

whether the farming family wouid be abie E

the farm Equaliy important to some of the‘writers in the appropriateness

of a particular technique was whether the overail sociai and economic system

'couid support the 1nnovationv

In addition to the convergences of opinions expressed in the various f
position papers ‘there were also four discrepancies Crawford Esmay, |
| Freed, Pearson, and wilkinson stress that the goal of F S R 1s to aid 1n

the deve]opment of new programs Artis however, views the goa] of F‘S R -

"to assess and hopefuiiy, predict the 1mpact of F.S. R 1ntervention on
social structure... . The tenor of his work seems to suggest more of an ?
ana1y51s of the 51tuation and offer recommendations, rather than to actuaiiy ,
1mp1ement new proJects.; Axinn suggests that F.S.R. can be utilized for
both purposes but that it adds 51gn1f1cant1y to the quality of the de-
scription of the s1tuation, thus setting the context for more s1gn1f1cant
research. : ‘. .1/ ,h' e , ‘ ,v;,, |
Some of the authbrs?seemito'suggest that more emphasis should?beipiacedgf
on research invoivingjthe interaction with the farmer, rather than immediatevg’
attempts to devise deveiopment strategies for the small farmer. 0ther writers,
however, feel that 1mmediate action is possible w1th existing know]edge '
Another discrepancy became apparent in the course of rece1v1ng comments ]
from the various authors on an earlier draft of this paper Above (p 4), |

the comment was made that the farmers
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adapt techniques used in their fields
as result of knowledge of the parti-
cular environmental limitations under
which they must work. This knowledge
is the result of a non-formal decen-
-tralized learning system.

Professor Freed 1ndicated to the present writer that he be11eves these practlces
have resulted in the high 1nc1dences of hunger and ma1nutr1t1on in the deve10p1ng
countries. Professor Axinn on the other hand, has sa1d that he be11eves that
hunger and ma]nutrit1on in' hese oountr1es are the resuTt‘_ffa»ma]distribut1on
of resources Thus there are two underTying conceptua] assumpt1ons The f1rst
here represented by Freed asserts that the root of the probTems found in the ”

Th1rd woer stems from Tack of technoTogy The other assumpt1on represented by

World nat1ons stems from p011t1ca1 econom1c, and soc1a1 factors.,
A f1na1 apparent d1screpancy noted in the var1ous papers is c1ear1y po1nted
out in the words of two of the writers. Wilkinson (pp. 1-2) has written:

. It is recognized that there well be
unusual situations where increased
production may not be in the best
short-run interest of a particular
farm group or country. Likewise,
certain individuals or farmers may not
accept what is generally conceived as
'best' and will choose an alternative.

This view feneto'cqntrast directly with that offered by Shillhorn van Veen

(p 8), ‘who has written:
Most projects (conducted under the traditional
approaches to agricultural development) have

- been chosen for short-term success without

sufficient knowledge about the system. . . .
Moreover, livestock owners are interested in
some of the modern technologies which may, in
the short- term, increase their livestock numbers,
and are pressing for developments in this direc-
tion, without realizing the potential ecological
r1sks Ecologically sound long-term development
Plans, however, need thought and good under-
stand1ng of the system,
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The descrepancy is seen to revolve around short-term or Tong-term goals as
being that which are:thchbneefnS‘dffFYSQRié* i

as presented to the vehiodéteuthbrs

When an ea}1ier dFeft:efff"
for their comments;jPFQfeﬁeorawj]quson?feSpOnded by letter te,tﬁefdiscrepaney
noted here. In,thi§3ie£:er;heiw§ites:

I do not think Schillhorn and I are in
disagreement, though the choice of
words (i.e. short-term long-term)
might make it appear so. .
Shillhorn points out that one of the
general thrusts of development is to
increase production (specifically
increase livestock numbers) and this
might be done with a 'short term
success'. But if the land and economy
‘cannot support these increased numbers
it may prove to be a long term failure.
The context of my opening theme is that
increased food production (locally and
world wide) is a valid goal. However,
an increased production could result
in a depressed market price and be a
short term disadvantage for a particular
farming group. Further, high(er) tech-
nology is usually considered 'best' by
most of the world. But for a particular
farmer or group, this may not be true
at all. Considering capital, skill,
culture, weather, etc., an alternative,
something other than 'the best', may
be far better.

I guess we are both saying that in-
creased production may have some
ramifications that should be con-
sidered--in the short run, a price or
market suppression; and in the long
run, ecology concerns.

l:ThefQiHe‘range of interests and the backgrounds of the various euthors
jQWqﬁiﬁ?gﬁégeSt that thefe would be Tittle agreement among them on the nature
:e%eF;S}R.‘ However, by and large, there is a great .deal of agreement among them.
’ e1eih;summary, the M.S.U. Farming Systems Research Group perspective is inter-
?gieejplinaryvin scope. Moreover, it focuses on the needs of the farming family

and the specific conditions that family faces. The solutions to the probTéEQf
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are related to the specific situations encountered on the fanm and the reiation i

.of that farm to the 1arger socioculturai and env1ronmenta1 factors of which

the farm is a part.f‘ he M S U Group approach combines the benefits of the

1:pproaches to agricultura] research It addresses farming

non-fonnai and forma

systems which may arge, in deve]oping or deveioped countries

The suggestions for fprovement o“ fanning practices are seen to resu1t 1n ayg,

promotion of a better standard‘of 11vinglfor the farming fam11y through the"

adaptation of techno]og appropriate for theifarming family and the 1arger Lo

social and economic systems. ,,‘

SOME FI NAL CUMMENTS

| All the members of the M S U Farming Systems Research Group share the =

perspective that small-farmer involvement and participation is necessary at

all stages of project design and implementation. In the following pages I

wish to focus on the small farmer and forces which go toward explaining why

a farmer might be reluctant to become involved in projects. This is an

‘1ssue of central concern for F.S.R. and has a criticai cuiturai dimen51on
Culture can be seen as a series of 1nterre1ated 1nst1tutions Throughl

*fsociaiization, the individual learns the.wayslin which»hekis expected to respond

- to his natural and social environments. Tying these institutions together is

an ethos, a system of values, by which one judges his own actions and those of

others. The appropriateness of his behavior is measured by the degree to which

“:hefis'incorporated or shunned by his fellows. Ethos is an 1ntegra1 part of o

i:institutions » Whether they reiate,to basic sub51stence practices, and is

Aamanifested through behaviors reiating'tO'agricuitura1 practicesf(e.g. specific

agricultural techniques, specificfcrops:grown; etc.); or, to.the relationships
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between an 1ndiv1dua1 and his k1nsmen--cognat1c or aff1na1--man1fested through

a complex system of red1stribut1on of goods and serv1ces It 1s th1:fcomp1ex

of ethos and cu1tura1 1nst1tut1ons wh1ch define appropriateness and the
so]ut1ons to local prob1ems

‘ Cu1ture 1s not stat1c, but a very dynam1c force., Under norma1 cond1t1ons
1nnovat1ons and cu1ture change are made poss1b1e through the cons1derat1on of
the ethos. If the 1nnovat1on does not a1ter ‘the basic fundamenta] 1deas of |
the culture culture change 1s not a maJor perturbat1on 1n the system. The
innovation is mere]y 1ncorporated as part of the culture. Th1s system of values,
and institutions which'exhibit it, are formulated to permit'the long-term adapta-
-tion of the socia] group to 1ts natura] env1ronment barr1ng major perturbat1ons
in the system.

But major perturbat1ons in th1s de]icate system of balance relating one
human being to others, or a cu]ture to 1ts env1ronment do occur. These shifts
may relate natural eco]og1ca1 phenomena such as changes in the mean annual
temperaturer, earthquakes, etc., or, tb changes in the social environment as a -
result of foreign 1ntervent1on.,_Fore1gn 1ntervent1on w111 result in culture
change. But, unlike the case of 1nd1genous cu1ture change the a]terations are
5made in 10ca1 institutions without relating the sh1ft to the ethos. Indeed, |
fthe ethos of the indigenous culture is expected to change y ‘ |
| The members of the intervening cu1ture, 1ike the 1nd1genous cu1ture have
ftheir own ethos and their own 1nst1tutlons through wh1ch they perce1ve the :
Lwor]d These are imposed upon the' 1oca1 popu]at1on “ | - Ry

With 1ntervent1on, the de11cate system of ba1ance between the 1nd1v1dua1
.and his social and natural env1ronment is a]tered, if not destroyed. This is
expecially the case if 1ndigenous systems are not 1ncorporated as fundamental

components of the new system..,The advantage of F.S.R. over the traditional



systems of agricu]tura] development 1s that F S R does 1ncorporate the |
indigenous value system Under the traditiona] programs of agr1cu1tura1 deve]op
ment, the technicians have 1mposed the1r own systems of va]ues and 1nst1tut1uns :
upon the members of the local popu]at1on.:; - ethos and the 1nst1tutions of
the 1ndlgenous culture. were 1gnored by the techn1c1ans lifw} ,'1 h S

It must be reca]]ed, too, that fore1gn 1ntervent10n 1s not a new phenomenon

to the maJor1ty of the Th1rd world nat1ons European colon1sts entered these

reg1ons at 1east as ear]y a,fthe beg1nn1ng of the S1xteenth Century, a]ter1ng the

local system of ba1ance between man and his environment. It is a]so the case
that 1ntervent1on tn some of these locations occurred before the advent of the g
Europeans Each t1me an 1ntervent10n occurred, especially if 1t requ1red the
part1c1pat1on of the 1nd19enous cu]ture in a new economic system there were
perturbations in the re]ationsh1ps between man and the env1ronment The ethos
did not necessarily change as a result of the intervention in earlier t1mes..'
But, European colonialism altered the environment which forced the 1nd1genous

population to participate in a commodi ty and labor market system. The 1oca1 3
€Subs1stence based economy were altered as a result of forced work for the
7Europeans at the expense of the traditional economic bases. The sma]]-sca]e a
farmers in the Third World have been relegated to lands of marginal product1v1ty
(Brookfield, 1973; Mayer, 1951; Whetten, 1963; among others). This, in turn,
has increased the small-scale farmer's need to accept western technology and
part1c1pat1on in commod1ty- and labor-markets; and the incorporation of these
1nnovat10ns as parts of the culture. As Alverson (1978: 59) has said:

i : To some extent this acceptance has been
ST forced upon them {The Tswana). They
e ' simply have had ne choice.
~ There are a number of reasons why the small-scale farmer in the Third World

- has been forced to accept the new innovations. On the one hand, they are



part1cipants in the commodity- and 1abor-markets due to decreased y1e1d on
subsistence plots. On the other hand exposure to these markets has 1ncreased

their awareness of commodities ‘which they can now purchase because of the increased

income from participation in the labor market. These commodities, or1gn1a11y\m

Juxury items, now become cognized as necessities. These goods are. the means }“
by which one 1nd1cates h1s soc1a1 status. Now that commodit1es are being p]aced
L;tanta11z1ng1y w1th1n the economic reach of the peasant, he 1s more apt to purchase

izthem.\ At the same time there are ‘social pressures exerted by h1s peers wh1ch
sv1rtua11y _ggulrg_him to purchase these commodities. Unfortunately, the1r
“purchase is done at the expense of such things as basic foodstuffs which ensure
adeyuate nutrition and hea]th These forces--interna] and externa1--are those
:_wh1ch contr1bute to the phenomenon noted by Professor Shc111horn van Veen;
Ename]y, the press1ng of sma]]-scale farmers in the Th1rd world for modern
itechno]ogy without an adequate understanding of the.1ong-term consequences,

sthese innovations may have on the local system. |

| The availability of new commodities offered by deve1opment schemes br1ngs
into question the mot1vat1on of individuals who acceptthem Are these 1nd1v1dua1s
nthose who are respected by the community? Some authors have sa1d they are (v1z
’Cancian 1965) . However, there are also studies which- have shown that 1ndiv1dua1s
‘who deviate from the norm are also shunned by the community (viz. Reina and Hil1,
1978: 258). The consideration of introducing a new innovation, then, requires

the technician to determine the extent of its use or non-use by the local
population, the effects on the individual or individuals who accept it, and the
‘appropriateness of the new innovation to the local conditions. Appropriateness,
‘as I attempted to show above, must be determined through the perception of the
1ndividuals for whom the innovation is intended and the extent to which the

project answers culturally determined problems.
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Not only have traditional programs for agr1cu1tura1 deve]opment 1gnored
the ethos of the impacted cu1ture, but they have gone into locai areas w1th an lg
underlying notion that increased agr1cu1tura1 yields results in an increased |
income. This 1ncrease 1n 1ncome is thought to allow the indiv1dua1 to purchasehs
the nece551t1es of 1ife and enhance his we]]-being A number of the working :
papers in this series express the same ideoiogy Under programs of the "Greeni‘i
_’Revoiution"; 1ncreased production referred to the 1ncreased production of cash‘
i}gcrops on large 1andho]dings., These products most typically went to European
pﬁmarkets (Nations 1978 Gross and Underwood, 1971; among others). The 1aborftf
‘?5requ1red for the production of these crops came from the local population.. Duef
h‘to the 1ncreased need for -money to purchase goods and services, work on these »i
.f1arge 1andho]d1ngs often took precedence over labor on sub51stence crops Too,
jfespec1a11y most recentiy, thh income from these sources have not gone to purchase
d‘foodstuffs, but to_buy,the,nowgperceived-nece551t1es of_11fe, such as radios,
televisons, etc;r};ﬁ,i‘le N ) ,

Increased. income aiso resuits in other prob1ems for wh1ch I can offer one
c exampie as i11ustration.‘ Prior to 1975 minimum wage on coffee farms in Guatema]a
"was $0 75 a day for men and $0 50 for women and subadu]ts., Corn was distributed
’ to the workers at the cost of $0.01 per pound, despite 1ts market price of $8.00
per quintal, or $0.08 a pound. ' When the government. imposed the minimum wage
iaw, the clause allowing the lower price of corn to workers was revoked Prices
for corn soared to $16 00 per hundred pounds because of the 1ncrease in the -
number of. people who cou1d now purchase the foodstuff There were a number
| of peop1e on the farm on which I worked who had to borrow money in order to

j}buy the other pr1nc1pa1 stap1e beans not to mentiOn other nece551t1es
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Deve1opment schemes have a1so referred to 1ncreased_agr1cu1tura1 produc-,

tion of stap1e crops such as r1ce and corn. Unfortunate1y;'increases of these
products have not necessari]y 1ncreased food intake of these sources. For j"75

examp]e, The Nutritional Survey of Bangladesh, 1975 -1976 (p 21) prov1des tab1es

showing differences in intake of cereals from 1964- 72 and 1975. Per capitakjﬁ:}
intake decreased from 545.8 grams/person/day in 1962-1964 to 523 0 grams per

person per day in 1975 (p 21) Th1s decrease in consumption occurred 1n sp1te

ousand metr1c tons

of an increase in. product1on of cerea]s from 8915 to 12308

in those same years (p.: 14) L | e G
Why does this occur? A poss1b1e exp]anation may be found;;n another case |
Lewis (1973) 1nducted a study of agr1cu1tura1 product1on 1n Santa Ana Mixtan,y_f
Guatemala, in which he concluded that farmers se11 2/3 of the1r corn crop, desp1te
the fact that corn is the basis of life. Increased production of the commodity
would increase the amount they could sell on the market, not increase the amount
that they would keep for home use. Again, because the people have become in-
volved in a system of commodities- and labor-markets, the increased income from
agricultural production (even subsistence crops) allows them more ready access
“to commodities on the market, by which social status is measured. Agr1cu1tura1
rn’production for better nutr1t1on is not a pr1mary concern as Newell (1975 x)
fjhas observed
| o We are only slowly beginning to understand
that people are aware that health may have a
Tow-ranking among starting points for change.
In the above pages I have referred to various factors which induce the
f(farmer to act in the way he does. His responses to stimuli are culturally defined.
His reactions to these stimuli are based on a complex interaction of economic

exigencies, social pressures from other members of his culture, pressures imposed

upon him by external market conditions, and historical forces. These are only
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some of the forces w1th wh1ch 1nd1v1duals ‘interested in F S.R. must consider
in the determ1nat1on of acceptab]e projects to locally defined prob]ems. How-
ever, these forces may not always be present in the minds of the local population;
As Professor Shi]]horn van Veen has intimated, one should exercise caution in |
introducing new innovations to the small-farmer, despite his pressing for the
‘technique, if the small~farmer is unaware of the 1ong-term consequences these
techn1ques may have. In any event the 1ong-term consequences of these 1nnova-
tions should be carefully exp1a1ned to the farmers.f
The agents for international agr1cu1tura1 development 1nterested 1n F S R
should also keep in mind another series of conditions which w111 also p1ay a’
role 1n the degree of acceptance of the new innovations. be1ng 1ntroduced
It is becoming 1ncreas1ng1y ‘evident that proaects deve]oped under the

traditional forms of agr1cu1tura1 development have;resulted in increased
‘environmental degradation (Gross and Underwood, 1971§dNations, 1978; among others)
and profound changes in social relationships. The’Tatter, in turn, have lead to
greater social stratification and economic disparity between the affluent and
the peasants in Third World nations. Moreover;,Hughes and Hunter (1970) and
Hunter (1981) have presented data conc]uding‘that agricultural 'development
projects' often result in poorer health. Too, the introduction of so-called
'"high-yielding varieties" (HYVs) are problematic.

| The HYVs represent a great investment and an avenue toward-social‘achieve-gv~:;
'ment to the peasant In part, this is because they allow him greater access to_ﬁjv
fthe commod1t1es market by virtue of its 1ncreased production. However Lewis
;(1973 86) has noted that the HYVs draw "fert111ty from the soil faster than the
:native varieties". This requires the use of fertilizer, which is very expensive
Third World nations, relative to the earning power of the farming family, and

represent a drain of the family income. Consequently, the HYVs should more
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accurate]y be calledffow-y1e1d1ng var1et1 S, As a“*ipd1cat1on of th1s phenomenon

let us turn to the Nutritiona] Study of Rura1;BangIadesh:1975 1976 wh1ch prov1des
a chart relating to acreage and yields ‘of various crops (p 13) w1th these data,
one can easily determine the y1e1ds per acre. Between 1969-1970 and 1972-1973
the local variety of rice dropped from 0.43 tons per acre to 0.35 “The HYV fe11
from 1.46 to 0.56 tons per acre; '*he.1oca1 varieties;hin 1972-1973 produced

81% of the 1969-1970 crop; the HYV produced only 38% of the ear11er f1gure

This phenomenon is not an 1solated event, It 1s found to recur 1n var1005"
localities of the world. But, the problems which th1s raises 1s not mere]y
related to the decreased production of staple crops, but a]so to the larger
social picture developing in the Third World nat1ons.»

Over the past number of years, Third Nor]d nations have stressed educat1on;
of the peasantry This has. 1ead to an 1ncreased awareness of the peasants to =
events occurring around them, espec1a11y in conJunct1on w1th the te]ev1sons and.
radios made poss1b1e through their participation in the labor market. The
peasants are thus able to better understand the‘environment degradation, poorer
health and agricultural yields, and economic disparity between rich and poor.
They perceive these conditions as results of the introduction of new techniques
from the developing nations, and an increase in their dependency on the commodities
and labor markets. This perception may well result in an increased reluctance
dto accept innovations from the same developed countries which caused the problems
?jthey currently face. |

In the above pages I have presented a rap1d tour of on1y some of the issues
which must be considered in F.S.R. I have presented concepts which must be borne
ﬂin mind by the technician in his cons1deration of the implementation of a proaect

:designed to better the circumstances of,the.small -farmer. In part1cu1ar,‘the
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| program must deal with problems perceived by the farmer, not the technfcian.
The results of the program should yield the results deemed necessary and

appropriate by the farmers, not the technicians. The problems and'their solu-

tions as perceived by the farmer, 1nvo1ves cultural 1nst1tut1ons ethos and a
cons1deration of his soc1a1 pos1t1on--both with respect to h1s p1ace in the .
current social structure and the histor1c factors which put him there

Contrary to the idea presented in some of the position statements, 1ncreased
Jiproduction does not aid the social position of the poor farmer. If anything,
'1t has further aggravated the s1tuat1on Increased production has resulted in
1ncreased environmental degradation The wealth stemming from 1ncreased agr1-
cultural production has gone toward the purchase of the "necess1t1es of 1ife--
radios, televisions, and the like. hThese purchases, when combined with- increased
education, have resulted in asprofound awareness of the peasant with regards to
his social position. | .

The social pos1t1on of the peasant has not been bettered as a result of
increased production; unless one 1s w1111ng to say that 1ncreased awareness
of his situation has resu]ted in movements among the peasantry to throw off
the shackles of colonialism. However, there have been structural changes in
the relationships in which the peasant is a part. In particular, he has be-
come involved in the commodities and labor markets; the social fabric of which
he was part has deteriorated; and the tenuous man-land re]ationship, off-
balance as a result of European colonisalism, has now been further jeopardized
Zas a result of increased dependency on the commodities offered 1n the market-
g p1aces. |
These are some of the factors with which individuals interested in F,S.R;j

must deal. Professors Artis,‘Axinn, Crawford, Deans and Schillhorn van yeenﬁf]
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have11sted other d1mens1ons wh1ch are, as yet, equa]]y 1nadequate1y under- ,
stood 0n1y when kaps 1n ex1stent know]edge have been narrowed w111 F S R
be able to "assess and hopefu]]y, pred1ct the 1mpacts of F S R 1ntervention
on social structure and the relationship between the farm1ng system and the 7
larger system in which it operates“.(Artis, P. 4). Until scientists under-
stand more fully the dynamics involved in a farming system for all 1ts good
intentions;'F.S;R. may wef] go the way of traditional approaches to agricu1f
- tural deveiopmenta .fnacceptab1e to the'106a1'popu1ations for‘10ng-term n
;gOaIs}and sdstenance, and create even more severe problems that are current1y
present . | | |

| The F.S.R. perspective which has evolved at M.S.U. potentially otfers
.the consideration of the multitude of dimensions involved in social change.
Among these various dimensions are the consideration of both the long-term
and the short-term effects on the environment; and that the environment is
now conceived as possessing both natural and social components. Only when
all of these dimensions are considered, can it be said, as Professor Esmay
has, that the F.S.R. approach will be able to improve the quality of life or

small-scale farmers in the developing nations of the world.
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Footnote

1. Unless otherwise noted, all references cited are those of the M.S.U.
Farming Systems Research Group Working Papers series, all of which
were published in 1981.
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