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BAKER AND NORMAN 

THE FARMING SYSTEMS RESEARCH AND EXTENSION 

APPROACH TO SMALL FAR.NIE2 DEVELOPMENT 

I. INTRODUCTION 

For about two decades, there has been an increasing focus on small arier development 

strategies throughout the world. Farming , -ms rescar_h(FSR) has beer, a useful tnol 

DC. BAKER AND D.W.NORMAN assisting in this process. As initially conceived, the farniiig systems lFS) approash was viewed 

as a means of improving the eficiency of agricultural research resrces. Ilevever, in the 

early 1970s. it ecarv- evident :ht .c integrated rural delopnacnt IiRDi ad ba-ic needs, 
Farming Systems Eccootist and Team leader. .\oric.dtara Ta-rhncleey approaches lacked z7 engine which alaMsustain jnvelf-pntt in the long ran."In the face of 
Improvement P.,-ct. Ministry of Aeri,:a-e. M 0033, Gaborone. lagging agricultural produc:;'iny greath, rapid popultior gro'.di and modest groth in.fermal 
Botswata- A'-o Assistant Professor and Ptossor of Agricutrural Economics. ste emplo.men opc:nities. men:eounries initiated atning ,sten prjects dinng the 

Kansas State Universit. 1970 and earl-,InOs. 

The distincuihing feature of the FS -- :proachis a desn.lopaent stratey -- is an 

emphasis on ,ve crc ioor rI irneC cipsrtntis by .,roviding limitedresource tarnrs 
1. INTRODUCTION 2 with relevant improved psd,,tion ! hnologies. The approach rqpinscnts a bottom-up' 
1l. RATIONALE FoR TIlE APPROACHI 3 deelopment strategy in the etheia iacrlsis of fam'ers' circunmtances iS u:ed to establish 

III. IMPLEMENTATIO'N METIODOLOGY 7 research and developmen, pnorites. Ni..;ri:ural act,tin:; ari tcro-ccno),nic bideetan, 
IV. OVERVIEW OF FS PROGRAMS 11 monetary '-'' exchs,1idand trade issues "ae E'fi he a

1pproaai. 

V. ASSESSMENT 16 Interest in the FS a, h ix-ikthe at which time there '-anin .(l, Lid-l vire mire 
VI. EXPECTED TREND's 22 250 fartming sstrus ', a7- !i ran it". '-0 started to instlluseir: 

VII. CONCLUSIONS 24 farming ssten',' p-rCsta re .Q' i-t so oem dn,ir arc-o, 
REFERENCES 
 2 funding. paricularl US-SIPI .'.p in h icihiljicica eulets i,s -'Cs dod 

ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS 34 by the intterathan icro "'i Ira , .' .rrs \RC ..Aft-r a brief p,-I., drng sshuh 

there were uniairticalls, Ssvi.h -sc es in areas 'h2-e :'.:ewa; an 

equalIe -. 'ironic tt n i 0-'--', a itsI,' tv-n! and cre scr: Id i a 

rh-h:6 out cf "tans FS ', r 'cii d 10S5 

aAfter mere tha !,:, 'a inth hortriloof small farmer alevetipcenitriegies. ire FS 

approach is likolto hs' as -sr '-'acit n -nci- pt's',,.t iaikiti as well as on agriculiural 

research nivihisoloecy 1lass aprer elves a brief 7icw of the approach and alt assessment of 

t:s crtm!ributionn The first se-,iondi,1tes thie r.t!ionait f. the appr,ach. Thi, fol'sed by 
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large scale agricultre through settlement schemes. p;antation and state farms have of biological and socioeconoric constraints (yield gap 1I between actual and poxntial on-farm 
generally ended in failure -- further improving the attractiveness of small scale yields)." In relation to yield gap it. _-ral diffusion studies demnstrated that yield potential 
operations, 

often was not the main factor affecting the spread of new technologies." 
2. In both Latin America and Asia. there w evidence that agricultural income inequality At the same time conventional research procecaures oere being challenged, there ,as a 

-wasassociated with the size of farm operations.' Technological change -- even the growing appreciation of existing small farm production system.;.Many indigenous practices 
supposedly scale-neutral Green Resolution technologies - was shown to have a such as intercropping' ,ere found to be more appropriate than recommendations based on 
tendency to increase inequality." experiment station findings. Also. several anthropological studies revealed that the indigenous 

3. Rapid rates of population g-owth and urbanization, often resjTing in only small linguistic and kinowledge catecories of farocrs cpress an understanding of th- constraints and 
increases in formal errplo-,ment. reduced the capacity of gssottscnts to previde potential ot fat-mig s~stems gained through practical experience." Collinon's pointed out that 
adequate services and L,fr-stmcture. The togrte to which they were provided cere most of the apparently sub-optinal pr.'t.ctces of small fartmers can he explained hn compromLses 
shown to be functions ot the pattern of the pace and roittmet of rural income growtb. 

:
 
made to increase orerall farm systems performance. Johnson" further argued that srmall fanrte"s 

Since small farmers cotnue to dcm-nate the ruraleconomies of most low income continually are experimentng an, adapting their practices to chaging circumstances, even if 
c/',ies. itwas logical to give incrna.ed atention to trotans of increasing small farm they do have a lim:tKd capacty :o mae larar c hanges over a short period of time. 
income. 

Based on the eo obsurationsr ard fndings. several princi-les for improving the 
C. Shortcomings orConventional Technoloi Research efficiency of research r'm-ources ser developed. One set ofprinc;ples related to the goal of 

The growing interest in .mall fatmr developttcnt stimulatd a rasessmCnt cf the increasing the supply o, :echnologies. The ,,ainprinciple was that technologies needed to be 
relevance of traditional agricslnsal research procedures ftodeelopinj tcciinologies t. small adapted to on-farm technical emnirounments through on-farm ex,-erimertaiion. It was also 
farmers. Agricultural reseatrh historically has started w,ith prsttetermirod comttttodty f,c recogniced that the supp!y of t.chnoohg;cs increased buildingcould be ,y upon thegood points 

' reflecting n-tional (or colonial) policy coaI C Research stations -.ere ,etup to cenerate of existing fanning s,!rns (in order to minimtize the time spent rediscoverinc the ,heel") and 
improvcd production technologies. or to ,crcentechnologi:; transter-d m eFh:h,. [ho by takinginto account the itdicnouS tochnial knnsiodgc of farmers. 
[eatures of the technologies proucd goner,1l txk into account notional tct--r ent--crcents. Sevcral additional iphsaddrs-ed the goalof seducing the gap between the detand 
the supply of technologies from other countrios, and the mandates of in it-1is heTpr: for Mppiy 

research, including donor agenci:s. Since rtr-eorch as catied clt 

technologic; and the of tcchttoloies. Among tno ne'st mth-rtant were the 

it i;laton tc-nt 1rsno- -- following:' 

and generally from estension igents -- the msi1t17i- tc!Inoloical '-Nrtitts-ciat ranto1. Farmerssh,,d ,l. scuo as the cliemsort : sr rosostch and dece!opment 

addressed the divecsity of circumstances affecting stallfarr-s, programs.
 
DUring the early 1970s,i"was apparnt thatfw- top-do-n ecmmeniaton 
 ,e tn beg 2. Increased prtorits -hould be gven t, rpm %ing cotratcotio and coilaNration 

accepted by small f...rs ad. when accepled, even fcer iied up to exp-ctatou -chtn 1-sCd among the vanous parnicipants to the rer'archpr:e s . 
c-n-farm. For example, rescarch conducted b IRRI -inIsts tttade it clear tha" redo1 f,-' 3. Vthcn assessing the appropr-ateness of technologies. nsu!iiple criteria should be used. 
an-station research did not represent nt-lartn results due to nontran-terablc cnircmenal relating to technical feasiHilits. econootic siabiht, and reliaoility. and social 
differences (yield gap I beteen os-station and potrntial on-fain resuts, .- I !U1'tl .1 ariety acceptabihty 

http:incrna.ed
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4. 	 Proposed changes generally should be evolutionary rather than .- volutiorary in nature. In this section,. the stages of research are characterLzed. Then. the various :.asures of 

During the 1970s. the above principles (tovareing degrees) guided the development of success used in SrAare discssed. 

FSR methods at several !ARCs. and in a few national agricultural research programs. The A. Stages or Research 

methodological guidelines de'elocd forFSR became ,hefoundation for a fuller elaboration of The usual starting p, intinsystems description and diagnois is to generate information on 

the FS approach in the libfis." the techrical environnart, farining activities, production technologies, resource endowments, 

During this time. hosever, parallel movements such as appropriate technology and vxo..n resource use patterns, farme.s' goals and perceptions. and tlc performance of agricultural 

in development, were taking place. A'though there were obviously many cotmmton cotncerns support system's. Infrtra:ron c through sources. including reviews ofgenerated a number of 

about smallholder development, between these tro,¢teents and FSR. FSF has itt nun' cases secondary sources. apid apprisall sries. fornml su,"eys. case studies. participant observation, 

had a better record, having as it usually does better links with science, exis.ing infrastructure, owau.ement vanab!es l'agnOSis as the step inand direct of z:ccnicai Since serses first an 

etc. ilerative problem solsticn squence --aimed at improving the welfare of farmers -- priority 

generally is given to lo-cost and quick mcthxl of intomation generation. aid to developing 

IlI. IMPLEMENTATION METHODOLOGY a qualitative uidersitandig of farming s.sysems. 

The cornerstone of the FS approach is farming systems research (FSR)methodology. In A notable feature o F:SRdiagrnosis is the idcntification of particular areas andlor groups of 

FSR. interdisciplinary teams produce recorrtendations which are suited to particular local faerts to serve as the targets of technology dcvelopmttent research. The target areas or groups of 

" 

situations, 	 and working directly with Longer farms typicabs wt calirercommendation domains or r,,arch domains (RDs). FarmsThis involves on-faim experimentation 	 farmers. 

term technical problems identified through on-farm research are fed up to experiment station within RDs ideally have smilar cir-urnstan:es and. therefore, similar paths to improved 

researchers. Ideally. policy and support systems problems are also fed up to relevant planning productivity. FDs usually are defined on the basis of thu research mandate and a rapid 

and development agncies. appraisal survey. but revisions often are maidefollowing additional diagnosis ,nd testing. 

Many guidelines are available on FSR rncdiods.' As might be.expected, there is a The design prxes ,hich is of critical imptnance links diagnosis and the testing process. 

great deal of diversity in the terminology used and the specific methods prescribed. After determining what causes the problom.e identifico in svsterm diagnosis. the researchers 

Nevertheless, essentially cli the FSR guidelines propase a similar sequence involving four rank the problems withrefeence to their irepact on ,syem prfiormance. and several alterative 

processes (or stages of resea."ch):" technologies for addrssict each problem are identified. The altemati, generally are based on 

I. 	 Describe and diagnose existing farming systems in order to determine the constraints experiment station research results. far iers indigenous technical knowledge, and th 

preventing impros ed farm system performance. heterogeneity in existing pra,:tices. Ex a te assessments then are made on: (a) the contribution 

2. 	 Design an experimental program for investigating technologies which might increase of each technology to the siution of each problem. (hi the number of farmers who are likely 

farm systems productivity by breaking or avoiding resource constraints, to adopt eacit technology, and (c)the research and extension resource requirements necessary to 

3. 	 Test, evaluate and adapt the most promising technologies in reprecentatie farming test and disseminate each technology. The ex ante assessments are used. in conjunction with 

syster.as circumstances (technical environment and resource levels), the original rese- ch mandate and knowledge about available resources, to develop a series of 

4. 	 Disseminate inrormation about technologies (or institutional changes) which have a high testable hypotheses about the specific technical and economic benefits from new 1-'ological 

probability of improving farming systems performance. iputs, component husbandry pratices, systems of practices. and/or practices by environment 

http:syster.as


BAKER AND NOR.LAN 9 
effects. A',propriate on-farm experiments or testing the hypotheses ae then designed-

There are many approaches to on-farm experiments. "the FSR literature Iocusses primarily 

on a conceptual continuum based on trials management to characterize expentmental forrnats. 

The continuum is from researcher managed and implemented trials (RNIRI). to rsearcter 

managed but farmer implemented 'RMFPM. to farme~r managed and implemented (F\F). 

Which format is used is a function of Le rtral obJectives. resources and skills required, and the 

risk involved. Except when the emphasis is on technical assessments, there is a presumption in 

favor of maximizing farmer inv61ement in managing and implementing mals. In practice, 

some aspects of most trials are managed and implemented by both researchers and farmers, 

Therefore. as an alternative, trials also have been classified on the basis of their "unction. 

rangingfrom exploratory. to refinement, to verification testing." 

FSR guidelines generally include di-ssemination as partof the sequence. but specific 

procedures for disseminating findings remain uudereneelopedL For .eas. it implicitly Aa-s 

assumed that the involvement of farmers and extension agents in the technology development 

process would ensure that relevant technologies wer producesi an-I. in turn. that appropriate 

technologies would be self-spreading. By the mid-l Os. evidence h.W accumulated :hat high 

profitability and acceptability of an innoatis -- when evaluated by farm:r cooierato., -- did 

not necessarily translate into high adoption rates As a msult. inrecent ,ea. greatlv ncreased 

attention has been given to institu,ional inoations in evension, comtnMunication procedures, 

and modes of farmer participaticn. 

B. Measure, ofSucces 


There are three "boudar issues" which preclude rceliale qu.antification of the 

contributions of FSR to small farmer deselopment. First. the rlatie contributions of 

conventional research and FSR are not separable since they are coorplctnentary ,cts ties. 

Second, the adoption of technulagies depends on a ,,iderauce of circumszances, incl.dig the 

performance of support systems. which are not underthe control of FS tear-s. Tiird. because 

the FS approach encompasses technology deeloipmenct and institutional change, significant 

results often are ealized only after 10-25 ears." Over such a time hcri,n, any assamptOns 

about *hat would have taken place in the absencr of FSR vould be quite arbitrary. 

Due to the problems en, untered in measuring the impact of FSR on sntall fart-or 

BAKER AND NORMAN 10 

development. FSR generally has been assessed on the basis of success in identifying and 

screeningimproved production technologies. The various measures used to gauge success can 

be divided into foar categories: technical performance, profitability, risk. and farmer adoption 

rates.Tl first three measures relate only to the features of the technologies developed, and 

are often measured on a small sample (or case study) basis. The last masure encompasses 

success in dissemination as sell as :-,hnology development research and. correspondingly. has 

been less frequen.Iy used 

Hlistorically, yield increase has been the main technical pe-formance measure used in 

agricultural research. Some farming s-stems practitioners feel thatoften too much emphasis 

has been. and corstnues to be placed on. maximum yields as a measure of success. shi,'h 

detracts seriously Nrum issues such as sild stability and tasks such as technology deliser.s 

Yield increase has contn:ed to e a crucial cnerion in FSR but has be-n supplemented with 

additional measures retlecting: (al sources of utility besides quantity and. (b)success inutilizing 

scarce resources. As examples, one can cite .d':ctions in the time required for tillage or 

planting operations, increases in percent seed fied emergence. or land use ratios. A cropping 

intensity index has been commonly used in cropping systems research." While these measures 

are not unique to FSR. their use has become common due to the availability of information 

from systems description ansd diagnosis 

The popularianion of FSR ba_ stimulated greater 'se of eco'scmi,: measures of success, 

which in the past hae oricnr'cei-d cutt atmenncn on the pan of agrculzural rsearchers. 

Based on farm manacnsct budgettn techiiques, a kc. me.ssure of succcss is thechange in 

return per unit of scarce resource fUnher-allv land or i 'l. ai . cash). !iiotrprie l,..:sng 

so 

budgeting (which fscises gnls on the citanc inc-is a-id rtuncs) has been used wthen 

usually has been useu i,hcn conmparing tenSt1:1,oisinrig multiple changes. thileparial 

assessing changes in specific component practices 

Most FSR rcrence ta,aal, also po..se sar-s m-easures of '0C r-:,ksess .,a 

technology. One simpleapproach has been to u: e a .ninmum return ("riskpcntium )to tht 

additional cash investme..' At a more ophisticated level, analsses which take into account 

the distributions of outc,,mns, such as stochastic dominance analis, late been used. Another 

commonly used measure s the ,tability of ,ields or net returns across environments which can 

http:frequen.Iy


BAFER AND NORMAN I1 

help in deciding s.ether dftc.ent ne mnndations hould he nude according to different 

environments (including mtanagem-ent withdilfern:t icd poteniaIl, 


The nost important M1atst-nel of sucCessIn FSR W7 d0T2u Td ch.ges in fannih 

practice% and farm income. For example. man%.,(f the Aian crpping ssten. projects have 

repor.ed the percent cf tanneri adopting rtcenomrndd crl'ping pa:tters. l~e'sr.er. FSR 

projccts hase cited adopt-an rates for -nrmial traction or new, tllage- prcnces. and cthanges in 

fertilizer rates, -cedng rates. n ecticide apphcs:tn rates, etc Whcu citing at, rto rates, thee 

is an implicit presonmpti.'n that fatn~r,; has e actua': , fi-c fro~mthe jha. ces. 

ci rt"t!!rutOTnv ,paccial l3t 

examples which dcumett changes in t.Vr..r mcoie (T c-natn1pr!-.n level,:o'er a lare area) 
due to FSR -- in part ,-catse of the f,'undar, prb rus cited alcove As an alteman.ie. 

Despre the prclding sponsoring dtor atetrcri s there ate fan 

mathematical progranlm-ig has on occa-sim beenused to i-rojec theuhole farm incorc effects 

of propocd changes in practices.': 

In conclusion. although some liaps "a.uld agce that the case for FSR -,stillto be 

proven. the fact is in many cournes support c. cotentittal research is weakening. as shown 

by cut backs in recarch brdgets. Glsen supprt and troet. :SR shoul be able ta rever,. this 

trend. Also FSR. in recognizing the dise-.ii of has been instrumental in developingfaatnc-,, 


non-blanketed. targeted and conditional recomomendaiions, Unfortunately. honever, 

conventional t tension progra' s -- and eventh "rainitg and Visit approach" -. are not yet 

rusually geared to a:cepting and delv'erng such t--,- .. , 

IV OVFRVIIEW OF FS PROGRAMS 

The FS approach did not emerce fully dreblopd at a ingle time and location. During the 

1970s. there were a few landmark prograns vhich demonstrated the effectieness of FSR 

methods. In the late I970s and earls, ISt. the initial enperiencessith FSR ",,eedocumee ed 

through a few key conferences" and state-of-the-ar- reports' '' Tis led to an expansion 

phase, between 1980 and 1985. duinng which a majority of the lo-income countries launchied 

Although recorO was mixed.ilopmdn,many countries, 

universities had made commitments to institution.,!ize FS programs by the mid-19SOs, 

FSR projects. the nf FSR projects mn 1ARCs and 

A. Early Landmarks 

BAKER AND NORMAN 12 

I0 1.atiAmrenca, ISR esw.t..erefirstintroduced through cropping systems researh 

projects set up in 1073 and O74 i:, El Salvador"tColombia.' and Costa Rica.' 

fitt.and kn,,n.,r:aional1 tt best Latin American program was established in the 

Guatemala Iisttute of A .::.,alScienceand Technology IICTA). With leaderhip provided 

bs lldcorand. I(',- st.crontt u-,d rapid appraisal survey techniques. refered to as 

sordso. to idonirfa lean seed, and plotung loneras thn key constraints. A new cropping 

pa .a.tvtndlesrlold lid to-as 'ich an :ncrev,, in the area cultivated by -l) percent and 

tesu'rltd in 7S '-r- nme 43 morerpac2. l,:rcern: sorghunm no reduction in the amount of 

a m i'.ne Re;ic'ing tl-t impat of ICTA afterten %cars. 

Furasl,ndi r,,ccunntucdF-umagallt. Octreand to- Reinuinof the imcts of ITA Gafteal adsteand Cs.tvl' rnot-ed that.l.carise of the success of ICTA. Guatemala had 

trter o at exponer 1t cram
 

It! frica. an of tht
(a, cnglophonc tra"tinon of I SR' the multid ,ciplimaryis on-farm 

rescarch caried oit "! .hnidu Bflo Unie,";it,. Nigita whichstarredin the mid-196Gs. 

Throui;h on-farm rals, imrosn packages for cotton, mate and con.peas xsere screened for 

their technical feaGsibvlenyand eono-icprfitahility. The res.earch showedh 'uhich aspects of 
" cotton, cowpea and maize-u comtndati:ons best fit into farmers' cir-tstances. Later. 

together w-ith inputs from other countres. the procedures de1seoped and used at Ahmadu Bello 

Univerity Uni~mira zhercd f~ for-itati t e ;,palogs' of FSR niethudsserved as the basis for forrt'ating the star s introduced 

at the Rural Ecoonotmt lnstrtue inMalr in nl'th 

Tie best knosrr prut-cr ,,f fta-cop'hne approach to FSR in Africa was the 

Experrnenal Units ptoacan itt St., al. tocr latesd bet-een laI6S and 15511. By the 

improved famnng had i,,en ofanimal
derek pd in~ong the introduction 


traction. itpwoed sced, ferhzation ad "stcid-s Esenoalls. improed production systems 

n,lere
established ,nnear,, half of thre fan-ms located in the Ept-rmental Units. Reviewing the 

conbutions of the Espnmenral trts. Bingen and Ea.e' concluded that the program made a 

significant conthution to agicuural development inlSenegal. Bingen and Faye also noted 

to thedws effective
thattheExprimental Unitsprgram contributed an extension
 

model involving farmer groups and that both reearchers and farmers developed a beter 

understanding of the organization of farming families. 

http:dise-.ii
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BAKER AND NORMAN 21 
programs and isolated from agricultural policy debates." This has in many cases led to a 

fragmented set of initiatives, an inability to undertake long-term research -- due to the vagaries 

of darer agency funding -- and failure to deseip credibility among planers, on-station 

researchers and extension agents, 

Instintionalized FSR progr'ans cleariy are preferable to donor funded projects. but thcre 

has been little agreement on how best to institationahoe the FS approach. In some countries, a 

separate institutional structure has been created for FSR. but this now appears to be only a 

marginal improvement over the FSR project format- Consequcenly. Stoop." and others have 

argued that on-farm research and th- FS perspective should be grad tally introduced into 

existing institutions. Nevenheless. the institutional requirements for FSR cannot be 

underertimated. As Poats et al.' point out. success in FSR requires a reorganization to support 

and coordinate field teams and to integrate national and location specific developnnt prtorities, 

evet if no separate institutional structure is created for FS work. 

4. 	 Lack of Technologies 

One of the main limitations on FSR has been the lack of technologies which are ready for 

farmers after modest adaptise research. FSR was ne',or intended to substitute for applied 

commodity and comonent design researrh. But many FSR teamts hase been asigncd a pcor 

farmer-harsh climate focus. %here there are few if any on-the-shelf technologies ready for 

location-specific, adaptive research. Consequentl. FSR h..s insolsed a mixture of technical 

diagnostic, design and adaptive research to a much greater etent than 'as initiall, 

Particularly in harsh envimnmenv_. there is a long time required fr s,-fat technical 

diagnostic and desigtn research -. and the results often are not spctacular in a 'hort-rtii contemt. 

The tendency to ask FSR teams to do more than they, should, rather than ,l in,.esting in ISR 

when the conditions were appropriate, has subsatiall, conrtriuited to the impression that the 

FS approach has not lived up to expectations. 

5-	 Uck of Trainel Personrel 

There continues to be -n insufficient supply of the skills .quired for multidtscip';ira-

systems analyses. The lack of sNstems training has resultNIL in poor problen definition. soet 

inappropriate methodology, and a tendency for FSR researchers to :oncentrate on loics r,'ar'.: 

to their disciplinary expertise --	 rather than on farmer-' Fri hles Whle ,.lscrphoar 
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orientations can be overcome through the use of multidisciplinary teams, experience has shown 

that in-depth collaboration among team members has been relatively rare. 

The lack of ttained personnel applies to the FSR technical assistants brought in by donor 
' 

agencies. as well as to national scientists. Few uniersities have paid attention to the type of 

training or retraining which is requited for FSR."' As a result, many donor s!osored FSR 

projects have been staffed with individuals having little or no training or experience in on-farm 

research methods or team research approaches. When weaknesses have been identified in the 

proc-dures of one or more team members., the tradition of academic freedom and individualism 

:has hindered efforts to make those individuals adjust their method, . 

Relevant training and exp-eh ence are critical ingredients in lending crdibility to FSR and 

creating conditions conducive to , t institationalizaion of the approach. 

o. 	 Role of Farmers 

Tlrough the early l,,t'i-, -nt FSR focuscd on evaluating the technical feasislity and 

econorr-c viabity of modified practices and varieties. Farmers generally had a passive role. 

Farners s,,ere the clients of researchi aid generally implemented the trials, but the goals of 

research oftr were the agronomic and Ci.on'mic anal:ses of input-,-put relations and 

profiiahilits, " In man cas, the trmier perspecti-e got lost. 

A 	 anumberof social scientists hase r"ccnl,, bev' promoting a farmer first approach to 
:

FSR ' Implicit in a famer first approach i, a bclif that research mretho,-vl and priorities 

wtisionedmore relevart and. thcrfoet, adoption racswill be will be incea.ed -- !srn i tle returns pvr 

farme alptinst Iechnolga aie , ,,. n'he roon ar1ament astanot a la,.,r irs.t perspective 

is that fanitler; do not has e sufc:n-'t kosa, i f icitrao~ial ,tions or natottat planning 

goals to - glcist a colitrollin r:,e int ISR I11C -ec remains unreolved and. in practice. 

most FSR teants tr. to achiese a thalar-e b:'cen i-,;-arhcr ad anr,:-, prspectives v.hcn 

detvrmining the research agcn,!a 

VI litIITTII T.ENDS
 

There was a sutbstantial eColution in the FS a'-rtach 
 --.tw'een the iato-lUi7t), and the 

mid-liSOs, and there is ever, reason to lievce t'.al the approach will cotninue to evolve. A 

summary of recent adjustments ant expec%.d fUr-her aljutrnrCnts is preseted in Table 1. 

http:incea.ed
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In general, the narmwly focused FSR developed at the IARCs has given way to a more macro policy issues ,.ill receie geater attention duing the late 1O9fis than during the prior ten 

comprehensive, longer-horiron ssstems approach Farmers are pla'int an increasing role. At )ears, and that farmers' pcrpectices may plaY a declining tole it deteroining national priorities. 
the sarte tior. the domination of [SR by donor agencics and expatriate technical assisracts has In any e'ent. muidisciplinary on-farm research is likely to c-ntinue in some format, and 
started to give away to localized programs. While thcre continues to ie a ".ubstantial systens analysis is likely to hace a growing impa, i on national research and deselopment 
investment in the diagnosis of problems, t1eir is dechning mterest in describing farning planning processes.
 
t
 

s stens and increasing interest ci pUahing techn.otes thIroi-'h the testirg stage Into actual
 

extension. V!I. CON('LLSi,,)NS
 
To major forces have impacted or! tie e-11L:t:0 of the FS a Oproach been the
lne has The FS approach has ben an im;pu-ant til in deceloping strategies for emall farmers for 

expanding number of academic professinals. rtpr,sntie.' ',cral i>-p.usoolhed in FSR. more than a decade. starine in rye mir-1Q7O.C By IQSti, donor agencies. raronal agricultural 
During most of the 19'sEv. acaotnic .upperters oI :he FS apprvat; hac sho,n a bia, in favor teseaulh directors and acricultoral rsearehcrs had started t %vietheir high expectations for 
of a systerms approach zd fam.er first pet-,iereces. Tre veured foore~iiuce has been ".he FSR. '-unding for I SR projoczs and procr-ams has b-n grealy reduced In part, the 
bureauL.-atic interests of donor agencies and natisnal agricaltral Bu:iis.fltreaucrats have rctrenclhrr'nt can t- seen as a "technical" adjusrenitit in Lie resource al)cation process. 
increasingly expressed reservation, aN,u the ikelihood that [SR can produce short-term. rctecting the cscltc; tini-ktvr of donor acenctes and decelopme speciaists. The reduced 
tangible payoffs. 

support for the FS approach, hoever. des not reflect what appars to be a continuing -- if not 
Both the acadetis n!, bureaucrats agree that cerain ucceloprets in the FS approach in,'easrn -- interest in the Froach oach and [SR nesthols i reac-s law income countries. 

have been appropriate -d should continue. For oxarople. terv appears to be a consensus that Ree.-rdle, of the 'ut=r of FSR as a distinct entity, the YS approach Itis made several 
more attention needs to hr paid to livestock. support systems pertoriance. extension linkaes. lastiec conrtrrons. The approach has provided a problem solv.ng methodology for 
aerd working through existing channels. Similarly. there is widespread agreement that Lhe racd developing and evaluating relevant, improved pniluction technologies. The development of 
toward less reliance on donor funding should continue, that factom esidl private profitability producti Ichnolo ins has genemIl! burn the sho-run ohectise of FS projects and programs. 
need to be considered, and that FSR should not be dominated bs exa:- ;cs. The approach las a' .0 conrbaeed indirectly to improved priductivits by inducing the improved 

Most areas of comention about the tuure of :he FS approach ser from Asacreentrs prfforman.e of acric:uta intaitutncnv
 
about the viability and affordability of a xorotralioe.dapproach to decclopnment.
de btrom-up To the exint the arproach ha. tailed to !ice up to excpnros. it rs partiall, because the 
The dominant academic perspective seems to be that a broad systems focus is needed and that eXptcators "cere urrrealr!c. Ie, systems Xerpectt represents ar udeancement over 

farmers* views should determine the agenda. The bureucratic perspective etnphusi.es instead reductionism. On-faint cesearth is a neded comp!ement to on-station research Social science 
the importance of commodity program priorities as determined by national planning goals. and pespectives ae a needed complement to techmical acriculrure research. But the FS approach 
the value of concentrating eftons in areas iith equable environments - so the pasoffs will be cannot be expected to : e all small ra-tier development problems. When FSR is properly 
higher. 

implemented, it should be possible to identify altematives for improving small farmer 
The battle is joined over the future of the FS approach. but the outcome is uncertain, productivity. but there is more to small farrner icr'.are and to national development than small 

Based on past experiences. hewever. bureaucratic imperatives will probably dominate academic farmer productivity.
 
"optimality- perspectives. In such a case. it 
can be exnpeted that commodity programs and 

.-t 

http:etnphusi.es


BAKER AND NORMAN 25 

TABLE 1: EVOLUTION OF THE FARMING SYSTEMS APPROACH 
9
 

Chancterisric 
1 70s TO 
Early1980s 

Adjustment 
By Mid 1980s 

Furner 
Adiuistrn 

lNCaEASING TRENDS TO CONTINUEaSug7port system penpctive 

Ext. nsion linkageArea development mandate LESS MORE MORE 
Wo'k through channels 

LNCRASE TRENDS SUBJECT TO REVERSALFed-up research priorities
Ertphasis on farmer first LESS MORE LESS 
S.s-RDs within ecologicaldaseline diagnosis cones 

DECREASL.fG TRENDS TO CON'INUE 
Implemented by isolatedRely on donor funding teams MORE LESS LESS 
Emphasis on quick turnaround time 
Dominated by expatriates
Focuson private profitability 

DECREASING TRENDS SUBJECT TO REVERSAL 
Focus on equable areasPre-determined commodity focus MORE LESS MIOREFeed duw.n from technical research 

Researcher managed trials 
TRENDS YET TO BEGIN 

Focus on adoption rates 
Focus on social profitability 

t (sustainability LrTTLE LITTLE MOREIn usion ofmacro-anal%.is 
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