Spring/Surnner 1989
Number 38

Bulletin of the
Culture and
Agriculture Group

rarming Systems R
Deﬁnef Y: esearch

This izsue of Culture and Agriculture focuses on farming
systems research and extension (FSR/E). FSR/E is an ap-
proach to agricultural tesearch and extension that attempts

to deal more cffectively with the problems of low-resourcs .

agriculturalists. The approach was developed in the 19705
in response to the observation that groups of small-«ale
farm famili-s were not bencfiting from mainstream ag-
tural research. Although a number of terms and co-
have been used over the last 15 years to descnite
approach, there is now general conwnsus on the basic
assumpticns, methodologies, and objectives. FSR/Eis used
here vecause it expiicitly addresses the linkages among
1C3CANLIC, 5, cxtension woikers, and farming systems.
A good definition ot farming sy=iemsrescacch and exten-

slon has been provided by Shaner et al.:

..-3napproach to agricultural research and development
thatviews the whole farmasa syztemand focuseson: 1) lrlxc
Interdependencics between the comporents under control
of members of the houschold, and 2) how these compo-
ncm.: interact with the phy~ical, Siological, and socioeco-
nomic serting and with the farm familie<’ goals and other
aztributes, access to resnurces, chaice of production activi
ties and management practices.” ’

::Shanu, W.W., P.F. Philipp, and W.R Schmehl, 1982,
lm\lng. systems rescarch and development: guidcelines for
ng'tlop'ngtwnlrln, Boulder: Westview [ress.)
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[nitiating farming systems rescarch in the late 1960s and .
carly 1970s meant working on a frontier. There was excite-
inent in t-acking with a process that +vas, and is, conceptu-
atly sound. It was a process that in its very sinplicity and
internal consistency convinced the pionesrs of that time
that it woula be rcadily accepted by other tesearchers, by
-Jonor agencies, and by national fovernments. Unforty-
aziely, the farming systems approach was accepted by
many donor agencies before the fruits of the process had
leen given time to matwre. Twenty-fi.e years later we ate
1 virg witn that legacy—a measured withdrawal on the part
A many Gonor agencies just when many national programs
ae justifiably sccepting its value. The ove.enthusiastic
initial acceptance bhinded supporters of the farming sys-
temsappioack *»- Mathas now becomeanimportant issue
inthelaw 19% - - dilemma of accountahility in farming
5318 rose? )

Ia this antic 2 ¢ con-"der three arcas in which this di-
lerataa of acccuntability now manifests tself. These areas,
which ate not mutually exclusive but are separated to
simplify discussion, are tlic following:

2 Multiple chents fo- tesults of farming systems

research.

2 Limited availabihity of resources for tescarch.

1 Incorporating societal yz+'s into fazrming systems

research.

I will empbasize accountability aspects as 1 discuss these
topics. Close links exist between credibility and accounta-
bility. Whete there is credibility, there is ac ountuility.
tHiowever, the three 2icas speclied above complicate the
task of achieving credibility and thus make the issue of
accountability more significant.

Multiple Clients

The development, dissemination, and adoption of relevant
improved technologics and the development of iclevant
policy/zupport programs are obviously two eyually impor-
+ «nt complementaty approachics to improving the produc-
tivity \and therefore hopefully the welfare) of farmers.
There are four groups of actors who aze critically impor-
tant in cratributing to the process of agricultural dov clop-
ment (Table 1). Productive, interactive linkages hetween

pl=nnets, rev.21chers (on-station and on-farm). extension
and developmen® statf, and farmas are very important.
Nevertheless In many 2eveloping countries, until recently,
ihe one-way, top-down pittern was most common. The
situation in m:ay countrics 13 that the link o the farmer
(top-down) is still s2cong=t than that fram the farmer {bot-
tom-up).

Table 1. Roles and Functions of the Actors in Agricultural

Development

Role functions Actors

Implemcnters Fasrers

Supporters Tran-=itters Extznsion Staff
Input Provision Development

Agencics

Provide Potential  Technology Rescarch

Mcans Policy/Support Planning
Systems

Theiz» :anumberofreasons whysomeof these hinkages
aretragile? Itis apparent that farming systems wotkcan act
asabroker in nefping to forge \inkages among the groups of
actors. In other words, it facilitates a process and does not
produce a product. Thercin lies the problem of accountabil-
ity as some of the cl..ats (¢.g., donot agencies) demand 3
more tangible ¢

Two practica! o.0blems in terms of accountahifutv Li-’ 7
low:

1. Farming systems werk, by its nature, encourages the

~e.

. development 0. linkages between the various actors inthe

devclopment proce: . Some of these linkazes are horizon-
tal, in cor.irast to the vertically-organized instiutions in
mast countries. For example, research and extension are
usually in different departments within the Ministry of
Agricultute. The need for these horizontal linkages is often.
recognizea, but thevireharder tyestablish. 1tis particularly
important for credibility that farming systems workers, in
further development of ho:izontal linkages, do notalienate
or igrare the vertical nature of control and accountability
exerted by the different insutuions.” They are located in
oneof those institutions. The accountability or legitimacy
of such efforts is enhanced if developmert of such borizon-
tal linkages is formatized rather tnan being based on per-
sonal relationships.  Support for such lirkages by top
personnel within the existing institution also helps. This
issue of linkages needs to be addressed in many national
settings to improve the impact of farming systems work.

2. Another manifestation of the multiple client issue
consists of the types of trials conducted in farming systems
research. Three levels of trials can be broadly delincated.
These ate differentiated on the basis of who manages and
who implements the trial, Le., tesearcher (technician) or
farmes. Thus three types of trials are possible:
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O Researcher.-managed and resezrchet-implemented
{(RMRD) .

9 Researcher-managedand farmer-implemented (RMFE)
Q Farmer-managed and farmer-implemented (FMFD)

RMRItrials are the same as those w ~ experiment stations.
The level of testing achicved in these trialy meets the
standards demanded by experiment station-based resesrch-

_en. PMFItrials, however, are the most satisfactory for the
farmer and pravide the most practical test of the technot-

ogy. Duetomanagement and resource constraints, ylelds of

returns will diminish from the RMR{tothe FMFllevel. Table
2 gives a breakdown of what can reasonably be expected
from .hese different types of t:1ais.* Different types of trials
he!a to satisfy the needs of thr different clients of faming

systems work (e.g., experiment station scientists, cxtenslon .

workers, and farmers).

Table 2. Expectations ¢, Yifferent Types of Trials®

ttem RMRI™ RMIEE (33125
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Complexty Mow Lay t
rast
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Lo of scceptance Researches
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a

Thae 1 2 degree of subrectis ity 10 wme of ¢

e entncs in the table bu

xun\‘enl they reflect the ts pacal case. In a senise these enpettanions Ahlam
§ Ffhct Ihe reasons why the ditferent types of trtals are undertaken,
¢ Bscarcher Mansged and Researcher Impiementad B
afeseartier Managed and Farmer Implomentod.
¢ Farmer Managed and Farmer Implemented

Standand multilocational 1rials are also RMRI,

In terms of multiple clients, farming systems wotk is
faced with a challenging task in achleving accountability.
Perhaps this is not altogether surprising because of the
inherent nature of its approach, involving as it docs, a
systems perspective.t

Limited Research Resources

A growing problem in many developing countries is the
fack of adequate resources necessary for conducting re-
search. Consequently, there s a need to maximize return
from the alfocation of such resourcey. Discussion of this
topic is based on the actors specified catlier: expenment
station rescarchers, extension workers, and farmers.

L. Fipenment station reserchers, Farming systems te-
search e a relatively new approach in many low-income
countries. As a resadt, this approach faces the chatlenge of
fitting into an slrcady well-developed nstitutional struc-
ture. Farmung systems work, or on-farm work with 3
farming systems porspective, is complementary to onasta.
tien rew arch. However, because of the limated avarlabihity
of research resources (funds and personncl), it is ()ilk‘l:l
conudered competitive. This boecomes an increasing prob-
fem as dunor agendes withdraw thor sspport. Conse-
quently, national programs often have to shwch such
programs, withvery hittleinctease in their resource base. Uf
credibility of onstation rescarch is ostabiished (through
1d testing and adoption by farmers), then accountability

islessof a problem. If creditality has not been established,
then the feedback tole of farming systems rescarch to
prionty sctting and programmung of rescarch conducted on
cyperiment stations becomes more ditficult.” A recent
reviow of farming systems pregoams in nine countrics
showsthat the feedback role has not bven very successtul in
most of the programs (Mcrnll-Sund, Ewcll, Biggs, and-
McAllister, 1989). Indeed, insistence on such a role could
mcrease the potential for contlict between onfarm re-
sazchers and experiment station-based researchers. In
sucha situation credibility of on-farmrescarch is ety tobe
adversely affected. To minimize the possibility of conflict,
the study notes three issues that need 1o be addressed:

2. Anunderstanding must be reached on the respective
roles of on-farm rescarch and expesiment station-based
wesearch. Both have major contnibutions to make, andatis
unporantiorecognize how these fit together. Theinforma-
tion in Tible 2 shows mapor differences between RMRI
work—imainlythe preserve of expermmientstation rescarch—
and RMEL and FMF which emphasize on-farm wotk. For
crample, the table indicates differences in rescarch objec-
tives, micthods, cxpenimental design, types of data col-
lected, methods and analy«s, and evaluation cnteria. Itls
importanttounderstandtnatcausc-cffect relationships and
“hard® data are moie casily obtained from RMRI work.
However, tarmer attitudes and inputs into the rescatch
process are more cauly obrained from RMFIand FMFI work
undertakenon farmers’ farms. Once these different roles are
acknowledged, itiscasicr to recognize the complementarity
of such rescatch. and the use of annronriate cnteria for

cvaluat.ng the research.

b. t.fecuve communication must take place between
on-fazm «nd on-station tescarchers. Research groupsorgan-
ized around commodities and subject ateas—and including
all interested parties—can improve communication. This
can help build potential credibility and accountabulity.
Such groups can assist in planning and cvaluating the
results of the research. Field days on farmers' farms and
visits to trials on the experiment station can further en-
hance communication. Some form of national coordina-
tion of farming systems wotk is also helpful.

¢. 1he apptopriate way to organize onfarm tesearch

will depend on the focal situation, including availability of
tesoutces (funds and personnel). There is noone optimal
model (Norman and Collinson, 1986). In smallcountries it
can be atguued that on-station researchers could also be
responuble foron-farm rsearch. However, in biggercoun-
iy, invalving mote personnel andlor gredter distances,
specalization inon farm work and on-stauonresearch may
be the only possible alternative. In both cases, however, it
is possible to exploit the bueneits of specialization in build.
ing up skills in farming systems wotk. A possibic variation
\n the fatter case is for fagminyg systems teams to operate out
of regional sulstations.  What is apparent is that much
farming systems work, now or recently financed by doror
agencics, will need reorganization to fit in with resources
avallsbletonational programs. Whatever model isadopted,
collaborative work between on-station and on-farm re-
scarchers will be critically important in forging links and
building credibidity.  Results and conclusions arrived at
cooperatively rather than requiring transmission from one
patty to another will minimize feedback problems arising
from unwelcome information. Wherethere are very limited
rescarch tesources, this collaborative work becomes even
more critically imporntant. Insuch situations, collaboration
can potentially improve the credibility :nd potential pro-
ducuvity of on-farm work®

2. Extension. There hasbeen an unfortunate tendency in
many national programs to assume that the farrners are
homogencous in the natural {technical) cnvitonment that
they tace, and the socioctonoemic characteristics or -
sourcesthey have, Asaresult, the monolithic technological
package concept has been widely advocated. It is not
altogether surpnsing that whete technological packages
have been diseminated, many farmes have adopted
componcnts rather than the complete pactage. In such
cascs there is often little advice on what fa:mers should do.
For example, should they put atop dressing of fertilizer on
when they don’t weed?  The retun from the litnited
rescarch resources® €an be improved by the following prac-
tices:

a. Snlingcondx(iomlchuv:uhn»muldindicnu:\nhn
to do under circumstances different from those originally
envisioned in the recommendation. Thesedeviations could
be attributable to the farmer, weather cenditions, lack of
availabulity of some of the techrological components, and
other such circumstances. Included in the conditional
clauses are possible variations such as the following: a tec-

ommended stepwise apptoachto the adoption of the differ-
ent components of the package, suggesting a number of
options for the farmer to pursue. These strategies result in
widening intervention possibilities. Itis particularly impor-
tanttodevelop arangeof optionsinmore . * -tfarming
areas.

b. lncludingurgﬁingin!ormalicn,showingundclwhu
technical and socioeconomic conditions the technology
being recommended would be most applicable.

In recognizing the diversity of farmers, fatrming systems
rescarch can help in developing non-blanketed, targeted,
and conditional clauses for proposed improved technolo-
gies. Indoing so, itcan potentially improve the multiplier -
cffect of the limited research resources by providing 2
technology that is appropriate to moie farmers.

Deciding when a technology is ready for recommenda-

tion is an important considetation when artempting to
maximize the return from limited tesources. Experiment
station researchers are understandably conservative In
making recommendations,'® while extension staff are also
justfiably anxious that recommendations are forthcoming
on a regular basis. Farming systems wotkers interacting
directly with farmers may find some technolozies being
accepted by tarmers before they are officlally approved as
recommendations. This creates adilemma. Obviousty the
best test of the relevance of a technology is adoption.
However, since farming systems researchers work with
elatively few farmers, itisimportantthatthe recommenda-
tions are formulated at the carliest possible opportunity to
maximize theit impact on the farming population. Because
of limited research resources and various interest groups.
\evising intetim best-bet recommendations, based on the
west knowledge currently available to the rescarch xien-
(ists, can be justifiecd. A proviso should be included that
these tecommendations can be modificd in the light of
knowledge obtained later. (Thereis an inherent danger in
doingthis espectallyif aninterim iccommendationhasany
possibility of adversely affecting the cnvironment ot r2rm-
cry’ welfate. Howevet, if the appropriate intezosted partics
are brought togethet, it should be possible to avoid Crawing
up such inappropriate tecommendations.)

\animizing the return te limited resousce funding also
lmphcsimprovmglmkngmklwu‘nxcy:n(h and extension
to avoid duplication of cfforts. Such linkages become
patticulatly importantinthe ficld away from headquarters.
They can involve activities such as discussions on work
programs; joint ficld days; and collaborative workincluding
trials, joint training programs, and joint programs at agti-
cultural shows.

3. Farmer participation.  In the late 1960s, increasing
numbcnm'xcscnchcnl(ccp!cd!hnfarmcncould(onlrib—
ute substantially to the identification, development, and
evaluation of relevant improved technologies. This in-
creased revitatization provided a majorimpetus for advocat-
ing the farming systems approach which insolves respond-
ing to the fclt needs of farmess.

Simmons (no datc) ha: defined theee relationships be-
tween tesearchers and farmers:  investigator-subject, col-
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Iaboratbr-participant, and teacher-leamer. Many of us have
been gullty of tzeating the farmer as a research subject or of
acting only [n a teacher mode. The ideal refattonship 1s to
act in a collaborative mode with [xrmers who participate
dlrectly In the research process.  Participation goes far
beyond simply contributing labor and land. Farmers must
also provide verbal feedback on the wisdom ox foolishness
of suggested on-farm trials—including trizl design.
Although most of us would agree that farmer participa-
tlon [n the research process is important, we are not very

good at making sure that this takes place. Recently, this

{ssue has come under Increased scrutiny. In part, this was
stimulated by criticisms that farming systems workers were
increasingly failing to Incorporate farmersinto the rescarch
process (Chambers and Jiggins, 198S). As a result, a bur-
geoning literature has developed on this subject.”* The
search for cost-cffective ways of incorporating farmers into
theresearch process continues. Sondeos (rapld rural apprais-
als), farmes-implemented and farmer-designed trials, farmer
field days, and workshops have becomne part of farming
sy.tems programs. In Botswana, we have recently made
extenslve use of farmer groups designed to Increase the role
- of farmers In technology design and assessment.'?

Although the move to greater participation of farmers in
the research process is fully justified, it is important to
recognlze four issues thatcan arise from increased emphasls
In this area:

a. Increased farmer participation implies the need for
greater skills In verbal communication. This is an arca in
which technlcal and social scientists—apart from sociolo-
gists and anthropologists—have reccived little or no train-
Ing.

b. Thereis likely to be increasing cmphisls on "soft”
data(qualitative and possibly sunjective) ratherthan "hard”
data(quantitative and usuallv objeczive). This makes results
less acceptable to experiment station based-scientists.

c. Compl, bmi 11n respondingtothe fclt needs.
of farmers could be deleterious to socicty, for example, by
increasing incqualites in the society, accelerating ecologi-
cal degradation, etc. It could also unnccessarily limit the
opportunities available to farmers, since they may only
articulate those neeus they think rescarchers can address.

d. Increzsed farmer participation implies a construc-
tive interactive relationship berween farmers and rescarch-
crs. This raises the possibility of biases in the sclection of
farmen involved in the research process. Are technologies
evaluated by such farmers equally valid for those farmers
with slmilar characteristics who did not participate in the
research process?

Incorporating Socletal Goals

The primary objective of farming systcms research Is to
improve the well-being of individual farming famities by
increasing the overall productivity of the farming system.
ThisisdoneInthecontext of both private and socictal goals,
given the constraints and potentials imposed by the deter-
minants of the existing farming system. There has been

>

-

much less success In incorporating societal goals. Three
reasons fox this follow. .

a. Asdiscussed carlier, the primary effort of farmir g sys-
tems wark has been to respand to the ~felt” noeds articu-
lated by farmers. The closet farmers areta the survival level,
the more likely such nceds will be those that must be

{ulfilled In the short-run (e.g., producing enough food o

survive until next year). As 2 resulr, they will be less
concemned about environmental degradation in the long-
run, and other such fssucs.

b. Genenllythcereisashont-run focusto much farming

.. systems work. This is in contrast to a long-run crientation

In which socletal impacts become more zrwrdal. This,
comblned with the methodological complexity of incorpo-
rating socictal evaluation critcria, and the time required In
deriving such socictal impact cvaluations, has limited the
role of farming systcms work in this arca. Emphasisin this
arca has largely been confined to subjoctive ex ante cvalu-
ations. Such evaluations influcnce choices in problems to
work with and the solutions to be advocated.

. Most farming systems work, duc to its institutional

- affiliation, tends to concentrate on the development of

relevant imp d technology. It is p to devclop
technologies that do not have a negative impact on the
environment—particularly the agroccological environment
and, to a much lesser extent, the sociocconomic ¢r iron-
ment—in the equitable distribution of benefits. However,
itistheimplementation of relevant policy/support systems.
that plays an cven more important roic in making sure
societal goals are fulfitled.

Itis important to bear in mind inat whatisdone now by
the cu:rent generation of farmers has a bearing on what is
poten:ially possiblein the future. A primary cxampleofthls
is the lssue of environmental stability, recognizing the
negative impact of environmental degradation on the live-
lihood of future farming families and possihly on the whole
socicty.

Becruse of low production and a high demand for agri-
cultura . products, tremendous pressurcis now placed on the
agricultural sectors of many African countrics. However,
currcnt adoption of technologics and implementation of
support programs can have cither negative or positive
infiuences on environmental stability. Technologics devel-
oped by researchers are being screened ex ante for their
possibleenvitonmental impacts. There is explicit concem
for conscrving the productivity of the soil. However, both
technologies and policy support systems must be designed
to have a positive impact on cnvironmental stability in the
future. These policy/support systems should [oster theidea
that if something is taken out of the land to encourage
production somcthing clsc must be put in to sustain future
laid productivity. For example, in Botswana two develop-
ment programs provide incentives for destumping to tm-
prove the cfficicncy of “he plowing opcration. This could
havea ncgativeimpact by cncouraging erosion, thus lowes-
ing the potential of the land in the future. A constructive
policy would cncourage destumping along with a program
to cncourage planting of windbreaks, living hedges, and

other such thingy. It isessentlal tobeing about convergence
between private short-run Interests of farmers concerned
with attalning an adequate standard of living and the long-
run soctetal Intercuts of inlng the env for
future generations.

As suggosted above, the closer farmers are to the subsis-
tence level the more concemed they are with svrvival, and
the less concerned they are with maintaining environ-
mental stability foe furure generations. Therefore, conser-
vation measurcs by themsclves are unlikely to be very

attractive to most limited rcsource farmers. Rather, im- -

plementation will requite a high degree of subsidization, or
the use of the “carrot and stick” approach which requires
farmers to participate in a specific conservation practice if
they ate to benefit from programs designed to stimulate
production. Production need not be undcrtaken at the
expense of conscrvation, as long as people tesponsible for
developing technologics and policy support programs take
conscrvation into consideration.

Donor fundingls incrcasingly beingdevoted to the fssuc
of land sustainability and rescarchers—including farming
systems rescarchers—are increasingly being asked to ad-
dress the arca. Can farming systems rescarch also incorpo-
rate such considerations, given the limited rescarch te-
sources available and atl the otherdemands being placedon
it? Thisis still an open question. The answer will depend,
in pant, upon Institutional support of the issuc.

Table 3. Evolution of the Farming Systems Approach

Concluslons
tesearch has evolt

Ot ly, farming sy 3

tlonary change since it developed in low-income countrie..
Changes are still taking place and will continue into the
future. Table 3 delineates changes that have occussed, are
now occurring, and are likely to occur In the future. Notall
of these changes are desiable. However, they reflect the
results of the and p placed oa farml.
systems work by different Intetested parties. Most of tiese
changes have been alluded to In this papet. They, intum,
point up some of the dil faced In Y

work and hence the difficulty of obtalining credibility. The
pressure for accountability in farming systems work has
increased. |

Accountability has been hindered because It ls virtually
impossible to quantify concluslvely the contributions of
farming systems research tosmall farmer development The
follow.ng rcasons have been cited (Baker and Norman,
1989;:

a. Thecomplementary nature of stadon-based n:nrdl
and farming systems research.

b. Thefactthatadoption of technologies depends ona
wide range of circumstances, ¢.g., the performance of sup-
port systems. .

< The fact that the farmlng systems approach encom:
passes both technology change and institutional change
results of which can take 10-2S years to matcriallze,

19701 to
Early 19807

Characteristic

Adjustrient Fusther
byIMId 15808 Adjustment

{ncreasing Trends to Cn:llﬂnue
Support systcm perspective
L\m\on finkage LESS
Arca development mandate
Work through channcls

Increasing Trends Subject
to Reversal
Ferd up rescarch priarities
Emphasis on farmer first
Sub-RD1 withln ecologxal zones
. Bascline diagnosls

Decrcasing Trends to Contlnue
lmrk-mcmr:d hghlcd teams
Rely on Canor funding
F;n;h:nh on quick turnaround time MORE
Dominated by expatriates
Focus on private profitability

Decreasing Tl‘t;:l Subject to Reversal
Focus on arcas
I‘rtd.‘ll:rml‘?!: commaodity focus MORE
Feed down from technikeal research
Rescarcher managed trials

Trends Yet to Begin
Focus on adoption nates
Focus on soclal profitability UTTLE
(sustatnabiliry)
Inclusion of macro-analysls

MORE MORE

MORE LESS

LESS MORE

UTTLE MORE

Source: Altleri and Hecht, l‘9l‘.‘.
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Even in the absence of such quantitative benefit.
cost ratios, farming svstems work (5 becoming a regular
component of research programs in many diffetent coun-
tries, as two recent global surveys have shown (Memill.
Sands, Ewell, Biggy, and McAllister, 19€9; Frankenberger et
al, 1989). Farming systems tescarch is here to stay, al-
tnough itsviability willdepend on the credibility itachicves
and the rclated issue of accountabulity.

Notes

1. The opinions expressed in thlis article are pe- onal
and do not necessarily reflect those of the Department of
Agricultural Research, Botswana.

2. Somcofthesefactore. whiciaarediscussed clsewhere,
inciude educational clitism, the desire :0 maintain the
status quo on the part of existing personael, institutional
rigidity, evolving methodology of farming systems work,
andalack of expertise in farming systers work (Poey, 1986;
Fresco and Poats, 1986).

3. Understandably the strongest linkage for the farm.
ing systems team is with others in the institution in which
the team is located. Apart from some francophone coun-
tries, such teams are usuaily located within research institu-
tions—the assumption made in this paper. Thus, it is not
surprising that the major thrust of farming systems rescarch
has been in the area of technology and not policy/support
systems. 2s in some francophone countrics where farming
systems teams are somctimes associated with development
projects (Fresce, 1984).

4. lfstation-based rescarchers don‘tunderstand the dif-
ferences, thiswill convince them that thecxperimental pro-
cedures are poor, and hence give rise to their concern about
high coefficients of variation which often result. This is
because it is virtually impossible to cnsure standardization
in nonexperimental variables (ceferis pankus conditions).

S. Another client that, over time, is likely to be less
significant, is the donor agency. Much farming systems
work in low-income countries is financed by donor agen-
cies. Byitsvery nature, the donor agency needsquick results
from its contributions. However, much of the credibility of
farming syuems work within national programs derives
from a longer term perspective than that acceptahle tha
denue agency. There are obvious legitimate reasons why
donor agencics need quick results. Howeve, it docs provide
a potential conflicr with making satisfactory and sustain-
able progress within national programs. In such programs,
changes are more likely t» be acceptable if introduced
slowly on the basis of dialoyie and agreement, rath zrthan

on the basis of quick decisions and sbarp conflicis.

6. This Implics that limited r~sources were mainly
tesponsible for the difficulty of absortiing farm.ng systems
tescarch. However, cven if credibility is achicved, a recent
study concluded that incorporation was oftvn limited be-
cause those responsible were not very fami‘iar with the
special organizational and managerial requirert.entsof farm-
ing systems rescarch (Mernll-Sands, Ewcll Biggs, and
MecAllister, 1989). Examples of issues that nead considera-

<

tion are the interdisciplinary nature of farming systems
tesearch, the high ratio of variable to fixed costs of farming
systems research compated with experiment station-based
research, an appreciation that the methouology foc farming
systems research is still cvolving, and other such issues.

7. The significance of this relationship becomes cnitd-
cally important in thinking through, for example, whether
RMRI tnals should be carried out on the experiment station
(c.g. if the pest or weed complex is very different fiom
farmers’ ficlds), considering sctting some magnitudes of
experimental variables at levels realistic for farmers to
consider adopting, sctting nonexperimental variables at
levels farmers can reasonably expect to achieve, using
evaluationcriteria appropriate o farmers; these criteriamay
be differcnt from the usual one of return per hectare, ctc.
(Baker and Norman, 1588).

8. Admitiedly, although the relationship between on-
station and on-farm research is, as a result, not a “mutually
excfusive® or “uncasy” one, it is likely to be “leading.
supporting” (Simmons, no datc). Although some farming
systems practitioners might find it difficult to accept such a
relationship, [ belicve that Simmons is quite right in cou-
cluding that this type of relationship is likely to have the
biggest pay-off in thelong-run. However, itisimportantto
cnsurcthatinsucharelationship, on-farm RMRIwork is not
emphasized at the expense of work at the RMFl and FMFL
levels.

9. Scealso discussion by Byerlee (1986) on prescriptive
and auxiliary information.

10. Optimum recommendations drawn up afte; many
ycars of work on the experiment station will, in fact, given
the heterogencity within the farmens” environment, not be
optimal for most farmers.

11. Particularly usctul refetentes on this subject are
Chambers, Pacy, and Thrupp (1989); Farrington and Martin
(1987); Ashby (1987); and Lightfoot {1986).

12. These groups have also proved to be cfficient in re-
ducing time and logistical vosts, in providing a good forum
for station-basd rescarchers and extension personned to
interact with farmass, in ascertaining farmers’ interest in
interventions that do not necessarily address the most
critical constraint or enterprise but can tmprove overall

uming system productivity (non-leverage interventions),
in decreasing the necasity to tightly specify recornmenda-
tion domains since farmers choosc the technologics they
wishtotest, inimproving farmet-to-farmer dialogueon the
meritsof the technologies they aretesting in a forum where
rescarchers are present, ete. (Norman, Baker, Heinrich, and
Worman, 1988).
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Purpose of the Study

The purpose of this study was to review, analyze, and
document the results of Farming Systems Rescarch and
Extension (F3R/E) projects/programs that have been imple-
mented worldvide. funded by the U S. Agency for Interna-
tional Development, Bureau of Science and Technology,
Office of Agriculture, the study focuses on the factors that
affect sustainability of FSR/E within national agriculturat
rescarch and extension systzms. It seeks to determine the
degree to which externally-funded FSR/E projects have as-
sisted in institutionaliziag the FSR/E approach into these
systems, and theextent to which governments will support
these activities. The study relied on field case studics In
Indonesta, Guatcmala, Botswana, and Costa Rica, and a
sceondary teview of FSR/E programs. Key topics addressed
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