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(a).
(b).

()

The development of methodologies for undertaking FSR.

Creating a pool of individuals with knowledge of FSR techniques through
training and/or on-the-job experience.

The current presence of FSR in many national programs.

However, donor support has not been without its problems. These can be

simplistically summarized as follows:

(a).

(b).

Narrow perception of FSR. There was a tendency, particularly in the early
days, to think that FSR could contribute only to helping in the production
of relevant improved technologies. This bias was encouraged by many of
the early developments in FSR techniques, in which the policy/support
components were assumed to be parameters, 1i.e., not subject to
manipulation. Thus, a submissive rather than an interventionist approach
to policy/support issues emerged -- encouraged by the methodologies that
often evolved from the international institute system. This obviously
reduced the potential multiplier effect of FSR work. 1In a sense, it is
like trying to play soccer on one leg, and, therefore, it is not
surprising that some have argued for a wider perspective in FSR [Anderson
and Hardaker, 1986; Gilbert et al, 1980].

Too much concentration on FSR. The panacea mentality concerning FSR meant
that donor agencies tended to concentrate too much on FSR type
initiatives, rather than supporting its development where there were
systems ready to use it effectively. For example, instead of FSR being
viewed as complementary to commodity-based work on experiment stations, it
seemed to be viewed as a substitute for such work. Not surprisingly,
under such circumstances, the short-run impact of FSR work is likely to be

very low. As others have said, it is unfortunate that research thrusts






individuals in the techniques of FSR, its emphasis on results (which may

have advanced the case for institutionalizing the approach) has not been

very helpful in making rational decisions on the appropriate form of

institutionalization [Baker and Norman, 1986].

Although the high level of donor support for FSR has had some positive
impact, it has also created some problems. Hopefully, national programs can
learn from past experiences and build constructively on them to increase the
impact of FSR in the future. Certainly, the opportunity now exists for national
programs to impart their own stamp on the future, both by creating institutional
arrangements that can increase the impact of FSR and, further as nationals become
experienced by developing methodologies for undertaking FSR in a cost-efficient
manner in the local setting. The increasing maturity and acceptance of FSR
within national programs will enable more selective use of limited donor funds
to improve deficient areas, rather than having to accept donor funding purely on
donor terms. This is consistent with the spirit of the recent Special Project
for African Agricultural Research (SPAAR) initiative, which hopefully will result
in joint national-donor decision making on implementing support and strategies
designed to ensure the long-run productivity and sustainability of NARS. The
following sections are devoted to a number of issues or areas that national
programs will need to address in strengthening the impact of agricultural

research, in general, and FSR, in particular.

INSTITUTIONALIZATION OF FSR
As indicated earlier, because of the quest for quick results, donors have
tended to use resource-intensive models for FSR type work in field situations.

However, over the years, those responsible for national programs and programs
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of efforts, the productivity of limited research and extension resources can be
improved. To my mind, an important joint activity that needs to be undertaken
regularly is a meeting of some type of Recommendations Committee consisting of
representatives of both research and extension,!® with the mandate of approving
recommendations for general dissemination through the extension service. In many
countries, the impact of research has been reduced because too little attention
has been given to the process of assessing and approving recommendations that
will facilitate the work of extension staff, while at the same time taking into

account the heterogeneity that exists in the real farming environment.

Developing And Approving Recommendations

In developing and approving recommendations, two obvious issues that need

to be considered?® are:

(a). What should be included in a recommendation and

(b). What types of information are acceptable as supporting evidence for a
recommendation.

These issues have become much more apparent with the development of on-farm
research involving the incorporation of farmers in the research process and, as
a result, the growing recognition.of the heterogeneity in the physical and socio-
economic environment. As a result, with reference to approving recommendations,
it would be good to see an increasing acceptance of the following:

(a). Incorporation of conditional clauses and targeting information to help

. For reasons discussed later, it would also be highly desirable to have representation from

agricultural planning.

This discussion also draws heavily on material presented elsewhere [Norman and
Modiakgotla, 1990].
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