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1. Introduction 
PELUM-Tanzania is one of the ten Country Working Groups that constitute the so called 
PELUM Association. It is a National network of Civil Society Organizations operating in 
Tanzania towards sustainable agriculture, food security and sustainable community 
development in the country. PELUM�s long term objectives are to build the capacity of 
farming and rural community groups to accumulate ecological capital and stimulate 
farmer learning and inspire them to experiment and innovate in empowering ways for 
food security as well as sustainability.  
 
To attain these objectives, PELUM Tanzania is facilitating learning and networking, 
participatory action learning, capacity building, lobbying and advocacy with small-scale 
farmers groups and civil society organizations. Through its member organizations, PELUM-
Tanzania is currently implementing two main programmes: (1) Networking for Sustainable 
Agriculture and Marketing and (2) Documentation and Communication for Promoting 
Local Innovations in Sustainable Agriculture in Tanzania (PROLINNOVA Tanzania).  
 
PROLINNOVA is an international initiative spearheaded by NGOs to build a global 
learning and advocacy network on promoting local innovation in ecologically-oriented 
agriculture and natural resources management (NRM). The focus is on recognizing the 
dynamics of indigenous knowledge (IK) and learning how to strengthen the capacities of 
farmers (including peasant/family farmers, forest dwellers, pastoralists and artisanal 
fisherfolk) to adjust to changing conditions � to develop and adapt their own site-
appropriate systems and institutions of resource management in order to gain food 
security, sustain their livelihoods and safeguard the environment. 
 
The programme builds on and seeks to scale up farmer-based R&D approaches that start 
with discovering how farmers carry out informal experiments to develop and test new 
ideas for improved use of natural resources. Understanding and documenting the 
rationale behind local innovation transforms how researchers and extension staff view 
local people. This experience stimulates interest, on both sides, to enter into joint R&D. 
Local ideas can then be further developed in a participatory innovation process that 
integrates the dynamics of IK and formal scientific knowledge where mutual learning is 
based on joint action and analysis.  
 
It is PELUM and PROLINNOVA central interest to ensure that such participatory innovation 
approaches are also applied by regular government institutions (so called 
institutionalisation). To achieve this they are set to influence policy development and 
implementation in the area of agricultural development. They realise the need to 
strengthen multi-stakeholder partnership through linking various potential stakeholders 
involved in R & D in order to become really effective. It is within this context that 
Prolinnova Tanzania has organized a three day workshop on Farmer - Extension - 
Researcher Linkages for its partners to develop advocacy and lobby strategies to 
influence policy makers in the area of agricultural development and natural resources 
management. The workshop brought together innovator farmers (18), NGO staff (8) 
District Extension officers (2) and Researchers (3) form Iringa, Mbeya, Pwani, Morogoro, 
Manyara, Kilimanjaro, Dodoma Regions and Mr. Laurens, the backstopper for Prolinnova 
Tanzania. 
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2. About the Workshop  

I. Workshop Objective 
The main workshop objective was to explore opportunities for greater and more effective 
interaction among stakeholders involved in R & D in Tanzania. The workshop helped 
development practitioners involved in PROLINNOVA Tanzania programme and farmer 
innovators to better understand the concept and rational of working through a multi-
stakeholder partnership on PID approaches and its institutionalization at different levels.  
Participants got an opportunity to share their experiences on the benefits and 
disadvantages of working through a multi-stakeholders partnership in promoting local 
innovation in ecologically oriented agriculture and natural resources management. We 
believe that farmers and rural communities will benefit more from R & D interventions only 
if there is good collaboration between researchers, extension staff and farmers. The 
workshop highlighted the process that enhances the utility of services delivery for rural 
people that would contribute towards the implementation of government policies 
related to food security and poverty eradication by exploring opportunities for greater 
and more effective interaction.  

II. Specific objectives 
• To define clearly and put into practice the mandates, functions and roles of different 

stakeholders involved in R & D and in coordinating development programme.  
•  To develop practical procedures and methods to support participatory planning, 

M&E, farmer-led experimentation and adaptation of innovations to local conditions 
and the needs of the poor. 

• To establish appropriate mechanisms for jointly managed information systems that are 
easily accessible by farmers, extension staff, and researchers. 

• Develop strategies  to undertake extensive human resource development to better 
enhance effective linkages 

III. Expected outputs from the workshop 
Improvements in collaboration between research, extension, farmers and other 
stakeholders was a precondition for effective service delivery at the village level that will 
lead to greater productivity and better livelihoods. At the end of the workshop, the 
following outputs were expected: 
� The mandates, functions and job descriptions for different stakeholders were clearly   

defined and put into practice. Stakeholders get better understanding on their roles in 
setting priorities for research and extension, and in coordinating development projects. 

� Development practitioners in the workshop were able to develop and disseminate 
practical procedures, methods and materials. Processes and tools were made widely 
available in support of participatory planning and M&E at village and District level, as 
well as to support farmer-led experimentation and adaptation of innovations to local 
conditions and the needs of the poor. 

� Development practitioners were able to establish jointly managed information systems. 
Stakeholders will make sure that technical information and practical experiences are 
accessible to farmers, extensions, researchers, and create channels for feedback. 

� Stakeholders strategies were made to undertake extensive human resource development to better 
enhance effective linkage.   
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IV. Methodology used 
The workshop was conducted through a mixture of lectures, posters presentation, slide 
presentations, case studies, plenary sessions, and interactive group discussions in order to 
meet the purpose of the workshop.  
 
The workshop was officially opened by Mr. Yakobo Tibamanya, the Country Desk 
coordinator of PELUM-Tanzania. After a brief self introduction of participants and short 
brief about the workshop content, participants were asked to mention what they expect 
and what they fear from the workshop. The expectations and fears were summarised as 
below: 
 
(i) Expectations: 

• Experience sharing on local innovation and PID concept. 
• Improvement of Researchers� participation into farmers/local innovations. 
• Farmers � Extension workers � Researchers capacity building on PROLINNOVA 

principles. 
• Gain strategies for promoting local innovations as well as innovators themselves. 
• Acquire skills on how to solve farmers� problems through scaling up local 

innovations 
 
(ii) Fears: 

• How policy makers are going to be involved on issues related to local innovations? 
• The absence of policy makers during the workshop is barrier to put into action our 

strategies related to local innovations and PID institutionalisation  
• How to capacitate farmers to develop their innovativeness characters?  
• Insufficient allowance for participants to meet their needs while in workshop. 

 
3. Participants� understanding of the word �local innovation�  
In order to test whether participants understand the tem �local innovation�, they were 
asked to mention some examples of local innovations that they are familiar with in their 
environment. Local innovation they mentioned included:   
 

• Cattle health improvement through the use of fish soup. 
• Increase chicks� production by separating them with hens after 2 weeks. 
• Use of cattle urine as a pesticides  
• Rain water harvest techniques for use in dry season 
• Use of Pig faeces to prevent rodents pests 
• Treatment of Newcastle disease in chickens by botanicals. 
• Preventing soil erosion through planting contour bands and ridges 

 
4. Status of Prolinnova Tanzania 
�Documentation and Communication for Promoting Local Innovations (PROLINNOVA) 
and Biosafety �, namely PROLINNOVA and Biosafety is one of the two projects being 
implemented by PELUM-Tanzania through its member and partner organizations. PTz has 
been given the opportunity to host Prolinnova programme in Tanzania due to its a good 
reputation experienced through Sustainable agriculture and land use management 
programmes that are implemented through MOs & POs. In 2004, PTz participated in the 
international workshop in Ethiopia where the late Fr. Yves Marché presented Tanzanian�s 
experiences on Promotion of local innovation (the so called PFI). After that workshop, two 
PTz member organization staff, Mr. Patrick Lameck (INADES Formation) and Innocent 
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Babili (ICE-SUA) participated in the ToF workshop on PTD/PID in the Philippines in 2004 to 
acquire knowledge and skills to run the programme. The same training was also 
conducted in Kampala in June-July 2006 where two PTz staff participated to enhance 
smooth implementation of the programme  
 
In 2004, PTz wrote a three year project proposal: �Documentation and Communication 
for Promoting of Local Innovations in Sustainable Agriculture� and submitted it to EED (a 
Germany protestant church organization) for partnership and funding and the proposal 
was accepted and approved for funding on 4th November 2004. This idea came in after 
PTz realised that funds from ETC were not enough to support Prolinnova Tanzania 
programme given its scope and coverage for PELUM-Tanzania membership.  

I. Overall Objective PROLINNOVA Tanzania  
To enhance the skills of development practitioners and other stakeholders towards 
learning and encouraging development of local innovations as well as technologies and 
their wide spread for improved livelihood of local Tanzanian people. 
 

II.  Specific objectives: 
(i) The promotion of local innovations: 

� To establish partnership with current and potential stakeholders in the 
implementation of the programme;  

� To build capacity of development practitioners on PID/PTD 
� To identify more innovations and local technologies 
� To facilitate creation of enabling environment for institutionalisation of PID/PTD 

related to local innovation.  
 
(ii) Advocacy for the protecting genetic resources of Tanzania local communities: 

� To collect and analyse information on existing policies and activities, resource 
persons and documents related to bio-safety and bio-security in Tanzania;  

� To collect information on existing African laws on the matter, especially the Model 
law for the protection of local community rights and the African Model Law on 
security in biotechnology; 

� To establish a coalition with interested and concerned partners; 
� To make the information collected available in Swahili and inform public opinion 

and farmers on the necessity to protect Tanzania Genetic Heritage; 
� To pursue advocacy work through media, debates, declarations, parliament. 

III. Target groups of the project are:  
� Institutions that are Member organisations and partners of PTz,  
� The local communities they are working with, 
� The Farmer Organisations and networks in Tanzania, both at local and national 

level, especially MVIWATA, the National Network of Farmer Organisations, 
� Agriculture Training and research institutions 
� Local and central government institutions in relation to issues and policies 

concerning smallholder farmers, especially institutionalising local innovation and 
advocacy to protect genetic resources. 
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IV.  Achievements so far: 
� Facilitated two people to attend TOF on PID/PTD in Manila, Philippines. 
� Developed & signed MoU between PTz and INADES FTz for providing Technical 

advisory services through her employee Mr. Patrick Lameck. 
� Raised funds from EED to support the programme  
� Organized 2 workshops on PID/PID for PTz MOs and Prolinnova stakeholders 
� Strategic activity plan prepared & implemented 
� NSC and Coordination Committee established  
� One meeting for NSC and 5 for the Coordination Committee were organised 
� PROLINNOVA Tanzania National Technical Advisors identified 
� A great variety of relevant innovations by farmers/land users identified for 

documentation 
� PROLINNOVA project officer recruited from 1st July, 2005 

 
� Exchange of information on programme implementation status shared between 

PTz, EED,  ETC and other stakeholders 
� Potential stakeholders for PROLINOVA Tanzania identified 
� Procured various office equipments to enhance smooth implementation of the 

programme, documentation and communications activities 
� Facilitated two PTz staff participated in the PID-ToF workshop in Kampala Uganda 

to strengthen their capacities on participatory approaches relevant in R & D 
� Hosted PROLINNOVA International Policy Advocacy workshop  
� Carried out follow up visits and field visits to Prolinnova partners and innovator 

farmers to assess the level of programme implementation 

V.  Challenges: 
� Although PTz has a wealth of member and partners organizations, only few are 

PROLINNOVA stakeholders while the remaining are non-PTz members.  
� Many development practitioners do not value yet PID approaches and its 

advantages towards Promoting Local innovations.  
� While farmers have abundant innovations not yet taped in, most researchers and 

extension workers still believe in the assumption that successful new ideas, 
innovations or technologies originate from experts working at a superior level. 

� Local innovations and indigenous knowledge are not recognised and 
acknowledged scientific community 

� PID approaches are not institutionalised because up to now some view it as 
controversial to formal scientific knowledge   

� Innovator farmers are not yet encouraged & recognized as major actors in R & D 
even themselves are no confident with their innovations 

� There is inadequate participation of government officials in the programme. We 
need more awareness activities to bring them back 

 
5. Oerview of PROLINNOVA international (PROmoting Local INNOVAtion in ecologically-

oriented agriculture and NRM) 
 
PROLINNOVA is an international initiative spearheaded by NGOs to build a global 
learning and advocacy network on promoting local innovation in ecologically-oriented 
agriculture and NRM. The focus is on recognising the dynamics of indigenous knowledge 
(IK) and learning how to strengthen the capacities of farmers, forest dwellers, pastoralists 
and artisanal fisherfolk) to adjust to changing conditions � to develop and adapt their 
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own site-appropriate systems and institutions of resource management in order to gain 
food security, sustain their livelihoods and safeguard the environment. It aims to: 

• Strengthen R&D partnerships and methods to promote local innovation processes 
in agriculture and natural resource management (NRM) 

• Integrate Participatory Innovation Development (PID) approaches that build on 
local innovation into agricultural research, extension and education 

I.  Who are local innovators? 
Innovators are farmers / land users who develop new ways of production or managing 
farming / natural resources using their own initiative. Local innovators are those 
farmers/land users who are building on local knowledge but using ideas from various 
sources. They are often curious and willing to take risks. Local innovators are not �model 
farmers� groomed by projects to adopt transferred technologies 

II. Basic hypotheses 
• Analysing local innovations provides a focus for groups / communities to examine 

opportunities and set agenda for R&D 
• Recognition of local capacities and creativity is prerequisite for true partnership in 

R&D 
• Engagement in this PID process strengthens: 

o community organisation for development 
o capacities of agricultural services to support   endogenous development, 

i.e. �from within�      

III.  Some history 
• 1999: GFAR encouraged an informal network (mainly of NGOs) to form GPP to link 

and scale up dispersed PID activities throughout world 
• 2000�02: ETC EcoCulture (Netherlands) facilitated process of expanding network and 

gaining support 
• 2003: IFAD funding for NGO-led participatory planning of PROLINNOVA in Ethiopia, 

Ghana + Uganda 
• 2004: 4-year funding from DGIS Netherlands for nine countries: Ethiopia, Ghana, 

Uganda, Cambodia, Nepal, Niger (2004), South Africa, Sudan and Tanzania (2005) 

IV. GPP built from the bottom up 
• National NGOs create space for exchange of experiences between major 

stakeholders in agricultural R&D at subnational + national levels 
• Process guided by multi-stakeholder Steering Group and implemented by its Core 

Team 
• Stakeholders reflect on how to institutionalise PID in research, extension and 

education 
• Stakeholders jointly design their own PROLINNOVA Country Programme 

V.  Self-designed Country Programmes 
Country programmes differ according to local experience and history but have common 
elements. These are:  
1) inventories and databases of local innovations, innovators and supporting 
organisations 
2) setting up subnational / national multi-stakeholder platforms for sharing and learning 
3) building capacity in documenting local innovation and facilitating PID processes 
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4) farmer-extensionist-scientist planning and implementation of PID  
5) PM&E of joint activities, outcomes and impacts 
6) creating awareness + engaging in policy dialogue 

VI.  Global PROLINNOVA programme designed by the CPs 
• Representatives from Country Programmes (CPs) plan international PROLINNOVA 

activities 
• International Support Team (IST) � IIRR Philippines, ETC EcoCulture, CIS Free University 

Amsterdam and LBL Switzerland � provides support in coordination, networking, 
capacity building, website management, documentation, publishing and policy 
dialogue 

• CPs share and analyse experiences in building partnerships in R&D, promoting local 
innovation and PM&E, for purpose of mutual learning 

• International learning workshops: Ethiopia 2004, Uganda 2005, Cambodia 2006 

VII.  Funding modalities 
• IST attracted funding from DGIS for partial support to inception and implementation in 

nine countries 
• Funding for some international activities received from World Bank, GFAR, CTA, 

Misereor etc 
• Additional material, human + financial resources being met by NGO Secretariats in 

each country and by IST  
• Funding proposals are drawn up jointly to tap opportunities in specific programme 

areas  
(e.g. policy dialogue, participatory video) 

• Local co-funding sought and sometimes gained at country level (e.g. by PELUM-
Tanzania from EED Germany) 

 
 
 
 

VIII.  Governance at global level 
Prolinnova is governed by POG (PROLINNOVA Oversight Group) which is made up of the 
following:  
• 3 Country Programme representatives  (Ethiopia, South Africa, Sudan) 
•  3 external members : Beatrice Del Rosario, Philippines/Thailand (APAARI), Anna 

Tengberg, Sweden/Kenya (UNEP) and Reinhard Woytek, Germany/USA (World Bank) 
•  1 IST representative (IIRR) 
•  ETC Ecoculture ex officio  (Secretariat) 

IX.  Terms of Reference for POG decided by Country Programmes (CPs) 
The following are ToF for POG: 
• Overall guidance on main issues and directions 
• Oversight on behalf of CPs and donors 
• Develop programme strategy, policies + principles in consultation with CPs, and 

oversee adherence 
• Arbitrate in conflicts between CPs and IST 
• Ensure that adequate M&E is being applied 
• Support advocacy activities at international level 
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X.  Main achievements of POG 
• Inaugural meeting: 17�18 Feb 2005, South Africa 
• Second meeting: 4 June 2005, Uganda 
• Established various criteria + procedures for GPP: - for including new Country 

Programmes 
- for including new areas of activity for funding 
- for selecting participants in international meetings 

• Defined mechanisms for financial transparency 
• Defined approach to fair recognition of partners� 

contributions (IPR, copyleft) 
• Drafted code of practice in PID for discussion in �world café� at international 

PROLINNOVA workshop 
• Third meeting: 11-12 March 2006, Cambodia 

XI.  Main achievements of PROLINNOVA GPP in past year  
• Start-up of programme in 3rd group of countries: Niger, Sudan, Tanzania (staggered 

start because limited funds) 
• Documentation + inventories of local innovations 
• Commencement of PID in some countries, and agreement on code of practice in PID 
• Broadening, strengthening and regionalisation of multi-stakeholder platforms in CPs 
• Learning about building R&D partnerships + PM&E during workshop hosted by 

PROLINNOVA-Uganda 
• Piloting participatory video (PV) in Ghana and formulating multi-country proposal to 

use PV as tool in PROLINNOVA 
• Winning DURAS competitive grant and starting pilot Innovation Support Funds through 

FAIR (Farmer Access to Innovation Resources) action-research project 
• Further development and improvement of website (www.prolinnova.net) 
• Awareness-raising and policy dialogue at national and international level, including 

numerous publications 
 
 

XII.  Challenges but opportunities 
• Funding obtained thus far is insufficient for the ambitious programmes drawn up by 

the CPs 
• But many donors say they are open to support farmer-driven and development-

oriented research 
• Behavioural and institutional change is a long and slow process, especially in research 

organisations 
• But the partnerships are becoming stronger, especially among local innovators + 

development support organisations, and commitment of partners is growing at 
regional and national levels 

 
 
6. Technology Generation and Diffusion through an Active Partnership between 

Research and Extension Institutions, NGOs and Rural Communities 
  
To eradicate hunger and poverty, improvements in such areas as infrastructure (e.g., 
water availability and distribution), communication and education, and health are 
needed. At the same time, agricultural innovations remain critical too. Agricultural 



 13

innovations and diffusion of new technologies are important factors in developing 
countries' quests for food security. Public agricultural research, both national and 
international, like much of development strategy, has bypassed the needs of small and 
marginal farmers and concentrated primarily on better endowed regions, commodity-
intensive production systems, and commercial crops. Small producers, particularly those 
operating in resource-poor areas, have benefited much less from the recent 
technological breakthroughs in agriculture.  
 
In order to attack poverty and hunger, it is critical to redirect and augment resources 
devoted to agricultural research to the farming and livelihood systems of poor rural 
communities. Some institutions, like IFAD, have long advocated the critical need of 
extending research to the low- potential areas and the traditional crops grown by the 
marginal farmers, women and indigenous populations, building on their local knowledge 
and cultural practices. Small farming in resource-poor areas must be sustainable, 
economical, and intensive in order to provide dependable, long-term support for rural 
households:  
 
To achieve these three capabilities, small farmers must have access to sustainable 
technology in agronomy, livestock, forestry, and fisheries. These techniques should also 
be diversified, adapted (or adaptable) to the specific characteristics and constraints of 
farming households, as well as appropriate to their different socio-economic and agro-
ecological environments. They must also protect the environment, and provide for 
renewal of natural resources.  
 
Agricultural research institutions have not always done well in this respect. It tended to 
neglect: 

a. Small-scale, rain fed agriculture in resource-poor areas (where most of the poor 
live) and the crops produced there; 

b.  (ii) The specific needs; constraints, and survival strategies of poor farmers; and  
c. (iii) The traditional knowledge and innovative capacity of the poor farmers 

themselves.  
A final, closely related bias concerns the functioning of extension systems, which were 
top-down, standardized, and based on one-way communication  

I.  Evolution of the Global International Agricultural Research System 
In order to respond to some of the above-mentioned problems, steps to reorganize the 
global international agricultural research system and to develop new experimental 
procedures of research and development are currently under way. Four trends can be 
discerned: (i) a shift in research agenda to cater more to the rainfed and resource-poor 
areas; (ii) the creation of regional research coalitions, to exploit the comparative 
advantages of different actors, particularly the developing-country national agricultural 
research systems (NARS) and the northern research organizations (labelled Advanced 
Research Organizations -- AROs), and to make considerable economies of scale; (iii) the 
development of links between the research system and NGOs and community 
organizations, to put research more at the service of the producers; and (iv) the 
recognition of a subsidiarity principle, to bring research as close as possible to farmers.  
 
Research agenda are shifting to cater more to those rainfed and resource-poor areas as 
well as to the conditions facing women farmers. This shift is necessary to promote 
household food security for the rural poor. The CGIAR has recently decided to 
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incorporate the objectives of poverty reduction and environmental sustainability in the 
identification of its future research priorities. IFAD is spearheading a collaborative effort to 
strengthen the partnership arrangements between NARS and the CG-system with a view 
to ensuring that future research programmes are more responsive to the requirements of 
small producers and women farmers.  
 
Based on the monitoring of regional agricultural resources and needs, the CGIAR, NARS, 
and AROs could assign resources to Regional Action Programmes such as those 
conceived within the Special Programme for African Agricultural Research (SPAAR). Such 
a strategy of alliance between the different research institutions, through the creation of 
eco-regional action programmes or inter-institute activities, will allow more diversified 
technological solutions that are better adapted to very different socio-economic and 
physio-climatic conditions.  
 
Having learnt from the insufficiency of the results obtained from the previous programmes 
to control hunger and poverty, the World Bank seeks to mobilize traditional bilateral and 
multilateral donors into a more participatory strategy. Such strategy reserves a leading 
role for Southern NGOs, with the aim of drawing on their "culture" of participatory 
intervention in the field, and their capacity for community mobilization. In this strategy, an 
essential role should also be given to the farmers' own organizations, including women's 
organizations. The development of a real dialogue between farmers' organizations and 
national and international research institutions would: (i) increase the relevance of 
research programmes chosen by national and international institutions; and (ii) optimize 
the diffusion of new technologies by continually involving farmers' organizations and 
NGOs in testing the new or improved technologies under real conditions.  
 
Many NGOs have stressed that the global international agricultural research system 
should not be a monolithic knowledge structure characterized by centralization, 
remoteness of decision- making and execution, exclusion of local actors in the process, 
and poor distribution of resources to farmers' organizations. Rather, they should share a 
vision of a pluralistic research system, in which multiple sources of innovation co-exist, 
according to a subsidiarity principle. This means that research should be performed as 
closely as possible to users and as much as possible by farmers. Research that can be 
performed by farmers should be undertaken by farmers' organizations, programmes that 
can be performed at the national level should be undertaken by NARS, and only those 
research programmes that require CGIAR involvement should be performed at that level. 
Concurrently, there is a need to promote knowledge-sharing in order to ensure that local 
innovations are widely disseminated and to gain maximum economy of scale 
 
To conclude: the new framework of consultation and planning activities for the global 
international agricultural research system should be organized around four key principles:  
(i) A "pluralistic view" of technology generation and diffusion, based on recognition of the 
multiplicity of actors and disciplines;  
(ii) The goal of developing links with NGOs and community-based organizations (CBOs) 
putting research at the service of the producer;  
(iii) The regionalization of research programmes, to exploit the comparative advantages 
of the different actors, particularly the NARS, and to make considerable economies of 
scale;  
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(iv) the need to be cost-effective; the economics of the participatory approach must be 
addressed in order to minimize its bureaucratic and transaction costs so that they will not 
be as high as those of the so-called conventional research and extension approaches.  

II.  Towards a New Participatory Approach  
There is now a general realization that the relation between research and development 
should be modified. Since the seventies, a number of researchers and extension 
institutions have become aware of the limits of the previous approach and begun to 
promote more diversified innovation-diffusion procedures -- "research and development" 
approaches. In these approaches, more attention is paid to user expectations, with a 
substantial proportion of the experimental work transferred to the real environment. 
Extension of the results is achieved by using advisory methods, participatory monitoring 
and evaluation, or by assigning responsibility for diffusing innovations to producers' 
organizations (farmers' organizations, NGOs, etc.).  
 
These procedures have several major features. First, researchers consider that the rural 
producers are partners in the innovation; they operate on the basis of desires or interests 
expressed during exchanges with these partners. Thus their research is embedded in real 
environments and development operations. Second, partnership in the diffusion of 
innovations requires two-way communication. As researchers deal with more partners 
and an increased diversity of development operations, they have to attach increasing 
importance to farmers' organizations or interprofessional bodies that can serve as 
effective mediators. Farmers, and the organizations they form, participate in the 
diagnosis and the drawing-up of research questions, in the testing of innovations, in 
diffusion tests and monitoring, etc. Communication methods that permit true exchanges 
between researchers and development partners are of major importance.  
 
Many recent projects that include these elements of participation have produced 
extremely encouraging results in terms of feasibility and sustainability. It is now known that 
researchers can perform -- with perfect experimental rigour -- on-farm research, involving 
users that are directly related to the diffusion process. These successes permit better 
understanding of the general conditions necessary for the success of participatory 
procedures, allowing to lay the foundations for their generalization -- even though there is 
no single, universal mode of farmer participation but different modes of varying intensity 
according to the socio-cultural, institutional, and political context, the type of innovation, 
the resources available, and the degree of awareness of the persons concerned. In the 
CGIAR system there are also examples of integration of a bottom-up approach with 
farmer-extension-research linkages.  
 
However, this new participatory orientation still presents many outstanding issues and 
unresolved problems. One relates to the type and nature of the organizations that will 
enter into research partnerships. In many regions, poor farmers' associations, especially 
women's organizations, are few, young, and unprepared to work with research 
institutions. If small farmers' organizations are to take their place in the global research 
system and balance the more prevalent associations for export crops and wealthier 
farmers, they must be promoted and strengthened. The research institutions' modes of 
functioning must also be modified, to make meaningful interaction with small farmers' 
organizations possible. Both sides in the partnership will have to reform structures and 
procedures to take on new tasks.  
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Moreover, while research is an important element in achieving rural development, its 
potential contribution can only be realized when other elements are in place. For 
example, it is doubtful that many farmers will invest in developing land resources without 
ownership. The incentive framework for the creation and adoption of valuable innovation 
is also vital. Again, the degree of poor farmers' organizations is crucial here. Only strong 
farmers' organizations can ensure the adoption and implementation of government 
policies that reflect their needs and concerns, and create an enabling environment for 
sustainable production and development.  

III. Reforms of the Agricultural Research Practices  
Research systems must be people-centred, demand-driven and relevant and 
appropriate for the poor small producers. The technology and accompanying support 
structures must be within easy reach of, and affordable by, the intended clients with low 
risk-tolerance threshold. Improving the responsiveness of agricultural research to the 
needs of the poor and hungry will mainly be done through small farmers' participation in 
the identification and planning of research projects. There is also need to evolve 
mechanisms for transmitting problems to researchers who are willing to work in inter-
disciplinary teams with the farmers to find solutions to such problems within given socio-
economic and eco-regional contexts.  

IV. Identification Phase and Participatory Diagnosis  
Incorporating small farmers' needs in planning research begins with better knowledge of 
farming systems, the processes of change they underwent, and the socio-economic 
development constraints. For example, farmers and especially women are almost always 
part-time, engaged in non-agricultural activities, and this affects decisions to innovate or 
adopt new technology. Such knowledge can best be gained through concerted 
diagnosis by researchers and farmers. Understanding small farming systems also permits 
to identify effective partners for the subsequent creation and diffusion phases. This choice 
is essential, but a weak point in many projects.  
 
On the part of the agricultural research sector, this implies the need to:  
(i) Determine the object of research by drawing up typologies of the various 
environments. Small farms can be identified and analysed according to characteristics 
that cannot be reduced to their small size. Poverty -- and frequently precariousness of 
living conditions -- impose a set of constraints, and result in the use of particular strategies 
by small farmers, especially with regard to innovation and risk- taking; and (ii) undertake 
specific research on technology generated by farmers themselves, understand local 
modes of knowledge transmission, and adapt conventional research to the specific 
conditions of small farms. The objective is sustainable, economic intensification of the 
various categories of small farms.  
 
Farmers' specific needs can then be defined with the rural participants where rapid 
diagnosis of research needs is successfully performed with farmers' cooperation. During 
the identification phase of local needs, analysis of farmers' strategies allows for 
assessment of farmers' initiatives and innovative capacities, and better preparation for 
subsequent phases.  

V. Recognition of Farmers' Knowledge and Innovative Capacities  
Farmers have not waited for the creation of research institutes before improving their 
farming systems through innovation. All societies have long traditions of inquiry about 
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human-nature interactions. This intricate knowledge about ecology and sustainable ways 
of using natural resources is embedded in day- to-day practice, and also in folk traditions, 
symbolic language, and cultural artifacts: sustainable solutions have both 
rational/utilitarian aspects and cultural/"irrational" ones. Whenever new constraints 
appear as a result of human or natural processes, new solutions have to be, and often 
are, devised. Even the pressures and exclusion experienced by the poor have often 
forced them to adopt survival strategies that include experimentation and innovation. 
Hence, communities may be economically poor, but also knowledge-rich. It is this 
constantly evolving knowledge system which has helped people to survive with more or 
less success.  
 
With few exceptions, these knowledge systems, and their capacity for innovation, have 
been downplayed and neglected by scientists, especially since colonization. The curiosity 
to learn from indigenous knowledge has almost totally -- but not fully -- been lost. The 
challenge before the national and international research centres is to find ways to 
strengthen or revive these indigenous knowledge systems. This is not easy, for these 
indigenous systems of knowledge and creativity have a very different nature and 
functioning than western systems of technology generation and transfer.  
 
Much of the traditional knowledge, and the innovations developed in response to new 
constraints, are very location and culture-specific. The same constraint is not necessarily 
resolved the same way across cultures, even within the same ecological region. This 
diversity of solutions is rooted in the diversity of culture, language, and social structure. As 
a result, indigenous mechanisms for the use and creation of innovations have low 
compatibility with the western rules of scientific validation for capitalizing knowledge.  
 
Great difficulties can arise when exchange and diffusion are attempted between 
cultures. The institutional dimension of these knowledge and innovation systems is an 
integral part of their functioning. This implies that a sustainable search for an alternative 
way of practising agriculture and related practices of managing human and animal 
health is unlikely to be sustainable unless western science and external actors, wanting to 
learn from and strengthen these systems, accept the difficult challenge of modifying their 
own methods and ways of thinking. Methods of horizontal, farmer-to-farmer learning and 
exchange must be developed.  

VI. Reform of Extension Practices  
Like the research system, extension systems must be people-centred, demand-driven and 
relevant and appropriate for poor small producers. Therefore, extension systems must 
respond to farmers' organizations as well as local government. Farmers' participation in 
research planning and the creation/identification of innovations generates the potential 
for their diffusion and is thus an essential component of the diffusion process. The 
participation of extension agents in agricultural research is equally important for the 
diffusion of innovations, and is a feature unfortunately lacking in many projects. Analysis 
with the farmers of newly-created innovations in their technical and socio-cultural 
context is the first stage in actual diffusion. This analysis is used to assemble technological 
packages that are tested by farmers to identify the most relevant and to assemble sets of 
technical references. At this stage, researchers and extension agents should demonstrate 
the appropriate technological packages to farmers and provide advice. 
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Finally, partnership between researchers and farmers should not cease with farmers' 
adoption of an innovation; this simply marks the end of a creation-and-diffusion phase. 
The innovation must be followed up, after a set period of time, by an impact assessment 
leading to new planning that starts the next improvement cycle. Unfortunately, few 
projects illustrate the latter point because auditing with the users is rarely or poorly 
integrated in projects. Generally, extension systems should become more flexible, at the 
service of farmers and their specific needs, and not the contrary. More specifically, the 
organization and management of extension systems have to undergo the following 
transformations:  
• From one-way to two-way communication systems;  
• From routinized schedules to flexible operations;  
• From a procedure orientation to a learning-opportunities orientation;  
• From top-down, vertical hierarchies to flatter, network organizations;  
• From bureaucracy and scientist-driven to farmers' organizations and informal 

institution-driven;  
• From a production increase focus to a sustainable production management focus; 

and  
• From a transfer on technology transfer to focus on the transfer of scientific knowledge, 

incorporating more information on the environmental, biodiversity, and bio-safety 
implications of new technologies, to enhance farmers' capacities for autonomous 
innovation.  

 
It should be noted that while the extension machinery has grown greatly in crop-related 
fields in most countries, extension improvements are urgently needed in the livestock 
sector, horticulture, aquatic resources, forestry, and off-farm employment. All are 
essential aspects of poor farmers' strategies of diversification and income-generation.  
 
7. Farmer-Extension-Research collaboration  

I. Introduction  
To improve their livelihoods, rural people (women and men, poor and well-off) need 
�new things and ways that work� or in other words innovations. This may be solutions to 
particular constraints or new opportunities. New things that work can be manifold (better 
varieties and breeds, improved production/husbandry practices, new crops/animals, 
more profitable marketing channels, more ecological land use practices, new ways of 
organizing themselves). To achieve its very purpose (improve livelihoods of rural people) 
extension workers need to know about new things and ways that work for the different 
people of their area � solutions to their constraints and new opportunities for more 
income, more food security, employment etc.  

II. Why discuss collaboration between extension and research?  
In many places neither research nor extension are satisfied with the work of the other. 
Research agendas are often set by scientists only. Economic realities are often not 
adequately considered in research. Sometimes institutional mechanisms for talking to 
each other are simply lacking. 
The main acknowledgement mechanism for research is publication of scientific papers 
targeted at 
peers. Usefulness for farmers and potential for poverty reduction is rarely an official 
criterion for judging the quality of research. 



 19

III. Extension and research collaboration to find new things that works 
In a traditional, now outdated view, the roles distribution is as follows: Research develops 
innovations, extension transfers the innovations to farmers, and farmers adopt the 
innovation. Nowadays it is recognized that farmers, extension and research need to 
collaborate to develop useful innovations. There are many ways to do this. Efforts can be 
research-, extension- or farmer-led. The involvement of farmers can vary from just doing 
the physical labour in an on-farm research plot in traditional On-farm Research, over a 
being a source of information and consultation in Farming Systems Research, and being 
a partner in the design and implementation of research (in Participatory Innovation 
Development and Farmer Participatory Research, to taking the lead in local research 
with extension and research in the role of advisers in Farmer-led Research.  

IV. Research/extension collaboration to decide what to research 
Research agendas are set too often by committees consisting of scientists only. At least 
extension (public or private) and farmer representatives, and, even better, concerned 
private sector actors should have an equal voice in deciding in which research public 
funds should be invested. The criteria to judge quality of research are usually novelty and 
scientific soundness. Why not include usefulness to farmers and potential for poverty 
reduction in the quality criteria? Extension is in its daily work with farmer gaining vast 
experiences on what works and what not, where new problems are coming up, where 
external recommendations are not adequate, and how farmers adapt new things to fit 
their own condition. These insights are very valuable for research for fine-tuning their 
research. A lot of these insights tend to be lost if there are no systematic feedback 
mechanisms. There are many ways to organize feedback mechanisms both electronic 
and face-to-face. 

V. Extension/research collaboration to process and synthesize knowledge  
Research results, scientific knowledge, and insights from practical experiences need to 
be synthesized and translated first into information usable for extension workers� and then 
to farmers� level. While the step from extension to farmer level is usually a task of 
extension, the first step may involve collaboration between research and extension.  

VI. Extension/research collaboration in access to means of production  
When new varieties, crop types, animal breeds, tools and other materials are identified as 
being �new things that work� for many people, of course the question arises how to 
make these available to on a large scale to all the people for whom they constitute an 
opportunity. With seed for example the question arises who does the bulking. Possibilities 
are private sector companies, specialized farmers and cooperatives or government seed 
farms. Experience in many countries shows, that government alone is unable to fulfil the 
demand for really useful new varieties. New tools and equipment can only be made 
available on a large scale by encouraging private sector actors to manufacture and 
market them. 

VII. Extension/research collaboration in information management 
Often various uncoordinated information databases are built up a country, mostly for 
research information. Information for extension and from extension makes its way to 
databases much more rarely. Coordination of such efforts, clear division of responsibilities, 
and in electronic databases, the possibility to search all databases in one go, and the 
systematic inclusion of extension information would make information management 
systems substantially more useful. 
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VIII. Extension/research collaboration to assess outcomes and impact of extension 
work 

Basically the monitoring of outcomes of extension work is a task of extension itself. 
However occasionally there may be a demand for more in-depth studies of certain 
aspects, e.g. to find out about social and economic impact. These are beyond extension 
capacity and thus for such work extension and research best work together. 

IX. Farmers� needs are the link 
Farmers� needs are the heart of R & D. All stakeholders, the government, the private 
sector and international Organizations have the responsibility to assist and support 
production improvement based on the farmers� needs. As a part of PID, participatory 
needs assessment is needed, taking into account that the farmers themselves understand 
best about farm production constraints and potentials. To increase the capacity for 
suitable services to meet farmers� needs, systematic collaboration between all relevant 
organizations is needed. Effective link among stakeholders is a vehicle for all stakeholders 
to spread techniques, technologies, information and experiences to field. 
 
Analysis of production problems and opportunities � as part of needs assessment - is a key 
process in the Village Extension System. There are a various needs for farmers. 
Extensionists� main responsibility is to coordinate with other stakeholders for supporting 
extension activities, such as: coordinate with research institutions for testing the seeds with 
farmers, request research institution to do a market study, coordinate with private sector 
to work on production input supplying, coordinate with NGOs to support training, etc. 

X.  Information services: an entry point to improve research extension linkages 
The Strategic Vision for the Agriculture and Forestry Sector as well as the National Growth 
and Poverty Eradication Strategy emphasizes the need for technology development that 
is based on farmers� needs and in-line with market signals. One way to achieve this is 
creation of improved linkages between different actors in the sector. Unfortunately, some 
of the key bottlenecks to improved production are often ineffective technology delivery 
systems, including poor information packaging and inadequate communication systems.  
 
Improving sharing of information and communication between different actors can be 
seen as one of the essential strategies for strengthening linkages between different actors 
within the Agriculture Knowledge and Information System. The information service 
strategy should emphasize on capacity building, partnerships and networking as means 
to improve sharing of information between different actors in R & D. There needs to be a 
variety of mechanisms to disseminate information to different stakeholders.  
 
Different forms of media will be appropriate for different actors and there is a need to 
develop a range of information dissemination mechanisms if all actors are going to be 
able to effectively access information. However, information cannot just be �handed 
over� from research to extension. Both have a role to play in developing materials and 
information. For information to be effective there needs to be partnerships and dialogue 
between research and extension and mechanisms in place to support continuous 
interactions between all stakeholders.  
 
It is very important to identify key linkage points from village to National level for 
collaborative work where roles and responsibility for collaboration among stakeholders 
are clearly defined. The development of agreed upon relations can assist in improving 
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the effective flow of information and technology between farmers, research and others 
organizations involved in agriculture research and Development activities. In relation to 
this, there is need to develop a number of joint activities in which both research and 
extension can work on to begin to strengthen the Agricultural Knowledge and 
Information System. 

XI. Developing Partnerships to Promote Local Innovation 
In the past, mainstream rural development efforts were focused on technical innovations 
delivered from research through extension to farmers in a top-down, linear model of 
institutional support. In the South, these interventions generally failed to give poor families 
more secure access to food and to improve their livelihoods. Most of the introduced 
technologies were inappropriate for poor farmers in marginal, rainfed areas such as the 
drylands and mountains. 

"Farmers" is used in this paper as a collective term to refer to all people who produce 
and/or harvest from plants, animals and aquatic organisms. It includes peasant/family 
farmers practicing cultivation, animal husbandry and/or tree growing, mobile 
pastoralists, forest dwellers and artisanal fisherfolk, among others. 

However, some examples of effective alternative approaches to research and 
development (R&D) for sustainable agriculture and natural resource management (NRM) 
in marginal areas have emerged. These approaches � often pioneered by non-
government organizations (NGOs) � try to capitalize on the knowledge and creativity of 
local people and to combine local and external knowledge in joint exploration and 
experimentation. Some examples are the Indigenous Soil and Water Conservation (ISWC) 
and Promoting Farmer Innovation (PFI) projects in several countries in Africa. These 
approaches involve discovering and recognizing what local resource users are trying to 
do in their own development and experimentation efforts, and building on these 
initiatives. They promote participatory action learning by resource users and supporting 
agencies in order to develop the local innovations and complementary techniques 
further (Reij and Waters-Bayer, 2001). 

The challenge is to scale up the processes that underlie these and similar initiatives, which 
have largely remained small "islands of success". Scaling up requires changes in the 
attitudes and behavior of the major actors in agricultural R&D. If scientists, extensionists 
and other actors learn to recognize the local innovations that farmers develop on their 
own initiative, they begin to see farmers from a different perspective than in conventional 
approaches of delivering innovations to farmers. They are stimulated to reflect on the 
roles of different actors in the rural innovation system. It is upon this hypothesis that the 
initiative known as PROmoting Local INNOVAtion (PROLINNOVA) was built. 

The stakeholders in R&D for agriculture and NRM are highly diverse, ranging from small 
participation-oriented or even politically activist NGOs to large, conservative government 
agencies. These actors have quite different cultures and ways of working and interacting 
with others. How can partnerships among such diverse stakeholders be forged in order to 
scale up the process of change from delivering innovations to farmers towards 
developing innovations together with farmers? What are the basic principles that need to 
be followed? What strategies of building multi-stakeholder partnership are most 
effective? The experiences of the PROLINNOVA Country Programs in building platforms in 
which various stakeholder groups negotiate, plan and implement joint action to promote 
a farmer-innovation approach to agricultural R&D can shed light on these issues. 
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XII. Entering Research and Development through Local Innovation  
Local innovation in agriculture and NRM is the process through which individuals or 
groups discover or develop new and better ways of managing resources, building on 
and expanding the boundaries of their existing knowledge. The innovations � i.e., the 
results of this process � may be not only of a technical but also of a socio-institutional 
nature. Especially in drier areas where livelihood systems are highly vulnerable to climatic 
risks, successful local innovations often involve new ways of gaining access to or 
regulating use of the natural resources, new ways of community organization, or new 
ways of stakeholder interaction. 

Identifying local innovations undertaken on farmers' own initiative is a first step towards 
changing the way scientists and development workers regard farmers and interact with 
them. The purpose is not primarily to be able to disseminate the local innovations in a 
transfer-of-technology mode of extension � picking out what scientists consider to be the 
"best" solutions that are most widely applicable. 

Local innovations are locally developed to fit a particular biophysical and 
socioeconomic setting and usually cannot be transferred in exactly the same form to 
other settings, especially not in the many different environments in which poorer farmers 
live. However, the documentation and wider sharing of local innovations can provide 
ideas and inspiration for others to do their own experimentation and to adapt new 
ideas to other settings. 

Local innovations offer entry points for linking local knowledge and formal scientific 
knowledge in community-led participatory R&D. For development agents and scientists, 
learning to recognize and value local innovation and informal experimentation by 
farmers is an important step towards engaging in Participatory Innovation Development 
(PID). 

PID is a more comprehensive term than Participatory Technology Development (PTD), an 
approach that has been promoted for many years by NGOs and has become 
increasingly widespread. Basically, the activities involved in PTD are: 
• Getting started (getting to know each other)  
• Joint analysis of the situation � the problems and opportunities  
• Looking for things to try to improve the local situation  
• Trying them out in community-led participatory experimentation  
• Jointly analyzing and sharing the results  
• Strengthening the process, often through improving local organization and linkages 

with other actors in R&D, so that PTD will continue.  

As innovation in agriculture and NRM goes beyond "hard" technologies to "soft" 
innovations such as in marketing, farmer organization and co-management mechanisms, 
the term "PID" is increasingly being used instead of "PTD" to embrace this broader 
understanding.  

PID is not primarily an approach to research but rather an approach to development. 
Most of the PID that is happening today is being done by farmers together with 
development agents � usually without the involvement of formal researchers. This should 
be encouraged, as it will not be possible for formal research to work together with the 
millions of poor farmers in remote, marginal and highly diverse areas throughout the 
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world. Local experimentation is necessary to see if new external ideas � whether from 
other farmers or from formal research � can fit the local setting. Moreover, conditions are 
constantly changing, so all farming communities need to be able to adjust to these 
changes. Therefore, local innovation by farmers must be a never-ending process. PID is 
intended to strengthen this process. 

The local-innovation approach is an entry point to PID that starts with looking at what 
farmers are already trying, in their own efforts to solve problems or grasp opportunities 
they have already identified. The joint situation analysis by community members and 
outsiders is based on these concrete examples. Local innovations become foci for 
community groups to examine opportunities, to plan joint experiments to explore the 
ideas further and to evaluate the results together. This process, around concrete joint 
activities, helps to strengthen community organization for development. 

XIII. From Stakeholders to Partners 
In the context of agricultural R&D, the term "stakeholders" encompasses all people who 
have an interest in the production and consumption of food and other agricultural 
products. These include � in addition to the primary stakeholders: men and women 
farmers � research and extension agencies, education and training institutes, 
government policymakers, the private sector (e.g., involved in input supply, processing, 
marketing and consultancy services), consumers and civil-society organizations. The 
term "partners" refers to those actors who jointly plan and implement activities to further 
the agenda that is, ideally, negotiated by the above-mentioned stakeholders. In order 
to collaborate, the partners mobilize and share resources and agree on how these will 
be managed. 

The concept of "platform" is based on the principle that a space for negotiation should 
be created in situations where diverse actors define and struggle for the same set of 
resources yet depend on one another for the realization of their objectives. Within these 
platforms, the actors would be able to establish dialogues and clarify points of view. 
Those dialogues are supposed to facilitate joint planning, or at least the creation of 
coherent plans. 

XIV.  NGOs Catalyzing Change through Partnerships 
There have been many attempts in the past to establish research-extension-farmer 
linkages, but these have usually been undertaken by government organizations, often in 
the framework of donor-driven projects. Partnerships need to be built up gradually and 
with sensitivity. Potential partners need time to understand each other, to recognize and 
accept each other's strengths and weaknesses, to know what can be expected of each 
other, to venture into joint activities and to learn from reflecting on the process together. 
Here, good facilitation is key to allow communication and learning. 

The PROLINNOVA program is based on the assumption that NGOs are in a good position 
to help build partnerships in agricultural R&D by facilitating "interactive processes for 
social learning, negotiation, accommodation and agreement" (Röling and Jiggins, 1998). 
Through their long experience of working directly with farming communities, NGOs can 
play a bridging role between farmers and formal research. Many NGOs have developed 
skills not only in technical aspects but also in social issues such as organizational 
development, conflict management and gender sensitivity. In the PROLINNOVA 



 24

program, NGOs are assuming the role of facilitator within and between Country Programs 
and between the local and global spheres. 

The NGOs facilitating the Country Programs have taken a complex task upon themselves. 
Through the international action-learning platform of PROLINNOVA, the Country Programs 
seek mutual support by sharing and analyzing their experiences in building up multi-
stakeholder partnerships to promote participatory approaches to agricultural R&D and 
learn from each other how to deal with the difficulties they face in this process. 

XV. Learning from the Partnership-Building Experiences 
The experiences of the Country Programs in building multi-stakeholder partnerships were 
discussed during the first international workshop on PROLINNOVA, held in Ethiopia in 
March 2004. Despite the diversity of organizations present and the heterogeneity of their 
experiences, participants discerned some common patterns and challenges and drew 
some practical lessons for partnership building. 
 

XVI. Basic Prerequisites for Effective Partnerships 
If a multi-stakeholder platform is to function effectively in promoting PID, some 
prerequisites are the following: 
• Internal motivation. The partnerships for institutionalizing participatory approaches will 

be resilient and sustainable only if they are driven by internal momentum and energy 
� by the genuine motivation of each and every partner � rather than being driven by 
external donors. For this reason, importance is given to own financial and/or other 
contributions from each partner to the overall program.  

• Sincere commitment from all partners. Through personal and institutional interaction 
and joint work, the different organizations involved learn about each other's strengths 
and weaknesses and how their contributions can complement each other. During the 
process, mutual trust and commitment grow, and the partners increasingly care 
about the state of the partnership as a means to achieve their own and joint aims. 
They need to be committed not only to strengthening the partnership but also to 
pursuing a strategy of change within each member organization.  

• Good facilitation. This allows stakeholders to come together, to discuss issues, to find 
common ground and to agree on joint action. In each Country Program, the 
facilitating NGO is in a difficult position, as it is keenly concerned with issues in 
agricultural R&D yet must focus on mediating in the partnership and assuming as 
neutral a role as possible. The National Steering Committee needs to recognize � and 
the facilitating NGO needs to accept � when it is advisable to bring in an external 
facilitator (someone who understands but is not directly involved in the issues at stake) 
at crucial points, such as for planning-workshops or to resolve conflicts.  

• Shared responsibility. A partnership can function well only if all members realize that it 
should not and cannot depend on only one individual or one organization. 
Responsibilities and leadership must be shared.  

• Openness and transparency. At the very beginning and to the greatest extent 
possible, the partners-to-be need to make their interests and expectations clear, i.e., 
articulate what is at stake. The resources that can be made available from internal 
and external sources and the benefits that could be gained should be openly 
discussed. This allows the partnership to move together from a common position of 
understanding and respect for each other's position. Even though this is done at the 
outset, clarifying objectives and identifying stakeholders and stakes is an iterative 



 25

process. The platform needs to be prepared to change its composition and structure 
if and when necessary.  

 
 
 
 
 
8. Sharing of experiences and successful stories on local innovation undertaken by 

participants  
During the exercise, every participant was asked to elaborate about one innovation 
he/she is familiar with to present to the plenary session while answering to the following: 

• Type of innovation; 
• What was reason to start innovate? 
• Who else facilitated the process? 
• How many people have imitated the innovation? 
• What are the benefits or success of the innovation? 
• What are the challenges of the innovation and  
• To provide some suggestions with regards to the innovation 

I.  Group one: Farmers  
Rehema Kabelege � Mafinga Mwakaumu  
Type of Innovation Separating chicks with hens after two weeks 
Reason for 
Innovation 

• More than two hens interact on one box of eggs that led to 
poor incubation 

• Increase eggs and chicken production at low feeding cost. 
• Increase family income 

Who facilitated • Herself plus an advise from the TAYOSADA Project Coordinator 
Success of 
innovation 

• Increase production within a short time, now she has 70 
chickens. 

• Enough chickens and eggs for sale and home use 
• Increase fertilizer 
• Quick and enough income to satisfy her needs 

How many has 
imitated 

• Majority use the same way in local chicken keeping and have 
succeeded. 

Challenges • Diseases like Newcastle disease. 
Suggestions • Researchers to visit her so she can do it technically. 
 
Mohamed Njinji - Kibaha 
Type of Innovation Separating 2 acres farm for cassava seeds along the valley area 

for later use. 
Reason for 
Innovation 

• Was due to drought  

Who facilitated • TADENA training through farmers groups 
Success of 
innovation 

• Sale of cassava seed during drought period that led him to get 
a total of TSHs. 600,000/= 

• Those cassava seeds were sold in areas of kisarawe, Dodoma, 
Mkulanga and other individuals around the village. 

• Profit from sale of cassava seeds exceeded sale cassava 
harvested. 

How many has • Next period neighbour village did the same to combat with 
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imitated drought e.g. Mwanambaya village and other farmers in my 
village. 

Challenges • At first my fellow farmers laughed me. 
Suggestions • Researchers to visit him for more improvement. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 Jai Lengasiku � Mafinga Mwakaumu 
Type of Innovation • Use of pigs faeces as a farm pesticide, by mixing raw faeces 

and water then spray on farm. Do it twice per month. 
Reason for 
Innovation 

• He asked himself, why crops near pig shed are not affected. 
• High cost of manufactured pesticides. 
• Poorly and shortly functioning of manufactured pesticides 

Who facilitated • Himself 
Success of 
innovation 

• Increase quantitative and qualitative crop production  
• No pesticides to his farm 

How many has 
imitated 

• More than 10 farmers are using it to protect their crops against 
pests. 

Challenges • High cost for the manufactured pesticides. 
Suggestions • Researchers to do an observation why animals are chased by 

pig faeces smell. 
 
 
Type of Innovation • Mixture of cattle urine that has stored for 6 days, pounded 

tephrosia and 6 litres of water, then spray to plants to prevent 
farm pesticides 

Reason for 
Innovation 

• High cost of manufactured pesticides/animal drugs. 
 

Who facilitated • Herself also heard from others 
Success of 
innovation 

• Increase production  
• No problem on pesticides, as he make it himself. 
• Increase quantitative and qualitative crop production  
• Increase in food security and family income 

How many has 
imitated 

• Majority use the same way in local chicken keeping and have 
succeeded. 

Challenges • Overdose kills plants. 
Suggestions • Researchers to do effective observation on the pesticides. 
 
John Madisi � Kilosa Morogoro 
Type of Innovation Pesticide for cereals storage (Achtheric super asili) 

By mixing Mkunungu plant (magamba) + mjui plant (magamba)+ 
bush potato (Ituha) 
Cut them into small pieces, pound them to get its flour, then mix 
with water and use it for 3 bags of maize. 
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It has 2 years storage capacity. 
Reason for 
Innovation 

• He asked himself, why crops near pig shed are not affected. 
• High cost of manufactured pesticides. 
• Poorly and shortly functioning of manufactured pesticides 

Who facilitated • Ancestors used it before. 
Success of 
innovation 

• Increase cereal safety.  
• Food security and future market securing. 

How many has 
imitated 

Majority approximately 100 people in 5 villages are using it to 
protect their crops against pests. 

Challenges • Limited trees that used in making pesticides 
Suggestions • Researchers to do confirmation and institutionalize it. 

• Tree planting 
 
 
Type of Innovation • Killing of Caterpillars by use of Neem tree  
Reason for 
Innovation 

• Unavailability of active pesticide for Caterpillars. 
• Limited pesticide while demand is high. 
• Poorly and shortly functioning of manufactured pesticides 

Who facilitated • Himself and sent it to his group. Also INADES helped in 
institutionalizing it. 

Success of 
innovation 

• Increase cereal safety.  
• Food security and future market securing. 

How many has 
imitated 

• Majority have understood on the use of neem even planting it  

Challenges • Emphasis on trees planting 
Suggestions • Researchers should help how to sustain it. 
 
Fulmence Vicent Gerald Lymo � Kondoa Dodoma 
Type of Innovation • Organic tomato and other vegetables production on sand 

rivers during the dry season by use of wet available in the soil 
(no irrigation).  

Reason for 
Innovation 

• Due to river floods during rain seasons. 

Who facilitated • Himself and then was became recognized by INADES. 
Success of 
innovation 

• Increase in Income level, around 2,000 US$ (4 acres). 
• Buying machines e.g. tractor. 
• No cost of irrigation 
• No or low pests because sand get heated. 

How many has 
imitated 

• Approximately 600 people are using the technique. 

Challenges • People migrate due to floods in large areas. 
• Problem of grasshoppers that eat tomato plants. 

Suggestions • Researchers e.g. PROLINNOVA to do research on it and 
provide advice for more production. 

• Institutionalization of the innovation as well as innovators 
themselves 

 
Noa Mwambalasa � SHILDA Rungwe Mbeya 
Type of Innovation Mixing of ashes and salt for animal wounds treatment (for 
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castrated animal). 
Local dose is like; mix 2 tablespoons of ashes and one tablespoon 
of salt, then smear on animal wound.  

Reason for 
Innovation 

•  High cost of buying manufactured animal drugs.  
• Late recovery of animal wound after castration. 

Who facilitated • It was an idea from a Danish. 
Success of 
innovation 

• Wounds recover after 2 days. 
• 239 pigs and 20 goats have received service. 
• Income generation. 

How many has 
imitated 

• Majority in the society are using the innovation. 
• 5 guys have discovered another method 

Challenges • How to work collaboratively with the guys. 
• Lack of effective measurement units. 
• To be ignored i.e. payment for only use of ashes and salt! 

Suggestions • There should be good relationship and linkage between 
farmers, researchers and extensions. 

 
Hekima Maneno � Kibaha 
Type of Innovation • Water harvesting technique using indigenous well  
Reason for 
Innovation 

• Limited water for irrigation and home use. 
• Also after the bucket of water being poured by her fellows. 

Who facilitated • Herself with her husband 
Success of 
innovation 

• Water storage during rainy seasons, for use in dry season 
• Sale of water TSHs. 50 per 20litres 
• Increase in income level for her group basket. 

How many has 
imitated 

• No one, as they think that she has got funds somewhere else for 
the well. 

Challenges • Extensions neglect her invitation. 
• Ignored by other people. 

Suggestions • To be visited by extensions 
 
Ramadhan Yusufu Yero � Kondoa Urban 
Type of Innovation Forest conservation: 30 acres forest conservation  
Reason for 
Innovation 

• Was due to limited firewoods. 
• Also to help his wife as she was pregnant. 

Who facilitated • Visited by HADO project people and INADES. 
Success of 
innovation 

• Emergency of water sources. 
• The area gets enough rainfall. 
• Increase in crop production due to enough rainfall. 
• Wild animals attracted by water sources e.g. Leopard, . 

How many has 
imitated 

• No one as people fears him, even to seek for advise from him. 

Challenges • People call him magic man. 
• How to combat with firewood theft. 

Suggestions • He owns lager area illegally; he need help to own it by law. 
 
MARRY MYEMBE � Mafinga Mwakaumu 
Type of Innovation • Farm fertilization through crop rotation and burying all farm 

rubbish.  
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Reason for 
Innovation 

• High cost of inorganic fertilizers. 
• After knowing the disadvantages of inorganic fertilizers to soil. 

Who facilitated • MWAKAUMU AND HIMA. 
Success of 
innovation 

• Running production at low costs. 
• Increase in crop harvested from 7 bags to 28 bags per acre. 

How many has 
imitated 

• Some of farmers bordering my farm. 

Challenges • Farmers does not value people�s innovations and think that is a 
magic use. 

• To be ignored by my fellow farmers. 
Suggestions • Sensitizing all farmers to see that local innovation is part and 

parcel of livelihoods. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Name Maiko Mangula � MVIWATA 
Type of Innovation Soil fertilization through crop remains and kitchen wastes, which 

are buried in a hole, watered until rote.  
Reason for 
Innovation 

• Soil organic matter improvement. 

Who facilitated • Himself 
Success of 
innovation 

• No use of inorganic fertilizers. 
• Profit increase.  

How many has 
imitated 

• More than 5 families in the village  

Challenges • Is a hard and energetic work.  
Suggestions • Extensions should learn/start where a farmer has ended and 

send to researchers for more analysis and back again to a 
farmer. 

 
Nicodemus John Shalua � Babati Manyara 
Type of Innovation • Use of water dam and water harvest by use of plates  
Reason for 
Innovation 

• Chronic food insecurity and limited water for home use for a 
long time. 

Who facilitated • Himself but 2 years later an extension worker advised him to dig 
a water canal for collecting water 

Success of 
innovation 

• Increase production from 21/2/acre to 16bgs of maize  

How many has 
imitated 

• More than 20 farmers and currently are food secured. 

Challenges • Pests like stockbrokers. 
Suggestions • Workshops, seminars and farmers exhibitions should be done 

regularly for more learning. 
 
Anyubatile Annosisye Cheyo - Ileje 
Type of Innovation • Fowl pox treatment in chicks by use of Ngao medicine for 
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mosquito prevention. Mix 2 tablets of ngao and 2litres of water 
then spray 

Reason for 
Innovation 

• Fowl pox that causes a death of 48 Malawi type chickens out 
of 60 chickens kept. 

Who facilitated • Himself. 
Success of 
innovation 

• Safe production. 
• No fowl pox again. 

How many has 
imitated 

• More than 5 people and are going on with services delivery to 
other chicken keepers. 

Challenges • What causes that disease 
• What drug to use. 

Suggestions • Researchers to do research on the side effect of ngao to 
human health. 

 
Salima Kisuda � Babati Rural 
Type of Innovation • Use of water dam for irrigation and soil fertilization by organic 

manure  
Reason for 
Innovation 

• Food insecurity. 
 

Who facilitated • CODETO organization where an extension worker advised him 
to cultivate using tractor, that LAMP NGO provide loan to 
farmers and payments are made after crop harvest. 

Success of 
innovation 

• Increase food security from 3 � 15bgs of maize and 2- 10bgs of 
sorghum. 

How many has 
imitated 

• More than 20 farmers and are food secured. 

Challenges • To be ignored by fellow farmers. 
Suggestions • Extension should be near to farmers for effective production. 
 
Brown Mwantowe � Mbeya Rural 
Type of Innovation • Use of local medicines for ndonda treatment (back bone 

problems). Leaves are pounded and dried to sun. 
• Is a 5 days dose, 1 tablespoon for an adult and 1teaspoon for 

children under 5 years.  
Reason for 
Innovation 

• Disturbed his a family especially when too much beans are 
taken. 

 
Who facilitated • Himself 
Success of 
innovation 

• Family recovery, and can eat beans as usual 

How many has 
imitated 

• He is providing treatment service to many people especially 
children. 

Challenges • He is jealous to adult people because they call him a magic 
man. 

Suggestions • Stakeholders and researchers to take it for laboratory test. 
 
Goliath Mbega - Isangati 
Type of Innovation • Use of Castro oil for Soil fertilization. 
Reason for • Loss of soil fertility. 
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Innovation  
Who facilitated • Himself and later improved by extension workers. 
Success of 
innovation 

• Increase maize production than normal. 
• Increase soil fertility and soil wetness 
• Change of soil colour from red to black. 

How many has 
imitated 

• 6 farmers 

Challenges • To be ignored by fellow farmers, they see him as if he is playing. 
Suggestions • Extensions and researchers should work cooperatively. 
  

II.  Group Two: Extension Workers, NGOs and Researchers 
 
Pascal Nyange  � Kondoa Dodoma 
Type of Innovation Use of elephant grass for korongo prevention that served 9 acres 

from destruction. 
How did you get 
the information 

• Through questionnaires until I get the particular farmer. 
 

What was your 
contribution 

• Dry season agriculture training and provision of farm 
implements. 

• With the help of DALDO, they contributed TSHs. 20,000/= each 
for buying 13 goats. 

What is the 
perception of your 
District council 

• Sister to be a trainer farmer. 

Challenges • Market for her crops. 
Suggestions • A need for Sister to own the Farm/land by law. 
 
 
Muze: SAIPRO 
Type of Innovation Water harvest by use of water troughs (malambo). 
How did you get 
the information 

• Through farmers themselves. 
 

What was your 
contribution 

• Informing Sokoine University of Agriculture Soil Water 
Management Research group, who conducted training on 
water harvest for different use. 

• Training tours organized by SUA. 
• SUA made improvement on 13 water troughs that were made 

by farmers themselves, by preventing sand entrance into water 
trough and built 14 tanks. 

What is the 
perception of your 
Institution 

• A Makanya water use research institute shown interest after 
being seen farmers contribution. . 

Challenges •  
Suggestions • Through participatory approach by different stakeholders bring 

about development. 
• Valuing and improving farmers� local innovations. 

 
SHILDA  
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Local innovation 
Local innovation practices were in use many yeas ago before advanced technologies. 
The aim of sensitizing local innovation is to enable farmers increase production in 
agriculture/livestock projects, by the use of natural resources available in a participatory 
way that will not affect the environment. SHILDA by then SHDDP, started to set up a 
cadre of veterinary paraprofessionals known as Community based Animal Health Workers 
(CBAHW) in order to extend livestock services to many rural communities. Those were 
farmers selected from their community based organisations/dairy farmer groups where 
they got trainings on theory and practical skills at Uyole research and training institute. 
 
Reason for farmers to innovate 
1. High costs of farm inputs and veterinary dugs. 
2. Difficult access of farm inputs to rural communities. 
3. Government withdrawal from provision and distribution of livestock/agriculture inputs 

(provision of subsidies). 
4. Easy availability and application of local innovations. 
5. To complement or replace new technologies when found ineffective. 
6. Easy transmission and diffusion to local communities. 
 
Having good relationship with Uyole Research and Training Institute and Veterinary 
Investigation Centre Iringa, SHILDA was able to document 90 ethno � veterinary practices 
by the help of 108 local innovators. Up to present researchers are still working on some 
herbs/plants and local innovations to be documented. 
 
Some of documented local innovations; 
1. Preparation of local mineral bricks 
2. Compost making. 
3. Tick control using tephrosia vogelii (Utupa). 
4. Preparation of starter culture for milk processing (sour milk). 
 
Current situation on farmer � extension � research linkage 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Challenges 
1. Many local innovations are not universal. 
2. Poor information dissemination due to lack of communication infrastructure e.g. 

telephones 

Private Veterinarians Government 
Veterinarians

Para 
Veterinarians

Local authorities 
Villages, wards etc 

Community Based Animal 
Health Workers (CBAHW) 

Livestock keepers  
Farmer organisations 
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3. Service providers who were coaching CBAHW were reluctant to integrate indigenous 
knowledge. 

4. Young farmers shy off from indigenous knowledge practices. 
5. Selfishness in passing knowledge to others. 
6. Environmental degradation leading to extinction of the plants/medicines. 
 
Opportunities 
1. Awareness creation of PROLINOOVA is important to extension workers as well as to 

farmers. 
2. Information sharing between NGOs, CSOs, Institutions and District Council Authorities 

on innovation issues. 
3.  Organisation of more exhibitions of local innovations and their application for 

sustainable agriculture. 
4. To encourage good relationship between researchers and farmers before and after 

making researches. 
 

Proposed System of Education and Communication for  
Farmer � Extension � Research Linkages 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Patrick Mwalukisa - Ileje 
Type of Innovation Limited and dirty water  
How did you get 
the information 

• From his fellow villagiers. 
 

What was your 
contribution 

• Improvement of the available wells by using bucket of water, 
kokoto and lime  

What is the 
perception of your 
District council 

• Water testing to a chemists 
• People were happy with the innovation and were waiting for 

funds from Ileje district director for training.  
Challenges • Is the water safe for human being use? 

• Unavailability of lime. 
Suggestions • What can be done to make water available and clean at low 

cost? 
 
Mwiha Chelesi - Ileje 

Policy makers

Local Community Researchers 

Extension 
Officers 

Trainers 

ORGANIZATIONS 



 34

Type of Innovation Use of sacks and sand in vegetable production (Home garden) 
How did you get 
the information 

• Through visiting farmers 
 

What was your 
contribution 

• Participating farmers in different exhibitions 
• Buying sacks. 

What is the 
perception of your 
Institution? 

• To increase vegetables production for sale and home use. 
• To sustain farmers local innovations. 
 

Challenges • Farmers themselves ignoring the innovation. 
Suggestions • Use of available resources for development 
 
Thea Shayo � TADENA Dar es salaam 
Type of Innovation Hand use machine for cassava processing 
How did you get 
the information 

• As he has a timetable of visiting farmers. Also he informed by a 
nearby farmer (Mr. Njinji).  

What was your 
contribution 

• Conducting trainings. 
• Organized a meeting that brought together 3 groups of 

cassava farmers to see the whole processing by the local 
machine. 

What is the 
perception of your 
Institution? 

• Improvement on the particular local innovation. 
• Some of improvements made were; 
• To prevent it from rust 
• Handle making. 

Challenges • How to collaborate with researchers, extension, farmers and 
NGO in local innovation improvement to reach the standard. 

Suggestions • Local innovations should be within farmers� demands. 
• A farmer should inform researcher or extension on his/her 

innovation.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  
Henry Mwambalulu � Rungwe 
Type of Innovation Use of local medicines in Cow heat detection 
How did you get 
the information 

Through visiting a cattle keepers 
 

What was your 
contribution 

• Addition of minerals during feeding. 
• Provision of mineral block 
• Hormone syringes 
All the above didn�t work. Then after using local medicines after 3 
months a cow was pregnant. Examples of local medicines; 

- lugoje 
- Luciana - accacia 
- lugombelo mdogo 
- lugombelo mkubwa ( this is for vitamin addition and 
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reducing poison of other medicines) 
The medicine has worked in 37 cows. It has been used even in 
human being. It has no side effect.  
Giving advice and some funds 

What is the 
perception of your 
Institution? 

• Acceptance of the medicine and doing more research 
 

Challenges • Teaching others on the availability of medicines since he is a 
businessman and his nature. 

• He is called a magic man. 
Suggestions • Researchers to do more research. 
 

III. Experience on F-E-R linkages from the Zonal Research Extension liaison Officer 
(ZRELO), Central Zone Mpwapwa 

 
Introduction 
The Zonal Research Extension Liaison Officer (ZRELO) position was created in 2000 after 
the Regional Agriculture and Livestock Development Officer (RALDO) post was removed 
out. From the so called RALDO, two levels were formed that are Regional Agriculture 
Advisor (RAA) and the Regional Livestock Advisor (RLA), however the post of Regional 
Extension Officer (REO) was not available at region level. That is why ZRELO was formed 
to work as a zonal linkage between research and extension.   
 
Role played by ZRELO 
• To be a link between researchers � farmers � extensions. 
• Technologies dissemination from researchers � through extensions � to farmers 
• To collaborate with different agriculture stakeholders, e.g. RAA and RLAs, DALDO, 

NGOs, research institutes e.t.c., in identifying technologies demands. 
• Quarterly workshops preparations, where some farmers, researchers and extensions 

can discuss on matters related to innovations. 
• Collaborating with particular stakeholders in agriculture exhibitions preparation. 
 
Technology Dissemination 
After receiving technologies from researchers e.g Mpwapwa LR, ARI � Makutupora and 
Homboro, or from other zones; 
• They normally translate into simple language that is understandable to users/farmers 
• To put technologies in disseminating materials e.g. brochures, video films, books e.t.c. 

depending on available demand. 
• Some times researches involve farmers in their fields (on farm trial) in order to bring 

about technological feedback. 
 
Challenges faced 
• Failure of farmers on use of technologies due to poverty for technologies being too 

expensive 
• Poor Feedback 
• Poor /limited facilitation compared to zonal areas 
 
Opportunities 
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• Involvement of different stakeholders e.g. NGOs, Researches Institutions, Extensions 
e.t.c. 

•  Farmers themselves are innovators, should be not be ignored. 
 
Proposed relationship between Farmers � Extension workers � Researchers 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
9. Way forward 
At the end of the workshop, participants were asked to develop realistic action plans 
that will used at individual organization to build up and strengthen effective linkage and 
information exchange on local innovation systems between Farmers, Extension staff and 
researchers. The exercise was carried out into small group discussions and plenary 
presentations where each group was requested to answer to the following questions:    

1. How PID strategies can be institutionalized to be part and parcel of our daily 
activities? 

2. Which opportunities are available for successful institutionalization? 
3. What are responsibilities of each stakeholder for a success institutionalization? 
4. Who do you think are better stakeholders to collaborate with in this strategy? 
5. How to lobby policy makers in decision making on the general strategy? 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Presentations from group discussions were as follow: 
 
GROUP 1: Farmers 

Institute/ 
Stakeholder 

Opportunities What to be done Responsibilitie
s 

Time 

POLICY MAKERS 

FARMERS 

RESEARCHERS EXTENSION 
OFFICERS 
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• Presence of 
Villages and 
Wards 
meetings 
together with 
farmers 

• Presence of 
local 
innovations 

• Farmers Local 
innovations as the 
main agenda 

• Dissemination of 
farmers innovations 

• Implementation 
strategies 

• Explanation on general 
PID strategies 

• Extensions 
and 
councillors 

Quarterly 

• MVIWATA, TV  
• Farmers groups,  
• NGOs, 

Brochures 

• Organizing  seminars on   
innovation issues 

• 2. Information 
collection on 
innovation issues 

• PROLINNOV
A 

 

• Researchers 
and Extensions 

• Information on local 
innovation should 
reach policy makers 

• Through 
district 
councils 

 

Farmers 

• DADP 
directories 

• Farmers opportunities 
identification within 
district councils 

 

• PROLINNOV
A,MVIWATA, 
INADES do 
detailed 
analysis on 
those 
opportunitie
s 

 

 
GROUP 2: NGOs 

Institute/ 
Stakeholder 

Opportunities What to be done Responsibilitie
s 

Time 

NGOs,  
Researchers, 
District 
councils, 
Research 
Institutions 

Presence of; 
• Innovators 
• NGOs 
• Research 

institutes 
• Farmers 
• Extensions 
• Policymakers 
• Strategic plans. 
• Communicatio

n medias  
 
 

• Introducing PID to the 
Organisation board. 

• To make PID part and 
parcel of the Organisation 
activities. 

• Identification and 
recognition of local 
innovations 

• To conduct participatory 
research on innovations 

• Conducting confirmatory 
meetings. 

 

•  To conduct 
meetings. 

•  To organize 
study tours 

•  To organize a 
special day 
for exhibitions 

•  Documentati
on and 
dissemination
/institutionaliz
ation of local 
innovations 

Jan. 2007 

 
GROUP 3: Extensions 

Institute/ 
Stakeholder 

Opportunities What to be done Responsibilitie
s 

Time 

District 
councils,  
Extensions 

Identification of 
local 
innovations 

To make local innovations 
to be part and parcel of 
their daily activities 

To identify, 
sensitizing and 
facilitating 

August, 
2006 
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Improvement of 
local 
innovations 

Participation on trials To be 
facilitated by 
OC 

Dec. 
2006 

Meetings Conducting meetings with 
innovators 

Fund request 
from OC by 
an extension 

Dec. 
2006 

Information Quarterly Information on 
innovation development 

Information 
collection 
about 
innovations 
from WEOs 
and VEOs  

Feb. 2007 

 

Training tours Tours preparation district 
and country level 

Fund request 
from OC and 
ASDP 

August 
2007 

 
GROUP 4: Researchers 

Institute/ 
Stakeholder 

Opportunities What to be done Responsibilities Time 

Researchers Different 
identified and 
not identified 
local 
innovations 

Research 1. Researchers should 
be facilitated 

2. Conducting 
dialogue forum 
with policy makers 

Jan � 
Dec, 
2007 
January, 
2007 

 Presence of 
research 
institutes 

For improvement 
and confirmation 

PROLINNOVA Tanzania 
to market itself through 
local innovations and 
its successes of PID 

Jan � 
Dec, 
2007 

 Need for local 
innovations 

To disseminate 
useable local 
innovations 

PROLINNOVA Tanzania 
should conduct 
seminars, workshops, 
exhibitions, and e.t.c in 
order to reach policy 
makers. 

Once per 
year 

 Donors aim at 
participatory 
researches 

Use of PID in 
research 

PROLINNOVA 
Tanzania, capacity 
building to researchers 
in use of PID 

Quarterly 
per year 

 
GROUP 5: PROLINNOVA 

Institute/ 
Stakeholder 

Opportunities What to be done Responsibilities Time 

All 
stakeholders 

PROLINNOVA 
dialogue 

1. Statistical data 
collection on PID 
information through 
lobbying and 
advocacy 

2. To conduct 
trainings 

1. Documentation 
2. To conduct   
trainings 

3. Linking policy 
makers and 
international  

12/10/2
007 

PROLINNOVA Presence of International 1. Capacity  
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International PROLINNOVA 
International 

information collection building to all 
national plans. 

2. Documentation 
of different 
experiences 

PROLINNOVA 
Researchers 
Policy makers 
Leaders 

Presence of 
innovators 
and their 
innovations,  

Collection, 
improvement and 
dissemination 

Documented 
information 

 

Zrelo 
Researchers 
Extensions 
Farmers 

Presence of 
Researchers 
and Extensions 
who are 
willing, 

Researchers to work 
collaboratively with 
Extensions 

To Conduct research 
on farmers local 
innovations 

 

Development 
of sustainable 
agriculture 
magazine 

Institutionalization of 
local innovations and 
technologies. 

Stakeholders to buy  
PID copies from 
editor. 
 
 

 

ZRELO Understanding on 
ZRELO and its 
responsibilities 

1. Use of ZRELO 
opportunities 

2. Their own 
contribution 

3. Make linkage 
with local 
innovators. 

 

Presence of 
policies an 
strategies 
related to PID 

1. To make them 
available and 
understood by all 
stakeholders. 

2. Participation of 
policy makers 

3. To do lobbying and 
advocacy. 

Collection and 
institutionalization, 
and translating into 
simple language. 

 

PROLINNOVA 

 Funds securing fro 
District councils for 
promoting PID 

1. Visiting policy 
makers and discuss 
with them on local 
innovation issues 

2. Informing 
them on 
implementation of 
PROLINNOVA 
activities 
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10. Institutionalizing PID 
Spreading and institutionalizing this participatory way of carrying out agricultural R&D 
requires the concerted action of all major stakeholders. Alternative and pioneering NGOs 
cannot do the job alone. They have to establish a dialogue and engage in a joint 
learning process with government agencies (ministries, universities, extension services), 
farmers and their organizations, other NGOs and the profit-oriented private sector. All 
stakeholders involved need to change their mindset and become willing to 
communicate constructively with each other, to listen and to learn, and to find ways to 
work with each other towards a common goal. For many of the NGOs, venturing into 
such partnerships with government agencies represents a fundamental shift in their own 
approach, as they usually preferred to follow parallel and separate paths in the past. 

The focus of PROLINNOVA is on building national-level platforms where the different 
stakeholders in agricultural R&D meet and jointly work out the objectives and activities of 
a particular Country Program, in an attempt to bring stakeholders into partnership. The 
platforms are meant to provide space for collective learning and decision-making about 
use of R&D resources in order to improve the livelihoods of rural people. 

Collaboration between institutions often functions fairly well on case by case on the basis 
of personal relations; however, collaboration must become systemic and institutionalized. 
The process initiated with this workshop and the action plans, thus needs to go on to 
develop procedures and mechanisms which ensure that linkages continue to function 
also if people are changing. For effective partnership, collaboration is a must to identify 
solutions to constraints and new opportunities for better livelihoods. There are many 
experiences on how this may be done, at local and global levels, and there are many 
examples of failure too. Collaboration needs to be institutionalized, made a feature of 
organizational procedures. Otherwise it depends on too much on personal inclinations 
and initiatives. 
 
11. Roles and responsibilities for stakeholders involved in participatory R &D programme 
An innovative, participatory programme demands a redefinition of roles and 
responsibilities among the various partners involved in it. A form of institutional recognition 
is implicit. A partnership is indeed how it should be viewed: a new alliance between 
farmers, extension workers and researchers. Sometimes this can be an uneasy alliance, at 
least initially, as it is essentially an alien relationship. Thus the need for coalition building, in 
which shared commitments and relationships based on trust are built up. Therefore each 
of the partners needs to be given confidence and support. Clearly this highlights the 
requirement for orientation and capacity building alluded to in the foregoing 
methodology (PID). Let us look at the new roles and responsibilities of the three key 
partners in R& D:  
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• Farmer innovators are brought to the fore as key actors in technology development, 
and also in communication (extension). They should also be involved in monitoring 
and evaluation process. Farmer innovators are seen as active agents contributing to 
change, not mere recipients of advice. Much is expected of their enthusiasm and 
latent abilities to communicate with other farmers. 

 
• Extensionists (field agents) become facilitators and recorders of the process rather 

than being merely relayers of messages. They are involved in the all steps of field 
activity for harnessing farmer innovation, and greater demands are made on them in 
terms of inter-personal skills. However the professional rewards are correspondingly 
greater. Many extension agents in sub-Saharan Africa are currently �high and dry� in 
under resourced systems.  A farmer innovator programme can therefore help restore 
their dignity, and revitalize what has commonly become a diffusional relationship with 
farmers.  

 
• Researchers are expected to move outside the confines of their stations and meet the 

farmers on their farms and on the farmers� terms. Instead of designing their own 
experiments, researchers are key in helping to design, monitor system, to validate the 
farmers� innovations, based on a combination of both farmers measurable and 
research measurable indicators. They can help farmers improve the design of their 
innovations by bringing in ideas from outside. We are talking not only of biophysical 
researchers, but social scientists also: they are crucial for example in training and in 
carrying out specific impact studies.  

 
It is the forging of these new partner relationships that will determine the success and 
sustainability of such a programme.  Some principles for effective Partnership: 
• Be sure the partnership is driven by a clear and shared vision 
• Allow flexibility in thinking about how to reach the goals 
• Allow time for partnership to work 
• Establish procedures for evaluating feedback and making adjustments 
• Widen the cycle of organizations that learn form collaborative efforts 
• If policy changes are an objective: be explicit about the strategy 
• Be sure community foundations in a project are similar enough to work together 
• Provide consistent leadership  
• Think about long term sustainability and the programme�s end 
• Treat each partner with respect and courtesy 
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12. ANNEXES 

I.  Workshop timetable 
Day one: 9th/October/2006 

Time Event/Activity Responsible 
08.30 - 09.00 Arrival & Registration of participants All 
09.00 � 09.15 Opening  Moderator 
09.15 � 09.30 Introduction of the w/shop + Logistics Tibamanya 
09.30 � 10.00 Expectations and fears All 
10.00 � 10.30 About Prolinnova Tanzania Kaburire 
10.30 - 11.00 Tea break All 
11.00 � 12.00 About Prolinnova International Laurens 
12.00 � 01.00 Participatory Technology Development and Diffusion 

through active participation between farmers, Extension 
workers, Researchers and NGOs: PID approaches in 
Research and Development 

Kaburire 

01.00 -02.00  Lunch All 
02.00 � 04.00 Participatory Technology Development and Diffusion 

through active participation between farmers, Extension 
workers, Researchers and NGOs: PID approaches in 
Research and Development 

Kaburire 

04.00 � 04. 30 Tea break  All 
04.30 � 05.00 Wrap up day one and closure Moderator 
 
Day two: 10th/October/2006 

Time Event/Activity Responsible 
08.30- 10.30 Farmer-Extension-Researcher partnership: A general 

overview 
Kaburire/Lameck 

10.30 � 11.00 Tea break All 
11.00 � 01.00 Case studies on F-E-R partnership: can be individual 

presentation or group work: 
• Case from government extension workers 
• Case from NGO extension workers 
• Case from Researchers 

Moderator 
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• Case from farmers 
01.00 � 02.00 Lunch All 
02.00 � 04.00 Group discussion & plenary discussion  Moderator 
04.00 � 04.30 Tea break All 
04.30 � 05.00 Wrap up day two and closure Moderator 
 
Day three: 11th/October/2006 

Time Event/Activity Responsible 
08.30- 10.30 Introduction to Institutionalization approaches of PID for 

effective partnership in R & D 
Laurens/ Lameck 
/ Kaburire 

10.30 � 11.00 Tea break All 
11.00 � 01.00 Role and Responsibilities for partners Kaburire/ Lameck 
01.00 � 02.00 Lunch All 
02.00 � 04.00 Developing a way forward on F-E-R linkages building on 

challenges and lessons from day two and three  
Moderator/ 
Laurens 

04.00 Wrap up day three and closure+ tea break Moderator 

II.  List of Participants: 
S/N NAME OF PARTICIPANT DESIGNATION PLACE 

(INSTITUTE/ORGANISATION) 
1 PASCAL M. NYANGE AGRICULTURAL FIELD OFFICER KONDOA DISTRICT COUNCIL 

2 BROWN MWANTOWE FARMER MBEYA RURAL 

3 GOLIATHI MBEGA FARMER MBEYA RURAL 

4 REHEMA KABELEGE FARMER MAFINGA (MWAKAUMU) 

5. RAMADHANI YUSUPH FARMER KONDOA URBAN 

6.  FROMENCE V. GERALD FARMER KONDOA (KELEMA BALAI) 

7. NICODEMUS JOHN SHALUA FARMER BABATI-MANYARA 

8 AMANI G. MWANGI EXTENSION OFFICER IHADO MBEYA BOX 1687 MBEYA 

9. FRANK TESHA PROGRAMME OFFICER CODETO BOX 476 BABATI 

10 JAIL LINGASIKU FARMER TUKUYU BOX 48 SHILD 

11 NOAH MWAMBALASWA FARMER RUNGWE BOX 43 SHILDA 

12 HENRY MWAMBWALULU AGRICULTURAL FIELD OFFICER RUNGWE DISTRICT COUNCIL 

13 NOEL RUTAGARAMA PROJECT OFFICER SHILDA BOX 529 TUKUYU 

14 WILFRED MUNISI RESEARCHER MPWAPWA 

15 SITIBERT TUNGARAZA RESEARCHER MPWAPWA 

16 JOHN F. MUZE AGRICULTURAL ADVISORY 

OFFICER 

SAIPRO BOX 1 HEDARU � SAME 

17 JOHN CH. MABISI NATIONAL CHAIRMAN 

MVIWATA  

BOX 3220 MOROGORO  

18 MICHAEL B. MANGULA INNOVATIVE FARMER  MVIWATA IRINGA 
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20 CHRISTOPHER ILOMO COORDINATOR MVIWATA MVIWATA - IRINGA 

21 THEA SHAYO FACILITATOR TADENA � DAR ES SALAAM 

22 MOHAMMED SAID N. FARMER MKURANGA 

23 FATUMA MANENO FARMER KIBAHA 

24 MWILA CHELESI  REPRESENTATIVE - MWAKAUMU MAFINGA 

25 SALIMA KISSUDA FARMER BABATI 

26 MARRY MYEMBE FARMER MWAKAUMU � MAFINGA 

27 EMMA LUNOJO PROGRAMME OFFICER SHILDA � IRINGA 

28 YAKOBO E.K TIBAMANYA COORDINATOR PELUM � TANZANIA 

29 PATRICK G.M LAMECK PROLINNOVA NATIONAL 

ADVISOR 

INADES TANZANIA 

30 LAURENS VAN VELODHUIZEN PROLINNOVA INTERNATIONAL ETC � NETHERLANDS 

31 NGANGA I. KIHUPI LECTURER/RESEARCHER SUA MOROGORO 

32 ANYUBATILE A. CHEYO FARMER ILEJE � IRDO 

33 PATRICK M. MWALUKISA AGRONOMIST ILEJE � RURAL DEVELOPMENT 

ORGANISATION 

34 AGNES MASEBO FARMER ILEJE - IRDO 

35 LAURENT KABURIRE PROJECT OFFICER - 

PROLINNOVA 

PELLUM - TANZANIA 

 


