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About this book and those who made it
possible

Whi le participatory approachesto agricultural research and development (R&D) are
being increasingly applied in individual projects, it is a challenge to integrate these
approacheson awide scaleinto theregular operations of agricultural research, extension
and education institutions. A study culminating in aworkshop in September 2001 at the
International Institute of Rural Reconstruction (I1RR) in the Philippines brought together
a variety of experiences in trying to "institutionalise" Participatory Technology
Development (PTD) approaches.

The major insights generated during the "Advancing PTD" study-cum-workshop were
synthesised in the booklet Participatory Technology Development for Agricultural
Improvement: Challengesfor Institutional Integration, edited by Sophie Lizares-Bodegon
et al and published in 2002. Thisincluded the abstracts of the 19 case examplesthat had
been documented for analysis and comparison. A CD-ROM was also produced,
containing the text of the booklet and the complete case studies prepared for the
workshop, as well as some further resource materials on PTD.

All these materials are also available on the website www.prolinnova.net that has been
set up to support continuing communi cation and information exchange under an emerging
Global Partnership Programme Prolinnova (PROmoting Local INNOVAtion in
ecologically-oriented agriculture and natural resource management). Prolinnovais an
initiative of non-governmental organisations (NGOs) encouraged by the Global Forum
on Agricultural Research (GFAR) to build partnerships between the various stakehol ders
in agricultural R&D in support of farmer-led experimentation and local innovation.

Despite the fact that information from the Advancing PTD study-cum-workshop is
available via electronic media, it was realised that a large number of people and
organisations in the South, especially in Africa, have limited or no access to computer
and Internet infrastructure. CTA (ACP-EU Technical Centrefor Agricultural and Rural
Co-operation) therefore agreed to support the workshop participants' suggestion that
the case studies be made available in a more easily readable form to researchers,
extensionists and educators in the South.

The present book includes a selection of 12 selected cases of "institutionalising” PTD

approachesin Africa, Asiaand Latin America. The term "institutionalisation” refersto
integrating PTD into the day-to-day operations, decision-making and culture not only
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of large formal institutions of agricultural research, extension, development and
education, but al'so of NGOs, farmer organisations and artisan associations. All of these
studies were originally written for the workshop in 2001. In some but not all cases, the
authors were able to update the cases by reporting on devel opments in the ensuing two
years.

IIRR and ETC would like to thank all of the contributors to the study-cum-workshop,
as well as their colleagues, for taking the time to document their cases. During the
workshop, the participants drew out the main lessons from the comparison of cases.
Thefirst chapter of thisbook reflects these lessons, and we gratefully acknowledge the
contributions to the discussions by Kwasi Ampofo, Carlos Basio, Marisa Espineli,
Kennedy Igbokwe, Ejigu Jonfa, Julian Gonsalves, Tim Hart, UrsulaHollenweger, Hoang
Huu Cai, Scott Killough, Sophie Lizares-Bodegon, David Meneses, Mohammed
Majzoub, Y. D. Naidu, Ashraf Naseh, Chris Opondo, Gonaduwage Perera, Pablo
Sidersky, Yiching Song, Ueli Scheuermeier and Piroge Suvanjinda. In addition, case
studies were contributed by Roland Bunch, Stephan Joss, Kachkynbaev Nadyrbek and
lan Cherrett, who could not manage to reach the workshop in the immediate aftermath
of the events of 11 September 2001.

We thank the members of the workshop secretariat at IIRR - Tom Limpo, Angelita
Poblete-Algo, Luningning Reyes and Annie Gasic - who were extremely efficient in
documenting the outputs of the workshop on adaily basis and ensuring that everything
ran smoothly. This allowed the rest of us to focus entirely on the content of the
discussions.

Financial support from the following organisations made it possible to carry out this
study and to document these inspiring case examples. Rockefeller Foundation, CTA,
Misereor (Germany), the NGO Committee of the Consultative Group on International
Agricultural Research (NGOC-CGIAR) and the Netherlands Directorate General for
International Cooperation (DGIS). In addition, the Swiss Agency for Development and
Cooperation (SDC) supported dissemination of information via CD-ROM. Norman
Uphoff from the Cornell International Institute for Food, Agriculture and Devel opment
(CIIFAD) and Ueli Scheuermeier from the Centrefor Agricultural Extensionin Lindau,
Switzerland (LBL) helped in brainstorming and developing the ideas for the study-
cum-workshop. We extend our heartfelt thanks to all.

We hope that this book will mark a milestone in ajourney toward fundamental change
inthe people and institutionsinvolved in supporting agricultural research, development
and learning. It was a journey that started slowly many years ago by pioneering
individuals and small organisations, often NGOs, who are now joining forces and
gathering momentum to promote participatory approaches to developing innovative
technologies and systems. Therefore thetitle: "Advancing PTD".

IIRR, ETC Ecoculture
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Advancing PTD: making our way towards
institutional integration?

Laurens van Veldhuizen, Ann Waters-Bayer and Chesha Wettasinha?

Introduction

Thisbook bringstogether 12 casesfrom different cornersof theworld that were prepared
for the "Advancing Participatory Technology Development" (Advancing PTD) study
initiated by the International Institute of Rural Reconstruction (I1RR) in the Philippines
and ETC Ecoculture in the Netherlands. The authors of these case studies - indeed,

Photo by: IIRR

Participants giving their share of inputs during the workshop held in
September 2001 at IIRR in the Philippines.

This chapter builds on van Veldhuizen L , Waters-Bayer A, Killough S, Espineli M & Gonsalves J
(2002).

ETC Ecoculture, POB 64, NL-3830 AB L eusden, Netherlands (I.van.vel dhuizen@etcnl.nl ; ann.waters-
bayer@etcnl.nl ; c.wettasinha@etcnl.nl)



everyonewho wasinvolved in the Advancing PTD study? - are convinced of the need to
integrate PTD into institutions of agricultural research, extension and education so that
these can be effective in increasing agricultural productivity, reducing poverty and
safeguarding the local and global environment.

Many of the organisations involved in the Advancing PTD study had initially been
practising PTD on afairly limited scale. Having realised that their efforts would have
much greater impact if PTD could be made part of the day-to-day work of agricultural
research and development (R&D) in their countries, these organisations had taken up
the challenge of trying to "institutionalise" PTD. This chapter analysestheir experiences.
It refers primarily to the evidence presented in the case studies in this book and in the
other cases documented during the Advancing PTD study. The analysis benefits
considerably from the discussions by participantsin theworkshop on"Advancing PTD"
held in September 2001 at IIRR in the Philippines (Lizares-Bodegon et al 2002), as
well as from subsequent consultations and reflections when the workshop results were
presented at international meetings.

The cases in this book are concerned with the integration of PTD into a variety of

institutional settings:

e national or international research organisations - Hart and Isaacs® in South Africa
and Opondo et al in an Eco-Regional Programme of the Consultative Group on
International Agricultural Research (CGIAR)

e |argegovernmental extension organisations- Hagmann et al in Zimbabwe and South
Africa, and Pereraand Sennemain Sri Lanka

e institutional settingsthat combine research and extension - Tchawaet al in Cameroon
and Joss and Nadyrbek in Kyrgyzstan

e universities- Hoang et al in Vietnam (and, to some extent, Tchawaet al in Cameroon)

local organisations of artisans - Majzoub in the Sudan

e farmer organisations - Sabourin et al in Brazil and Hocdé and Meneses in Costa
Rica

8 Fromthefollowing organisations: African Highlands Initiative (AHI), Uganda; Agriculture Man Ecology
(AME), India; Agricultural Research Centre (ARC)-Infruitec-Nietvoorbeij, South Africa; Assessoriae
ServicosaProjetosem AgriculturaAlternativa(AS-PTA), Brazil; Centrefor Chinese Agricultural Policy
(CCAB), China; Coptic Evangelical Organization for Social Services (CEOSS), Egypt; International
Centre for Tropical Agriculture (CIAT), Tanzania; International Potato Institute - Users' Perspectives
with Agricultural Research and Development (CIP-UPWARD), Philippines; Association of Advisors
for a Sustainable, Ecological and People-Centered Agriculture (COSECHA), Honduras;, Farmers
Research Project, FARM-Africa, Ethiopia; International Centre for Research in Agroforestry (ICRAF)
/ Landcare, Philippines; Indigenous Soil and Water Conservation (ISWC) Project, Cameroon;
Intermediate Technology Development Group (ITDG), Sudan; Kyrgyz Swiss Agricultural Project
(KSAP), Kyrgyzstan; LempiraSur-FAO, Honduras, Promoting Multifunctional Household Environments
(PMHE) Project, Sri Lanka; Regiona Program for Reinforcing Agronomic Research on Basic Grains
in Central America (PRIAG), Costa Rica; Sustainable Agriculture Development Project (SADP),
Thailand; and Social Forestry Support Programme (SFSP), Vietnam. In addition, numerous other resource
persons and organisations provided valuable inputs.

4 All references without date refer to chaptersin this book.
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e multi-stakeholder platforms of research, extension, education and other stakeholder
organisations - Naidu and van Walsum in India, Ejigu et al in Ethiopia.

The casesinitiated from outside governmental spheres give evidence of the strong role
of civil society organisations (CSOs) in advocacy for change within government
ingtitutions in order to make them more responsive to the needs of smallholder farmers
and other land users. However, al of the cases also reveal the challenges that these
institutions face in trying to incorporate PTD systematically into their regular
programmes.

Thefirst conclusion of the Advancing PTD study is that the experiencesin integrating
PTD in these various settings show many similarities. This synthesis chapter therefore
focuses on the common issues, challenges and opportunitiesin institutional integration
across all settings, with only a few remarks specific to particular settings.

PTD revisited

Theterm "Participatory Technology Development” (PTD), with referenceto agriculture
and natural resource management (NRM), encompasses efforts of development
professionals - researchers®, extensionists and other service providers - to collaborate
with land users in developing and spreading improved farming and land-husbandry
practices. In some approaches to "participatory development", collaboration implies
involving farmers in programmes and activities that are still largely controlled by the
development professionals and their organisations. In contrast, PTD - as presented in
the cases of thisbook - gives a central role to farmers and other land usersin defining
the R&D agenda and in planning, implementing and evaluating the activities. PTD
aims specifically at increasing the R&D capacities of farmers and other land users.

Activities, methods and toolsin PTD are usually summarised under six headings that,
together, form the basic framework. Thisframework was drawn up after comparison of
on-the-ground experiencesin devel oping technology with farmers that were discussed
at a workshop organised by ETC Netherlands and its project ILEIA (Centre for
Information on Low-External-1nput and Sustainable Agriculture) in the Netherlandsin
1988. It wasfirst published by ILEIA (1989) and again by van Veldhuizen et al (1997)
but has since been adapted to include new insights. The six core elements of PTD can
be summarised as follows:

e Getting started
Building relations of confidence and trust with stakeholdersat thelocal level; making
an inventory of relevant organisations, e.g. through RAAKS (Rapid Appraisal of
Agricultural Knowledge Systems); establishing PTD partnerships

5 Theterm"researcher” isoften used in this chapter and in other chaptersin thisbook to refer to formally
educated scientistswho conduct research. In no way doesthisimply that farmersare not also researchers
in their own right. In some chapters, e.g. Ejigu et a, there is specific reference to farmer researchers.
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e Understanding problems and opportunities
Looking at local innovation dynamics and innovators to recognise directions for
change; joint analysis of the local situation, farming systems, bottlenecks and
opportunities; engaging in PRA (Participatory Rural Appraisal)

e Lookingfor thingstotry
Identifying relevant formal and local/indigenous knowledge; screening and selecting
topicsfor development, using criteriathat lead to sustainable agricultural and land-
husbandry systems

e Experimentation
Jointly designing and carrying out experiments or other learning activities and joint
monitoring and evaluation (M & E) of their results and impact; building capacities of
farmers and other land users to do this

e Sharingtheresults
Spreading the experiences (both the process and the findings) to other local and
scientific networks; farmer-to-farmer extension and cross visits; strengthening
networks, using both traditional and modern means of communication and
information sharing

e Sustaining the PTD process
Creating favourable conditions for continued PTD; developing and lobbying for
supportive policies; strengthening local R& D networks; integrating PTD into regular
programmes for agricultural development and NRM.

By including thelast element " Sustaining the PTD Process", advocates of PTD stressed
right from the start in the late 1980s that attention must be given to ensuring that the
PTD process can continue beyond the time limits of individual and time-bound projects.
More than a decade | ater, the Advancing PTD study took acloser ook at this particular
element: the integration of the PTD approach into regular programmes and institutions
concerned with agricultural development and NRM.

Basic premises for institutional integration

Institutional integration of PTD is understood as "making PTD part and parcel of the
regular programmes and activities of relevant organisations'. Of course, the proponents
realisethat PTD isnot the only activity in which agencies of research, development and
education will involve themselves. Alongside PTD, good research on station and in
laboratories will continue to be necessary. Extension agencies will sometimes need to
organiselarger-scal e information and awareness campai gns using mass media. Education
and training instituteswill need to offer avariety of coursesin addition to thoseon PTD
methodologies. However, to the extent possible, these other activities in research,
extension and education/training should be linked to and/or inspired by an active PTD
programme, in order to ensure their relevance and applicability at the user level.
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Putting PTD in this perspective may, in itself, help overcome the resistance of some
professionalsin agricultural R& D to participatory approaches. Thework to which these
professionals have devoted themselves for many yearsis given value asone element in
awider range of interlinked R& D activities. One of the major institutional challengesis
to link the continuing, conventional R& D activities led by scientists and extensionists
to the emerging PTD activities led by farmers working in collaboration with scientists
and extensionists. Effective mechanisms need to be created to feed experiences and
resultsgenerated in PTD activitiesinto other, often more commaodity-oriented activities,
and vice versa.

Participants in the Philippines workshop drew attention to the danger of "over-
ingtitutionalising” PTD. If this approach would be made compul sory for all professionals
in all relevant ingtitutions, if this approach were to be wrapped up with along list of
formal regulations and formats, then bureaucracy would prevail and the spirit of PTD
would probably disappear. Effective PTD builds on mutual understanding and personal
motivation, rather than on commands. It needs to balance rules and regulations, on the
one hand, with freedom for creativity and room for manoeuvre, on the other. Thisimplies
finding a middle way between standardising steps and methods, on the one hand, and
stimulating the responsiveness of researchers and extensionists to local, time-specific
opportunities and needs, on the other. Instead of recommending a standard "PTD
institutionalisation package", the workshop participants defined a set of basic elements
that form the core content of any PTD training or institutionalisation effort:

e themain PTD principles: development based on farmers needs, relevance of local
knowledge and local innovative capacities, complementarity of knowledge from
formal science, collaboration on the basis of equal partnerships

e themainclustersof activitiesof the PTD framework (see above), stressing the output
to be achieved by each, not necessarily the specific methods to be used

e collection of methods from which to choose in different situations, and guidelines
on how to apply these methods

e clear and simple case studies that show how PTD worksin the field

e general practical guidelines for operationalising PTD.

Based on this, staff members should be encouraged to plan their own fieldwork (i.e.
participatory planning within the organisation) on aweekly or monthly basis, supported
and monitored by their peers and managers.

The concept of institutional integration isclosely linked to, yet distinctly different from,
the concepts of "scaling-out” (IIRR 2000) or "scaling-up" (Gundel et al 2001). These
latter concepts refer to reaching more people more quickly, either through widening the
geographic area and/or number of cases in which the approach is applied or through
moving upwards to involve various levelsin an organisation. Scaling-up is anecessary
step towards institutionalisation, but a project can manage to reach into several levels
of an ingtitution yet still not manage to ensure that the work at these various levels
continues after aproject hasended, i.e. that PTD becomes part and parcel of the regular
programmes and activitiesin the long term.
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Institutionalisation refersto aprocess of change. The case studiesreveal that an effective
change process combines the following sets of activities:

e Putting PTD on the agenda. Motivation to changeisidentified (why would “they”
want to change) and mobilised. This needs documentation and presentation of
evidence on the importance and effectiveness of PTD and on practical possibilities
to implement it, i.e. evidence that the approach contributes to agreed devel opment
goals. It includes activities for:

- lobbying, advocacy, policy dialogue

- documentation and learning

- mobilising wider support, building coalitions/platforms for change, such as the
PTD Working Group in Sri Lanka (Perera& Sennema).

e Formulating policy and planning for change. Policy statements of institutions
are rewritten (who should be involved in the PTD activities, balance between PTD
and other activities etc) and plansfor integrating PTD are devel oped (whereto start,
how to expand), including a timeframe.

e Actually integrating PTD. The change programme itself usually has three major
components that are closely linked:

- PTD pilot activities in selected areas, their M& E and documentation, to develop
locally applicable methods and tools, create evidence of effectivenessand provide
alearning ground for all involved (Hoang et al, Sabourin et al)

- Human resource development: training staff at various levels to develop
competence in PTD, providing follow-up support and coaching; changing the
dominant culture of the organisation (Hagmann et al, Perera& Sennema)

- Internal institutional change: managers and other staff members review internal
mechanisms, rules, structures, reporting formats, reward systems etc with aview
to practising PTD and plan and implement the necessary changes (Ejigu et al,
Hart & Isaacs, Perera & Sennema).

e Monitoring and evaluation. M&E of the efforts to integrate PTD not only helps
the change agents keep track of what is happening in the institution(s) concerned; it
also comprises a tool for learning and bringing about institutional change. The
effectiveness of thislearning will depend on wise decisionsasto whowill beinvolved
inthe M& E and on joint identification of the main criteriafor assessing institutional
change (Opondo et al).

Opportunities and challenges for institutional change

Analysisof the Advancing PTD casesrevea ed numerous motivations and opportunities
for ingtitutional change, but also key challenges that can create barriers to integrating
participatory approaches into mainstream research, extension and education.

What mobilises institutions to integrate PTD?

In some cases, managers and other staff of the formal institutions began to consider the
merits of integrating PTD into their regular operations because they felt frustrated in
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their work. They had experienced:

professional disappointment within their organisations on account of the lack of
impact of past work: farmerswere not accepting the"improved" practices promoted
by the formal research and extension system

disappointment among external actors (high-level policymakers, donors, international
CSOs) on account of this same lack of impact, leading to the imposition of funding
restrictions and conditionalities, particularly in the case of agricultural research
reduction in funding for agricultural development, obliging the central government
agenciesto delegate moretasksto farmersand other land usersand local organisations
direct pressure from local stakeholders - the farmers, other land users and local
CSOs - for improved agricultural services, a pressure expressed in part through
lobbying and advocacy activities.

These push factors can stimulateindividual sand institutionsto consider trying alternative
approaches to R&D. However, efforts to integrate PTD approaches are more highly
motivated and havelonger-lasting resultsif the push for institutional changeisreinforced
by positive experiences of the staff, such as:

being directly exposed to the relevance, impact and cost effectiveness of PTD
favourable responses from farmers and other clients, leading to improved working
relations

easier and more efficient implementation of other agricultural development or NRM
programmes on account of the level of community mobilisation and organisation
achieved through PTD.

What are the institutional challenges in integrating PTD?

In al cases, the institutions and individuals within them who were trying to integrate
PTD into the day-to-day operations encountered numerous barriers. Institutional change
to embrace PTD is difficult because it requires or implies:

Attitudinal change. PTD implies that formally educated professionals respect the
knowledge and experience - indeed, the research capacities - of farmers, yet the
institutions of formal education nurture a culture of regarding farmers - especially
illiterate ones - as "backward". Institutional integration of PTD requires attitudinal
change among staff at all levels. There was consensus among the participantsin the
Philippines workshop that this attitudinal change is the most important part of the
integration process.

Shiftsin power. Because PTD givesfarmersavoice in defining agendas, choosing
methods and using fundsin R&D, it reduces the extent to which the staff in formal
R&D ingtitutions can influence the content of their work. Power is shifted from
fieldworkers to farmers and from managers/supervisors to fieldworkers who are
closer to the farmers. Thisisdifficult for the customary holders of power to accept.
Interdisciplinary work. PTD requires understanding of and attention to cross-
disciplinary issues, including socio-economic and cultural aspectsthat have abearing
on management of crops, livestock and natural resources. Scientists and extension
workersneed to be ableto look beyond their particular specialised fields. Fortunately,
it is not necessary that all of them have this ability to an equally strong degree. In
research institutes, for example, those scientists who are intensively involved in
PTD need to be able to take a holistic view and work in an interdisciplinary way,
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while other scientists who are more specialised can support the PTD activitiesfrom
their specific fields of competence.

e High timeinputsin the field with farmers. In PTD, more time must be spent in
the field than in conventional agricultural research. Thisrequiresashift in budget to
alow more fundsfor operations, transport, meetings etc, and al so requires achange
inwork culture to move scientists off the station and away from the office. A larger
part of programme fundsmay be used for activities carried out by farmersthemselves
and under their control. If research funding remains constant, this means that fewer
financial resourcesarethen availablefor professional staff intheformal institutions.

e High social competenciesamong professional staff. Practising PTD requiressocial
skills such aslistening, probing and facilitation of dialogues, workshops and multi-
stakeholder platforms. These social skills are just as important as technical skills,
yet most staff of research and extension organisations have not been prepared for
thisin the course of their professional education.

e |[nstitutional collaboration. If PTD is to be effective, partnerships need to be
established between various types and levels of organisations that are accustomed
to working more or less independently, rather than collaborating with each other.

e Breaking through hierarchies. Institutions of agricultural research, development
and education - including thelarger devel opment-support NGOs- usually have strong
internal hierarchiesthat allow little room for internal learning and experimentation
with new approaches. Internal communication within theinstitutionsisoften limited
and usually flows from the top down. In such bureaucracies, there is atendency to
standardise methods, but this may extinguish the spirit of PTD.

e Dealing with local power games. Governmental R&D in agriculture and NRM is
increasingly being decentralised and privatised, making these services more
vulnerableto local political pressuresfrom powerful individualsand/or to commercial
interests that may run counter to the philosophy of strengthening the influence of
weaker groups among the local resource users.

The case studiesin this book describe how proponents of PTD have managed to mobilise
the potentials for change while addressing the inevitable factors of resistance.

The multiple dimensions of institutional change

Institutional change processes are always complex. This is certainly the case when
institutions of agricultural research, development and education try to incorporate PTD
into their regular operations. PTD isnot merely one of many different methods; it implies
a fundamentally different way of working with farmers, as well as internally with
colleagues, managers and employees.

Tichy (1982) proposed a framework for examining and planning complex institutional
change processes in a systematic way. Attention is given to three main elements of
institutions - the mission/mandate, the structure and the human resources - and this at
threelevels: the administrative (workshop participants called this the "nuts and bolts"),
the political (power and decision-making) and the sociocultural level (identity and
behaviour). The complexity of institutional change can be summarised asin Table 1.
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Table 1: Matrix of elements and levels of institutional change*

Mission / mandate

Structure

Human resources

Administrative:
the tangible "nuts
and bolts"

Operations: planning
and implementing action
plans, M&E, budgeting

Tasks and responsibilities:

levels, positions and tasks;
procedures and instructions;
information and coordination
systems

Expertise: quantity
and quality of staff;
recruitment and job
descriptions; facilities
and infrastructure;
training and coaching

Political: the power
game

Policymaking:
developing policies and
strategies; influence
from inside and outside;
role of management

Decision-making: formal
and informal mechanisms;
supervision and control;
conflict management

Room for
manoeuvre: space
for innovation;
rewards + incentives;
career possibilities;
working styles

Sociocultural:
identity and
behaviour

Organisational
culture: symbols,
traditions, norms and
values underlying
organisational and staff
behaviour; social and
ethical standards

Cooperation and learning:

norms and values underlying
arrangements for teamwork,
mutual support, networking,
reflection, learning from
experience etc

Attitudes: dedication
to the organisation;
commitment to work
objectives and to
partners/clients;
willingness to change

* After Tichy (1982) and Groverman & Gurung (2001)

This proved to be a useful framework for analysing efforts to integrate PTD across the
wide variety of institutional settings discussed during the Philippines workshop. The
remainder of this chapter is therefore structured according to the three levels of
institutional change outlined inthe matrix: the administrative level that is most obvious
on the surface, the palitical level that lies beneath this and the sociocultural level at the
very heart of an institution. A much more detailed matrix of elements of institutional
change, based on the specific experiences of the workshop participants, is reproduced
in the booklet that synthesises the workshop outputs (Lizares-Bodegon et al 2002).

Changing the nuts and bolts in the organisation

Mandate analysis and planning

In effortsto integrate PTD into large organisations, attention isusually focused initially
on the "nuts and bolts" at the operational and administrative level. These include the
formal mandate and mission of the organi sation, the division of tasks and responsibilities
within the organisational structure, and the expertise within its staff. Deliberate steps
need to be taken to re-examine the mandate of the organisation and, if necessary, adapt
it sothat PTD can be accepted asan important approach to fulfil thismandate. Isengaging
in farmer-led experimentation atask for aresearch organisation? If so, what istherole
of the research organisation and what is the role of other organisations involved, e.g.
farmer organisations? |s devel oping technology with farmers part of the mandate for a
government extension service? If so, what isits main rolein this activity?
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Once PTD has been accepted as part of the organisation's mandate, the next step is
planning - and this at two levels:

1

10

Planning for PTD. First of all, PTD needs beincluded in the annual and multi-year
plans of the organisation so that adequate resources can be alocated to it. In the
spirit of PTD, thismeansthat the cycles of planning, budgeting and M& E allow real
involvement of farmers and other stakeholders, thus increasing the accountability
of the organisation towardsthe peopleitismeant to serve. Planning for PTD includes
making funds available to build partnerships with other agencies and to support
farmer-led experimentation. A key strategy to make PTD work is locating the
responsibility for such funds as close as possible to the farmers and multi-actor
platformsor consortiadirectly involved inthe PTD activities. Planning and budgeting
needs to allow for a certain amount of "free rein" in alocating staff time and other
resources (e.g. innovation funds).

Processissuesrelated to PTD should beincluded in the organisation's M & E formats,
so asto gain information not only about the technical parameters of the research and
development activities but also about issues such as change in level of researchers
and extensionists awareness of farmers needs and potentials, capacity of farmers
and extensionists to experiment, and ways and extent of spreading and adapting
technologies. Social scientists can contribute agreat deal to devel oping and applying
M& E of the quality of process and outcomes.

Planning for institutional changeto embed PTD. At asecond level, the stepwise
introduction and integration of PTD into the operations of the organisation must be
planned. Decisions need to be made on whether or not pilot activitieswill be set up
and, if so, where; on mechanismsto learn from experiences, on mechanismsto scale
out activities to other areas; on staff training and other aspects of human resource
development (HRD); and on appropriatetimeframes. A few people (possibly a"PTD
team", see below) may be given main responsibility for facilitating the integration
process, but mechanisms need to be put in place to involve other key playerswithin
the staff, including the management, and to inform regularly the organisation at
large.

Financial resources must be allocated to cover the costs of the change process. Most
visible are the costs related to HRD but more hidden costs may have to covered as
well, such as those of staff time to develop new internal systems, new reporting
formats etc. It is more difficult to plan for less obvious costs. The case from Sri
Lanka (Perera & Sennema), however, warns against over-planning. Important
progresswas madeinintegrating PTD into the operations of the Mahaweli Authority
of Sri Lanka (MASL) by being flexible and making use of opportunities as they
presented themselves, such as appointing open-minded people into key positions
that became vacant, engaging the PTD team in an already planned review of the
internal M& E system, and bringing ideas into meetings and conferences organised
by others. This case also shows how the change process can mobilise and involve
sub-units within the organisation, calling on their specific expertise. Support to
training-of-trainers among the staff of the MASL Training Department served to
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build up "in-house" capacitiesto continuethe process of institutionalising and scaling
up PTD. ThePlanning and M& E Unit of the MASL was challenged to look critically
at participatory M&E and its potential to strengthen existing M& E mechanisms.

Planning for institutional change to embed PTD requires the development and use
of M&E mechanisms to assess the progress made. The cases in this book shed
relatively littlelight on thisimportant dimension of institutional integration. Feedback
mechanisms and post-training studies are being used to assess the impact of PTD
training. Only Opondo et al describe an attempt to develop and apply a system to
monitor and evaluate the changes occurring, in this case, within research scientists.
Theway the scientists collaborate with farmersand their interest in farmers' concerns
serveasindicators of the extent to which PTD hasbecomeintegrated into agricultural
research. This"outcome monitoring”, initself, helps put the issue of spreading PTD
within the organisation on its agenda and creates an additional momentum in the
process of institutionalisation.

Both levelsof planning imply re-allocation of fundsand aneed for continuity of funding.
To achievethis, considerable advocacy for PTD isrequired, also beyond the organisation
in question. Overall funding for agricultural R&D is stagnating or declining in many
countries and has becomeincreasingly dependent on the frequently changing agenda of
external donors. The process of institutional integration of PTD requires a long time
horizon and, therefore, continuous dial ogue with agencies that fund agricultural R&D.

Review of internal structures and implementation mechanisms
Theanalysisof case studies brought the workshop participantsto the conclusion that, if
the entire organisation is meant to embrace PTD, it is counterproductive to create a
specia "PTD Unit" to handle the PTD activities, while the rest of the organisation
continues to work as before. However, there does appear to be a need for a "PTD
taskforce" or "PTD facilitation team" that plans and coordinates the process of change,
creates opportunities for training and learning, and facilitates links both within the
organisation and with other organisations concerned with PTD. Initialy, thisteam may
itself be actively involved in PTD activitiesin thefield, so that theinstitutional learning
can be based on these experiences. Hart and | saacs describe how a"virtual" PTD team
was created by involving individual sfrom therelevant departments, without their having
to leave their Departments and form a new structure.

A PTD facilitation unit that stimulates organisational learning can also be created to
link several organisations, such asin the case from Vietnam (Hoang et al). Such a unit
is given the mandate to facilitate networking and learning in aregion or even an entire
country. Initially, they are likely to depend on external funding. They will survive after
project end only if they are set up as close as possible to local coordination and funding
mechanisms.

The cases show that a great variety of internal mechanisms can be used, adapted or

newly developed to support the process of integrating PTD. These include:

e Annual staff review and planning meetings, during which specific attention is paid
to the R& D process, approach and methodology and to the quality of stakeholders
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participation rather than just technical outputs; and which are attended by all relevant
levelsin the organisation, as well as by farmers and other stakeholders;

e Interna staff exchange or peer meetings and seminars that reflect on development
approaches and methods, farmer participation and the building of partnerships;

e Actively seeking other experiences in PTD and making these known within the
organi sation through distribution of brochuresand publications, informal discussion,
giving feedback to colleagues after visits to sites of PTD activities or related
workshops or conferences etc;

e Seizing opportunities to invite people from other institutions to share and learn
about each other's experiences in trying (to institutionalise) PTD;

e Creating asimple mechanism to encourage staff to come up with new ideas, even if
they are not fully developed, to "think the unthinkable": such asidentifying a place
where these ideas can be collected and reviewing them occasionally (perhaps every
six months) during aregular staff meeting.

Recognising and building capacities

Without exception, ingtitutional change requires the training and coaching of the staff
innew ways of working. It istherefore understandabl e that most effortsto institutionalise
PTD initially focus on this dimension of the change process. Capacity development
startswith areview of the roles and responsibilities of the different actorsin PTD - the
local resource users, the extension workers and managers, the research scientists, the
educators and others- to identify the knowledge and skillsthat will be needed. Hagmann
et al stress the importance of this assessment and of starting the training process with
the areas of competence that have been identified in this manner.

With respect to roles of the different actors, the participantsin the Philippinesworkshop
responded specifically to the frequently expressed fear that, when extension services
take a PTD approach with farmers, research scientists will be made redundant. The
participants defined clearly the capacities of scientiststhat are crucial for the success of
PTD: their analytical skillsin differentiating between cause and effect, their ability to
design experiments that lead to clear results, their knowledge (or link to knowledge) of
fundamental processes underlying the results as observed by farmers, their skills in
documenting results in a systematic way. To be able to contribute to PTD, research
scientists need to be able to engage in dialogue, to listen rather than to lecture, and to
cooperate rather than to give orders, but it is not necessarily their role to be the key
facilitators of PTD-related activities.

Similarly when research scientists and farmers are direct partners in PTD activities,
extension services sometimes fear that they will beleft out. It is especially with respect
to facilitating PTD processes - bringing the different actors together and linking them
with sources of local or external expertise or other support - that the extension workers
have a key role to play. Thus, neither researchers nor extensionists lose their roles
through the introduction of PTD. Rather, they gain more satisfying roles that allow
them to be more effective in supporting sustainable development. It is necessary to
become clear about these roles and about the training needed to enable people to fulfil
them.
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Good experience has been gained in using a sequential approach to training in PTD
(Kibwana et al 2000, Perera & Sennema, Hagmann et al). The trainees are guided
through aseries of focused | earning sessions, interspersed with PTD-rel ated assignments
in the field (or in the organisation). Each session builds on what was learned in the
previous one and during the work experience in between. An internal PTD facilitation
team can play an important role in guiding and advising trainees between the formal
learning sessions. Well-designed PTD training motivates staff members to listen to
farmersand to appreciate their knowledge and capacity to innovate. Thisisbest achieved
through direct contact with farmers who are actively innovating and experimenting.
Sessions providing for such interaction either in the training venue or, preferably, in the
field are an important part of aimost any PTD training event.

Building capacities of farmers and office bearers in farmer organisations is equally
important, as shown by Sabourin et al. When these people - many of whom have little
formal education - enter into collaboration with research and extension professionals,
they often feel intimidated. Focused capacity building can equip farmers with an
understanding of the PTD pracess, including the principles of experimentation and
basic statistics, so that they feel confident to discussand plan PTD activitieswith outside
professionals. Farmers' involvement in successful PTD, complemented by specific
capacity-building efforts, will empower them also to speak up in formal research and
extension meetings and to lobby effectively for inclusion of farmers issuesinthe R& D
agenda.

Dealing with the power game

Influencing policy development

The power game at the higher level revolves around the issue of formulating policy for
the organisation and the influence exerted on policy from both within and outside the
organisation. Ways must be found to gain support for PTD from policymakers and
high-level management. Allies within the organisation need to be identified and their
support needsto be tapped. At the sametime, it isimportant to listen to the concerns of
those people within the organisation who are not in favour of PTD approaches, and to
seek ways to aleviate their concerns, perhaps through adjustment in the approach
foreseen or at least in the way it is expressed. One important question that needs to be
asked is: who wins and, particularly, who loses power when PTD is applied widely in
the organisation? Thelatter arelikely to be asource of resistance and need to be addressed
with a keen understanding of their position and motivations.

A key issuerelated to policy development and power is obviously the control of funds.
Thisisamulti-dimensional strugglethat caninvolvedifferent layersin the organisation,
donorsand farmer organisations, aswell aspoliticians at variouslevel swithin the country.
Mechanisms need to be created to allow farmer organisations and other end-users of
research results to exert influence on the policies of R&D institutes. One way will be
through farmer involvement in decisions on the use of R&D funds.
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Analysis of the case studies revealed that a two-level approach can be effective in
influencing managers and policymakers: aiming directly at the "top" level and, at the
same time, creating "bottom-up" pressure for change. The work at the "top" involves
direct interaction with key decision-makers to convince them to introduce - or at least
try on a pilot basis - PTD in their organisation, and includes activities such as those
listed in Box 1. In these efforts, PTD advocates have |earned the merits of focusing on
the specific concerns at the higher levels in the organisation and adjusting their
vocabulary to generate interest and allay fears at these levels.

Box 1: Ways to put PTD on the agenda of managers and policymakers

m Invite a key decision-maker to chair the body (within an organisation or a platform of several organi-
sations) that has been tasked with implementing or overseeing the institutional integration of PTD.

m Create awareness of successful field experiences and the results, e.g. by organising "exposure" field
visits for policymakers, to give them an opportunity to see and listen to experimenting farmers or
communities.

m Feed field experiences into the regular planning and review meetings in the organisation and into
strategic events concerned with agricultural R&D. For this purpose, the experiences need to be
systematically documented and well presented.

m  Include policymakers in international workshops or conferences on PTD, invite them to make opening
statements or keynote addresses, and help them prepare these.

m Prepare and distribute policy briefs on the concepts and practices of PTD.

Distribute strategically "easy-to-read" newsletters and books that present successful cases of PTD.

m Identify existing key policies, e.g. to achieve household food security, and demonstrate how PTD can
contribute to achieving these policy aims.

The second part of the two-level approach isworking upwards from the "bottom". This
involvesintensiveinteraction with interested staff membersat thefield level, organising
training and coaching in PTD, facilitating implementation on the ground and thus creating
examplesof PTD within the organisation. These can then be used as casesfor discussion
and reflection, encouraging consideration of the implications of these experiences for
the organisation as awhole. The field staff who have - through reflection on their own
experience - become convinced of the relevance of PTD for sustainable development
and who, moreover, derive greater job satisfaction from this approach as compared
with the way they used to work, will than exert pressure from below for change at
higher levelsin the organisation. Hagmann et al used this approach in designing their
"discomfort model" of training: starting with the training of field-level staff, who then
knew more than their superiors who, in turn, became keen to be trained themselves.

Individual staff membersor small unitswithin an organisation that havefield experience
in PTD are advised to build wider partnerships and networks both within their
organisation and beyond it in order to have a stronger influence on policymakers. After
policies have been changed, at |east on paper, therewill still be aneed for a"watchdog"
function to monitor the progressin actually implementing the policy. While committed
professionals within the organisation can play a role in monitoring progress in
implementing policy that favours PTD, a major watchdog role needs to be played by
stakeholders outside the organisation. This role may be played initially by NGOs, but
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they should focus on strengthening the capacities of farmer organisations to interact
directly with the R& D organisations and to monitor the degree to which participatory
approaches are practised. With the present move towards decentralisation of government
services in many countries, CSOs - be they farmer organisations or community-based
organisationsor NGOs- could lobby thelocal administrationto lay down local ordinances
related to technical or financial matters that support the implementation of PTD.

Creating room for manoeuvre and participatory decision-making

Initsown operations, the management should seek opportunitiesto practise participatory
planning, implementation and M&E. This means creating space and time to listen to
the experiences being gained at field level, to review with relevant staff the lessons
learnt and to use these lessons as a basis for future planning in the organisation.

To be able to achieve this, the "PTD facilitation team” or the key individuals who are
the driving forces behind efforts to integrate PTD must be positioned at or have very
good relations with top-level decision-makers within the organisation. Integration of
PTD requires a commitment by key people at high levels to organisational learning
based on principles of participation and equal partnership.

Staff incentives and disincentives for PTD

The individual motivation of people to engage in PTD is largely determined by the
recognition and rewards versus the discouragement or even punishment that they receive
when they takethis course of action. Thisissuetherefore needsto be considered carefully
if PTD isto continue ascommon practice after the intensiveintroduction period isover.

Box 2: Some rewards and incentives for PTD

m  Granting an annual award to one or more staff members for outstanding work that includes a PTD
dimension; this is particularly effective if the award is given by senior management during a meeting
of the entire organisation or during a major public meeting (A).

m Organising competitions to encourage researchers and extension / NGO staff to document cases of
farmer innovation, such as in Ethiopia (Kibwana et al 2000); this generated interest and stimulated
active involvement in PTD; prizes were given not only to the documenting staff but also to the top
innovating farmers (A).

m Providing opportunities to combine continuation of discipline-based research with involvement in
PTD through an internal matrix structure of the organisation (R).

m Most organisations have particular committees that decide on allocation of funds for proposals/
projects and on career advancement of staff. Targeting members of these committees for exposure
to PTD may lead to inclusion of PTD-relevant criteria in committee decision-making (A).

m Making researchers involved in PTD aware of journals in which they can publish about this work (R).

m The system of making per diem payments can encourage staff to go to the field; on the other hand,
it can also work the other way, because the non-availability of per diems on account of funding
constraints may prevent staff from going to the field; therefore some organisations prefer to emphasise
non-monetary incentives (A).

m For many development workers - once they have become involved in PTD - the positive response
from and improved relations with farmers are rewards in themselves. Particularly the field-based
extension workers find great job satisfaction in their new role and in the acceptance they enjoy from
farmers (E).
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The cases made clear that the incentives for engaging in PTD can differ across the
various institutional settings. This is shown in the table of motivations of the farmer
organisation, local leaders, NGO, university, research centre and project staff who were
partnersin PTD in Cameroon (Tchawaet al). Further examples of rewardsand incentives
that can motivate peopleto engagein PTD are given in Box 2, with an indication of the
institutional setting inwhich the exampleismost relevant: (A) refersto al settings, (E)
to extension settings and (R) to research settings.

A major concern of formal scientistsistheright and opportunity to publish - a powerful
incentive, asascientist's promotion in most institutions of research and higher learning
still depends on the number of double-referred publications of which s/heisthe sole or
principal author. Some scientists fear that close collaboration with othersin PTD and
regular sharing of progress and findings with peers and partners will endanger their
soleright to publish the final results. These concerns must be taken seriously and there
can be no standard response. In each situation, when researchers come together with
other potential partnerswanting to engagein PTD, these concerns need to be put squarely
on the table and discussed openly, and clarification of rights and modes of publishing
should be sought from the outset.

Changing the organisational culture

The cases in this book pay relatively little attention to issues at the third level of
ingtitutional change in the matrix, i.e. those that relate to norms, values and attitudes
within the organisation. Confronted with this during the workshop, most case-study
authors strongly confirmed the importance of organisational values and, particularly,
the attitudes of research scientists, but admitted that these aspects had not received
focused attention in their work. This does not mean that values and attitudes had not
changed during the attemptsto integrate PTD into their organisations, but it doesindicate
that strategiesto achieve attitudinal change were not deliberately pursued, documented
and assessed in most cases.

Organisational norms and values

Norms and values related to the mission and mandate of an organisation may refer,
among others, to concerns of reducing poverty, aleviating hunger, being relevant
particularly for the poor, or achieving technical innovation without negative social and
environment impacts, as opposed to regarding innovation per se as good as long as it
"works" for some people. Particularly within institutions of research and education, the
normsasto what "good science" entails may need to be addressed before any significant
internalisation of PTD can be achieved. The parallel issue within an extension/
development organisation is the change in quality norms for field extension from
delivering scientifically well-researched technical "solutions’ to assisting farmers to
solve their problems. In farmer organisations, the general norms for their work may
change from assessing quality according to the extent that policymakers hear farmers
concerns to assessing quality according to the extent that production constraints are
actually addressed and farmers' own capacities to improve productivity and rural
livelihoods are strengthened.
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Norms and values to support PTD within an organisation may include the acceptance
that problem solving - in agriculture as well as in the organisation itself - needs
contributionsfromal involved, that no-one knows everything and no-one knows nothing,
that listening and probing are as important skills as giving information. The workshop
indicated that many of the measuresthat refer to the administrative and political levels
within an organisation can contribute to changes in norms and values to support PTD.
Managers who encourage and reward innovative actions by their staff contribute to a
PTD-friendly environment. The workshop participants suggested that facilitators of
efforts to institutionalise PTD could learn much from the experiences of sociocultural
change in organisations related to other concerns (e.g. gender mainstreaming).

Attitudes

Theissue of attitudinal change among individual staff members features more strongly
inthe case studiesthan that of changein organisational culture. Scientists and managers
recognition of the value of farmers' and field-level extensionists' knowledge and
experience, combined with a more modest view on the value of their own knowledge
and experience, is of crucial importance. Situations need to be created in which mutual
respect can be cultivated. Encouraging staff of research, extension and educational
institutions to identify local innovation and informal experimentation is one way to do
this. This can be followed by internal staff seminarsto discuss and analyse the findings
and what they mean for the way the staff is working. This approach has been applied
successfully, for example, inthe |ISWC programme, especially in Ethiopiaand Tanzania
(Kibwana et al 2000). Staff at various levels in the organisation can be exposed to
farmer realities and farmer creativity through field days, study programmes, farmer
innovation markets (e.g. Tchawa et al), travelling seminars and involvement in Rapid
Rural Appraisal (RRA) or PRA exercises. Attitudinal aspects need to be taken very
seriously in PTD training programmes, which should include many of the above-
mentioned activities. Designing sometraining sessionsaccording to aFreirian approach
to learning (Hope & Timmel 1984) helps to confront participants with their basic
assumptions and creates a critical awareness as a basis for attitudinal change (for an
example of this approach, see e.g. Chirunga & Veldhuizen 1997).

PTD partnerships

Whileit is possible for an organisation to embark on PTD on its own, aimost all of the
case studies in this book underline the great benefits that can be gained if PTD is
undertaken in the context of strong partnerships with other organisations. These
partnerships often bring together research units or centres, extension agencies, farmer
organisations and groups from the private sector. Embarking on partnerships gives an
opportunity for each to contribute what they can do well and to benefit from the strengths
of the others. For example, extension agencies can focus on networking, facilitating
training and learning events, and monitoring and supporting field experiments, while
research groups can bring in their advice on experimental design, their knowledge on
the fundamental processes underlying the farmers experiments, and their analytical
and writing skills. Farmer organisations can support thefacilitation of PTD networking,
training and experimentation; they can ensure that the agendas set for PTD have wider
relevance; and they can contributeto farmer mobilisation. The private sector can organise
larger-scale supply of inputs and/or marketing services. The participantsin the Philippines
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workshop agreed that effective PTD partnershipsusually

have the characteristics outlined in Box 3. Box 3: Characteristics
of effective PTD

. o Snorehi
Fromthe case studiesaswell astheworkshop discussions, ~ Por o o Pe

a number of guidelines were identified that should be  partners

taken into consideration when starting up such  m share a common interest,
partnerships. First of al, the objectivesinthe partnership ~ ® agree on a common
need to be formulated relatively broadly if convergence s, o

of goalsamong all isto be achieved. Being rigidinvery ™ szrf ti':fhteo Crlsggsth's
specific goals may not motivate others to enter into de\,éop - jo?nt under-
partnership. For example, if aresearch organisation wants standing of PTD and their
to focus on a single aspect of a particular disease in a respective roles,
particular crop, thefarmersand the development-support ™ respect these mutually,
organisation(s) in a given area are not likely to be keen ~ ™ Plan together,

. . . : m organise opportunities to
on partnership with research unless this particular aspect mget regugfly

is on the top of the local farmers agenda. = and mobilise and manage
resources in a transparent
Inclusion of a certain amount of unallocated funds in way.

programme proposalsallowsflexibility to draw additional

partnersinto the PTD process, if critical issues arise that

go beyond the competence of the actors aready involved. Sufficient time and open
mechanisms (including short workshops) should be foreseen for in-depth negotiation
with potential partners, and staff members need therelevant skillsfor such transactions.
These mechanismswill hel p overcome any mistrust that may exist between the potential
partners and give them a chance to reach a mutual understanding. Depending on the
extent and quality of existing collaboration, project proposals may have to include a
start-up phase with sets of activities specifically for negotiating and building partnerships.
Finally, agricultural development agencies - whether governmental or non-governmental
- have to devote time to general networking so that others can become aware of their
readiness to collaborate. This can include distribution of brochures and publications,
but aso participation in seminars and meetings organised by other organisations, as
well as making informal contacts with people from other organisations.

Financing PTD

The longer-term sustainability of research partnerships remains an area of concern.
While, in certain situations, the partnership may end when a specific research objective
has been reached, there isaneed for local innovation to continue and for research and
extension to support theseinitiatives. Thiscallsfor structuresin which farmersconcerns
and research and extension interests in PTD can be brought together more or less
regularly. Building such structures - in the sense of mutually agreed procedures for
continuing interaction between the multiple stakeholders - is part of the process of
ingtitutionalising PTD.

Partnerships can be sustained if funds can be mobilised from "regular" - not project -
sources, and from contributions from all stakeholders, not just one. In fact, a major
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indicator of ingtitutionalisation of PTD is when the partner organisations allocate part
of their operational budgets to PTD-related activities. As mentioned earlier, it is more
effectivetoinclude PTD components and budgetsin most, if not all, regular programmes
of theinstitutionsinvolved, rather than to plan aseparate PTD budget line. Involvement
of farmer organisations in decisions on the use of extension and research budgets may
help to create the necessary room for PTD.

Slowly but steadily, dependency on donor funding for regular PTD activities - indeed,
for all research and extension activities - should be reduced. Financial resources could
be mobilised also at levels closer to their use, i.e. at village or district level. Farmers
and farmer organisations that benefit directly from the activities could play arole, as
could local CSOs and local governments. The Advancing PTD case studies indicate
that the decentralisation of government structures in countries such as the Philippines
and Uganda, whichisbringing responsibilitiesand resourcesfor agricultural development
down to the district level, may provide opportunities for local governments to become
key sponsors for local innovation funds and PTD partnerships. PTD advocates may
need to focus lobbying activities to policymakers at these more local levelsin order to
enlist their support or, at the very least, to prevent their interference in PTD
implementation.

The Advancing PTD study showed the need to move towards decentralised decision-
making regarding use and management of R&D funds. In PTD, the funds should be
going primarily tothe PTD teamsthat are active at the grassrootslevel, involving farmers
and staff of various partner agencies, and should allow enough flexibility for the teams
to react to redlities in the field. Control mechanisms will, of course, be required to
prevent misuse of funds.

At higher levels, the institutional integration of PTD - including the processes of
awareness raising, internal and external lobbying, building capacities within the staff
and the organi sation asawhol e, and negotiating and building partnerships- also requires
financial resources. The partner organi sations should be prepared to invest in the process
and identify sources of funds to cover these costs. External donors can be useful to
support a time-bound process of getting the institutionalisation process going, until it
gains sufficient momentum to continue onitsown. Total costscan bereduced if existing
mechanisms within the organisation (regular meetings, internal newsletter, annual staff
training) are used to the maximum for integrating PTD into the organisation.
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process facilitation, which is a radical move
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towards broader development of rural
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to innovate and to organise themselves
effectively. Learning at cognitive,
behavioural, attitudinal and emotional
levels was enhanced to facilitate this
change in individual competence. At the
same time, capabilities at different levels
in the extension services were
strengthened through organisational
development processes. The lessons learnt
can be applied to many situations beyond
the cases of Zimbabwe and South Africa.
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Background

Public agricultural extension organisations in many countries realised the need for
participatory approaches after their potentials had been demonstrated by non-
governmental organisations (NGOs). Acceptance and promotion of these approaches
in hierarchical government bureaucracies and operationalisation through often low-
paid and low-qualified extension agents have proven to be difficult. The organisations
require a transformation from top-down teaching and a narrow production orientation
to people-centred and |earning-oriented extension approaches (Thompson 1995). Such
ashift in the way of operating requires, in turn, substantial changes in the culture and
structure of the organisations. At all levels, and especialy at field level, thereis aneed
for a deliberate change in attitudes and behaviour of extension agents and a growth in
capabilitiesto facilitate social processes. Re-orientation and transformation of technically
oriented extension agents necessitates a broader framework of human resources
development involving training in participatory processes.

Such a process of transformation was undertaken by the Zimbabwean Department of
Agricultural, Technical and Extension Services (AGRITEX) in the Ministry of Lands
and Agriculture. With support from GTZ (German Agency for Technical Cooperation),
AGRITEX piloted and experimented with developing the competence of field-level
extension agents in participatory extension approaches (PEA) since 1995 in Masvingo
Province. This was an integral part of wider change management through an
organisational development (OD) programme geared towardsimproving service delivery.

From 1998 onwards, based on the lessons from Zimbabwe, the PEA approach was
further developed and adapted to Limpopo Provincein South Africa This paper focuses
primarily on the Zimbabwean experiencein devel oping alearning programmefor process
facilitation, itslarge-scal e implementation and the lessons|earnt. The emerging lessons
from the South African case complement the Zimbabwean experiences, and together,
they give an account of amost a decade of learning.

A learning-process approach in extension delivery

Based on pilot activitiesin research and extension between 1990 and 1995, a participatory
extension approach was developed iteratively, together with farmers, researchers and
extension agentsin Masvingo Province. In 1995-96, with the growing interest to integrate
alternative approaches to service delivery into the government extension system, these
experienceswere synthesised into acommon framework, named " Participatory Extension
Approaches'” (see Fig. 1), which was increasingly accepted by the public extension
organisation as a mainstream approach to extension.

" The process of developing the approach, the emerging PEA framework and the experiences with this
approach are published in Hagmann et al 1996, 1997, 1998, 1999, 2002, Moyo 1996, and in the set of
PEA training and resource materials listed in the references.
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Thisframework was complemented by three years of experiencein South Africa, which
reveal ed that the aspect of local organisational development had to be afocusthroughout
all phases. An additional phase was added to the original "planning & organising phase"
in the learning cycle and the field-level PEA approach was embedded into a broader
frame of reforming the service delivery system. Thus, greater attention was given to
linking communities to service providers and creating a well-functioning system
involving avariety of service providers through facilitated platforms and coordinating
fora.

Key characteristics of PEA

PEA, as developed and understood in Zimbabwe and South Africa, is an extension
approach that involvesatransformation in the way extension agentsinteract with farmers.
Community-based extension, full community ownership of the processand joint learning
are central to PEA. It reflects asocial extension approach (versus "technical advisory"
extension) that builds the foundation for effective service delivery in terms of enabling
rural peopleto identify and critically analysetheir real demand for services, to articulate
it to service providers and to be better able to manage relationships with external agents
in an emancipated way (accountable representation in negotiation with service providers,
holding service providers accountable to community needs and helping them deliver
services in an inclusive way). This fundamental "organisation of the demand side" is
often lacking and, asaconsequence, the extension servicesin form of "technical advice"
can hardly be absorbed and are of limited success.

Some key characteristics of PEA are:

e focus on strengthening rural people's problem-solving, planning and management
abilities both individually and collectively; this involves development of local
organisational capacities and leadership (adaptive capacity)

e integration of social mobilisation of communities for planning and action in rural
development, agricultural extension and research, fuelled by a social process of
innovation

e equal partnership between farmers, scientists, extension agents and other service
providers, who can al learn from each other, contribute their knowledge and skills,
and build an effective innovation system together

e promotion of farmers capacity to adapt and develop appropriate technologies /
innovations by encouraging them to learn through experimentation, building ontheir
own knowledge and practicesand blending thesewith new ideasin an action-learning
mode (usually these are agricultural technologies, but they can also be innovations
in social organisation, health, water and sanitation, and other domains of rural
devel opment)

e recognition that communitiesare not homogenous but consist of varioussocial groups
with conflicts and differences in interests, power and capabilities. The goal is to
achieve equitable and sustainable devel opment and equal opportunitiesfor all through
the negotiation of interests among these groups and by providing space for the poor
and marginalised in collective decision-making.

PEA integrates elements of Participatory Technology Development (PTD) as a means
to generateinnovationsand learning through farmer experimentation, social devel opment
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approaches, experiential learning (Kolb 1984) and Training for Transformation (Hope
& Timmel 1984). The PEA learning cycle and operational framework suggest aholistic
and flexible strategy with process steps, into each of which a variety of extension
methodologies and tools (including PRA tools) are integrated flexibly. For example,
farmer-to-farmer extension or Farmer Field Schools can be part of the PEA framework.
Inisolation, these methodol ogies might address only afew farmersand even beused in
a top-down manner. Within the community-based PEA framework, however, these
methodologies can be more inclusive and effective because whole social entities are
addressed. The fundamental difference of PEA vis-avis many other approachesisthat
the communities are regarded as organisational entities that need to be approached
from an integrated organisational change and devel opment perspective - similar to the
facilitation of change processes in public or corporate organisations. The values and
goals may differ, but the human behaviour, processes and patterns are very similar.

PEA isfar more than a participatory methodology and distinctly different from PRA,
which is essentially a toolbox. PEA is a comprehensive, iterative learning-process
approach to rural innovation and problem-solving that enhances governance and civil
society organisation in rural areas in which both farmers and extension agents/ service
providers accumulate knowledge and skills. Inclusiveness and community ownership
of the development process are core values of PEA.

Role of extension agents: facilitators for change and innovation processes
in communities
The role of the extension agent is to facilitate this process geared towards human
development at local level and involves:
e aprocess of community strengthening leading to good local governance
- social mobilisation and local organisational development to enhance community
management capacities and an articulated demand for services
- community needs identification and analysis leading to high-quality demand for
services (instead of wish lists) and action-planning processes
- a process of community self-evaluation to review critically the successes and
failures so that learning can become effective and be built into community
development
e aprocessof collectiveandindividual farmer learning about innovation (technical
and social) to enhance the community's capacity to innovate
- engaging the different actors in learning and experimenting together in order to
improve their understanding and management capacities
- developing appropriate technologies and enhancing the farmer-to-farmer spread
of solutionsto farmers' problems
- strengthening capacities to negotiate land use and by-laws for natural resource
management (NRM). Thisinvolves social innovations that need to be negotiated
often in conflict situations
e rural knowledge management
- identifying knowledge about given technologies as sources of innovation
- linking various actors who have and seek knowledge to bring together their
knowledge and experience
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- documenting the knowledgeto record learning and make it morewidely available
- preparing material sto disseminate knowledge effectively (based on the generation
of knowledge).

Thisnew role of managing and facilitating learning processesimplies special skillsand
competenciesthat are far from the present technical advisory focus of extension agents
and therefore need to be developed.

The challenge: developing the capabilities needed to facilitate
PEA processes

Core capabilities needed

Central to PEA isthe facilitation of action research and learning. Process facilitation,
as a non-instrumental form of intervention (Réling 1996), was basic to the learning
process. Building up development workers' facilitation skills was a major challenge.
Our experience has shown that good facilitation skills are more important than any
particular tool or learning aid and also more difficult to |earn than any other skill needed
in the learning process. The core of reflective facilitation (Groot & Marleveld 2000) is
about asking the "right" questions at the "right" timein order to enhance people's self-
reflection and self-discovery without pre-empting the responses or pushing in a
preconceived direction. These questions are meant to mirror back to peoplethe patterns
and consequences of their behaviour and possible solutions in the long run and thus
lead to deep self-reflection and ownership of the problems they express.

The values of ownership, participation / emancipation and social learning were crucial
in facilitating the construction of new realities. Local ownership was created through
basing the interventions on local organisations that assumed full responsibility. Our
intervention was geared towards strengthening of local organi sationsthrough enhancing
accountability, improving leadership and facilitating critical self-awareness and self-
discovery of inherent local (human) values. Values had probably the greatest influence
infarmers decisionsin PEA. Through good facilitation, these were revealed and led to
new social norms. In summary, facilitation breaks the entrenched patterns and focuses
people on critical and systemic thinking, while critically exploring ideas, visions,
solutions and peopl€e's own responsibility in devel opment.

Themain challengeis guiding the facilitation process, which requires several skillsand

conditions:

1. Clear vision of the process goal. The vision of development needs to be built on
values such as participation, ownership, inclusiveness, people's self-devel opment,
openness, transparency and accountability. With thisvision asa"guiding light", the
facilitator can handle situations flexibly and pose the "right" questions to enhance
learning. The facilitator needs to be a step ahead and lead the process, but not its
outcome. Often, this vision can be enhanced through exposure to successful cases
that provide real and concrete examples.

2. Empathy and the culture of inquiry. The facilitator needs to be able to empathise
with the group members so that he/she can react appropriately. Empathy goesbeyond
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knowledge about group dynamics; it is a skill that depends on personality and
emotional intelligence (Goleman 1988). Another skill isthe culture of inquiry, which
is the ability to question apparently simple things and to "unpack" them down to
details. Often, thereal problemsliein the details, which need to be disclosed before
a solution can be devel oped.

3. A clear understanding of processdesign, stepsand dynamics. In our experience,
unlessthe design of the processis clear, facilitators have major problemsin guiding
it. Particularly beginnersin process facilitation need a clear operational framework
asa'"ral" to guide them. Such a framework defines the abjectives, key questions
and issues, core methodol ogiesand partnersfor each process step. Only after thorough
training and experience in these process steps are facilitators abl e to understand and
implement them confidently and modify them according to their own experience,
empathy and common sense. Understanding the processwith itsusual upsand downs
also helps to reduce the frustrations often experienced when things do not go in the
desired direction. After having gone through awhole process cycle, facilitators know
that these are part of any non-linear learning process and they can handle these
situations by putting them in context.

These are core skills and conditions required for facilitating any learning process.
Facilitating learning in the field of NRM also requires knowledge about ecological
principles and practices. Here, specific learning tools play a crucial role (Hagmann et
al 1997, Hamilton 1998, Hagmann & Chuma 2002).

Practical experiences during implementation of participatory processesin pilot activities
from 1990 to 1995 provided deep insight into the critical capabilities that extension
agentsrequireto facilitate such complex and dynamic learning processesin communities
(see Box 1).

In South Africa, extension agents who learnt process facilitation over three yearsin an
experiential way with intensive guidance summarised the requirements for their own
staff competence in four dimensions:

1. Vision and valuesfor themselvesand for development: Without one'sownvision
and strong valuesin life, it isimpossible to be strong and clear enough to provide
orientation for others, which isamajor function in PEA facilitation. The extension
agents created slogans: "If you want to change others, you first have to change
yourself"* and"If you do not manage change, change will manage you!" Vision and
valuesin development also imply having astrong sense of emancipative devel opment.

2. Sdf-development: Thisrefersto creativity and curiosity to learn, authenticity, critical
self-awareness and openness, trust in people and groups, and the ability to stay in
control even when insecure.

3. Facilitation skills: Besides facilitation techniques, these skills include the art of
questioning and dealing with group dynamics, conflicts and organisational
development issues.

4. Technical and management skills: This involves technical know-how in broader
terms and certain speciaist knowledge, depending on the field in which one is
working. Management skillsare al so essential to deal with peopleand hierarchiesin
ONe's own organisation.
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Box 1: Core capabilities needed by extension agents for PEA

m  Full understanding and orientation towards a vision of participatory development processes in which
human development - rather than technical development - is the ultimate goal of extension.

m Clear understanding and overview of a variety of extension approaches and methods as a pool from
which ideas can be sought and combined, plus the entrepreneurial spirit to venture into different and
new approaches and methods, continuously trying out and improving one's way of working.

m Deep conceptual understanding of learning-process and systems approaches as vehicles for self-
development and the capacity to handle these approaches flexibly and to adapt them to situation-
specific requirements (process management).

m Creativity to invent or adapt methods and tools to correspond to the requirements of the process
(e.g. managing conflict).

m  Excellent communication and facilitation skills based on a positive attitude towards clients and
performance.

m  Skills in communicating and sharing freely with others and in identifying effective linkages among
people and institutions and also between technical disciplines, with the aim of "building bridges" and
bringing actors together.

m  Technical knowledge needed to advise farmers on topics related to solving their immediate farming
problems so that they can manage their natural resources effectively and reach food security. This
does not require deep specialised knowledge on certain commodity crops, but rather broad knowledge
on issues such as farm management, soil and water management, basic crop production, basic
animal production and new areas that are becoming more important (e.g. marketing and processing,
urban agriculture). Specialised knowledge can be obtained externally, if required.

m  Knowledge and understanding of management and organisation of extension, including organisational
development towards an effective extension organisation (what is good management, leadership
etc.) so that field agents know their rights and opportunities to claim support and to contribute to
improving overall organisational performance.

This analysis revealed a much stronger focus on personality development than in
Zimbabwe, and was crucial in the adaptation of the design of learning programmes.

How to get there? The foundation of PEA capability development
It is obvious that PEA demands a cadre of field agents who are professional and
experienced. They need to be able to manage dynamic complexity, which isamost the
opposite of the linear, mechanistic and rigid teaching schedule of the conventional
extension agent. Competence devel opment needsto stimulate and enhance the cognitive,
behavioural / attitudinal and emotional levelssimultaneously in order to build the capacity
of individual personalitiesto act in a different way:

e At cognitivelevel, the major thrust isto open up minds to lateral thinking in terms
of processes and systems perspectives. This shift can be facilitated by critical self-
analysis and challenging one's own mind-set, and by exposureto various alternative
conceptsand paradigms. Creativity and mental flexibility need to be enhanced through
experimentation with new ideas and social learning in action. Without a focus on
creativity, peoplefall back intotheir old patterns of problem-solving, thereby creating
thetypical more-of-the-same situation, although the problems have new dimensions.
Orientation towards a vision, development of guiding principles for interventions,
conceptual and operational frameworks as mentioned above can inspire and help
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people overcome their initial fear of the unknown by providing the understanding,
security and confidence to engage in new ways of working.

e At behavioural / attitudinal level, prevailing values and social nhormsand expected
behaviour need to be critically reviewed. For example, formal education is often
valued much more than experiential, non-formal knowledge. This places farmers
with their local knowledge and also the extension agents common sense in a
diminutive position. Overvaluing the external exotic inputs over the local intrinsic
knowledge of communities often underminesthe common sense and entrepreneurial
spirit that drive development. Thisdenial of one's own roots and knowledge creates
enormousinsecurity and inhibits an open dialogue. Thusfacilitation of change means
that social norms, values, attitudes and behaviour need to be made visible so that the
extension agents can discover them through self-analysis. Such analysis should
confront people with the consequences of the status quo so that alternatives can be
considered and decided upon.

e At emotional level, confidence, self-esteem, "groundedness” and cultural identity
are needed when managing complex social processes in communities, which are
characterised by continuous uncertainty. The fact that "the only thing that is
sustainable is change" requires a different way of dealing with uncertainty.
Facilitators need to be secure in their own insecurity; otherwise they will belost. A
sound degree of common sense, empathy, self-awareness and self-regulation, in
other words, "emational intelligence" (Goleman 1998) and personality, helps the
facilitator to "read the process’, thusreducing the uncertainty and creating areference
basefor decision-making. Enhancing emotional intelligence and intrinsic motivation
isprobably the most difficult aspect of devel oping competencein processfacilitation,
asonly gradual engagement in aprocess and experimenting with it can achievethis.
While phases of insecurity are necessary to break old patternsin any change process,
it isimportant to start alearning situation with small stepsin which successislikely.
This procedure alows confidence to increase relatively quickly, while the other
factors develop gradually and at the same time - with all the ups and downs typical
of processesin which an emotional involvement and often amotivational drive are
inherent.

Thethreelevelsareintegrally linked and strongly influence each other during thelearning
process. It isnot a matter of addressing them separately, but of being aware when and
how to deal with different aspects in an iterative approach. One-off events can trigger
some awareness, but rarely lead to sustained change. Experiential learning through
iterative action and self-reflection based on practice in the field as well as theory has
high probability of leading towards ownership and internalisation of learning focused
on personal / attitudinal development. Our experience has shown that this approach of
learning by doing through intervals of training and practice periods, backed by peer-
learning groups and coaching, has great potential to develop these skills gradually.

Conducive organisational climate: The capabilities of individuals were developed in
the wider context of organisational development, in contrast to some other experiences
with participatory approaches in which the capabilities of individuals have been
devel oped without adapting certain variables within the organisation, e.g. management
styles, incentives, procedures, clarifying individual roles. Details of this process are
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described by Hagmann et al (1998). Without an accompanying process of organisational
change, PEA could risk being a one-off ephemeral project experience.

Curriculum development through action research

Inthefirst learning phasefor competence devel opment from 1994 to 1997, the principles
and conditions discussed above were put into practice in a pilot learning programme
over 18 months to develop an experience-based strategy and learning curriculum for
PEA competence development with a group of 23 field extension agents (see Box 2).
Based on these insights, a set of materials was developed and published to support
large-scale training: a guide to the PEA approach, a training guide and a video (see
references).

Box 2: Iterative learning programme in PEA

The sequence of large-scale training of field staff in PEA follows the action-learning and reflection cycle
that was found appropriate during the pilot phase (details of the curriculum are described in the trainer's
guide):

Phase 1 constitutes the initial training in PEA over a period of two weeks. It is based in the training
centre and exposes the trainees to the guiding principles, core concepts and methods of PEA. Facilitators
use the PEA video and written material as well as interactive small-group exercises, role plays and case
studies to expose the trainees to different aspects of the approach. Sharing of trainees' experiences and
field practise in selected participatory methodologies and tools are integral components of the course. At
the end of Phase 1, trainees develop action plans to be implemented with communities / groups in their
working environment.

Phase 2 is a six-month period during which the trainees try out several tools and techniques of PEA in
the field, based on their action plans. The extension agents are encouraged to collaborate with one
another in the field. This has proved helpful in enhancing individual confidence. Coaching by trainers is
available.

Phase 3 is a one-week feedback workshop, during which trainees reflect on their individual and collective
experiences, highlight the actual problems they faced, e.g. in handling intra-group conflicts, in applying
specific methods and tools. Trainees collectively seek ways of overcoming such problems, and their
capabilities are enhanced through training in other tools. Facilitators do not just impart purely technical
skills; they continuously monitor and analyse trainees' attitudes, behaviour and perceptions towards
local people. Phase 3 recapitulates conceptual issues, the principles of transformation, and aspects of
farmer experimentation and innovation development. It is not as highly structured as the training in
Phase 1, as it responds to the trainees' further training needs. In order to provide orientation and further
exposure, a field trip is made to an area where PEA has been implemented successfully. At the end of this
workshop, trainees develop a second action plan for implementation in their working environment.

Phase 4 is another six-month period of field implementation of the second set of action plans, in the
same mode as in Phase 2.

Phase 5 is similar to Phase 3, whereby trainees again share their field experiences and are trained
further in PEA concepts and tools. While this phase constitutes the final formal PEA training workshop,
learning is a continuous process.
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Thefact that we started with training of field-level staff before higher-level staff created
an interesting dynamic, asthis meant that the field staff knew more about PEA than did
their superiors. Ingeneral, the effect of this"discomfort model" of training was positive:
many superiors were very keen to be trained themselves, as soon as they realised that
they knew less than their subordinates. The usua hierarchy of training in cascades,
with all itslimitations, was interrupted and probably would not have been effective for
such ademanding transformation of extension. In some cases, however, we waited too
long and the distance grew too big, resulting in resistance of the superiors because they
felt threatened of losing face.

The five phases followed in Zimbabwe were not sufficient in the case of South Africa
and so we included an additional workshop phase. The coaching and mentoring system
in South Africa also had to be more intensive, because the overall competence level of
extension agentswas, for historical reasons, lower than in Zimbabwe. Once the process
skills had improved, technical training programmes were very necessary to equip the
extension agentswith technical ideas and understanding to support the innovation process
at farmers' level. The PEA training proved to be very demanding, especially inthe early
stageswhen trainer competencies, organisational skillsand adequate resource allocation
arecrucial.

Going to scale: training of all staff in PEA

With a staff complement of about 300 field extension agents in Masvingo Province, it
became obvious that, if one relied on one or two external facilitators, it would take a
very longtimeto train al staff in PEA. Training of trainerswithin AGRITEX-Masvingo
was therefore chosen as a strategy to achieve fast and wide coverage. A total of 20
trainers were trained, and each of the seven districts of Masvingo Province now has a
team of in-house PEA trainers. Most were recruited from the pilot group of 23 field
extension agents, and their training skills were further developed through training and
coaching by outside specialists. This strategy put the practitioners in the forefront of
training, with thetraining specialist having acoordinating rolerather than that of "expert".

Thislarge-scale programme of developing competencein PEA demanded a substantial
investment in terms of resources and time. By 2001, most AGRITEX- Masvingo staff
had gone through the five major phases of learning, and other provinces in Zimbabwe
had started. However, on account of political interference, the programme came to a
standstill in 2001. Extension agents were mainly used for non-extension functions in
the newly occupied and resettled areas, and the Department was compl etely restructured.
The political situation no longer alowed facilitation of emancipative processes, as it
would have been seen as subversive.

In South Africa, a scaling-up programme through competence development started in
2001. Thetrainerswererecruited from thefirst group of experienced PEA practitioners,
who were prepared to become trainers themselves - coached by experienced trainers.
By thetime of writing in 2003, more than 150 officers are engaged in on-going learning
processes. The successes in Limpopo Province triggered a great interest in two other
provinces, which are now aso engaging in learning programmes.
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Experiences, outcomes and lessons learnt

The outcomes of the pilot group and large-scal e programmesin devel oping competence
in PEA in Zimbabwe and South Africawere analysed at farmer and field-agent levels
to derive lessons with regard to learning and organisational capabilities.

Outcomes of PEA implementation at farmer level

Farmers responseto implementation of PEA by the extension agentsduring their learning
process was encouraging. Farmers have taken on ownership and responsibility and, in
some cases, even paid the expenses for their own exposure trips and field days. This
indicates that the process of self-organisation and development of demand-oriented
extension iswell underway. In a self-evaluation, extension agentsin the pilot group set
themselves performance criteria that showed their high degree of competence in PEA.
Inthe practical interaction with farmersat the beginning of PEA facilitation, the extension
agentsfaced severe challengesin the areas of |eadership, cooperation and power relations
in communities, as well asin the shallow and skewed results from initial identification
and analysis of local problems and needs of different groups in the communities. The
"problems" and "needs" turned out to be symptoms and were strategically positioned
towards potentia donor contributions. Certain groupstried to influencethe needsanalysis
intheir favour. Thesedifficultiesrelate to the core of PEA aimsand have alwaysexisted
but were not dealt with. Now, they were recognised as stumbling blocks and openly
addressed.

]
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A subgroup of women discusses the changes and impacts they see as a result of
Participatory Extension Approaches.
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In South Africa, adetailed impact assessment in pilot communitiesrevealed high impact
in soft/process aspects such as self-organisation, social energy etc. and hard impactsin
terms of technical innovations that yielded substantial benefits at individual and
community level by creating economies of scale in input and output marketing. The
impacts seen during exposure visits to communities were strong enough to convince
senior management of the extension department to drive the process of integrating PEA
as amainstream extension approach in Limpopo Province.

Outcomes in terms of individual and organisational transformation

With respect to the impact on the extension agents competence to implement PEA, the
results of the transformation process depended greatly on personality and were not
uniform across staff. Some skills (e.g. facilitation of local organisational development,
conflict resolution) proved to be difficult to master. The analytical skills, critical self-
reflection, and culture of inquiry and questioning needed for facilitating PEA have
devel oped slowly and not homogenously. Over time, these skills became stronger, but a
shift from a non-questioning hierarchical culture to a liberal, self-responsible,
performance-based culture probably takes more than 18 months. The same applies to
developing lateral thinking and flexibility. However, it was encouraging to seethe wealth
of ideas generated by the trainees to solve the major problems. The attitudes of waiting
to be told what to do and of inability to solve problems themselves have changed into
pro-active development of solutions and mutual help to overcome problems. This
indicatesthat the self-responsibility and problem-solving capacity of the extension agents
was strengthened during the process of competence devel opment.

Key issues emerged with regard to incentives for change, as there were no formal
incentives for good PEA practitioners (e.g. better remuneration, promotion), neither
within AGRITEX in Zimbabwe nor within the Limpopo Department of Agriculture.
Often, thereward systemsdid not favour PEA at al, but focused on projectsthat extension
agents had to implement. Nevertheless, there is great enthusiasm and commitment to
the approach. In an evaluation, the pilot group in Zimbabwe defined their motivation to
practise PEA asbeing value-based and emotional rather than driven by material incentives
(see Box 3).

Another major motivating factor waslinked to an increased recognition of the extension
agents work dueto increased work output. They emphasised that, until recently, hardly
anybody cared about their work, neither the "recipients’ nor the superiors. Now that
things are happening visibly, everybody becomesinterested and suddenly their work is
being recognised. Thisrevealed that their work ethic is higher than anticipated ("we all
want to do agood job"). However, they need to have opportunitiesto show that they are
able to perform and they need recognition from inside and outside the organisation.
Thisis an incentive that does not cost anything, but requires changes in the attitudes
and culture of the whole extension organisation. The initial "fire" and motivation of
extension agents does not last more than one to two years. If it is not backed up with
other incentives such as recognition by superiors, promotions and material incentives
for performance, the PEA practitioners become frustrated and seek "greener pastures”.
Astheseindividuals have devel oped highly sought-after competence, the best ones are
quickly drawn away from the public service.
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Box 3: Becoming active members of farmer-development teams as a source of
energy for transformation

The responses in the evaluation by the pilot group of extension agents indicate that trying out PEA has
created an intrinsic motivation based on better relationships and greater recognition of farmers'
achievements. The improved relationships with farmers, now without tensions and friction, highlight
how uneasy some extension agents felt when they had to impose their programme on farmers. Most of
them obviously did not believe in their mission of “educating farmers"and had to operate in a schizophrenic
environment. Farmers did not own the extension programme and, consequently, did not take active part
in it. This disharmony caused work pressure and emotional stress among the extension agents. Accordingly,
they perceived their workload to be higher than it is with PEA because now "farmers carry out their own
programmes with minimum assistance". The comment "Shared responsibility is a relief" points to the
reduced stress. This was also expressed in other words: ".. before, we only used one brain and farmers
brains remained dormant; in PEA, we use all brains together'. The increased ownership of the programmes
by farmers was perceived as a positive change in farmers' attitude. The extension agents linked this with
increased sustainability of the programme. They also emphasised that they are proud to see that farmers
are more confident and self-determined. This pride reflects not only the relationship between farmers
and extension agents; it also indicates that the agents themselves have gained cultural identity. The
statement: "7 am now one of them", means that the schizophrenia has ended. Through recognising and
valuing farmers' knowledge, the extension agents also value their own origin and cultural identity, as
many of them are from peasant backgrounds. In this respect, the process helped them to gain strength
and confidence in themselves, a fact that was reflected in the behaviour of the group in general. This
personal development became one of the major incentives.

’

Lessons in terms of design and management of the learning process

The major success factor in competence development was the iterative nature of the
learning and coaching process over 18 months, which made it possible to work within
the reality and problems faced by the extension agents. The systematic follow-through
of the sequence reveal ed ashift in the problems of extension agentswith their increasing
engagement in the process over time. Whilethefive phasesin competence devel opment
ended after 18 months, it was crucial to maintain back-up mechanismsfor continuous,
long-term learning to improve service provision (e.g. peer-learning groupsand exchange
foraat District level). Without a continuous | earning mechanisms supported by superiors
and peers, the quality of PEA implementation declined seriously over time. Thus, a
quality assurance system in the form of peer coaching, competitions and performance
management needs to be negotiated and implemented rigorously.

Theimportance of actively linking theory and practice to build the competencein process
facilitation was confirmed. However, not everyone isaconceptua thinker or aflexible
process manager. The appropriate mixture of structure and processin learning is one of
the biggest challenges for the trainers. Provision of structural elements (e.g. stepwise
procedures, tools) helps to create pathways for action but, at the same time, these
structures should not become blueprints. Therefore, the mixture needs to be carefully
monitored and flexibly applied. The piloting of competence development asalearning
laboratory for testing, modifying and refining PEA through trial and error was crucial
inthe development of ahigh-quality learning programme. This needsto be on-going, as
thereis always scope to improve.
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Lessons in terms of organisational capabilities for service delivery

PEA competence development was positioned within the framework of improving
extension service delivery as a whole. Key factors for success in this organisational
change were:

Allowing innovation within organisations. Flexible development of an approach
in pilot learning, as demonstrated in Zimbabwe and South Africa, needs flexible
funding arrangements that allow time for experimentation and innovation before
expecting any tangible results. Ideally, this can be taken on by projects that have a
certain "venture capital" beyond line budgets. However, it is important that line
budgets are put in place as soon as senior management has committed itself.

Using local pilot experiencesin PEA facilitated by extension staff to convince
senior management. In both Zimbabwe and South Africa, exposure to the local-
level impact convinced decision-makers of the need to scale up. Acceptance of the
approach was particularly strong becauseit was grounded in concretefield experience
of its own staff, and the know-how was within the organisation. Therefore, scaling-
up became demand-driven, as senior management acknowledged the appropriateness
of PEA and the need for al staff to share the same philosophy.

Building practitioners to become in-house trainers: Training of trainers as in-
house facilitators has been important in terms of know-how management and
internalisation within the organisation. It also positively affected the organisational
learning in the sense that competent practitioners - not academics - became the
trainers. However, good selection of theinitial learning group is crucial. To ensure
a fast process of change, the group should consist of the most motivated and
committed staff. In addition, the extra burden of becoming a trainer needs to be
rewarded; otherwise, motivation will drop quickly.

I ntegrating competence development and or ganisational capacity building: PEA
competence development could be successful only because the organi sational factors
were dealt with through the OD programme. If problems with hierarchical
organisational culture, bureaucratic procedures and management stylesare not dealt
with, any field-level motivation will be reduced in thelong run. Therefore, achange
process with OD and PEA as "delivery software" is integral in improving the
performance of public-service organisations.

Developing high-quality competence enhances har monisation of extension
approaches. The quality of the competence development and the comprehensive
inclusive approach made PEA attractive outside of the extension organisations.
Increasingly, other line ministries, NGOs and consulting firms are becoming
interested in getting trained and adopting the approach. This offersagood chanceto
coordinate and harmonise service provision in the rural areas and thusto eliminate
the often contradictory approaches (e.g. with regard to self-reliance and free
handouts). Thiswas an unintentional but important impact.

Building support and supervision structures and performance management
for continued learning and quality improvement. In South Africa, a specific
success factor was the organisational set-up at District-level. We focused strongly
on creating the support and supervision structure at this level with clear lines of
reporting and accountability so that the PEA process became well embedded within
the daily management of extension. This has been amgjor challenge that we did not
pursue so strongly in Zimbabwe and that enhanced the processin South Africa.
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Future challenges

The major challenge in the future isto institutionalise a continuous process of learning
and optimising service-delivery approaches in the whole extension organisation and,
together with other service providers, particularly in the Districts. Thiswill be difficult
if the managersin the organi sation do not share the vision and philosophy of participatory
and open management. Continuity is often another problem: when managers are re-
deployed, and new managers not familiar with the processtake over, they cannot support
it. Asthe case of Zimbabwe has shown, sudden political turnarounds can easily derail
such processesin adevastating way. In addition, PEA trainers are now attractive on the
free market and gain better-paid jobs outside government organisations. This further
threatens such processesif they depend too much on individualsand do not build enough
competence within the organisation early in the process.

In general, the biggest challenge isto go full scale when large numbers of agents have
to be trained in a short time, being aware that developing such competenciesis along
process. Managers who prefer fast results and "quick-and-dirty" solutions over and
above solid foundations through high-quality learning and competence development
need to be fully engaged in the process, thus creating ownership on their part. At the
same time, we need to explore other ways and strategies to scale up more quickly and
efficiently. The learning programmes need to be focused even more on personality
development, as being done in South Africa. With increasing knowledge about the
factors that make such processes work, there is also scope to improve the learning
system.

As soon as staff members have reached a sound level of process facilitation skills, they
need to be re-focused in terms of the technical content of extension. New areas such as
marketing and processing, in which extension has hardly had astake thusfar, need to be
developed as technical thrusts for better service delivery. Also other issues such as
farmer-paid services and pluralism in services need to be addressed. The key to making
servicesresponsiveto clientsin asustainableway isto develop mechanismsfor quality
assurance and impact assessment by the clients. Such mechanisms need to be
progressively developed by all interested groups.

Thusfar, PEA competence development was carried out to re-orient existing extension
agents. In future, one needs to look to the training institutions where new agents are
educated. The curricula of agricultural collegesin Zimbabwe and South Africaare still
largely reductionist and disciplinary, based on traditional syllabi focused on production
and commodities. The primacy of extension and learning must be re-established in
such centres of education - otherwise, wewill live even longer with obsol ete paradigms
that do not include critical contemporary learning.

The professional profile required for field facilitators of PEA demands a radical
turnaround from the present situation. Until now, field staff received the least attention
and was the least paid, the least educated and often the least motivated. Using the
analogy of a company, they would be the sales representatives who are not given a
chance to succeed and who ultimately ruin the company. Now, if they are to become
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true"salesreps’ of their organisation, they need to be the most competent and service-
oriented so that the company, or in this case the extension service organisation, can
flourish and cope with the new challenges of rura service delivery. The two casesin
Zimbabwe and South Africa can contribute some lessons to the "long march" towards
this huge transformation.

Acknowledgements

Wethank all teams of extension agentsin Zimbabwe and South Africafor workingina
spirit of great cooperation. Particularly the BASED (Broadening Agricultural Services
and Extension Delivery) team in South Africahas contributed grestly to devel op further
the ideas taken from Zimbabwe. The comments of Mike Connolly and his contribution
to the joint work in Zimbabwe are gratefully acknowledged.

References

Goleman D. 1998. What makes a good |eader? Harvard Business Review, Nov/Dec 1998: 92-
105.

Groot A & Marleveld M. 2000. Demystifying facilitation in participatory devel opment. Gatekeeper
Series 89. London: International Institute for Environment and Devel opment.

Hagmann J, Chuma E & Murwira K. 1997. Kuturaya: participatory research, innovation and
extension. In: Veldhuizen L van, Waters-Bayer A, Ramirez R, Johnson D & Thompson J
(eds), Farmers researchin practice: lessonsfromthefield (London: Intermediate Technology
Publications), pp 153-173.

Hagmann J, ChumaE, Connolly M & MurwiraK. 1998. Client-driven change and institutional
reformin agricultural extension: an action learning experience from Zimbabwe. AgREN
Paper 78. London: Overseas Development Institute (ODI). http://www.odi.org.uk/agren/

publist.html

Hagmann J, Chuma E, Murwira K & Connolly M. 1999. Putting process into practice:
operationalising participatory extension. AQREN Paper 94. London: ODI. http://
www.odi.org.uk/agren/papers/agrenpaper_94.pdf

Hagmann J, MurwiraK & Chuma E. 1996. Learning together: development and extension of
soil & water conservation in Zimbabwe. Quarterly Journal of International Agriculture 35
(2): 142-162.

Hagmann J & Chuma E. 2002. Enhancing the adaptive capacity of the resource usersin natural
resource management. Agricultural Systems 73 (1): 23- 39. http://www.prgaprogram.org/
pnrm/resources/pnrm_tools author.htm#H

Hagmann J, Chumak, MurwiraK, Connolly M & Ficarelli P. 2002. Successfactorsin Integrated
Natural Resource Management R & D: lessons from practice. Conservation Ecology 5 (2):
29. http://www.consecol.org/vol 5/iss2/art29

Hamilton NA. 1998. Co-learning tools: powerful instruments of changein Southern Queensland,
Austrdia. In: Réling NG & Wagemakers MAE (eds), Facilitating sustainable agriculture.
Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Hope S & Timmel A. 1984. Training for transformation: a handbook for community workers.
Gweru: Mambo Press.

ADVANCING PARTICIPATORY TECHNOLOGY DEVELOPMENT 37



Kolb DA. 1984. Experiential learning: experience as the source of learning and development.
Englewood Cliffs: Prentice Hall.

Moyo ES. 1996. Re-thinking community-level planning and devel opment (CL P& D): conceptual
considerations for the future. Discussion paper, IRDEPR, Masvingo, Zimbabwe.

Rdling N & de Jong F. 1998. L earning: shifting paradigms in education and extension studies.
Journal of Agricultural Education and Extension 5 (3): 143-162.

Thompson J. 1995. Participatory approachesin government bureaucracies. facilitating the process
of institutional change. World Devel opment 23 (9): 1521-1554.

Learning materials on PEA
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Monitoring the outcomes of participatory
research in natural resource
management: experiences of the African
Highlands Initiative

Chris Opondo! , Pascal Sanginga? and Ann Stroud?

The African Highlands Initiative (AHI) is an ecoregional programme that focuses
on natural resource management (NRM) research in the densely populated
highlands of Eastern Africa. Since its inception, AHI has made substantial efforts
to promote participatory research as an effective approach to the development
and dissemination of NRM technologies. Outcome monitoring is being used to
characterise and assess in detail the changes in behaviour of researchers and
farmers as they engage in community-based participatory research activities.
The innovation in outcome monitoring shifts the sole assessment of technical
outputs of research programmes towards focusing on the changes in the
behaviour, relationships and actions of people and organisations required for
implementing quality participatory research.

Farmers are choosing enterprises in Rubaya Sub-County, Kabale, Uganda. NARO
and farmers' research findings provide technical information as a basis for choice.
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Introduction

Background

Thehighlands of Eastern Africaare characterised asmedium to high agricultural potential
and produce about 50% of the region's staple foods. They constitute about 23% of the
total landmassin theregion, yet house over 50% of the population, given their suitability
to human habitation. Population densities have risen over thelast fifty yearsto 100-200
people per km?, resulting in critically small, often fragmented farms ranging from 0.25
to 1.0 ha for an average family of six (AHI 1998). The natural resource base is
deteriorating, as indicated by lower yields and higher incidence of pests and diseases,
resulting in lower incomes, fewer optionsfor diversification and decreased local ability
to cope (AHI 2001).

Relatively few technologiesintended toimprove and sustain productivity and the natural
resource base in the highlands have been adopted widely. Limited adoption and impact
were due to five mgjor factors:

e Heterogeneous and dynamic socio-economic and biophysical conditions. Farmers
operate in systems with varying levels of resources and enterprise mixes and they
respond in a dynamic way to change in external circumstances - be it in weather,
markets or alternative income-generating opportunities. Therefore, blanket
recommendations promoted by the research and extension systems in a "package
approach™ do not work.

e Social aspects, such aslocal arrangements over resource management, gender and
differences in resource endowment are not taken into account and addressed.

e Over-riding short-term concerns of smallholders and inability or unwillingness to
make long-term investments that are required for a number of soil-improving
technologies.

e Externa circumstances act as disincentivesto uptake, such aslack of market, credit
and input supply;

e Failureto address policy issues related to local bylaw definition and enforcement,
communal resource management and national -level devel opment support (Wang'ati
& Kebarra 1993, Wang'ati 1994, Stroud 2000).

The African Highlands Initiative (AHI) was established in 1995 as an ecoregional
programme to address these shortcomings. It focuses on natural resource management
(NRM) and agricultural productivity issuesin the highlands of East and Central Africa.
AHI operatesin benchmark sitesin five counties (Kakamegain Kenya, Kabalein Uganda,
Lushoto in Tanzania, Arekaand Ginchi in Ethiopia, and Antsirabe and Fianarantsoain
Madagascar). The programmeisunder the umbrellaof the Association for Strengthening
Agricultural Research in East and Central Africa(ASARECA) and is convened by the
World Agroforestry Centre (ICRAF). The purpose and outputs® of the programme that
were fine-tuned in 1999 are shown in Box 1.

4 Thisframework was operational in 1998-2002 and has evolved during the design of AHI's Phase 3 to
another structure, reflecting the dynamic nature of NRM research and development.
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Box 1: AHI's purpose and five core outputs

Purpose: Small-scale farmers and R&D agencies have increased capacity to develop, adapt and use
innovative approaches to develop and disseminate technical, social, economic and policy solutions to
sustain and improve agricultural production.

Output 1: Approaches, methodologies and integrated technologies for participatory NRM research and
development increase the resource users' capacity to innovate and manage their resources and agricultural
productivity issues in a sustainable way.

Output 2: Selected cross-site research is conducted and syntheses are produced to improve decision
making and priority setting for diverse stakeholders.

Output 3: Strategies for disseminating and scaling up NRM technologies and approaches are developed
and tested.

Output 4: The capacities of selected NARIs, IARCs and other key partners to carry out integrated,
participatory NRM research and development are enhanced across the ecoregion.

Output 5: Coordination, management and synergies are strengthened through strategic partnership
building upon the collaborative advantages.

Rationale for outcome monitoring

The need for a monitoring and evaluation (M& E) system in AHI was brought to the
forefront during an internal evaluation workshop at the end of Phase | in 1997. One of
the weaknesses identified during early implementation of AHI was the lack of a
monitoring and assessment process related to desired changes and outcomes. Research
teams were not able to systematically collect and analyse information that provided
feedback on whether or not they were achieving what they set out to do, on the processes
they were using, and whether these wererelevant to their clients. Typically, researchers
tended to collect technology performance information and were less engaged in
documenting the participatory research processes’.

The importance of outcome monitoring featured for pragmatic and strategic reasons.
Shifts in AHI strategy were giving greater emphasis to processes and methodol ogy
development as key elementsin the technology generation process rather than only the
technologies themselves (high-yielding varieties, soil fertility recommendations,
integrated pest management options). AHI's partners were becoming more concerned
with the behavioural and institutional changes needed to be able to apply and/or adapt
information, materials etc related to participatory research so that improvementsin the
research system can be sustained over time. Participatory research should essentially
be alearning process. Outcome monitoring isaform of M& E that provides stakehol ders
with timely information about their progress and achievements, and is a basis for
systematic and collective learning, reflection and corrective action. AHI obtained
financial support in 1998 from the International Development Research Centre (IDRC)

5 If researchers were more cognizant of the way they conducted research, there would be better-quality
participatory research and therefore more impact and efficiency.
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to useaparticipatory processto devel op aframework, processes and methodsto enhance
M& E of participatory research outcomesin NRM activities. This paper analyses some
of the experiences and lessons from this work (1999-2001) for improving research
programmes.

Analytical framework of outcome monitoring

Kibel (1999) defines "outcomes' as changes in behaviour and interactions of those
affected by development projects or programmes. To be effective, research and
development (R&D) programmes must go beyond creating and disseminating
information and technologies (Kibel 1999, IDRC 1997, Earl et al 1999). Monitoring
means systematic collection, synthesis, storage and use of information about progress
and performance. Outcome monitoring is a continuous activity that entails regular
gathering and analysis of information. It helps researchers to check whether inputs,
activities and outputs are proceeding according to plan and are leading to the intended
outcomes.

Research outcomes are monitored and evaluated in order to assess the extent to which
R& D actorsin projectsor programmes have contributed to transforming and influencing
desired changesin behaviour, knowledge, beliefs and rel ations among the stakehol ders.
For example, human behaviour isimportant in determining whether newly introduced
technologies are adopted and modified to improve livelihoods when undertaking
participatory research. Information generated from outcome monitoring enables R& D
actorsto makeinformed decisions and choicesfor strategic investment and commitment
of resources.

AHI (1999) recommended the introduction of outcome monitoring as a way to track
progress in the process of implementing participatory research. Three strategies were
identified as key towards achieving the desired outcomes (AHI's purpose):
interdisciplinary research (integrated teamwork), use of a participatory research
approach, and stronger linkages and partnerships with various development and policy
actors. Thesearereferred to hereasthelearning areas' in which AHI and theindividual
researchers were and still are interested in assessing experiences in application.
Researchers, like most farmers (Richards 1989, Holland & Silva 2000), do not
deliberately systematise what they learn from " process experiments” but, if thisisdone,
our hypothesis was that they would adapt their performance in the light of the results.
Hagmann (1999) indicates that experiential learning is critical among the stakehol ders
involved in R&D so that they can adjust their strategies and context of operation.

Information needed to monitor achievementsin the direction of these desired outcomes
wasidentified and referred to as" progressmarkers' or performanceindicators. Progress
markers are similar to milestones and enable the users of the methodology to track
progress being made in integrating the "new" working strategies in the short, medium
and long term. The progress markers are statements that focus on describing how the
behaviour, relationships, activities and actions of an individual, group or institution
change over time in the process of using the new strategies in conducting research.
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The key question was: How will the behaviour, relationships, activities and
actions of researchers be changed by their interaction and use of "new" AHI
research strategies?

The progress markers describe what one would expect to see the stakeholders doing if
they paid attention to the AHI strategies, what one would like to see them actually
doing, and what one would love to see them doing. They thus describe a pattern of
behavioural change taking place over time to reach the desired state. Earl et al (1999)
statesthat " expect-to-see” progress markersindicate passivelearning by the stakeholders
and are easy to achieve. The progress markers that indicate more active learning or
engagement are listed under "like-to-see”, while those markers that are transformative
and more difficult to achieve are in the "love-to-see” category.

Over thelast threeyears, AHI has made substantial effortsto build researchers capacities
in multidisciplinary teamwork, participatory research and managing multi-institutional
linkages, so that researchers can improve how they interact amongst themselves, with
farmers and with other development partners for the benefit of farmers. Tracking the
progress madein these areas- in particular, how they contribute to better implementation
of participatory research processes - has been a critica component of the regional
programme of AHI. At the end of theday, "proof" will beagreater number of innovations
jointly developed with researchers and farmers, greater capacity of farmersto continue
innovating, agreater diversity of households and clients benefiting, and feedback to the
research system and other service providers that improves relevance of research.

Methodology: development and implementation of outcome
monitoring

A general overview

In AHI's benchmark sites, research activities were undertaken with teams of scientists
from National Agricultural Research Ingtitutes (NARIS) in collaboration with government
line ministries and non-governmental organisations (NGOs), with some input from
International Agricultural Research Centres (IARCs) and university scientists.

The devel opment and implementation of outcome monitoring followed several iterative
steps (Table 1).

First, aregiona workshop was organised with many of the implementing stakehol ders
in AHI in order to develop a common understanding and to define the mission, focus
and purpose of AHI from the perspectives of the different stakeholders. They agreed on
the core outputs of AHI (Box 1) and formulated crucial questions for evaluating
performance.

Using the output from this workshop, a small group of resource persons ("think tank")

from ICRAF, IDRC, AHI and the International Center for Tropical Agriculture (CIAT)
consulted with NARI stakeholders to select the key interrelated strategies or "learning
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Table 1: Chronology of events in developing and implementing outcome monitoring

Events Stakeholders Objectives Year
Regional AHI Partners Define the vision and outputs of 1999
workshop AHI Performance evaluation criteria
"Think tank" Resource persons | Define and elaborate the learning 1999
(resource group) from CIAT, NARI, areas for M&E

IDRC, ICRAF &
AHI
In-country AHI site teams Familiarise site teams and partners 1999
workshops with learning areas for monitoring
Training in M&E and Participatory 2000
Research
On-site follow-up AHI site teams Assess progress of teams in 2001
sessions integrating monitoring components
into their work
Feedback AHI site teams Sharing of results from other sites 2002
meetings Research Mentoring by regional resource person
Management
Team®
Regional synthesis | Research Distilling regional lessons across sites 2002
Management
Team

areas' (interdisciplinary teamwork, participatory research and multi-institutional
linkages) and to devel op toolsfor monitoring them. Given the newness of the outcome-
monitoring process and the recogni sed need to devel op and test methodsfirst, the group
decided to start with only one stakeholder group - the researchers. Researchers had
already been exposed to these strategies through workshops, and these strategies were
key to successin research for development. These learning areas have stakeholder and
gender analysis embedded in them. The "think tank" then developed an action plan,
which wasreviewed by AHI's M& E working group and its regional Technical Support
Group (TSG).

The next step was to organise in-country and on-site workshops in conjunction with
annual planning meetings to familiarise the site teams with the newly developed AHI
framework, to build aconceptual base for understanding M& E in anew context, and to

5  The TSG was comprised of site coordinators and representatives from AHI working groups. It has been
replaced by a Regional Research Management Team (RMT) made up of AHI regional researchers and
site coordinators. Both the TSG and the RMT have functioned to technically steer the direction and
implementation of research.
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further devel op strategiesand stepsfor testing, adjusting and institutionalising the M& E
framework. Eight workshopswith atotal of 112 participants were held over aperiod of
18 months. The monitoring of participatory research covered three impact areas:
technology outputs, participatory research process and behavioural change (Table 2).
Each site team defined the performance questions and identified performanceindicators
based on their research protocols and activities. The framework specified the types of
information needed, who was responsible for obtaining it, and the timeframe.

It was then decided that these three areas - rather than technology generation and
dissemination - should become focal points (as means to the end) for tracking desired
change and new toolswere designed for this purpose. Thesetoolsweretested in Kenya
and Tanzaniaand then incorporated into site workshops held in the other countries. The
following description provides details on the focal areas, drawing on the work of the
site team in Kenya.

To start off the monitoring process, the researchers analysed each of the three learning
areas during the first round of site learning workshops. They examined the following:
() changes in current status and experiences; (ii) changes in their perception of the
benefits and shortcomings; (iii) practical examples of the effects of using the approach
on their behaviour, interactions and research; (iv) suggestions on how they, asresearch
teams, could be assisted in improving the approach; and (v) future plans for using the
approach (Table 3).

Use of this tool formed the main feature of the first site workshop held in Western
Kenya. Teams at the other sites also used it, but in addition requested that more time be
spent on improving their understanding of participatory monitoring and evaluation and
the underlying concepts. This was built into subsequent workshops. Diverse methods
were employed during the workshops:. plenary discussions, group work with specific
tasks, two-person buzz groupsto define concepts, feedback sessionsin plenary, process
group sessions to look at what went well and what did not go well and to suggest
improvements. The workshop participants then developed an action plan for follow-up
and evaluated the workshop process and content.

Examples of the M& E tools and formats devel oped during the site workshops are:
M& E framework for Kabale meeting in 1999

Partnership-assessment tool

AHI protocol checklist

Outcome-mapping tool.

The information gleaned from each site workshop was compiled and discussed with
AHI researchersin order to design the next set of tools. After thefirst round of workshops,
follow-up sessions were organised at the research sites and at the regional level with
the "think tank". These sessions assisted AHI and the site teams to understand the
challenges being faced, the assistance needed and the progress that the teams were
making in using the outcome-monitoring framework. In the second round of site
workshops, the resource people shared the output from the initial workshops and
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Table 2: M&E framework for participatory research evaluation of climbing bean
varieties disseminated in Kabale (Uganda) by December 2000

Impact categories Indicators Information needs By whom
Technical
At least 3 varieties being At least 60% of target | Seasonal reports Principal
produced in farmers' fields farmers grow one investigator
improved variety
Increase in yield per unit area Target farmers increase| File sampling and | Farmers
yield by 1500 kg/ha discussions
Multipurpose trees planted At least 40% of target NGOs in
farmers grow muilti- Kabale
purpose trees
Recommended practices
adopted
Process
Seed multiplication 4 well-established Farm records Researchers,
seed multipliers farmers
Farmer selection Volunteers identified Farmer registry Researchers,
extension,
farmers
Farmer training Curriculum developed | Training booklets Researchers
Tree nursery establishment 4 well-established Field reports, Researchers
nurseries visitors book
Follow-up visits Visits organised Researchers,
extension
Outcomes (behavioural
changes)
Farmers positive on growing Enhanced knowledge KAP (knowledge, Principal
climbing beans and positive attitude to | attitude + investigator,
growing climbing beans| practice) survey farmers,
extension
Farmers willing to pay for Rapport among PRA Site
climbing beans stakeholders coordinator,
researchers
Farmers plant beans in fertile Observation Researchers,
portions of their land farmers,
extension

Farmers re-use and buy stakes
for the beans

Researchers hold joint
consultative meetings
Researchers and other stake-
holders organise joint
monitoring visits to farms
Farmers conduct experiments
on own

Farmers adapt technologies
proposed by scientists
Increased autonomy of
researchers and farmers to
engage in participatory
research

Quality of reports

Case study
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developed aplan to monitor the learning area"interdisciplinary research” (Box 2). The
resource persons encouraged the researchersto try new ideas and to modify thetoolsto
suit their information needs.

This framework (Table 2) was used again, a year later, to assist the researchers in
visualising progress (or not), done by comparing the current year's data with the
benchmark of the previous year, and served to focus analysis, reflection and action.

Table 3: Example of the outcome-monitoring tool

Learning
review

Status

Benefits

Short-
commings

Changes in
behaviour

Improve-
ments
needed

Lessons

Inter-
disciplinary
research

Participatory
research

Multi-
institutional
linkages

Box 2: Researchers' Action Plan from M&E of the learning area
"Interdisciplinary research"

Name of the site

1. What aspects of the workshop do you realistically think can be integrated into your research activities
and future plans?

Activities
(indicate O
if ongoing
or N if new)

What tools,
concepts &
lessons
learned are

you going
to apply?

Reasons

What new
information
do you
expect?

How do you
intend to
use the new
information?

Timeframe
(indicate
when you
plan to
use it)

Responsible
and
collaborator

2. What are the steps needed to execute your action plans?
3. What are the potential constraints you are likely to encounter in implementing your action plan?
4. What are the technical aspects of the workshop requiring strengthening or new areas for future

learning?

Areas requiring strengthening

New learning areas

i,

2
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Researchersused theinformation collected to identify beneficial aspectsof the strategies
or learning areas and aspects that need strengthening or adjustment so as to optimise
the benefits. To better link the information from monitoring of the learning areas to
progress on the ground, the next stage wasfor researchersto collect information rel ated
to farmer feedback, farmer innovations, and adoption or adaptation of technologies.
"Spillover" studies are helping to assess the extent to which the various innovations
and technol ogies have spread in Tanzania, Ethiopiaand Kenyabeyond the participating
farmersand initial pilot communitiesinthe AHI sites. These studieswill reveal farmer-
to-farmer mechanisms, "who" picked what technology, how they integrated and used
the technology and how it has changed livelihoods and local capacities in farm
management and NRM.

Use of outcome monitoring focused on participatory research
processes

This section presents preliminary results on the use of outcome monitoring related to
participatory research processes and discusses key lessons learnt. The outcomes, such
asthose referred to in Table 1, provide the basis of these results and discussions.

Current status and experiences in participatory research

The research planning process for activities funded by AHI consists of: pilot site
communities prioritise constraints; researchers, in consultation with farmers, design
research protocol sto addressthe constraints; these protocolsare peer reviewed by NARI
researchersand by the AHI RMT and other experts; they are adjusted for final approval.
A protocol-writing checklist has been designed to guide researchers to consider farmer
differences, systems context, and farmer involvement with the aim of improving quality
and relevance.

In terms of general application of participatory research, the teams initially assessed
that they had made significant progress, although to varying degrees, in incorporating
all thethreelearning areasinto their research approach. However, there were significant
differences between the site teams' perceptions of their competency and needs in
participatory research (Table 4).

Whilethe siteteam in Kenyaseemed to be more confident in participatory research, the
site teams in Ethiopia and Tanzania felt they needed more exposure to such methods.

Table 4: Researchers' rating of the status of participatory research

Researchers' rating of the

status of participatory Kakamega (Kenya) | Lushoto (Tanzania) | Areka (Ethiopia)
research

Alright as is 5 4 0

Needs more attention 2 8 6

Needs less attention 1 1 0
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Thesedifferencesmay reflect differencesin the perception of what participatory research
entails, varying levels of adaptation, and history of use of participatory research. The
Kenyan NARI has perhaps been more exposed to participatory research through various
projects and its Farming Systems Research programme.

In an attempt to review the current status of the participatory research process, the
researchers characterised trialsinto four types - contractual, consultative, collaborative
and collegial - referring to the degree of farmer participation (Biggs 1989). Difficulties
arose in trying to distinguish between the "types' because the understanding of what
they meant differed greatly. Theresearchers noted that asingletrial could include aspects
of al four types, thereby making it difficult to categorise the activitiesin a generalised
way. Nonetheless, collaborative trials were identified as the dominant type. This is
where researchersindicated that they engage in aseries of discussions and negotiations
with farmersand fellow researchersduring all the research stages. It was achange from
the earlier, predominantly contractual approach in which research activities were
designed by researchersin isolation.

The researchers also evaluated trial implementation details. They felt application was
strong in some areas, such as participatory trial implementation and providing
technological options for farmers to choose from (Table 5). They thought they were
strong in participatory trial implementation because: 1) they involved the target
communitiesin designing the research protocols; and 2) farmersresponded by providing
land and |abour for the experimentsand played acritical rolein managing the experiments
(planting, weeding, harvesting, monitoring and recording). The researchers said these
outcomes benefited both farmers and researchers.

Nevertheless, they generally felt that research activities needed strengthening in areas
such as participatory design and farmer evaluation of trials, adaptation of participatory
research tools in general, and analysis of the outcomes beyond technology adoption
and economic profitability. Referring to Table 5, the "zeros' against the components
that researchers"never used" present other possible areasthat require capacity building.

During the plenary sessions of the second round of siteworkshops, researchersreflected
on the contents presented in Table 5, and much learning took place. One researcher
described what he learned from community resource-flow mapping and nutrient flows.
Another researcher, with abackground in livestock production, explained participatory
mapping and analysis tools to the rest of the group. This illustrated to his research
colleagues that a livestock scientist had learned from social scientists, having gained
skills through interdisciplinary interaction.

The researchers wanted to know more about the following aspects of participatory

research:

e how to work with farmer groups in micro-watersheds

e how to involve farmers in evaluation of trials, especially in documenting and
understanding integration of farmers and researchers assessment criteria

e how to experiment together with farmers as partners

e how to use participatory tools for improving the design of experiments
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Table 5: Components of participatory research and their use by researchers in
Lushoto (Tanzania)

Component Alot Sometimes | On a few Never
occasions
Work with farmer groups 11 4 0 0
Work with communities 1 5 3 2
Involve farmers in designing trials 1 7 2 3
Involve farmers in implementing trials 10 3 2 0
Involve farmers in evaluating trials 8 3 0 0
Provide options for farmers to test 9 3 2 0
Promote joint learning 7 4 3 0
Participatory tools (e.g. matrix ranking, 4 6 1 2
wealth ranking) for diagnosis
Community resource-flow mapping 3 2 5 2

Note: The responses in the boxes above indicate the number of researchers that answered the questions.
Although a total of 16 researchers attended this workshop, not all of them provided responses.

e what typesof participatory research (when, where and why to apply them) are more
effective for what conditions

e how to help farmers monitor and eval uate experiments on their own

how to document socio-cultural dimensions of research outcomes

e how to facilitate technology evaluation, data collection and analysis with farmers.

Challenges of participatory research

The researchers discussed some of the challenges in trying to implement participatory
research under the current research operating system. One difficulty is potential
disruption in trial implementation if thereis delay in release of funds or if researchers
become engaged in other research activities and meetings. The participatory research
processstill reliesheavily on research scientist inputs; if farmerswere more self-reliant,
the negative results of this "dependency" would not occur. Delays in release of funds
can also damagethefarmers confidencein researchersif researchersdo not communicate
reasons for the delays. Usually funding sources are from ephemeral projects.

Dealing with farmers' expectations and dependencies created by past organisations or
policies’ is a big challenge. Although researchers explain to Farmer Research Groups
that the support they are receiving from the research institutions is neither elastic nor
long-lived, many farmers expect larger amounts of free handouts as the relationship
unfolds. Researchers must constantly push for self-sufficiency and the value of
information rather than material inputs to avoid dependency.

7 Some government organisations and NGOs provide inputs to the farmers free of charge over long time
periods. This creates high expectations and dependency of farmers.
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The research teams noted that nearly all their trials were conducted in a collaborative
mode and that they needed to |earn more about how to manage and include other modes,
such as collegial trials in their research programme. The AHI regional and site
coordinators noted that devel oping new roles and skills requires continuous mentoring
(rather than one-off training) and strong institutional support so that farmer-led research
is accepted in the NARI's research review and reward systems.

Participatory research requires researchers to accommodate different perspectives of
fellow researchers having different disciplines, who may have different ideas, methods
and professional biases. For example, the biophysical scientists are learning to
accommodate the views of agricultural economists; likewise, the agricultural economists
are learning about other aspects (e.g. agronomy, pest and disease management) from
the biological scientists. Learning to work together and build trust as ateam takestime
and requires open sharing of information and methods - previously seldom shared. It
also means |l earning to accept more suggestions and personal critique from colleagues.

Participatory research requires good communication skills and time to interact with
farmers. Researchers have to become more sensitive and eliminatejargon. Sincefarmers
often tend to give only positive opinions of technol ogies being tested, researchers must
learn to probe and find out what farmersreally think. These communication skills take
timeto acquire, and some scientists do not feel comfortable in this mode of interaction.

Management of time and resources becomes more important when coordinating and
operating in participatory research teams. Given busy schedules, many researchersfound

Photo by: Ann Stroud, AHI.

A young farmer (foreground) with a small landholding in Gununo District,
Southern Ethiopia, is experimenting with teff (EFragrostis tef) varieties
and sesbania hedgerows. He finds that planting trees along boundaries
answers his problem of land shortage and improves soil fertility.
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logistics to be the biggest challenge and felt that participatory research is expensive,
especialy in terms of time and transportation, although exact cost-benefit was not
calculated. Perhaps once trust and understanding are established between researchers
and farmers, village-based facilitators could be engaged, making farmer-led
experimentation |ess dependent on visits from researchers.

Although researchers knew in theory that there are different target groups of farmers
(classified by gender, wealth class etc), participatory research has brought them into
contact with farmers having different resources, preferences and circumstances. This
has posed a challenge to the researchers and is resulting in changed R& D agendas. For
example, Ethiopian scientists are now working on soil fertility practices for farmers
with and without livestock.

Outcomes of using participatory research

Specific site outcomes

Themajor outcomes expected from using participatory research arerelated to behavioural
change and skills resulting in benefits to farmers and in more relevant research
contributions and impact. Outcome monitoring has brought factorsrelated to managing
the participatory research process to a more cognitive level, and provides researchers
with amore structured system enabling them to reflect upon what they are doing, the
way they are doing it and the results of their actions, and to readjust their actions - in
other words, it accelerates the learning-reflection process which, in turn, influences
behaviour. We are seeing some behavioural changes as a result of using participatory
research methods, which contribute to making research more responsive to farmers
needs and will lead to adjustment of the research agenda to become more relevant.
Some examples are:

e First-hand appreciation of the diversity of farmers problems

Four out of 12 researchersin Kakamega (Kenya) said they had greater appreciation
of farmers problemsand, asaresult, adjusted their research programmesto be more
relevant and responsive to the farmers needs, abilities and resource endowments.
For example, theresearchersinitially provided farmerswith striga-resi stant sorghum
varieties, but farmers had a strong preference for varieties that ratooned as alabour-
saving strategy, particularly in female-headed or HIV -affected households. Breeders
selection criteria have been adjusted for these client groups.

e |Incorporation of farmers' criteria into technology design and evaluation
Farmers received three new bean varieties resistant to bean root rot to compare,
using their own experimentation, with local varieties. The researcher realised during
the farmer group meetingsthat the farmersjudged the bean varieties using a number
of criteria in addition to resistance, such as early maturity, seed colour, size and
taste. End-of-season meetings that involved alarger group than thetrial farmersare
now used routinely to give feedback to researchers. Researchers have taken these
other parameters into account in their selection programme.
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e Multi-disciplinary teams increase appreciation of socio-economic factors by
biophysical scientists
In an experiment with high-yielding bean varieties, researchers collected data on
the effect of the varieties on household labour sharing, post-harvest processing,
utilisation and marketing in addition to measuring the usual yield variable. The
biophysical scientists, who had gained appreciation by working with an economist,
added these variables.

e Recognition of indigenous knowledge and appreciation for the added value of
farmer innovation
An experiment designed by researchers on farmyard manure (FY M) combined with
Mnjingu rock phosphate changed significantly because farmersin Lushoto (Tanzania)
did not have enough FY M. After discussion with farmers, the trial was modified to
use tughutu (a local shrub that farmers have been using to enhance soil fertility)
instead of FY M. Subsequently, researchers and farmerstested awider range of uses
of tughutu in mulching, compost making etc.

e Expansion of integrated application of technologiesthrough farmers adaptation
and use of system improvement principles
In Areka (Ethiopia), farmers were provided with several soil-improving legumes
and through interaction with researchers, learned about nutrient cycling. They became
aware of higher levelsof nutrient concentration on their fields of enset (an indigenous
staple crop) near the homestead and depleted levels in the outfields. As a result,
they moved some of the enset to their outfields (anew practice), combined with use
of soil-improving legumes as a strategy to enhance fertility and improve nutrient
cycling. They hope to reduce the levels of inorganic fertiliser used and save money.
Thisinnovation came about through farmers' own initiative (Amede et al 2001).

e Generation of win-win technologies (thosethat improvefood, feed, income and
environment) through farmer-led experimentation
In Areka, sweet potato - a major food source planted year-round as a sole crop or
intercropped under maize - is damaged by the sweet-potato butterfly. Controlling
the pest is one way to increase household food security. By planting sticky
desmodium, a forage legume, around the sweet-potato fields farmers managed to
reduce pest incidence. They have also used desmodium as aprotein source for dairy
cows (together with carbohydrate-rich elephant grass) and to improve soil fertility,
asit isanitrogen-fixing legume. This technology has become very popular among
the farming communities (Amede et al 2001).

e Improved chances for change through collaboration and synergies between
farmers, development partnersand researchers
Community-based and farmer organi sationsthat collaborate with researchers provide
them with structures to facilitate smooth entry into the community and to spread
ideas and technologies being developed. A recent study that assessed impacts of
participatory research in Uganda (Sanginga et al 2002) found that Farmer Research
Groups are effective mechanisms for building human and socia capital, for linking
farmersto R& D organisations, and for dissemination of technol ogy through farmer-
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to-farmer extension. Similarly, research activitiesin Madagascar werelinked to local
organisations focused on improving water management. AHI supported the
construction of microdams?, which in turn increased local interest in working with
researchers on technologiesto improve soil fertility, after the farmers saw the benefits
of harvesting water in their rice fields.

In summary, researchers have analysed the effects of participatory research on
themselves, on their research programmes and on farmers, highlighting the impact of
the increased interactions with their colleagues and with farmers. They all indicated
that they had improved their skillsin managing the interactions in the various stages of
research (diagnosis, planning, M&E, end evaluation). In addition, researchers were
enlightened about each other's disciplines; and this was reflected in the design of their
research. They felt that interdisciplinary teamwork, although initially difficult, was

paying off.

Another outcome, from the perspective of the farmers, is their increased involvement
in research, including farmer-group structures that increase their visibility in making
demands upon researchers. Some farmer groups have chosen volunteers from the
community who experiment with new ideas from which the others can benefit. The
group structure provides aforum for discussion and accountability of the experimenting
farmersto the others. Now at some sites, such as Antsirabe, Madagascar, representatives
from farmer groups express their needs to the benchmark site committee, which has
NGO, research, extension and farmer representatives. A joint implementation plan is
developed at the end of the site committee meeting and forwarded to the site coordinator.

Researchers' and farmers' roles in the research process as well as institutional
relationships, in terms of who contributes or specialises in what, are changing
dynamically in East and Central Africa. During a number of AHI site and regional
workshops, participants discussed allocation of specific rolesto international, regional
and national scientists. In addition, debate is ongoing as to what roles farmers and
researchers should play in what types of research and what the intellectual division of
labour actually is between scientists and farmers.

General lessons learnt in application of outcome monitoring

e Previoudly, researchers had focused on biophysical aspects given disciplinary
orientation and training, but asaresult of reflection on how the participatory research
process was affecting them, interaction with colleagues and farmers is now seen as
important.

e Workshops and periodic meetings to review performance gave site team members
an opportunity to openly discuss challenges in adapting outcome-monitoring tools
and participatory research processes, and earmark areas requiring further capacity
building and institutional support.

e When facilitated, researchers could highlight lessons learnt but had difficulty in
changing their habits of limited documentation and reporting on these areas. Some

8  Support included cost sharing, design advice and facilitation of local organisation.
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confessed that they did not think it wasimportant to report on the qualitative changes
because these are not tangible and quantifiable.

e Organisational constraints that limit the use of participatory research approaches,
such as logistics, availability of collaborators and expectations from the national
programmes, were difficult to overcome given the current organisation of research.

e Joint identification of specific areas to be monitored during site planning meetings
ensured commitment.

e This approach to monitoring helped demystify the negative connotation normally
given to monitoring (as a policing function) and promoted dialogue that furthered
fine-tuning and integration of new research strategies.

e The group approach provided an opportunity for joint learning and sharing among
the researchers and with communities. Researcherslagging behind could learn from
those that set the pace.

e Concept definition isimportant to create joint understanding and confidence among
the team members.

e Implementation has to be flexible and alow for adjustments and modifications.

Conclusions

Application of outcome monitoring

Research teams recognised the benefits, problems and challenges of outcome monitoring
in the learning areas of interdisciplinary research, participatory research and multi-
ingtitutional linkages. Initially, there were large differencesin the understanding of key
concepts and components of participatory research; therefore, team members needed to
discuss, learn more about them and gain experiencein applying them. The new concepts
had to be clarified iteratively while practising. Workshops and interactions with site
scientistswere useful for developing and adjusting practical toolsfor monitoring progress
made by researchers and for adapting the tools to suit information needs of the site
teams. Researchersinitially found it difficult to assessthe effects of participatory research
on themselves, their research programmes and their interactions with colleagues and
farmers, because they had not yet realised that self-reflection and assessment of progress
could assist them in developing and applying the new strategies. Gradually they began
to recognise that the potential benefits and challenges of participatory research are
important to monitor, to be able to draw lessons about performance and to guide
application of new methodological tools. Tracking the progress was also important for
understanding changes in researchers' behaviour, relationships, activities and actions,
but required adequate facilitation.

Generally, scientists have tended to work within their commadity programme and to
have minimal interactionswith researchersfrom other disciplines. They tend to specialise
in their own scientific fields, seldom consulting with colleagues, and work with only a
few farmers, if at all. Teamwork and increased multi-institutional contacts have led to
increased consultation among theteam and partners. However, thefact that team members
went to the field together did not necessarily result in interdisciplinarity. Teams are
being encouraged to engage more deeply in interdisciplinary research by focusing on
exchange and learning from each other when they come together for a specific task,
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such asfield daysor joint field visits. Theinterrelated nature of problemsin NRM calls
for integration of effortsand ishel ping to bring peopletogether. Since AHI issupporting
R&D on NRM, the problems as presented by communities tend to support an
interdisciplinary approach by researchers, although there istension to "withdraw" into
old habits.

Over time, the interaction between farmers and researchers has improved. There are
many concrete examples of mutual learning and of farmers taking the lead in
experimentation. Farmers and researchers feel that they are both gaining from the
interactions, and they will continue working together because they can see the benefits.
The challenge now isto scale up and institutionalise outcome monitoring within R& D
organisations as well as farmer organisations.

We found that collecting feedback and reflecting on the usefulness of the tools and
framework was extremely useful for making subsequent modifications. In addition, by
involving a small resource group (“think tank™) at regional level, site feedback results
could be analysed and used to further refine the tools, ensuring that they were linked to
the 1999 regional framework. Theworkshops provided space for collective assessment
of learning areastatus on the basis of practical examplesaswell asindividual assessment
and documentation of experiences.

Towards institutionalisation of outcome monitoring

Ultimately, it is intended that the use of participatory research methods now being
applied by individual researchers in a pilot mode will be incorporated and supported
more broadly within their institutions.

AHI has been promoting participatory research methodsfor arelatively short time (since

mid-1998 when Phase || started)with pilot research teams. Research outcome monitoring

wasintegrated to improve reflection on the research process and has been coupled with

amajor emphasis on building researchers' capacities and helping them gain practical

experience in participatory research, as afirst step. Some examples of areas in which

researchers skills have been developed include:

e facilitating farmer organisationsto improve themselves and enhance collective action
in addressing their problems and finding solutions

e training Farmer Research Groups to manage research activities and linking them
with new economic opportunities other than farming

e training farmers in experimentation and feeding back assessment of technology
performance

e exposing farmers to new management techniques that they further adjusted and
applied to their farms.

Researcher capacity development has been done using a mixture of:
e regional workshops® with afew representatives from each site

9 Thesehaveincluded workshops on: participatory techniquesin diagnosis and characterisation; enhancing
farmer experimentation; planning, monitoring and evaluation; social analysis skills including aspects
of gender and the poor; and Participatory Agroecosystem Management.
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Photo by: Ann Stroud, AHI.

Dorcus, the chairlady of the Farmer Research Group in Emuhaya
Division, Western Kenya, is experimenting with ways of improving soil
fertility in her maize field.

site-level workshops with broader groups of stakeholders, including sensitisation
activities

meetings, training sessions and tours for individual farmers and farmer groups
end-of-season eval uation meetingsfor researchers, farmers and both groups combined
quarterly meetings of the site teams and partner organisations

annual planning and review meetings by the site teams and at national level
providing literature on participatory research to research teams

developing and using a checklist for writing research protocols for funding to help
achieve clear involvement of farmersin the different stages of the activities
fostering cross-sitelearning through regional meetingsand field visits (twiceyearly)
to exchange experiences between sites, countries and representatives from research
organisations

e two external reviews to encourage discussion and comments from independent
experts, aswell asinternal dialogue.

The outcome monitoring concentrated on changes in behaviour, leading to changesin
approaches and impacts on farmers' livelihoods. The outcome monitoring tools (in part
illustrated in Table 3 and Box 2), coupled with facilitation of reflection by individuals
and teams, were meant to assist the site teams and their managersin self-evaluation and
development of alearning culture. Thesite progressreportswere collated at theregiona
level by the then TSG and formed a basis for discussion at their meetings. They were
also fed back to the site teams so that they could have a picture of what was happening
in other locations compared to their own.

Conventional M&E (for the purpose of monitoring whether an activity was completed
or not) and the use of logframes (logical frameworks) to show logical relationships
between goals, purpose and outputs are not new to these organisations. Nevertheless,
thereisaupsurgein thinking that researchers and their organi sations must take alonger
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view geared to increasing impact and, in so doing, take stock of the approachesthey are
using. The outcome-monitoring framework deviated from the conventional logframe
format that most researcherswere using to formul ate their research plans and activities,
in that the conventional logframe does not capture process and behavioural changes,
nor does it easily cross-link activities or have the flexibility to allow adjustment. The
outcome-monitoring framework has the advantage of being more process-oriented and
participatory and is used as atool for critical analysis, self-reflection and learning.

Subsequent to this participatory technology development work, AHI is tracking
technology spread and adoption in order to better measure the effectiveness of both the
technologies and the approach. In addition, current participatory action research work
is rigorously integrating monitoring and documentation of processes and approaches
used by the research teams, in order to track development of approaches for integrated
watershed management with the added dimensions of collective action and landscape
issues. .

Ashley and Hussein (2000) contend that, in order to improve theimpact of development
and poverty-reduction projects, assessments must take a longer-term view of both
intended and unintended consequences of the activities across a variety of livelihood
concerns. | nstitutionalisation cannot be separated from issues of organisational change.
Many of the NARIs are currently facing various challenges, notably:

e organisational culture (such as resistance to new ideas and limited emphasis on
developing alearning culture)

lack of incentives and rewards for the staff

limited skills and competencies among the staff

little attention to monitoring and evaluating research processes and approaches
few resources committed to documenting and analysing methods.

Carney (1996) observed that, for institutional changeto occur, the challengesthat impede
the transition process must be minimised. These challenges are indeed some of the big
issuesthat AHI isgrappling with in Phase 3 (2002-05) related to scaling up participatory
research approaches. The current RMT realised that, in order to have agreater influence
onthe NARIs, institution-wide efforts woul d be needed, using whatever pilot examples
there might be throughout the country, including what AHI was supporting. Therefore,
a pilot initiative on institutional change in two NARIs (Ethiopia and Tanzania) has
started with senior research managers and researchers. A process is underway to
investigate the benefits of participatory research and to devel op strategiesfor enhancing
internal processes that foster good-quality research embodying participatory methods
and self-management of these institutional change processes.

As part of this effort, various tactics being used to enhance and understand
institutionalisation® of participatory research methods include:

10 Ashby and Sperling (1994) define institutionalisation as the process of mainstreaming a phenomenon
within aspecific context. Sperling and Ashby (1996) state that institutionalisation meansthat the process
or aspect being introduced will have to be scaled up.
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e develop and implement a capacity-building strategy for researchers, managers and
farmer organisations;

e improvedesign andinstallation of amonitoring, documentation and reflection system
(building the elements of alearning culture);

e improve links between managers and researchers, and between researchers
themselves; and

e involve a wide range of stakeholders in planning, implementing and evaluating
research, aswell asin research budgeting.

This approach has been used in South America (especially in Ecuador), when
participatory research was being institutionalised through inclusion of relevant
stakeholders in the budget-setting discussions and planning meetings and creation of
research-extension liaison units as nodes for training and coordination (Ashby et al
1989). Peer pressure and increased visibility by working in teams (research) and groups
(farmers) has been instrumental among both researchers and farmers in encouraging
sceptics to join in the change process. The regional nature of AHI provides unique
opportunities to share experiences, to synthesise lessons for wider application and to
promote learning across countries. Although time to evolve is required, conceptual
growth combined with iterative practice and trial and error has proved to be important
in the change process.

The need for aparadigm shift has been recognised by anumber of AHI partners. Further
development of methods to influence and build institutional learning cultures, both
with farmers and with research organisations, will be afocal point of future AHI work.
A more systematic and rigorous study hastherefore been initiated, aimed at identifying
and analysing the mechanisms that enable or inhibit effective institutionalisation of
new research approaches within the various levels of the NARIs (Opondo 2003).
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Transforming the South African
Agricultural Research Council to engage
in PTD with black smallholder farmers

Tim Hart! and Joyene Isaacs?

Since the inception of the South African Agricultural Research Council (ARC) in
1992, one of the institutes, ARC Infruitec-Nietvoorbij, has tried to institutionalise
Participatory Technology Development (PTD) within its activities with smallholder
farmers. The Sustainable Rural Livelihoods Programme within the Institute has
been reformulated to include farmers in the processes of technology
development, planning, monitoring and evaluation. A similar process has been
developing to a greater or lesser degree within the national structure of the
ARC and, at times, these parallel processes influence one another. This case
study looks at the chronology of activities that have been undertaken by one
institute and the successes and constraints that it has experienced as part of
the national ARC, which is transforming from an organisation that did not serve
emerging black farmers to one that is attempting to provide services to these
farmers by using PRA, PTD, participatory extension and similar approaches.

Photo by: Tim Hart.

Farmers and researchers carrying out a mapping exercise.

1 Agricultural Sociologist, ARC Infruitec-Nietvoorhij, Private Bag X5026, Stellenbosch 7599, South
Africa(tim@infruit.agric.za)

2 Formerly Coordinator ARC Infruitec-Nietvoorbij SRL Programme; currently Director Farmer Settlement,
Dept of Agriculture, Western Cape, Private Bag X1, Elsenburg 7607, South Africa
(joyenel @€l senburg.com)



Introduction

Sinceitsinception as aparastatal in 1992, the Agricultural Research Council Infruitec-
Nietvoorbij (ARC Infruitec-Nietvoorhij) has attempted to move from aless participatory
to amore participatory approach to devel oping technology with smallholder farmersin
the emerging agricultural sector in South Africa®. The changes that have taken place
during the last decade are significant and indicate an enormous paradigm shift in the
definition of farmersand in the delivery of servicesto farmers. This shift, which is not
yet complete, has nhot been without various obstacles and constraints.

What is meant by PTD

In order to place the activities of ARC Infruitec-Nietvoorbij and the national ARC
structure into a context of Participatory Technology Development (PTD), the current
international understanding of thisterm needsto be considered. Thisisimportant because
thereisnoreal understanding or awarenessof PTD among researcherswithin thisIngtitute
and the national ARC structure. In effect, the activities discussed have developed in
isolation and despite alack of awareness. A brief literature review on PTD in various
partsof theworld describesit asaprocessthat encompasses”... all formsof interaction
that combine the knowledge and skills of farmers with those of outside facilitators in
creating sustainableimprovementsin farming systems' (van Veldhuizen et al 1997:13).

Onthe one hand, van Veldhuizen et al (1997) stressthat PTD isacollaborative research
effort between farmers and outsiders (including researchers, extension officials and
development workers) that is led by farmers (internally initiated), is based on what is
important to them and is done in a participatory manner that ensures sustainability and
the sharing of the results. However, they (1997:19) also point out that sometimes PTD
is externally initiated and can have a somewhat top-down appearance. Rather than
repudiating this approach outright, van Veldhuizen et al (1997) suggest that it can be
used asan entry-level activity with the purpose of moving towards farmer-led research.
External initiators must carefully facilitate the interaction between the outsiders and
the farmers so that the process is participatory and sustainable. The farmers must at all
times be aware of the risks involved and determine how the increase in risk will affect
them.

In accordance with van Veldhuizen et al (1997) it seemsthat PTD practitionerscurrently
understand it as a process in which researchers and farmers combine their skills and
knowledge to devel op technology that sustainably improves farming systems.

Origins of and changes within ARC and Infruitec-Nietvoorbij
Many of the events that occurred at both the national level and the local institute level
influenced the direction in which these structures developed and tried to direct their

8 Theemerging agricultural sector in South Africais currently comprised of black farmers and potential
farmers who are farming or intend to farm relatively small areas of land, usually less than 5 ha per
farming household. In this case study, the terms smallholder, small-scale, emerging and resource-poor
are used interchangeably and refer to black farmers, the majority of which are farming largely for
household consumption while selling or exchanging surplus where appropriate.
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services towards emerging black farmers. Therefore, these two parallel processes are
discussed together rather than separately and are summarised bel ow.

Origins and structure of the ARC

Prior to 1992 agricultural research in South Africawas carried out by the Department
of Agriculture. Researchers were engaged in research only, whilst other directorates
(extension, land-use planning) undertook extension activities. In 1992 these research
activities were brought under ARC, a parastatal with limited government financing. A
number of researchinstitutesthat already existed becametheinstitutes of the new ARC,
which was given the mandate to carry out research (technology development) and,
unlike before, some extension (technology transfer) activities.

Two separate research institutes were established in Stellenbosch: the Stellenbosch
Institute for Fruit Technology (Infruitec) and the Nietvoorbij Institute for Viticulture
and Oenology (Nietvoorbij). This distinction was based on their historically separate
commodity-orientated research activities under the Department of Agriculture. In 1997
they were amalgamated in order to provide aone-stop servicefor farmersin the deciduous
fruitindustry. Thisnew Instituteisnow known as ARC Infruitec-Nietvoorbij and consists
of two campuses. Infruitec Centre for Fruit Technology and Nietvoorbij Centre for
Viticulture and Oenol ogy.

Clients of the ARC

Prior to 1992 both Institutes had directed their services towards the established white
commercia farmersin the deciduousfruit sector of the Western and Northern Cape and
other areas of South Africa. With the democratic €l ection in 1994, the mandate of both
Institutes was amended to reflect the changes in national agricultural policy, i.e. the
provision of services and assistance to al farmers, with a special emphasis on the
emerging black farmers, and the facilitation of their access to appropriate information
and technology. The inclusion of black farmers was a hew phenomenon for the ARC
personnel at both Institutes. Having worked with educated and very often wealthy white
commercia farmers who had access to a diverse range of resources, they were now
required to work with farmers whose participation in mainstream agriculture is
constrained by many factors including race/gender discrimination, lack of access to
resources, illiteracy, etc.

To begin implementing the new policy, the researchers started by establishing linksand
interacting with anumber of emerging black farmersin the Western and Northern Cape
Provinces. This was done on an ad hoc basis through various non-governmental
organisations (NGOs) that were al ready working with some of these communities (ARC
Annual Reports 1994, 1995; | saacs 1998b). The NGOswould identify the predominantly
agricultural needs of the community and would then approach the relevant service
provider to deliver the required services. Many of these activities that included the
ARC researchers were related to transfer of technology such as in soil preparation,
water management and some horticultural aspects. However, some of this technology
had to be adapted to suit the local circumstances. In the case of soil preparation, for
example, often the emerging farmers used animal traction instead of mechanised
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ploughing equipment, so the basi ¢ principles had to be adapted. Similarly, the application
and measurement of irrigation scheduling had to be adapted. The two Stellenbosch-
based I nstitutes of the ARC thus became involved with the emerging black farmersin a
process of technology adaptation, which later became recognised as PTD.

Local and national restructuring to support emerging black farmers

During 1994 and 1995 the management became aware that the two Institutes would
have to be restructured in order to fulfil their mandate of serving the new clients
effectively and efficiently. The structure of the Institutes prior to 1996 did not allow for
multidisciplinary research with emerging farmers nor did it allow multi-commodity
research®. A series of changes took place:

1996: Infruitec appointed an Institute Coordinator for farming systems research and
development from outside the organisation to set up a support programme for
emerging black farmers called the Fruit Information and Research Service
(FIRS). Nietvoorbij appointed a similar coordinator from within the Institute.
Based on predetermined criteria, the most suited individual swithin the different
technical divisions were identified for this programme.

1997: The two Institutes amalgamated to form ARC Infruitec-Nietvoorbij and the
two separate programmes for emerging farmers became the Resource Limited
Producers (RLP) Programme.

1998: The Institute Coordinator of Infruitec became the manager of the RLP
Programme, which became a division within the Institute.

1999: RLP became the Resource Poor Agriculture (RPA) Programme in response to
changes at Central Office, which gave permission to appoint a social scientist
to help increase awareness of social aspects of agricultural development.

2000: An agricultural sociologist is appointed to the RPA Programme.

2001: TheRPA Programme becameknown asthe Sustainable Rural Livelihoods (SRL)
Programme with five permanent staff.

During 1994 the ARC Central Office embarked on a similar process leading to the

following structural changes:

1994: A corporate Farming Systems Research and Devel opment (FSRD) Programme
wasinitiated at provincial level to coordinate activities related to working with
emerging black farmers. The purpose of this programme was described as: "to
encourage participatory research, development, evaluation, demonstration and
transfer of technologies applicable to integrated farming systems appropriate
to small farmers' (quoted in Fowler 1998:119).

1996: Theinability of provincial coordinatorsto mobilise personnel and the reasons
for this (informal structure within institutes, increasing competition among
institutes, etc) were brought to light.

4 Multidisciplinary research was and still seems to be largely understood within the South African
agricultural context asinvolving researchersfrom the various natural science and agricultural disciplines.
Only recently hasthere become agrowing awareness of the specialist rolesthat agricultural economists
and social scientistshaveintheresearch process. Inany event they are seen more asplaying supplementary
rather than complementary roles.
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1997: ARC's Multi-Institutional Project Initiative (M-1Pl) replaced the FSRD
Programme in an attempt to remedy the problems.

1998: ARC'sM-IPI failed, key personnel retired or resigned and there was asubsequent
[ull in initiatives by ARC Central Office. Towards the end of the year, a
discussion group was established to restructure the approach.

1999: The institutes of ARC nominated coordinators who attended this discussion
group. A panel known asthe ARC RPA Programme developed from within this
group.

2000: Theideaof a"virtual" Institute was conceived and established asthe Sustainable
Rural Livelihoods (SRL) Institute, mandated to coordinate the national SRL
Programme of the ARC in al its institutes. This central structure is still
transforming and should be completed by 2003.

Building staff skillsto work with emerging black farmers

As soon as ARC Infruitec-Nietvoorbij was given the mandate to incorporate emerging
black farmersinto its client base, it became evident that the personnel needed new and
supplementary skills. Therefore, thefirst group of ARC Infruitec-Nietvoorbij researchers
was trained in Participatory Rural Appraisal (PRA) tools in 1995. More researchers
and technicians were trained during 1996 and 1997. In 1997 a number of division
managers were al so trained in the use of these toolsto ensure that they knew what was
expected from their personnel. Drastic cuts in the ARC budget in subsequent years
resulted in almost total cutsin the informal training of personnel®. By the end of 1999
morethan half of the RPA coordinatorsand afew personnel within the variousdivisions
had received some training in the use of PRA tools. The purpose of the training was to
prepare the researchers to interact with the farmers and to function within the
participatory appraisal teams. All thistraining was done by alocal NGO that wasworking
in the agricultural development sector.

Unfortunately, follow-up training was not provided and only afew of the coordinators
actually used the PRA toolsand techniquesin their work with communities. This meant
that, when it came to technology transfer, many used adaptations of the processes with
which they were historically more familiar and experienced, such aslecturing. When it
came to technology development, in some cases the team decided on the technology
that was to be devel oped and transferred, despite the fact that it was done on emerging
farmers farms or in their communities, i.e. it was externally initiated. In afew cases,
technology development was based on the needs of the farmers (see Case 2).

Another limiting factor in the application of the PRA tools was that, although many of
the division managers had been trained in the theoretical and practical use of the tools,
they did not promote it extensively. In some cases, managers and personnel believed
that the procedure was unscientific and was neither valid nor reliable. Theseinflexible
beliefs and the lack of extensive promotion of a participatory approach to research and
development within the Institute resulted in the very limited adoption and application
of these tools and of a participatory approach.

5 Informal training refers to short courses that are not undertaken for degree or diploma purposes.
Certificates of attendance and competence are usually awarded.
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Because of various constraintsin capacity, experience and resources, the ARC Institutes
of Infruitec and Nietvoorbij continued to rely heavily on the information provided by
local NGOs and other service providers who were working in the rural and peri-urban
farming communities. The ARC researchers were never part of these appraisals that
were done to identify the needs, socio-economic circumstances, capacity, etc of the
rural communities. The information was gathered at PRA training courses, during
practical sessions on the use of tools, and was consequently incomplete.

Gradually, after the RLP Programme was consolidated in 1998, the RL P team began to
make its own contacts with farmers and farmers' associations without intermediaries. It
also meant that the team members no longer had to rely on second-hand data but could
generate their own with community members. However, there only afew coordinators
were actually confident in applying PRA tools. As a result, data (including socio-
economic and cultural) were often not collected or at |east not recorded and the necessary
capacity building and empowering activities relating to the use of PRA tools did not
take place.

Participatory research and other required skills of the group of RLP coordinators and
their division colleagues were and still arelimited, as most of the division coordinators
are trained in specific scientific disciplines and, in many cases, their actions are
congtrained by theinflexible practicesin their "home" divisions. Theteamisnot assigned
to the programme on afull-time basis, and a matrix system of management is used. On
the one hand, the coordinators maintain a very strong relationship with their scientific
discipline but, on the other hand, they are often expected to change gears during the
course of the day, depending on the client group and aso the, sometimes differing,
requirements of their "two" divisions.

Because of the increasing number of emerging farmers that were being assisted by
ARC Infruitec-Nietvoorbij after 1994, the Institute actively sought black researchersin
order to overcome cultural barriersin terms of ethnicidentity, language and customs. It
was al so believed that this would increase the active participation of emerging farmers
injoint projectswith the research teams. To some degree, thispolicy aided the movement
towardsfarmer participation. However, many of these new researchers had been trained
in the same inflexible approaches as their white counterparts, and in the same tertiary
institutions. The more positive effect of this strategy will probably be realised only as
the tertiary institutions themselves develop and the researchers gain more exposure to
other methods and approaches, especially those of a participatory nature.

Some of thetertiary institutions have restructured or are considering restructuring their
agricultural and natural resource management programmes so that they include
familiarisation with "current development” practices such as the use of participatory
appraisal tools or at least incorporation of social scientific practices. This is done in
various ways®:

5 Thisdescriptionisvery subjective and is based on differing degrees of contact with three universities.
Specific research on this topic might show a different trend. This account merely gives the reader an
idea of what appears to be taking place in South Africa.

66 CASE STUDIES ON INTEGRATION INTO AGRICULTURAL RESEARCH, EXTENSION AND EDUCATION



e Some departments have restructured themselves to include the latest trends in
agricultural extension and social development into their curriculum.

e |n some cases, new departments have been established in order to offer the training
and orientation that is required.

e Some undergraduate degrees require that students take various socia science or
development modules to complement the natural science or geographical focus of
their degrees.

e Some universities are offering new multidisciplinary degrees at postgraduate level
to encourage studentsto become familiar with theimportance of the social sciences.

e Some universities are offering certificate courses in participatory techniques.

Use of demonstration plot in research and extension with emerging
farmers

Establishment and maintenance of demonstration plot

The demonstration plot was initialy’” the vehicle by which the SRL team at ARC
Infruitec-Nietvoorbij tried to carry out participatory research, training and extension.
The concept of a demonstration plot was first introduced in the Buisplaas community
(see Case 1). The average demonstration plot was approximately one hectare in size.
This was seen as an economically feasible unit for two reasons:

1. Itcan bemanaged by the average household of five memberswith no external labour.
2. Ithasthepotential to generate anincome from fruit (after five yearsand for afurther

ten years) of approximately SA Rand 20,000 per annum.

The specific size of the demonstration plot was further influenced by the following

factors:

1. The needs of the farmers with regard to the number of trees or plants required,
which was determined from discussions held with the farmers prior to designing the
plot;

2. Theavailability of similar plant and tree speciesin the areg;

3. Theavailability of land in the areafor the purpose of a demonstration plot.

Sometimes, the farmers selected the type of crops and species they wanted to grow. In
other instances, the ARC team made the sel ection after analysing soil and water samples,
especially when anew crop was being tried out or when the crop was uncommon to the
area. If thefarmerswanted a crop that the ARC considered to be inappropriate because
of the physical environment, it still provided this plant in small quantities so that the
farmers could discover for themselves that the crop was unsuitable. The ARC team and
the farmers planted the crops on the plot together. The farmers were responsible for
maintaining the plot. The ARC provided the other necessary inputs such as the plants,
fertilisers, pesticides, herbicides and training. Thiswas done on the understanding that
the farmers could afford and establish their own system if it proved appropriate;
otherwise, therewas no point inincluding these inputsin the demonstration plot. Usually,

7 It should be noted that, after documenting and analysing this case, the Institute moved from using
demonstration plots to working with farmers on existing fields, and has moved towards a Farmer Field
School approach.
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the farmers appointed one person from within their group to monitor the growth and
development of the crops in the plot and to notify the ARC team coordinator of any
interesting observations, such asradical changesin the weather, the presence of diseases
or insects, and other negative or positive changesin plant growth.

A training vehicle

From atraining perspective, the plot was used to demonstrate what types of crops can
grow inthe areaand to provide apractical setting in which technology can betransferred
to farmers by means of practical training, complemented with theoretical training. Both
types of training were not confined to production activities but also included basic
nursery practices, so that the farmers could propagate their own plant material. Where
nursery activities are requested, the ARC usually assisted financially in establishing
the nursery structure, if a suitable structure did not already exist.

Practical training was done on amonthly or two-monthly basis and normally continued
for five years. The training was planned together with the farmers and, on account of
the seasonal nature of deciduous fruit and vine agriculture, took place at specific times
of the year.

A research vehicle

From a research perspective, the demonstration plot was used to determine how well
various crops grow in the area and the suitability of the microclimate and physical
environment for this growth. It was also used to develop new technology with local
farmers on the request of the farmers or as suggested by the ARC Infruitec-Nietvoorbij
team. These on-farm comparative studieswere often conducted in different communities
using the same speciesin order to determine the suitability of a crop across a range of
environmental settings. When research was being carried out, the ARC normally bore
the cost of the analyses that were required such as soil, water, pests and disease
identification. Based on the farmers and the ARC team'sjoint observations of the plants
on the demonstration plot, the ARC team gave immediate recommendations, where
possible. If thiswas not possible, theinformation from the demonstration plot was used
to inform further research. This information was also used to develop training
programmeswith thefarmers. Information obtained in one areawas used in other areas,
if applicable. Thisprocessdid not include direct farmer-to-farmer exchange because of
the long distances that have to be travelled between areas.

The ARC team'’s experience with regard to community or farmer monitoring has been
both good and bad. Sometimes, it isdoneregularly; at other times, it isdoneintermittently
and often falls away completely, making the research activity extremely difficult. The
success seems to depend on the individuals appointed to do this, especially their
motivation and consistency with regard to observing and recording observations. It is
also likely that the system for sending samples and providing subsequent feedback is
not perfect.

Sometimes, the research methodology used on the demonstration plot approach was

exactly that used on theresearch station. However, in many cases, the researchers adopted
amoreflexible approach suited to the circumstancesinstead of trying to achieve complete
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accuracy. This resulted in criticism from scientists within the system as being
"unscientific". In many cases, there was an explicit unwillingness to acknowledge the
usefulness of thisflexible approach. All thisisdespite the fact that most institutesin the
ARC have used a similar approach while conducting on-farm research with white
commercia farmers (Fowler 1998).

While someresearch was carried out on the demonstration plots since their inceptionin
1996, the primary activity on the plotswasinformal and practical training. Experiences
with the demonstration plot in the Buisplaas community indicated that, although the
primary purpose was to transfer existing technology in a participatory manner and
practical setting, an element of participatory research emerged and was carried out at
the request of the participating farmers.

Case 1: The Buisplaas community - the first use of the
demonstration plot

The community of Buisplaasis aremote inland settlement in Western Cape Province.
In 1986, the 56 families of Buisplaasformed the Buisplaas Residents Association (BRA)
to address several pressing issues such asland ownership, improved housing, provision
of electricity and drinking water and agricultural development. In 1993 BRA started
working with an NGO, the Land Development Unit (LDU), to facilitate an overall
agricultural plan with the community and realised the need to link with other
organisations.

In 1996 LDU approached ARC Infruitec-Nietvoorbij to assist the Buisplaas farmers
with technical and crop management skills related to deciduous fruit production and

Photo by: Tim Hart.

Farmers and researchers discussing local solutions and practices while
surveying for plant diseases.
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processing. The BRA convened a meeting with all the Buisplaas community members
and the ARC team. The concept of the demonstration plot and its objectives were
presented to the community. The ARC team pointed out that, while it would mainly
involve training, there would be an element of research because many of the selected
cropswere new to this particular area. The possibility existed that the microclimate and
local environment might influence the cultivation of the crops, so there was a need to
monitor the production process carefully.

Having agreed on the objectives, the BRA identified all residents who were interested.
It also selected the liaison person to coordinate the demonstration plot activities with
the ARC. A sitefor the demonstration plot wasidentified, fenced and planted with fruit
trees by July 1996.

The environmental conditions, i.e. a high saline content in the soil and the water, the
extremely dry conditions at the time and a scarcity of organic matter, required that the
soil preparation process be adapted. Trenches rather than holes were dug and filled
with compost to ensure that the treeswould survive. However, thismethod proved to be
too labour-intensive and the BRA requested the ARC team to use the other half of the
plot for comparison purposes by digging holes, asis the usual practice of commercial
farmers. Tree growth on the plot under the different planting methods was compared.

The ARC team monitored the tree trunk circumference by measuring and the nutrient
balance by sampling soil and leaves on a regular basis. Through these activities, the
different soil preparation and planting methods were analysed and the ARC team
disseminated the results to other communities having a similar environment. Diseases
and pestswere monitored using different traps and the appointed local person, who was
sometimes accompanied by other farmers, received on-the-spot advice from the ARC
team. The information from the monitoring was also used during the regular, more
formal training sessions that were often attended by other community residents.

Several training courses were given during 1996 and 1997 to the participating farmers
and the broader farming group. These courses included soil sampling soil preparation,
treegrafting, pest identification and control, pruning, fruit thinning and irrigation systems.

During the 1997 annual evaluation, a survey of the agricultural activities in Buisplaas
revealed that, with the exception of three households, every household had planted 3-5
fruit trees in their homegardens and one farmer had actually established an orchard.
Local residents said that this was a result of the information derived from the training
programme. The BRA also indicated that a community garden would be established
and 0.5 ha would be planted with fruit trees in order to raise money for community
projects.

The farmers and the ARC team decided that from 2001 onwards the ARC would make
only two visits ayear to the community, unless the farmers required more advice from
the team. The demonstration plot and the homegardens with fruit trees continue to
develop and to be harvested. The orchard of the one farmer was the largest producer of
deciduous fruit in the community.
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Consolidating participation with farmers

I ncreased awareness of the dynamics of the emerging farmer sector

By 1997 the ARC team was becoming increasingly aware of the constraints facing the
farmerswith whom they had contact. At thistime anumber of documentsrelated to the
early experience and the national policy on emerging farmers were being published.
These documents stressed the inappropriateness of much existing technology and the
need to develop alternative optionsfor emerging black farmers (Isaacs 1996). Many of
these recommendations were based on the concept of the Farming Systems Approach
and hinted at the existence of both on-farm and off-farm livelihood options and the
variety of activities within these two options.

Given the constraints faced by emerging black farmers with regard to accessing both
finances and land, it became increasingly important to consider the need for more than
one farming system on a particular farm. This was largely a result of the fact that the
ARC team increasingly encountered farmers who stressed that fruit was too expensive
to establish and was therefore costly to produce. They pointed out that they would
receive no income from the fruit for at least the first three years and that they could not
accommodeate this. They also pointed out that vegetableswere usually cheaper to establish
and could generally be harvested and sold within three months of planting. Transportation
of inputs and products was a further problem that largely depended on finance.

These factors fostered an increasing awareness of the need for participatory research
with the farmers. As mentioned earlier, this was initialy attempted by training the
coordinators, their division managers and other personnel in the divisionsin the use of
PRA tools. The purpose of the training was to enable the researchers to interact with
the farmers and to be part of participatory appraisal teams, but the principle of
participation and the underlying components of capacity building and empowerment
were not stressed. As aresult, the tools were seldom and/or ineffectively used and did
not produce the results that had been expected.

Yet, there were some inroads made in consulting with farmersto find out what type of
technology they wanted the ARC to investigate. The evaporative cooling facility in
Montagu, described in Case 2, isan example of how researchers began to movetowards
doing research based on the request of the emerging farmers and al so to move towards
an element of involving the farmers in the research process. However, this was not
identified asor termed "PTD", mainly because theterm was unfamiliar to the researchers
in the team and al so probably because much of the work initially took place on-station
and the initial participation of the farmers was considered minimal.

Case 2: The evaporative cooling storage unit at Montagu
In 1996 three emerging farmers, members of the Goudmyn Farming Trust in the M ontagu
deciduous fruit producing area, asked ARC Infruitec-Nietvoorbij to assist them with

devel oping some means of storing produce for an extended period. For variousreasons,
these farmers did not have access to the larger cold storage facilities used by the local
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commercia farmers, but realised the advantage of being able to store their fruit before
transporting it to the market. Aselectricity was considered too costly, the farmersrequired
acooling facility that did not rely on electricity. Based on discussions with the farmers,
the ARC Infruitec-Nietvoorbij RLPteam decided to develop and eval uate an appropriate
evaporative cooling unit.

The design and principles of the cooling unit were based on "evaporative cooling
cupboards’ used by rural inhabitants in the Northern Cape Province. After on-station
trials, an agreement was reached with the Goudmyn farmersthat one such facility would
bebuilt on afarmidentified by them, and that they would collaborate with ARC I nfruitec-
Nietvoorbij in carrying out the on-farm trials relating to the use of this facility.

The cooling facility was built on the farm in August 2000 and the farmers were trained
inits use as well as in the most appropriate post-harvest handling techniques for fruit
and vegetables. The farmers were doing the monitoring and record keeping for two
seasons until 2002. The ARC team visited the farmers monthly to make observations of
the stored produce and to examinethe farmers' records. The farmerswere also involved
in evaluating various materials for the structure in order to determine their suitability
and cost effectiveness. The farmers and ARC team have been learning together about
the technology from the results of the on-farm trials. These will be shared with other
farmers.

ARC colleagues not directly involved in this project slowly began to show interest,
probably because other examples of technology were now also being developed using
non-traditional research methods. Extension officers from the Provincia Departments
of Agriculture also started to show interest. In both cases, the interest has largely been
in the technology development process and in ways of transferring the technology to
other communities.

Need for a social scientist to support the team

While the researchers were becoming more exposed to the context in which their new
clientsfarmed, anumber of events occurred within the ARC, which reinforced the need
for input by a social scientist. An independent review of the South African Research
Councilsin 1997 stated implicitly that the national RPA Programme was fragmented
and lacked social dimensions. It indicated the lack of capacity amongst the researchers
to determine and understand the nature of the problems and needs at the grassroots
level because the social context often influences and obscures the problems and needs.
A different approach was required that included the active presence of socio-economic
researchers alongside the agricultural researchers.

Based on their experience in the 1994--99 period, the ARC Infruitec-Nietvoorbij
management had realised the need to include asocia scientist as a permanent member
of their RLP Programme, for much the same reasons. To some extent, the idea was that
apersonwith "soft" skillswasrequired to assist those with "hard" skills. A small number
of projects had been started with communities but later fizzled out because of alack of
continued farmer participation. It was hoped that a social scientist would assist in the
preliminary identification of requirements for and constraints to agricultural

72 CASE STUDIES ON INTEGRATION INTO AGRICULTURAL RESEARCH, EXTENSION AND EDUCATION



development, together with the farmers and the agricultural researchers (see Burgess &
Isaacs 1999 for a discussion of some of the problems experienced).

In January 2000 an agricultural sociologist joined the ARC Infruitec-Nietvoorbij RPA
team to assist the coordinators in their work with the communities. The Honeybush
Demonstration Plot Project (Case 3) isthefirst project that the team (now including the
social scientist) undertook to carry out participatory on-farm research on a new crop
with emerging farmers.

Case 3: Attempts to incorporate PTD into the Honeybush
Demonstration Plot Project

During 1997, the SRL Programme of ARC Infruitec-Nietvoorbij realised that honeybush
(Cyclopia species) might have potential as acommercial crop for emerging farmersin
the Western Cape. The honeybush plant costs considerably less per hectare to establish
than deciduousfruit yet it seemed, based on independent trial s undertaken by commercial
farmers, to havethe potential to provide an extremely good rate of return. Honeybushis
currently harvested in its natural habitat, processed and sold locally and internationally
asaherbal infusion. Theinternational demand for the processed product outweighsthe
current local supply more than threefold. Consequently, the increased demand could
lead to increased harvesting of thisplant initsnatural habitat, resulting inits extinction.
Thesefactors encouraged researchersin the SRL Programmeto consider doing research
related to this crop with interested emerging farmers in areas where it grows in its
natural habitat.

Several workshops were held in 1998 to determine the interest of smallholders in
cultivating the plant and participating in aresearch project. Meanwhile, ARC Infruitec-
Nietvoorbij had begun a humber of on-station research trials and a small group of

Photo.by: Marlise Jo.ubert.

Farmers sorting Honeybush seedlings.
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commercial farmerswere doing sometrials. The purpose of the project with the emerging
farmers was to conduct research on the cultivation of some market-desirable varieties
of honeybush and to transfer this knowledge and that obtained from the parallel on-
station research trials to these and other farmers.

In late 1998 and early 1999 the SRL Programme began discussing the possibility of
planting honeybush with farmersin five communities (Genadendal, Rietkuil, Haarlem,
Karwyderskraal and Friemersheim) in the Western Cape Province. Theseareall located
in areas where some of the five main commercially suitable species of honeybush are
knownto grow naturally. By June 2000 farmersin Friemersheim and Rietkuil had agreed
to participate in the proposed PTD project.

In July 2000 the social scientist was asked to put together a team, examine the process
to date and make recommendations that would, where possible, ensure the improved
and continued development of the project in the two communities and encourage the
participation of the local farmers and community members interested in growing
honeybush. This involved two processes - participatory community appraisal and
participatory planning - with emphasis on the successful establishment of honeybush
demonstration plots.

The two processes had the following purposes:

1. For both the participants and the research team to gain a genera overview of the
area and the current situation. The appraisal was therefore exploratory and hel ped
identify issues that could be important and might require more in-depth study.

2. The key area under examination was agriculture and agricultural practices. The
appraisals therefore focused mainly on actions required to solve specific problems
related to honeybush cultivation, and not on the wider livelihood systems of the
farmers involved in the project. Upon reflection this was probably a mistake, as
more immediate issues were overlooked.

3. Usingthelessonsand datafrom previousinvolvement of ARC Infruitec-Nietvoorbij
in the communities as baseline data for monitoring and evaluation purposes. This
had not been done previously because no data was collected.

4. Involving the farmers in the design and planning so that they were aware of their
roles and those of the researchers during implementation and so that the plan was
developed to coincide with their availability, local conditions and circumstances.

5. Ensuring that the farmers and the research team worked together and use the various
tools and techniques competently, allowing for acommon understanding of the data
collected and analysed.

In February 2001, it was decided to terminate the project in Rietkuil on account of a

growing lack of interest by most of the participating farmers, attributed to:

1. Thebelief that the crop is not profitable because one of the farmersfailed to secure
a buyer for his intended harvest. This occurred because he waited too late in the
Season to harvest;

2. A conflict which arose within the group regarding responsibilities towards the
demonstration plot and reimbursement for incurred costs, because the plot was
established on land privately owned by one of the farmers;
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3. Anunprecedented weed problem and the financial burden of hiring labour for weed
control.

The participatory appraisal that was undertaken, only after the plot was started, indi cated
that thefarmerswere"traditionally" smallholder grain and livestock farmers. Itisbelieved
that the farmers were not accustomed to the physical effort required to maintain the plot
and that this was compounded by the fact that all the farmers were pensionersin their
sixties or seventies.

The technology development process in Friemersheim continued along more

participatory lines, including the following changes:

1. Participatory planning is done with the researchers and the participating farmers
and has become an ongoing process that runs parallel to project implementation;

2. Researchersand farmersareinvolved in the monitoring and eval uation of the project
aswell asthe actual research activities;

3. Participation in the project is confined to those farmers who are actively interested
in developing the technology required for the successful cultivation of honeybush
intheir area, now that they have become aware of the exact purposes of the project;

4. By incorporating both the researchers and the farmers in the planning and
implementation of the project, both groups became more familiar with the purposes,
requirements and benefits of PTD and realised the significance and value of the
contributions that each group brings to the process.

Many of the processes and changes described above are unfamiliar to both theresearchers
and the farmers. Both groups have had their historical rolesand also their relationships
with one another significantly altered by the adoption of a participatory approach. Only
time and continual monitoring will indicate the success and benefits of this process to
both groups. Neither the ARC team members and the farmers, nor anybody else directly
or indirectly involved in this project has significant hands-on practical experience in
this type of research in agriculture.

During 2001, asmall group of team members carried out aweed management trial with
the farmers who were cultivating honeybush in Friemersheim in order to develop and
test variouslocal and scientific methodsto manage weeds. Weeds are a serious problem
for virtually al cropsgrown inthe community. Theideato do thisresearch wasdirectly
linked to the continual discussions that took place between farmers and researchers
during the PRA process and the participatory monitoring. This was the first time that
PTD in this form has been considered as a serious option and was probably due to the
fact that the trial included the use and development of both indigenous and scientific
knowledge on the same experimental site. Thereis already some awareness that doing
research with farmers might have strong merits. Thereis aso an impression that more
of the local farmers are approving of the new research approach.

Aversion to on-farm trials with new crops among some farmers

As part of the Honeybush Demonstration Plot Project, the ARC team contacted a third
community, Karwyderskraal, and started a participatory appraisa with the interested
community membersand farmers. A number of problems arose, related to participation
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of community membersat workshops and meetings, and included subsequent long delays

in putting plansinto action. When thiswas discussed in January 2002, one of thefarmers

pointed out that it was unfair for the community to be part of aresearch project in the
form of an on-farm trial that might or might not succeed in improving their situation.

Heindicated that it would be more important if the ARC team offered a project that was

based on existing research results and where only a minimum of further research was

required. This signals that some farmers are currently not interested in being part of

PTD strategies or would rather be involved only where less research is required. This

contrast to the interest shown by the other groups could be explained by the following:

1. Thisparticular farmer and community leader wanted to start up acommunity-based
development project that would immediately benefit al the local inhabitants. He
was not interested in participating in research projects.

2. Farmingisthefarmer's and the community members' primary source of income and
they cannot afford to make scarce resources available for research purposes.

3. Thefarmer'sinitial interest might be due to the fact that he was unclear as to what
the process entailed and that, with time and further discussions, he realised that the
goals and requirements were different to what he had expected This was due to
communication problems and lack of appraisal data to guide the joint decision-
making process.

Two other possible explanationsfor thislack of interestin PTD are based on the general

situation in South Africa:

1. Many farmers do not want to take responsibility and want a recipe rather than a
research activity.

2. Itwasand still isconsidered by many residentsto be the government'sresponsibility
to providefor the needs of the people and some farmers believe that the government
should supply all the information and other inputs required for agricultural
development.

PTD: The understanding of the ARC Infruitec-Nietvoorbij SRL
Programme

The examples of the work being carried out suggest that ARC Infruitec-Nietvoorbij

SRL Programme has a similar understanding of the concept of PTD as that of van

Veldhuizen et al (1997), which was outlined at the beginning of thisdiscussion. However,

in this regard, three important points need to be stressed:

1. The understanding of PTD within the team is more subconscious than conscious
and can be attributed to the history of the Institute and the current political
environment within South Africa's development and agricultural sector.

2. Until December 2000 the research carried out with farmers was largely externally
initiated as opposed to being initiated by the farmersthemselves. Thethree examples
indicate the different ways in which the SRL team has practised PTD, athough it
has seldom been considered as research.

3. The principle of participation is not as pronounced as it should be, although this
seems to be increasing. While team members attempt to work together with
communitiesin aparticipatory fashion, thisis often overshadowed by their experience
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of "hierarchical relationships of participation” within their institutes and divisions.
Presence becomes confused with participation. In a few cases, some farmers also
expect to be told what to do by specialists and do not actually expect to be deeply
involved in PTD.

Although one of the key components of the FSRD Programme (initiated in 1994) was
to encourage participatory research with black farmers, this has not been completely
realised. However, asmall group of researchers has been able to adopt this approach to
some extent and gradually move to amore participatory process of research for several
reasons:

1. Atthenationa (Central Office) level and especialy at thelevel of the Institute ARC
Infruitec-Nietvoorbij, there was aconscious effort from 1994 onwardsto restructure
inorder to deliver servicesto the newly identified clients. Despitethe various setbacks
and periods of inaction during restructuring on the national level, the Institute
continued to strive towards devel oping ways to ensure appropriate service delivery.

2. A suitable structure was developed at Institute level and personnel (coordinators)
wereidentified and selected based on predetermined criteria. Thisprocesswascarried
out in aparticipatory manner and those who wished to participate could do so, while
those who wished to withdraw from the team could also do so without any adverse
conseguences.

3. Inexperience in working with the emerging farmers was acknowledged from the
beginning and many attempts were made to overcome this and to provide team
memberswith the necessary support and skills. Thiswas done by means of working
with other organisations that had the required experience, identifying and attending
suitabletraining programmes and increased exposure of all personnel to smallholder
farmers and their activities. Despite budget cuts in this type of training, many
personnel have undertaken their own capacity building.

4. Reflection on the dynamics inherent in the emerging agricultural sector and in the
Institute resulted in the awareness of constraints, and steps were taken to address
these. The inclusion of an agricultural sociologist on the team is one result of this.

5. Desire to make a change and to keep abreast of international trends and models by
networking within the ARC aswell as nationally and internationally has driven the
team to continue seeking ways to overcome shortcomings and to try out new
approaches.

Unfortunately, the training that personnel received was not followed up by the training
organisations; neither was the application of these skills and tools monitored. Thisis
probably the strongest reason why participatory research isnot asentrenched asit might
possibly become. Similarly, the lack of adefinition for participatory research withinthe
context of the ARC or by the training organisations has made it a difficult concept to
grasp and its realisation even more difficult.

The intended way forward with PTD

Introducing a new approach into any structure, especially one the size of the ARC (13
Institutes, one Central Office and about 400 researchers), isproblematic. Thisislargely
aresult of the common human tendency to avoid change at any cost, in an attempt to
remain in the perceived "comfort zone".

ADVANCING PARTICIPATORY TECHNOLOGY DEVELOPMENT 77



Experiencesinworking with farmershasled ARC Infruitec-Nietvoorbij SRL Programme
to anumber of important decisionsand realisationswith regard to its approach to working
with emerging black farmers and attempting to institutionalise PTD. Members of the
team and the SRL Programme are now implementing some of these decisions, while
other points are recommendations for a way forward that will hopefully increase the
institutionalisation of PTD and other participatory practices in the ARC and South
Africa

Steps that are currently being taken include the following:

1

78

In February 2000, the ARC Infruitec-Nietvoorbij SRL Programmetook the decision
that, in the future, no technology devel opment or extension activitieswill take place
until a participatory appraisal has been carried out with the farmers and interested
community members in order to determine their needs and circumstances. This
includesthe participatory compilation of aplan of action, monitoring and eval uation
of the project, if the ARC can help with this. Otherwise, the information will be
referred to other more appropriate service providers. The SRL Programme adopted
elements of this decision at a national level in May 2000.

Where possible, technology development will be based on farmers requests. This
will necessitate including other institutes that are skilled in other crops, livestock
and agricultural sciences and fits in with the current approach being adopted at
national level.

The team will continue to introduce interested farmers to technologies related to
appropriate existing, alternative and new crops. It might be necessary to adapt these
technol ogies during the transfer process and, consequently, some research might be
required. Thiswill be made clear to farmers from the outset, so that they are aware
that the research isin their benefit and applicable to their local context.
Theresearcherswill initially attempt to work more closely in line with the accepted
international understanding and framework of PTD. Given the current aversion in
some quarters to moving away from traditional research approaches, a framework
that hasfound credibility elsewhere will be valuable to increase the support of local
researchers. Once the researchers reach alevel of familiarisation, they will then be
ableto adapt the framework so that it suitsthe various contextsin which they operate.
Oneof theauthorsiswriting athesis on the use of participatory research methodol ogy
and the importance of indigenous knowledge to fulfil the requirements of a Master
of Philosophy degree. Asit isinherently difficult for small groups of individualsto
try to restructure alarge organisation and national programme, academic recognition
and support is being sought in the hope of increasing the chances of success. Peer-
reviewed publications on work in South Africa with participatory approaches will
show international acceptance of the approach and should encouragelocal acceptance.
The use of PTD was discussed at the recent strategic planning of the SRL Division
in May 2001 and also at the SRL Programme meetings. During 2002 the programme
wasrestructured at Central Officelevel and withinthe SRL Division at ARC Infruitec-
Nietvoorbij. While the restructuring at Central Office continues, the Institute
management with support from the Western Cape Department of Agriculture agreed
in 2002 to include participatory practices in both research and technology transfer
activities. It was also agreed that all new community-based projects would be
identified using participatory approaches.
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This case study was made available to the Central Office SRL Manager and the
various Institute SRL coordinators in December 2001. However, on account of the
transformation and restructuring activities during 2002, there were no opportunities
to discussthe case study and the recommendations more widely within the Institute.

Recommendations and steps that still need to be taken:

1

Currently some researchers are averse to working in the field with farmers. The
importance of basing their research on farmers' requirements needs to be brought
across to them. However, the on-station components of such research can be
undertaken in a fashion similar to their current practices. Their involvement in the
field and subsequently with "less scientific" methods can be minimised, if they are
willing to let others fulfil their field roles where possible. They will need to learn
not to fear working alongside farmers in the field or alowing others to assist in
some of their research activities.

Thereisapossibility, given the diversity of the nature of the emerging farmers and
the community groups, that they might, for historical reasons, not consider PTD to
be acceptable. In such instances, theteam will follow an approach that is considered
appropriate by the farmers and community members.

Intensivetraining is needed for the team members of the ARC's SRL Programme to
implement this approach properly. Some important skills are present within the
existing SRL research teams and should be built upon, while simultaneously
developing new skills.

The ARC should adopt the PTD approach as the preferred method to develop
technologies in rural communities. Despite evident difficulties, maximum support
must be given to the research teams attempting to carry out research with farmers
using this approach in light of the evident advantages.

Theideaof rea participation needsto be strengthened amongst all actorswithin the
agricultural and other sectors so that the "hierarchical relationships of participation”
are transformed into equal relationships of compl ete participation.

Awareness about this approach should be raised among farmers when contacts are
first established. It islikely that they can suggest ways to make the approach more
appropriate to their context.

Resourcesarelimited and other stakeholdersin the South African agricultural sector
also need to accept the concept of a participatory approach if success is to be
forthcoming in this context. Equally important is the awareness that emerging
smallholder farmers require this type of research to a greater extent than their
commercial counterparts. To realisethis, both participating farmers and researchers
will have to present their experiences of PTD to othersin order to publicise them.

There is a need to outline clearly how best to measure the success of this type of
research, because managerswithin the National Agricultural Research and Extension
System will have to accept the concept and also manage their personnel according
to new and, in many cases, unfamiliar indicators of success. This will involve the
development of indicators that are more appropriate to PTD activities, rather than
those used in the past that did not account for a participatory process and the socio-
economic and socio-cultural influences.

Therewill need to be continual evaluation of the skillsand resourcesthat are required
to ensure that the coordinators and their project teams are able to deliver effective
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and efficient services to the farmers, given the continual state of flux of this sector
and the on-going improvement in development strategies.

Two primary steps are needed to realise much of the above. Firstly, it must be ensured
that the process, the development results and the technology results of the projects are
recorded and evaluated. All this information must be presented and discussed with
colleagues and othersinvolved in the field. While thisis being done, there is a need to
ensure that over-exposure of one project in which only a few community members
participate does not result in their being ostracised by the other farmersin the community
and the possibility that the processis consequently rejected by otherswho could benefit
from it. Secondly, colleagues and others involved in agricultural development should
be invited and encouraged to take part in these projects. Initially, they might prefer to
be guests but it isintended that they will play agreater role or start their own initiatives
based on thisapproach. Thelikelihood of institutionalisation of participatory approaches
will depend largely on trust and cooperation between individual researchers, extension
officersand participating organisations. Leadership by exampleat al thevariouslevels
will be vital, as will the patience and perseverance of those involved in agricultural
development in South Africa.
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Participatory technology development in
Cameroon: the route and milestones in the
process of its institutionalisation?

Paul Tchawa?, Félix Nkapemin? and Jean-Marie Diop*

In the framework of the Indigenous Soil
and Water Conservation (ISWC) action-
research programme (see Box 1) that
involves seven countries in Africa, an
interesting innovation was discovered in
Cameroon. Farmers had devised the "night
paddock” (manuring of cropland by
kraaling cattle on it overnight) to increase
soil fertility for growing a local cash crop.
The innovation spread rapidly within the
community without any formal extension
activities, and led to follow-on innovations
by other farmers. In a participatory
process, farmers, extension agents and
researchers collaborated in validating and
improving the new technology, leading to
further experimentation by farmers. The
ISWC programme used this positive
example of local innovation and
experimentation as an entry-point to
introduce Participatory Technology
Development (PTD) into the formal
research and extension system.

Informal visit of ISWC field agent to
woman farmer growing Morella.
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Context

Institutional setting

The principles of PTD, which are related to identifying farmers' problems and seeking
solutionsto them, fit well into the current institutional context in Cameroon. The National
Programmefor Management of the Environment (PNGE) statesthat: " The extension of
appropriate farming techniques requires first the identification of the existing farming
techniques in order to integrate the farmers know-how. During a second step, the
adaptability of those techniques will be assessed, ... and then the most appropriate
techniques will be promoted.”

PTD can play an important role in the systems of agricultural production, research and
extension in Cameroon, because it starts with local knowledge and focuses on small-
scalefarmers. Referring to thefood situation in Cameroon, Varlet (1995) wrote: "Analysis
of the sources of available food shows an increase in imports (from 6 to 17%) and in
production from large agro-industrial projects (from 7 to 15%), whereasthe contribution
of the traditional sector to food availability has decreased greatly (from 86 to 67%)."
Such statistics point to the need for initiatives to boost food production by small-scale
farmers. In response, international donors have tried to involve State organisations in
their strategy which involves|large-scale, high investment projects (e.g. 4238 employees
in the Rural Development Project in Western Province, with a budget of amost FCFA
24 billion or about US$ 32 million), whereas international non-governmental
organisations (NGOs) have focused on organising local communities to tackle their
problems. In general, evaluation of the large-scal e projects has revealed results that are
disappointing in comparison to the investments made.

Looking back at the history of agricultural development efforts in Cameroon, two

important observations can be made:

e Development approaches have evolved considerably, despite many failuresover the
years and a context wherein the State has made clear the lack of means to support
rural development.

e Degspite national expertise and external technical assistance, answers have not been
found to the problems related to soil and water conservation. The cause is to be
sought not in the level of qualification of the actors but rather in the approach and
tools they have been using. Analysis reveals that:

- past strategies did not always take farmers knowledge into account;

- there was little effective participation of farmers in diagnosing problems and
seeking solutions,

- the different actors trying to find solutions have often been working in isolation;

- the size of the projects and scale of intervention generally did not favour real
participation of farmers.

Today, new conducive elementsfor greater institutional openness have become apparent.
For instance, the current government extension policy isto seek partnersfor collaboration
in development. An indicator of this change to more favourable conditions for
institutionalising a participatory approach to research and development is the shift in
namefrom PNVA (National Programmefor Agricultural Extension) to PNVRA (National
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Programme for Agricultural Extension and Research) and from IRA (Institute of
Agronomic Research) to IRAD (Institute of Agronomic Research and Devel opment).
This shows a growing willingness to link research and extension.

Setting of the initial PTD work in Cameroon

Thefarmer-innovation approach to PTD taken by the ISWC programme s based on the
assumption that local innovators have aready made their own assessment of local
problems and opportunities, even without being involved in PRA (Participatory Rural
Appraisal) or similar exercises. Their innovations show what can be achieved when
local resources and local creativity are combined, and are based on and lead to further
informal experimentation. The local innovations and experiments indicate the type of
guestions that farmers are trying to answer in order to improve their livelihoods. The
ISWC programme encourages formal research and extension staff to recognise these
local innovations and to enter into PTD based on the questions arising out of them.

ThePTD work in Cameroon started in 1997 inthe "grassfields" of the Western highlands,
one of the main areas of agropastoral production in the country. Initial work was done
inthevillage of Babanki, whichliesin North-West Province, about 30 km from Bamenda,
the provincia capital. The mean atitude of Babanki is about 1970 metres above sea
level. The southwest monsoon from the Atlantic Ocean brings heavy rains from mid-
March to mid-November (2000 mm/year). The soils are of volcanic origin and fairly

Box 1: Indigenous Soil and Water Conservation in Africa (ISWC II)

The first phase of ISWC focused on indigenous knowledge (IK) in land husbandry. The second phase

(ISWC II) focuses on dynamics in IK: discovering and promoting farmer innovation. The programme

operates in Burkina Faso, Cameroon, Ethiopia, Tanzania, Tunisia, Uganda and Zimbabwe. The main

objectives are:

m to improve the effectiveness of ISWC practices and innovations through joint experimentation by
farmers, researchers and extension agents

m to initiate research on ISWC, spread research results and create lobbying platforms to show
policymakers that building on ISWC practices and innovations is an effective option for development.

Within ISWC, local innovators, who develop new ideas without direct influence from formal research

and extension, are used as entry points for initiating a process of PTD. The major components of ISWC

are:

m identification and analysis of farmer innovators and innovations

m networking between farmer innovators

m participatory research with men and women farmers to develop improved land-husbandry technologies
and systems

m setting-up farmer-based monitoring and evaluation systems

m disseminating tested technologies through farmer-to-farmer visits.

In each country, a government agency or NGO concerned with agricultural research or development
acts as the lead agency. It establishes links with other local research, development and teaching
institutions involved in improving land husbandry. In each country, researchers and extension agents
are trained in PTD methods. They, in turn, support farmers in all aspects of experimentation: planning,
monitoring and evaluation, sharing of experiences. Annual review meetings in Anglophone and
Francophone Africa allow for exchange between national programmes.
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fertile, especially in the higher areas where the humus is not removed. The rapid
development of cattle keeping in the grassfieldsin the last 50 years can be explained in
part by the fact that the tsetse fly does not thrive at these altitudes. The landscape is
highland savanna with hilly terrain. Here, both cropping and livestock keeping are
practised, but there have been frequent conflicts between crop farmers and herders.
The population density is relatively high (more than 150 people/km?2).

One farmer in Babanki village, when faced with a declinein soil fertility for cropping,
started to develop a system of improving the fertility by inviting herders to keep their
animals on the fields overnight. Many other farmersin the village took on the practice,
given its success in improving soil fertility. This innovation, known as the "night
paddock”, was discovered by partnersin the ISWC programme, who then entered into
aprocess of PTD to help farmers find answers to questions they wanted to explore in
connection with theinnovation: namely, the most efficient way of paddocking livestock
for manuring purposes in terms of both the number of animals and the Iength of time
they should be kept in the paddocks. The crop planted on the manured plotsisaMorella
species locally called "hockberry" or "dianma-dianma. It is a leafy vegetable with a
high demand on town and city markets.

Several socio-economic factors facilitated the introduction of a PTD approach in the

Babanki area of North-West Province. These included:

e thestrongtendency intheareafor voluntary association and community devel opment
(often said to be a heritage from the British colonial times);

e thetraditional ingtitutional framework that promotesaspirit of agreement and mutual
respect;

e ahigh coverage by rural development organisations such as MIDENO (Mission de
Dével oppement delaProvince du Nord-Ouest), CIPCRE (Cercle International pour
la Promotion et la Création), INADES (Institut Africain de Développement
Economique et Social), HELVETAS (aSwiss agency) and SAILD (Service d'Appui
aux Initiatives Locales de Dével oppement).

Actors, their motivations and roles in the PTD process

The first step in the ISWC programme was to identify farmer innovators and their
innovations. During this step, in 1998, the partner organi sationsthat had discovered the
local innovation of night-paddock manuring found it to be very relevant for wider
application. Farmerswere attracted to the |SWC programme becauseit recognised their
priorities, knowledge and skills and because the programme's approach differed greatly
from the external interventions they had experienced previoudly.

The motivation of the scientists was quite different. The country was in an economic
crisis, and funds for research had been drastically reduced. Scientists who were
approached by ISWC to take part in the programme regarded this as an opportunity to
escapeinactivity, to embark on new pathsin research and thus publication, and to apply
their knowledge and skills to addressing farmers' priorities in a concrete way.

The NGOs regarded the PTD approach as challenging and very relevant for their work.
They were attracted to an approach rooted in farmer innovation. They also expected
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that participation in the ISWC programme, particularly in training activities, would
strengthen staff capacities and increase their renown and credibility in the field. This
aspect of their motivation increased still further when they saw the interest of the mass
mediain covering the PTD activities.

Table 1 givesan overview of the partnersinvolved inthe PTD process, their motivations
and their roles. In addition, other partners that have played a very important role in
devel oping and promoting the process are the radio stations: the Uku rural radio and the
Bamenda provincial radio have made regular broadcasts on farmer innovation and PTD
activities.

Table 1: Motivations and roles of partners in the PTD process in Cameroon

Partners Motivations Roles
KEKUFAG (Kedjom Appreciation of their know- Mobilising farmers, monitoring and
Ketingoh Union Farmers ledge; increase in yields record keeping, spreading the
Group) in Babanki approach
Kedjom Ketingoh Village development Institutional guarantee at local
Chiefdom level
CIPCRE Renown; strengthening the Creating links between farmers
interventional capacity of its | and researchers, exchange visits
staff
University of Dschang New scope for research; Proposing alternatives (add-on
possibility to publish options) to farmers; analysis and
documentation
IRAD Bambui Escaping from inactivity; Proposing alternatives (add-on
possibility to publish options) to farmers; analysis and
documentation
ISWC-Cameroon hosted Introducing an approach that | Provision of facilitation, training
by SNV (Netherlands was working well elsewhere | and means
Cooperation Services)

Strategies for institutionalising PTD in Cameroon

The ingtitutionalisation of PTD in Cameroon was based from the start on a strategy of
producing "success stories'. It was only when concrete, visible results were available
that ISWC approached the PNVRA, the government body responsible for extension
throughout the country. Therefore, contact with PNVRA did not commence until the
second year of the |ISWC programme. The PTD process through the farmer innovation-
approach was started with NGOs and farmer organisations. Theinstitutional conditions

permitted two simultaneous strategies for institutionalising PTD: informal and formal.
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The informal strategy

Whether it is favourable or not for an agency that is not a government structure to
promote a PTD approach in Cameroon can be debated. However, a "National
Coordinator", coming from a university background, had been selected by the
international programme coordination (aconsortium of Dutch and British organi sations)
and was given the responsibility to launch the programme in collaboration with both
NGO and government research and extension services. In a country like Cameroon,
where hierarchical, top-down approaches are still quite strong, one can imagine the
difficultiesfaced by oneindividual seeking to work with national research and extension
structures. This explains why priority was given initially to an informal approach and
why concrete resultswere sought in thefield before approaching national policymakers.

The ISWC programme was hosted by SNV (Netherlands Cooperation Services). The
image and good reputation of SNV in Cameroon were assets for the programme. The
Memorandum of Understanding for collaboration with SNV gavethe |SWC coordinator
considerable flexibility and room for manoeuvre, aswell asimportant moral support in
planning and implementing the PTD activities. This was based on the conviction that
success in building up the programme in Cameroon would depend primarily on the
involvement of like-minded personsrather than institutional structures, at leastinitially.

This informal approach to promoting PTD attached great importance to producing
concrete results in the field, in collaboration with interested individuals, and then
involving policymakers in dialogue about the results, rather than trying to convince
them only with words. To this end, the case of farmer-led experimentation with the
night-paddock manuring system in Babanki village served as a entry point for
institutionalising PTD in government research and extension structures. The ISWC
programme had quickly realised that farmer-led experimentati on with the night-paddock
manuring system had several assets:

e Theinnovation had stimulated the devel opment of follow-oninnovations (see Tchawa
2000) and, in the process, had aroused the interest of alarge number of farmers.

e Theinnovation was contributing to resolving amajor problem intheregion (conflicts
between crop farmers and herders) and, for this reason, had aroused the interest of
local and regional administrators and policymakers.

e The Africa 2000 programme supported by a major donor (United Nations
Development Programme, UNDP) had recognised the relevance of thisinnovation
and was keen to promote its application el sewhere in the country.

e Farmerswho had been exposed to the innovation during exchange visitswere quick
to apply it in their own villages.

e Soil fertility experiments with this system had led to rapid results (within nine
months).

The programme therefore felt that there would be considerable advantagesin using the
farmer-led experimentswith the night-paddock system asan inspiring exampleof PTD.
Neverthel ess, strategiesto reinforce theimpact on the key organisationsinvolved (SNV,
IRAD and PNV RA) needed to be devel oped, and consisted of the following:
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SNV. One participant invited to the 1998 PTD training in Bamenda was a technical
assistant in agriculture working with an SNV-funded project in Ngie, North-West
Cameroon (Diop 1998). Shefound the PTD training to be very relevant for issuesrelated
to natural resource management and decided to put the PTD approach on the agenda of
the annual meeting of SNV. She made people higher up in the organisation aware of the
approach and wrote an article entitled "Beyond appraisals: Participatory Technology
Development” for the internal newsletter of SNV. She argued that: "The principles of
PTD are highly relevant for the SNV policy, and training on PTD may well improvethe
functioning of staff involved in agricultural development ...." (Pinners 1998).

IRAD. A similar approach wastaken with IRAD. Initially, peopleat IRAD headquarters
in Yaoundé showed little interest in the PTD approach. ISWC therefore approached an
open-minded animal scientist working in the IRAD field research station in Bambui
(near an area where many farmer innovators and innovations had been identified) and
sought to interest him in the approach. A visit to a site of night-paddock manuring
convinced him of therelevance of theinnovation and of the farmer-innovation approach
for developing locally appropriate technology. This researcher then played the role of
contact person with the IRAD research station of Bambui. Two researchers from this
station took part in several PTD training sessions and, attracted by interesting research
questionsin their own disciplines, redesigned their research around the night-paddock
system.

PNVRA. The main objective of PNVRA is the diffusion of appropriate and efficient
technologies to farmers. The ISWC experiences were used as examples to approach
PNVRA in many informal ways:

e |SWC identified a contact person from PNVRA who was open-minded about
participatory approaches in general, and PTD in particular. This person explained
the importance of the PTD process to his extension colleagues.

e This contact person was invited to the ISWC Regional Workshop on Farmer
Innovation in Francophone Africa, held in Bamenda in November 1999. He was
abletolistento | SWC partnersfrom other francophone countries (Burkina Faso and
Tunisia) who gave convincing testimonies about the relevance of the PTD approach
for their research and extension activities during this workshop.

e Advocacy about PTD was made throughout Cameroon by Dr Antoine Mvondo Zé,
awell-known professor of agronomy at the University of Dschang (former professor
of the present Minister of Agriculture); he arranged that the ISWC programme be
presented to policymakers in the Ministry of Agriculture (MoA); thereafter, many
MoA policymakers were invited regularly as official guests to key workshops of
ISWC.

The formal strategy

Theinteraction with PNV RA gradually moved into amoreformal phase, the milestones

of which were:

e three formal meetings of the PNVRA National Coordinators and the ISWC
coordinator in 1999 and 2000 (in addition to several informal meetings);

e two working meetings in March and May 2000 to identify points for integrating
PTD into the PNVRA approach;
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e aPTD training workshop organised by ISWC for PNV RA extension staff in August
2000;

e participation of the National Coordinator of PNVRA in the annual meeting of the
African ISWC programme, held in Tunisiain October 2000.

PTD training for PNVRA extension staff. Before the PTD training workshop, the
terms of references were formulated and the responsibilities of PNVRA and ISWC
were shared (also in financial terms). The main training objectives were:

e to present the PTD methodology in theory and field practice;

e to share the extension experiences of PNVRA;

e to seek possibilitiesto integrate the PTD methodol ogy into the PNV RA approach.

The workshop was prepared, funded and facilitated by both partners. During the field
study, theworkshop participants had the opportunity to discover and assessthe strategies
of developing and spreading the indigenous technol ogies identified through the ISWC
programme.

Participation of PNVRA National Coordinator in ISWC Annual Meeting. The

invitation of PNVRA to the ISWC Annua Meeting in Tunisia in October 2000 was

highly strategic. It was the time for defining the scope of the next (third) phase of the

programme and for specifying the expected roles of PNVRA within it. Two main

decisions pertaining to institutionalisation of PTD were made at this meeting:

e TheMOoA will betheimplementing agency in the next phase of the programme, and
the functional responsibility will be given to PNVRA.

e Thenational proposal for the next phase will be coordinated jointly by PNVRA and
| SWC-Cameroon.

The PNV RA National Coordinator'smission report to the MoA lauded the PTD approach
and the collaboration between PNVRA and |SWC-Cameroon. The key steps towards
ingtitutionalising the PTD approach within the national extension service are shownin
Figure 1.

Other activitiesaimed at institutionalising PTD. Other activities carried out with the
aim of integrating PTD, above al into the government extension service in Cameroon,
have included PRA and PTD training workshops and exchange visits, meetings with
donorsand international organisations; use of mass media (radio, television, newsl etters,
posters etc); organising the Francophone Regional Workshop in Cameroon; soliciting
support from traditional |eaders; and advising students preparing their theseson |ISWC:
e PRAandPTD training. Staff and partners of ISWC participated inthe PTD training
sessions organised by the programme. The partnersincluded both researchers (IRAD
andthe Universitiesof Yaoundé |, Dschang and Ngaoundéré) and devel opment agents
(CIPCRE, Optimum Rural, SNV). In addition, other participants from mainstream
structuresand NGOswere given the opportunity to attend. These peoplewere chosen
because they were open-minded about participatory approaches or because of the
expected positive role that they or their institutions could play in promoting PTD
methodology and institutionalising the PTD process. The PRA and PTD training
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AN

Framework for
institutionalising PTD

Next project phase under
PNVRA implementation

Integration of farmers' innovations in
extension

ISWC Annual Meeting with PNVRA National
g::> Coordinator

Feedback to all provincial extension supervisors

field visits to innovators

f Training of national and regional PNVRA staff in PTD with

Francophone Regional Workshop with the participation of the
focal person

Follow-up and discussions with a focal person designated within
PNVRA

Meetings and presentation of the objectives of ISWC to PNVRA staff
at the coordination level

Figure 1: Key steps towards institutionalising the PTD approach within the national
extension system in Cameroon.

awaysended with ajoint planning of PTD activitiesand wasfollowed up by contacts
with the trainees in their organisations.

e Contacting international organisations. For lobbying purposes, visits were made to
international organisations and major NGOs, such as the UNDP, FAO (Food and
Agriculture Organization of the United Nations), WWF (Worldwide Fund for Nature)
and ICRAF (World Agroforestry Centre). The UNDP showed an encouraging
openness towards the farmer-innovation approach to PTD. WWF is leading an
initiative to create a PRA network. The ISWC coordinator was asked to head atask
force to make a state-of-the-art study of participatory approachesin Cameroon, and
ismember of the thematic group dealing with theinstitutionalisation of participatory
approaches.

e Use of mass media. Effective use has been made of mass mediain promoting PTD.
For more than a year, ISWC has facilitated a series of 30 radio broadcasts in both
French and English (ten minutes each) on national radio. These include interviews
with farmer innovators and coverage of |SWC workshops and exchange visits. In
addition, ISWC produced abilingual (French/English) newsletter Peasant |nnovator:

ADVANCING PARTICIPATORY TECHNOLOGY DEVELOPMENT 89



Bulletin de liaison du Programme Conservation des Eaux et des Sols, which was
widely distributed in the country. ISWC contributed financially to the national
distribution of both the English and French issues of the international ILEIA
Newsletter on "Grassroots Innovation / Innovation Paysanne", which included an
article on the Cameroon experience. The rural radio stations were also used for
promoting PTD in local languages.

e Organising the Francophone Regional Workshop. The main objective of the Regional
Workshop on Farmer Innovation in Francophone Africa, held in Cameroon in
November 1999 (Tchawa & Diop 2000), was to permit exchange of experiences
between the three French-speaking countries involved in the ISWC programme
(Burkina Faso, Tunisia, Cameroon). The fact that the Cameroon ISWC programme
organised this regional workshop offered a good opportunity to show national
policymakers the importance of farmer innovation for rural development. During
theworkshop, several farmers set up displays about their innovations and explained
them to the participants, who included policymakers and people from the media.
Thismarket of local innovations gave abig boost to the farmer-innovation approach
to PTD.

e Soliciting support from traditional leaders. Solid relations have been built with
traditional leaders who, in return, give appreciable support to ISWC. For instance,
the Chief of Babanki gavelogistical support to organising the planning of experiments
on the night-paddock manuring system and mobilising thewhole village to organise
a huge ceremony for participants in the Francophone Regional Workshop. These
relations are significant, especialy in view of the current policy of the Government
of Cameroon to put responsibility for development activitiesinto the hands of rural
communities.

e Giving support to students. The support given by |SWC to Cameroonian university
students preparing their theses with the programme has also been important for
promoting PTD. Four students' theses were supervised jointly by their lecturersand
the ISWC coordinator. Thisis the first step towards integrating the PTD approach
into the curricula of educational institutions and services.

Monitoring and improving the approach. The farmer-led experiments in Babanki
and the PTD approach itself were monitored by farmers, the ISWC field agent and
NGO staff members. They werejoined by research scientists during eval uation sessions.
This process has played an important role in the institutionalisation of PTD. Firstly, the
involvement of the scientists in assessing the experiments helped to convince them
about the approach, and some of them are now including it in their research methodol ogy.
Onescientist in Bambui isseeking to base hisdoctoral thesis on the participatory research
on night-paddock manuring. Secondly, the monitoring and eval uation reportswere made
available to PNVRA staff and convinced some of them to include farmers' innovations
in the extension programme. Thirdly, the farmers who keep recordsin their notebooks
usually show these when staff from extension headquarters come to visit them; this
makes extension managers aware of farmers' capacities to carry out and record
experiments. Also thereports of the |ISWC programme include analyses of and comments
on the farmers' records and indicate the efficiency of some of the locally improved
technologies.
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The participatory assessment of the PTD processreveal ed some difficulties encountered
in the approach, and improvements made as shown in Table 2. One such problem was
the feeling of farmer experimenters that the community was marginalising them.
Members of their Union (KEKUFAG) were complaining that only the innovators
(experimenters) were benefiting from the PTD process. the innovators had received
materials for the experiments and were keeping the knowledge to themselves. The
experimenting farmers did not feel at ease and asked the ISWC coordinator to organise
a meeting of experimenters and KEKUFAG representatives in order to clarify the
situation. During this meeting, the misunderstanding was brought to light: the
experimenting farmers and NGO staff had not invited members of the Union to take
part in the different stages of implementing PTD in the field. It was decided that from
then on, in regular village meetings, the experimenting farmers and ISWC partners
would inform the Union about how the PTD work in Babanki was proceeding. The
President of the Union then expressed thetrust of thewholevillagein the experimenters,
and the meeting ended with a feast.

Table 2: Difficulties encountered and improvements made in PTD experiments

Difficulty Improvement Comments

This was done with the
support of the external
adviser to the ISWC
programme in Cameroon.

Farmers do not understand
their role in the experiments

Going back a step in the
iterative PTD process
Using resource-flow maps

Farmer experimenters
complain that they feel
marginalised by their
community

Information meetings in the
village

Farmer experimenters were
the first to notice that their
involvement in PTD
experiments was leading to
their marginalisation.

Researchers complain that the
PTD type of research does not
favour their professional
advancement

Lack of availability (due to
overwork) of fieldworkers in
partner NGOs

Meeting with researchers and

display of journals, newsletters

etc in which PTD findings can
be published

Recruitment of an ISWC field
agent for monitoring the

experiments and disseminating

the information

Farmers particularly
appreciated this initiative, as
it led to better monitoring
and circulation of
information.

The "empowerment" of
farmers in the PTD process
leads to distrust on the part
of certain NGOs

Organisation of meetings for
clarification and discussions
about the creation of farmer-
innovator networks

Farmers explained that some
NGOs insist on being the
"obligatory path" between
farmers and outsiders; they
claim they know their needs
and can express them
without an intermediary.
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Monitoring of field activities and the circulation of information about the experiments
is continuing, even though the ISWC programme no longer has a field agent going
regularly to the farmers to facilitate this process. Farmers have been trained to record
the data themselves.

Impact of the strategies to institutionalise PTD

The impact of the strategies to institutionalise PTD within government agencies and
NGOsin Cameroon can be seen at two levels: 1) in Babanki, where the experiments on
night-paddock manuring are being carried out; and 2) at provincial and national level.

Impact of the PTD process in Babanki

The night-paddock manuring system has brought great benefitsfor both the crop farmers
and the herders. The crop farmers have built up good relationships with the herders.
The conflict between the two groups has been taken up as a subject for a doctoral
research. Initial data reveal that, particularly in Tubah Subdivision, there has been a
marked decrease in frequency of land disputes. Positive changes could be also seen
during the exchange visit organised by ISWC, when the crop farmers and herders in
Babanki joined forces to welcome visiting farmers and herders from Mbiame. The
herders from Babanki explained to their colleagues from Mbiame that it is possible to
livein peace with crop farmers. When Babanki farmers ask herders to provide cattle to
manure the land, the latter are prepared to do so and the farmers pay the herders an
acceptablefeefor thisservice. Such statements and behaviour are evidence that farmer-
herder relations in Babanki are good.

hoto by: Chris Reij.

Farmer experimenter harvesting a field of Morella.
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The community of Babanki givesrecognition to thefarmer experimentersin their midst.
Look-and-learn visits for farmers from outside the community are organised regularly
at the sites of farmer-led experimentation. The farmer experimenters are the experts
who explain the techniquesto the visitors. Recently, two farmersinvolved in the night-
paddock manuring experiments in Babanki were named as local farmer trainers by the
SNV -funded project at Ngie, which wants to scale up the innovation. The farmers are
paid for their services through a contract with CIPCRE.

Because theresults of the PTD experiments are bringing answersto the problemsraised
by the farmers at the outset of the process, the farmers confidence is increasing. The
night-paddock innovation is spreading quickly, aswas documented in a student'sthesis
in 2001. The main reason why the irrigation network in Babanki has been extended is
because farmersin the newly connected area want to practise night-paddock manuring
for dry-season production of Morella. The farmers involved feel that the programme
has improved their capacity to experiment and, thus, to innovate. Also their self-help
capacity appears to have been stimulated: the farmers are mobilising themselvesto re-
organise the marketing of Morella leaves now that production has been boosted by the
night-paddock manuring system. With the support of wealthy people from Babanki
living in the capital city, Yaoundé, the farmer innovators have set up an association for
the "fair trade" of Morella. They claim that the middle-women were taking an unduly
large margin for their services, theinnovatorswant to handl e the marketing themsel ves.
ISWC supported this initiative and now Babanki farmers send 20 bags of Morellato
Yaoundé twice aweek in the growing season.

The Chief of Babanki hasbeen very involvedinthe PTD process. He has given important
moral support through his presence at the meetings, as well as logistical support in
organising workshops and receiving visitors to the research village. This has helped to
give strong social backing to the PTD activities.

Impact at provincial and national level

The creation of networks of farmer innovators is a sign that farmers are assuming
ownership of the PTD process. Thus far, the following networks have been formed:

e GICPIH (Groupe d'Initiative Commune des Paysans Innovateurs du Haut-Nkam);
e NOWFINE (North-West Farmer Innovator Network);

e COPIB (Coopérative des Paysans Innovateur s des Bamboutos).

Farmersformulated their first ideas for innovator networks during workshopsand field
visitsorganised by ISWC. They had become awarethat - in order to sustain the approach
- they needed to organise themselves into structures for sharing ideas, defending their
common interests and organising joint sale of their products. They asked ISWC to
facilitate the process of building up the networks.

ISWC started in Haut-Nkam by asking some key farmers to seek other innovatorsin

their areaand toinvitethemto afirst meeting. Thefarmers set up an Executive Committee
and gaveit thetask of continuing discussionswith the other farmersin order to propose
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rules (statutes). ISWC organised and sponsored a two-day workshop, during which
some cases of networks were presented. The farmers discussed these examples and
decided on the form of organisation they wanted. After theworkshop, further functioning
of the network was supported by the farmers own contributions. The first activity of
the network was an exchange visit among the membersin order to discusstheir different
innovations in the field. They then started to organise themselves to collect and to sell
their products. L ater, the members contacted thelocal administrationin order to legalise
their network. During monthly meetings, the network discusses technol ogies, marketing,
input availability, new innovators, training needs, contacts with NGOs and possible
joint initiatives.

The network in North-West Province was formed in asimilar way. Then the farmersin
Bamboutos Province followed the example of these two other networks. Thus, the
innovator networkswere created as aresult of the growing self-confidence and spirit of
self-help among the farmers involved in the PTD process. The process of network
formation was carried by the initiative of the farmer innovators but was facilitated by
ISWC in collaboration with official structures such as the Délégation Provinciale et
Départementale de I'Agriculture. Direct contacts have been established between the
three networks of farmer innovators, and representatives from each network will be
invited to theworkshop to formul ate the next phase of the farmer-innovation programme.

Thedynamism of the farmer-innovator networksisevident intheir increasing initiatives
to negotiate collaboration with research scientists, instead of waiting (as they used to
do) for scientiststo find solutions and bring them to the farmers. Members of the farmer-
innovator networks also refer to the buffer role that they can play in countering the top-
down approach that isstill taken by many development NGOs. In general, theinnovator
networks want to choose the NGO with which they will collaborate, rather than being
chosen as collaborators by an NGO; they explained that some NGOs use farmers simply
to justify the NGO projects.

SNV hasnot yet integrated the PTD approach into itsown strategy for rural devel opment.
However, asmentioned above, the SNV -funded project at Ngiein North-West Cameroon
has asked farmer innovators collaborating with ISWC to facilitate training sessions for
farmersin the Ngie area. Thisis asign that SNV recognises the strength of the PTD
approach in building farmers' capacities. At a later stage, after SNV has assessed the
involvement of the farmer innovators in the Ngie project, there is a good chance that
the decision-makers in SNV will propose the approach to other projects of rural
development or natural resource management, such as the one in Mayao Oulo (Far
North).

The national extension service PNVRA has recognised the relevance of including
indigenous innovations among the technologies they offer to farmers. The PNVRA
National Coordinator madethe outcome of thetraining in Bamendaknownto al regional
directors of PNVRA and officially requested them to give more attention to local
innovations and include them in the extension programme. This recognition given to
farmer innovators, which started during the PTD training for PNV RA staff, represents
amajor change in PNVRA policy with respect to the type of technologies to extend.
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Theformal research systemisno longer considered to be the sole source of information
for extension. Farmer innovation is now considered to be another source of appropriate
technologies.

After the PTD training for PNVRA staff, terms of reference were drawn up for

collaboration between PNVRA and ISWC. The PNVRA National Coordinator assigned

national-level working groups on extension content and research-extension linkages to

include indigenous innovations among the technologies to be disseminated. The

assignment entails the following steps:

1. Makeanoverview of useful indigenous solutionsidentified by the |SWC-Cameroon
programme;

2. Select relevant indigenous sol utionsin the process of deepening the problem diagnosis
planned for 2001 by PNVRA;

3. ldentify the farmers who developed these indigenous solutions;

4. Map the spread of these indigenous solutions and trace the history of their
devel opment together with these farmers and local extension agents,

5. Assess the impact of these indigenous solutions on agricultural production;

6. Choose pilot topicsfrom theindigenous solutions (onetopic per Province) and explore
thesetopicsin thefield in a PTD process.

For thefirst timein Cameroon, agroup of farmer innovatorswasinvited to the Research-
Extension Linkages Workshop organised by PNVRA and the International Fund for
Agricultural Development (IFAD), a donor of PNVRA. An important output of the
workshop wasthe recognition of farmersasreliable sources of appropriate technologies
for extension. This promises to have a positive influence on agricultural policy in
Cameroon. The PNV RA National Coordinator recently declared that, in future, farmers
representatives would attend the PNV RA planning workshops at national level.

The mid-term review of PNV RA recommended that discussions with ISWC should be
continued in order to build up an efficient programmefor " Promoting Farmer Innovation
in Africa’. It has been recommended that the PNVRA National Coordinator keep in
touch with | SWC concerning thetraining needs of PNV RA, because the greatest change
in attitude appeared to have been achieved by training in participatory approaches to
innovation development and dissemination.

The Governor of North-West Province has invited the ISWC coordinator to serve as a
resource person in a meeting to plan development of the Province and to facilitate the
session on "Participation and Partnership in Local Development". Three farmer
innovatorsidentified by | SWC have received awards from the Provincial Agropastoral
Committeein West Cameroon; thisisacommittee under the MoA that actsat provincial
level to give awardsto the best farmers sel ected according to certain criteria. These are
indications that decision-makers at provincial level have a positive perception of the
approach to devel opment being promoted by | SWC-Cameroon.

The major remaining challenge is to integrate the farmer-innovation approach to PTD

into the curricula of the institutions of higher education. To this end, university staff
heading the Departments of Agronomy, Rural Economy and Sociology will beinvited
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to the national workshop to be organised for drawing up the proposal for the next phase
of the Cameroon programme within the larger regional programme " Promoting Farmer
Innovation in Africa’.
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Towards sustainable development in
Mahaweli settlements through farmer
participation

G D Perera! and Bert Sennema?

The Promoting Multifunctional Households Environment (PMHE) Project was
operational in Mahaweli System C, Sri Lanka, from 1991 to 2000. During this
period, the project was successful in developing a strategy for sustainable
agricultural development in the Mahaweli settlements, based on the active
participation of settler farm families in their own development. Participatory
Technology Development (PTD) was a key component of this strategy, which
was integrated into the extension approach of the Mahaweli Authority of Sri

Lanka, the state agency responsible for all development activities in the
settlement areas.

Photo by: MASL.

Farmers discussing their PTD experiences with the Minister of
Mahaweli Development at a national workshop in 1999.

Deputy Director of Agriculture, MASL, 500,T.B.Jayah Mawatha, Colombo-10, Sri Lanka
(maslrbpm@sitnet.lk)

Former advisor to the PMHE Project on behalf of ETC International, POB 64, NL-3830 AB Leusden,
Netherlands (bert.sen@planet.nl)



Introduction

The Mahaweli Development Programme (MDP) is the most ambitious devel opment
initiative undertaken in Sri Lankain the recent past. Five major dams constructed on
the largest river, Mahaweli, supplied irrigation water to an area of 144,000 ha, deemed
unproductive because of the lack of water. Nearly 125,000 familieswere settled during
the early and mid 1980s - many of them poor, landless peasantswho | eft their homelands
and journeyed to the "promised land" with the dream of becoming proud owners of a
plot of irrigated paddy land. Each settler family was entitled to 1 hairrigated lowland
for paddy cultivation and 0.2 harainfed highland for a homestead.

The Mahaweli Authority of Sri Lanka(MASL) was the government agency set up with
the sole authority to manage this programme. It played acentral rolein the construction
of irrigation and other infrastructure, in human settlement and in the development (also
agricultural) of these vast settlement areas. When, in the late 1980s, it became evident
that the "Mahaweli dream” among settlers had begun to blur and that indebtedness and
poverty were on the increase, the PMHE Project wasinitiated to devel op, promote and
scale up astrategy for sustainable agricultural development. From 1991 to 2000, PMHE
operated asabilateral development cooperation project of Sri Lankaand the Netherlands,
with advisory services from ETC International .

In the first 3-4 years, PMHE's attention was largely devoted to working intensively at
grassroots level. After having devel oped the main components of the strategy based on
settler participation, the focus shifted in 1995 to integrate this into the Mahaweli
institutional set-up and adapt it accordingly. During the last three years of operation,
PMHE pursued this goal, against many odds, and ended with the confidence that
participatory development can be realised within alarge, state-sector organisation such
asthe MASL. The experience described in this paper should be considered within this
specific setting and timeframe and not asablueprint for institutionalising PTD. However,
the approach, experiences and lessons|earnt can be useful for otherstrying to incorporate
participatory approaches into similar organisations.

The context

In Sri Lanka, crown land has been issued in State-sponsored col onisation or settlement
schemes since the beginning of the 20th century. Most of these settlement schemes are
located in the relatively sparsely populated dry and intermediate zones of Sri Lanka,
with rainfall between 500 and 1500 mm per annum (75% expectancy value). Not only
landless farmers but also others interested in farming profited from these amost free
issues of land.

The MDP aimed at:

e generating hydropower to address the growing energy requirements;

e increasing agricultural production;

e generating employment and livelihood opportunities for landless and impoverished
farmers through new settlements in the downstream areas.
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Administratively, the areaunder MDP is divided into (irrigation) Systems (B, C, G, H
etc), Blocksand Units. A Unit iscomparableto avillage with an average of 150 resident
farm families. Several Unitsform aBlock, and several Blocks form a System. Around
11,000 empl oyees managed thisvast programme until the M ASL underwent restructuring
in the late 1990s and 60% of the staff was made redundant. Even so, MASL remains
one of the biggest government agenciesthat, asariver-basin authority, will continue to
beinvolved in managing these areasin partnership with farmersand other stakeholders.

The total extent of land cultivated under the Mahaweli project is about 92,000 ha
Nearly 90% of the land is under paddy cultivation in the wet season (Maha). In the dry
season (Yala), about 50% is paddy and the rest is under other field crops. The annual
rice production from the Mahaweli area is approximately 660,000 metric tons, which
accounts for 25% of the national rice production.

The PMHE Project commenced at the timewhen MASL was shifting gears. from being
mainly involved in establishing infrastructure for settlersto handing over management
tasks to the farming community. It was also a time when donors were emphasising
participation of beneficiariesand privatisation asameans of reducing Stateinvolvement.
Coincidentally, enthusiasm and support were growing for integrated pest management,
i.e. deliberately involving farmersin decision-making regarding pest control and reducing
external inputs.

Bottlenecks to sustainable agricultural development

On arrival in the settlements, the families were assisted by the MASL in organising
their farming activities - loans for buying agricultural inputs, initial supply of seed
paddy, traction for thefirst ploughing of theland, seedlingsfor plantingin the homegarden
etc. Extensionists provided advice on cultivation of rice in an irrigated regime with
high inputs. A standard homegarden development plan was handed out to the families.
Thus, all the conditionsfor settlersto become successful farmerswere considered to be
in place.

Yet, the situation that PMHE encountered in entering Mahaweli System Cin 1991 was
far from one of success. Farmers were dissatisfied and debt-ridden. Homegardens lay
bare and unproductive. Riceyields were decreasing after the initial years of cultivation
and did not respond to increased fertiliser application. With increased costs of inputs
and dropping yields, rice farming was not bringing an adequate income. Lacking the
skills, knowledge and motivation to overcome agriculture-rel ated problems, thefarmers
had not made the anti cipated progress. Contrary to government expectations, the col ossal
investments had not paid off in terms of socio-economic development of settlers.

PMHE's action research in itsinitial year shed more light on this situation by pointing
to certain drawbacks of the extension approach adopted by the MASL. Because of the
diversity of settler backgroundsand land characteristics, the standard recommendations
offered for agricultural development were often not feasible or were unsuitable. Farmer
training was confined to classroom settings and theoretical in content. Processing of
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farmer's problems through research stations was time-consuming; delay in transmitting
the solutions meant that the usefulness and relevance werelost. Farmersbeing considered
solely as recipients of the extension system ruled out any form of farmer participation
in agricultural development. Poor social cohesion and weak organisational capacities
among settlers due to their different backgrounds further prevented socio-economic
development.

These negative aspects - lack of farmer participation, under-utilisation of resources,
lack of appropriate skills and knowledge, dependency on MASL, poor socia cohesion
and organisation - were addressed by PMHE in developing a strategy for sustainable
agricultural development. Principles of LEISA (Low-External-Input and Sustainable
Agriculture) and PTD (Participatory Technology Development) were pivotal in this
endeavour. Farmers needed to regain self-reliance, acquire new capacities, take over
responsibilities and manage their own affairs, while the MASL staff had to become
facilitators of this process - recognising and respecting the knowledge of farmers and
supporting them as equal partnersin devel opment.

Key elements of the approach and methodology

Farm planning, farmer experimentation and farmer-to-farmer extension were regarded
by PMHE as the key elements of the PTD approach in the context of the Mahaweli
settlement areas. These worked hand-in-hand with Community Mobilisation
(COMMOB) and Organisational Development (OD) to form the five main components
of PMHE's approach to sustainable agricultural development.

Farm planning

Farm planning is essentially a tool for farm families to develop their farms while
managing their resourcesin a sustainable manner, and to gain control and ownership of
farm devel opment.

The fundamentals of farm planning. Efficient resource use is the cornerstone of farm
planning, which is based on ecological processes, LEISA principles and active
participation of farm families. Recycling, biomass production, diversity, living soil,
internal collaboration and efficient use of all resources are aspects of the natural
environment that are imitated in farm planning. External inputs are considered only
when all options within the farm have been fully utilised.

Farm planning is a tool to achieve systematic development of the whole farm - the
irrigated plot and the homegarden - over several years, and provides a framework for
action. Thisplan, however, isaflexible overview of how the farm family would like to
develop the farm, and can be changed as and when required. In putting the plan down
on paper, thefamily makesacommitment to farm devel opment and al so gains confidence
in saying: "Thiswe can achieve on our farm with our own resources."

Farm planning is al so a participatory processin which the farm family takesthe central
decision-making role, guided by extensionists as facilitators.
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Application of farm planning. A farm planning exercise beginswith asituation analysis
of the farm, considering both the irrigated plot and the homegarden. All resources and
opportunities are identified. These findings are then depicted visually in the form of a
map. Looking at the resources and opportunities, and bringing in its own vision, the
farm family drawsamap of the desired situation. A long-term (3-5 years) plan of action
isthen formulated, and consists of activitiesto reach this desired situation on the farm.
Short-term or seasonal plans are extracted from this master plan as segments of
development to be undertaken by the farm family in agiven agricultural season. At the
end of each season, the family assesses the progress made, makes alterations according
to its needs, brings in new ideas and experiences, and re-plans for the next season.

Over theyears, the methodol ogy was refined to one that could be adopted by the MASL
staff within their regular extension activities, consisting of the steps shown in Table 1.

Monitoring the implementation of farm plans and end-of-season evaluations with the
farmers were incorporated into the regular extension activities of the Field Assistant.

Table 1: Steps in farm planning

Activity

Purpose

By whom and how

Awareness session

Orientation to farmer groups on farm
planning and select group of farmers

(35-50) interested in doing farm planning.

General meeting with all
farmers by AO / FA or UM.

Session 1(2 day)

Identification of the sustainability of soils
by comparing soil samples of a virgin
forest and of a cultivated plot.

Observation of sustainability in a forest
setting.Visit to a resource farmer's land
and observation of steps taken to achieve
sustainability.

FA / UM / AO conduct this
session at selected
venue.

Session 2(2 day)

Analysis of present situation.
Resource identification.
Mapping of present situationof farm.

Block staff trained in FP.
Group gathers at selected
farm used as example for
the exercise.

Session 3(2 day)

Group returns to a given location with
maps of present situation and inventory
of resources. Problems are clarified.

AO / FA

Session 4("2 day)

Exposure visit to farm developed through
farm planning and exchange of ideas.

Visit organised by FA/UM

Session 5(1 day)

Mapping of future situation.
Preparation of long-term plan.
Preparation of short-term plan.

Block staff trained in FP
guide farmers in small
groups of 5 farmers each.

Acronyms: AO = Agricultural Officer; FA = Field Assistant (extensionist); UM = Unit Manager; FP = farm plan

The FA and UM work directly with farm families at the Unit level, whilst the AO supervises the work of FAs
and UMs in all Units that form a given Block.
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Farmer-led experimentation

Farmer-led experimentation isaprocess of iterative learning through interaction between
farmers and outside facilitators. The experiments are geared not only to find solutions
to current problems, but also to conserve and enhance natural resources for use by
future generations.

The process. Most experiments started from problems articulated by farmers. A good
understanding of the problemswas gained through in-depth analysis, considering causes
and effects. Aninventory of the potential resources and opportunities, including human
resources and good ideas, was then made. Possible options were listed; the most
promising were selected for trying out. The experiments were designed accordingly,
ensuring a level of complexity that could be managed by farmers. What was to be
monitored, and how, was a so decided in discussion with the farmers. At the end of the
agricultural season, the experimentswere eval uated, usually in group sessions, according
to criteria set by the farmers themselves. Results were shared with other farmers. The
results of one experiment often formed the basis for another, and farmers continued the
process of experimentation. Farmers who went through this iterative process of action
and reflection gained confidence to cope with their situations and were stimulated to
try changes. Over the years, more than 2000 farmers have been directly involved in
experimentation. More than 300 had close interaction with PMHE, while the others
received support from MASL field staff or peer farmers.

Once farmers becameinvolved and enthusiastic in experimentation, the more technical
aspects were brought in. Farmers' skills were gradually built up so that they could
undertake systematic experimentation, giving attention to aspects such as site selection
and controls, replication, scale, border effects, number of variables, monitoring and
evaluation.

A wide variety of issues in rice and other field crop production and homegarden
development were tackled by alarge group of farmers, including weed control, fertility
management, soil conservation, variety selection, harvesting, processing and marketing.
Thisdiversity madethe processing and systematisation of resultsrelatively complicated.
Because of the strong extension and action orientation of both PMHE and MASL and
the almost non-existence of aformal research capacity in the region, the emphasis was
on farmer-to-farmer and farmer-to-extensi oni st-to-farmer mechanismsto spread results.

I mpact of farmer experimentation. The key impact of farmer experimentation wasin
instilling a problem-solving approach among farmers, which weaned them away from
dependency and gave them confidence. Through experimentation, farmerswere ableto
find solutions to their problems, instead of waiting for someone elseto do it for them.
Moreover, these solutions were well suited to the specific site conditions and therefore
very appropriate. The ability to analyse problems, find suitable options, try them out
and draw conclusions was a valuable capacity that the farmers applied not only in
agriculture, but also in all aspects of their lives.

For example, some farmers took up experiments in zero or minimum tillage, never
donein the area before, as ameans of reducing costs of land preparation. By trying out
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a combination of options - straight fertiliser application, organic manure, varieta
selection etc - some farmers were able to increase their rice yields from 3000 kg/ha to
6500 kg/ha.

The positive findings from experiments were not confined to the experimenters alone;
instead, these findings were shared and applied by amuch larger group of farmers. For
instance, a few farmers started to put the paddy straw back into the paddy fields as a
means of recycling nutrients. Within ashort time, many farmerstook up the practice, as
they saw its benefits.

Farmer-to-farmer extension

Farmer-to-farmer extension as an integral part of amost all activities undertaken with

farmerstook many forms:

e Group discussions for sharing what farmers know with others and for planning;

e Inter-group events where more than one small group of farmers came together and
aso invited outsiders, e.g. for group anniversaries, end-of-season evaluations;

e \jsitsto resource farmers with a certain specialised activity or experience to gain
first-hand information;

e Cross-visitsduring which groups of farmersfrom onelocation (Unit) visited farmers
inother Unitsto learn what they were doing, often covering the range of experiments
being done at that location;

e Farmer presentations, often with a strong visual component in the form of
photographs, diagrams, pictures etc, to convey farmer experiences to a larger
audience;

e Farmers as extensionists/facilitators, depending on their motivation and interests.
Praja Sevakas (community servers) were those men and women who had a vision
and were interested in being facilitators of the community development process.
Resource farmers, on the other hand, were those willing to share their knowledge
and experiences in a particular activity, e.g. experimentation, livestock keeping,
crop husbandry.

Farmers mentioned the following as major benefits of such activities:

e Seeing another farmer doing isbelieving: afarmer's experiment is more convincing
and realistic than atrial plot in aresearch station;

e Relevance of experiences: what farmers see and learn from others often provides
solutions to their own problems and new activities and ideas to try out;

e Conducive learning environment: a paddy field or afarm isavery non-threatening
and informal atmosphere, particularly for women, and givesfarmersthe opportunity
to participate freely;

e Building bridges: the possibility of creating linkages with other farmersiscrucial in
a settlement scheme, where contacts among farmers are initially weak;

e Confidence building: Hosting farmer groups or presenting findings to others helps
build self-confidence of the experimenting farmers.

Community mobilisation and organisational development

In addition to the above three components of PTD, PMHE's approach to sustainable
agricultural development included two more components. The fourth is community
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mobilisation (COMMOB) and focuses on attitudes and skillsto be built up to empower
farmers. This is an approach inspired among others by Freirian thinking and has a
considerable history in Sri Lanka. It encourages people to analyse their situation in the
widest sense, creates awareness about what can be done by joining hands and encourages
action planning. Central in this approach is the formation of relatively small farmer-
neighbourhood groups, which either stay informal or become more formalised in the
course of time. Considering the lack of socia structure and coherence in the Mahaweli
settlements, the hundreds of small groups that emerged were of crucial importance for
the development and implementation of all other activities.

Closely linked to the above is a fifth component: organisational development (OD).
Thisaimsat strengthening community organisation emerging from the social mobilisation
efforts. It addressesissues such as management and administration of groups, leadership
and conflict resolution. In line with PMHE's overal approach, OD efforts are very
much farmer-led and demand-driven. Asaresult, avariety of community organisations
have emerged. Some small groups became formalised but remained on their own; others
joined together to become federations of small groups. Some maintained asingle purpose
(e.g. saving and credit, marketing), while others devel oped amuch wider agenda. Inthe
later years of the project, the COMMOB/OD approach was also used successfully to
strengthen the farmer organisationsinitiated by MASL for the purpose of community-
led water management.

Integrating the approach into the MASL

The process of participatory development could not be sustained within the Mahaweli
Systems, unless the MASL recognised and integrated it. The organisation was strictly
hierarchical, with ablueprint approach to devel opment and a paternalistic attitude towards
the settlers. Taking on an approach to development based on farmer participation
therefore required fundamental changes. These changes had to be brought about at
three levels: 1) enabling staff to take on the role of development facilitators through a
process of training and backstopping; 2) assisting middle-level staff to manage
participation; and 3) lobbying at the higher-level to bring about favourable conditions
for participatory development.

Building staff capacity

Content. Approximately 100 training workshops in participatory approaches were
conducted during the period January 1995 to June 2000. This included full-fledged
training workshopsaswell as periodical refresher sessions. The staff categoriesincluded
in the training came from al layers of the MASL, from Unit to Head-Office level, and
the subject matter varied accordingly. PMHE's contribution to training was extensive
and included sponsorship, logistics, collaboration with various Mahaweli agencies in
selection of trainees, training support in the form of trainers, co-trainers and field
facilitators. Training was conducted in the following subject areas:

e Participatory rural appraisal (PRA) - focusing on building rapport with settlers and

involving them in situation/problem analysis;
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Photo by: PMHE.

Field assistants facilitating a farm family in developing a farm plan
as part of their training.

e Farm planning for sustainable farm development (FP) - paying attention to optimal
use of available resourcesin a systematic, planned manner;

e Participatory technology development (PTD) - concentrating on recognising and
harnessing farmers' knowledge in a process of joint experimentation;

e Community mobilisation (COMMOB) - focusing on attitudes and skills to be built
up in order to empower farmers;

e Organisational development (OD) - promoting strengthening of community
organisations, as afollow-up to community mobilisation.

Thesetopicsweretreated systematically through a sequence of training events covering
aperiod of 1-2 years, with each event linking up with and looking back at the previous
one.

Training in PRA, PTD and FP were conducted initially. PRA training was considered
pivotal for all categories of MASL staff, as it focuses on developing the attitudes and
skillsrequired in facilitators. Continuing from PRA, PTD wasimportant to develop the
capacity of MASL field officers to interact with farmers in finding solutions to their
specific problems through a process of joint experimentation. Training in FP imparted
the skills and the knowledge required for an extensionist to guide farm familiesthrough
asystematic process of planning their farms, using available resources optimally.

As field staff began to work in closer collaboration with farmers, the need for better
facilitation and group-moderation skillsfor community strengthening emerged. Training
workshops in community mobilisation (COMMOB) and organisational development
(OD) were aresponse to this need and were conducted in 1998 and 1999. Participatory
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monitoring and evaluation was an integral part of each topic and focused on finding
simple systems of monitoring and evaluation with farmers. Gender was another aspect
that encompassed all subject areas and hel ped officersto understand the different roles
and responsibilities of men and women in devel opment activities and, thereby, to ensure
active participation of both parties.

Targeting training. In alarge, multi-layered organisation like the MASL, selection of
staff categorieswas crucial to achieve wide-scale application of participatory approaches.
The first priority concerned people who worked directly with farmers, namely Field
Assistants and Unit Managers. Application of participatory approaches by field-level
officersrequired understanding by their immediate supervisors. Hence, the next category
of staff that needed to be trained consisted of Agricultural Officers, Community
Development Officers and Institutional Development Officers at Block level. Block
Managers, who coordinated all development work, were also given orientation in
participatory approaches. Human Resource Devel opment Officers, who were attached
mainly to thetraining centres and whose main responsibility wastraining, wereincluded
inall training programmes. Several programmes, some specially tailored, weretargeted
at the middle- and higher-level managers of the MASL.

Training content varied according to staff category. Field- and Block-level staff
members were given intensive training, with a large component of fieldwork. Such
workshopswere of longer duration and more detailed. Shorter workshops or discussions,
which generated awareness on participatory approaches, were used for managers. As
opposed to field staff, that underwent 10-day rigorous PRA training, managers were
exposed to a 5-day orientation programme. The same applied for PTD and FP.

Training approach. Thetraining organised by PMHE differed significantly from what
MASL staff were used to. Moving away from the conventiona "top-down" courses
focusing on transfer of information, thetraining in aworkshop style was geared towards
proactive learning. Focused learning sessions were interspersed with fieldwork that
allowed traineesto practise what they learnt and then to reflect on how they acted. Such
reflection helped trainees to go deeper into the subject and to gain new insights. All
workshops, also thosefor higher-level staff, created spacefor traineestointeract directly
with farm families. Assignments with farm families, visits to resource farmers and
brainstorming sessionswith farmerswere all means of devel oping the relevant attitudes
and skills, such asrespecting farmers knowledge, dealing with gender issues, stimulating
creative interactions with farmers etc.

Training of trainers. Conscious of the fact that training in participatory methodol ogies
cannot always be done by external trainers, PMHE began in 1995 to identify potential
trainersfrom within MASL, who could be groomed for thistask. A number of training-
of-trainers workshops were organised in al the core subject areas. Such workshops
generally consisted of 10-14 daysof highly intensivework, combining theory and practice
in an active learning environment. The project strongly believed that a PTD trainer can
be effective and convincing only if she/he practises the main principles of participation
during the training itself. These potential trainers were then given further on-the-job
guidance as co-trainers with PMHE staff in relevant training workshops.
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Asmost of thesetrainers belonged to the Human Resources Development Unit of MASL,
this activity was a crucial one that tied up, in asense, all PMHE's input into capacity
building of staff. It was important to provide the Unit with the knowledge and skills
required not only to continue training and backstopping, but also to adapt training to
meet the changing requirements of the organisation and its staff.

Development of training curricula and manuals. The above-mentioned training
activitieswere documented in detail to form the basis for the preparation of systematic
training manua sfor useby MASL trainers. A first outline of acurriculum for Community
M obilisation was discussed and adjusted to serve as an example. Curriculafor the other
subjects were prepared accordingly. Detailed session plans per curriculum were then
worked out through a similar process. Each curriculum was tested and fine-tuned in
ongoing training programmes. While all training manuals give step-by-step directions
on how to organise training on the relevant topic, they also indicate where the users
need to adapt the modul es and innovate to suit group- or situation-specific requirements.
Workshopsfor orienting the trainers on using the training manual swere al so conducted.

Backstopping of field staff. Very early in the process of training, PMHE noticed some
reluctance on the part of trained staff to apply the newly gained knowledge and skills.
Although training workshops provided some "hands-on" exposure through short field
exercises, it was obviously not sufficient to build up the confidence required to embark
on applicationin thefield. Even the more adventurous among the trainees dared only to
take small stepsin trying out what they had learnt. Backstopping was essential to reap
the full benefits of training.

Backstopping evolved over the period and depended on the availability of PMHE staff,
requests from MASL, type of training etc. The backstopping activities included:

e Sharing sessionsfor trained staff: these were usually one-day sessions during which
staff members could openly exchange their experiences,

e Post-training refresher workshops: these were held per subject area and were more
structured, dealing with problems of application faced by traineesin the field;

e Joint monitoring of post-training assignments: this was common in the case of FP
and PTD. At given timesduring the agricultural seasons, follow-up visitswere made
to Field Assistants implementing their assignments, together with their superiors,
the Agricultural Officers;

e On-the-job guidanceto trained staff in routine MASL activities: PMHE staff joined
MASL officers in their regular field programmes, mainly in the role of observer,
helping out if and when necessary. On-the-job guidancein this manner proved to be
very effective in building up MASL field staff to become excellent facilitators of
participatory development.

Training impact assessment. An independent study carried out in the latter part of

1999 by the Department of Agricultural Extension of the University of Peradeniya, Sri
Lanka, looked into how training in participatory extension methods/tools affected the
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working styles of Field Extension Officers® (FEO) in three projects under the MASL
and the Ministry of Agriculture. PMHE was one of three projectsincluded in the study.
It was found that FEOs had learned new methods/tools relevant to their day-to-day
activities and were using them in extension activities with farmers. Both farmers and
superior officers had experienced favourable changes in the behaviour of FEOs in
interaction with their clients, i.e. the farmers said that FEOs were friendlier towards
them and respected their views. More than 75% of the FEOs interviewed during the
study were positive about the training received and agreed that they gained greater job
satisfaction by using participatory methods and had increased their extension coverage
with farmers (Wanigasundera & Sivayoganathan 1999).

Support to manage participation

I nstitutional development and organisational strengthening. Field officerswho began
to adopt a more participatory working style needed to be understood and supported by
their superiors. In the MASL, the first and most crucial level of managers who deal
with field officersisthat of the block managers.

While all relevant staff at the Block level was exposed to PRA,PTD and FP though the
above-mentioned training programmes, PMHE found that a more focused support to
Block Managers was needed to motivate them towards a participatory approach and to
enable them to managetheir Block effectively on thisbasis. Support was given to block
managersin strengthening their understanding and capacitiesininstitutional development
and organisational strengthening (ID/OS). The participatory principlesof ID/OStraining
were to stimulate the block managers to take amore positive ook at their situation and
learn to respect the knowledge of farmers and staff asaval uable contribution to effective
planning.

A series of one-week training workshops in ID/OS were conducted in 1998 for block
managers. Theseincluded the topics of networking, inventory of key institutionsin the
area and the roles in development, and patterns of collaboration with the block office.
Block staff was also challenged to do an internal SWOT (Strengths, Weaknesses,
Opportunities, Threats) analysis to identify areas for improvement. Division of
responsibilitiesamong block staff, management style and mechanisms, and involvement
of farmers and other stakeholdersin development activities were areas identified.

Backstopping middle-level managers. Following the training, the block managerswere

given backstopping by PMHE staff ininitiating |D/OS-based activities such as:

e facilitating the use of the "institutiogram" asatool for analysing the activities of the
block officein relation to all actors and for identifying areas for networking;

e analysing the tasks and skills of block staff to determine a more efficient use of
human resources;

e identifying the priority areas of development for re-organising the block to function
more effectively and efficiently;

3 Field Extension Officer wasacommon term used to refer to the staff category involved infield extension
activitiesin each project. In the case of the MASL, these were Field Assistants (FAS).
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e identifying the training needs of the block in relation to the tasks to be carried out;
e incorporating participatory action planning for the preparation of annual and seasonal
workplans.

These interactions began, slowly but surely, to give block managers confidence in
applying participatory approaches to management.

Support to on-the-job planning sessions. Finally, block managers were supported with
the facilitation of block planning exercises, so asto integrate the priorities and plans of
farmers. In someblocks, ateam-building session washeld prior to the planning exercise.
In most cases, this was the first time that all block staff had come out of their
compartments to prepare an action plan together. Genuine enthusiasm was observed as
staff members set a common goal and found ways and means of achieving it through
pooling of resources, irrespective of the department or sector. Regular sessions for
monitoring the plans in a participatory manner were also scheduled.

Creating the conditions to sustain the integration
Thefull potential of all changes at field- and middle-level could be achieved only if the
strategy for participatory development was fully integrated into the overall MASL
approach and structure. Here again, PMHE worked on many fronts and with many key
persons, mainly at the higher levels of the organisation.

Creation of awarenessand acceptance at higher levels. Seminarsand workshopswere
specially tailored to provide decision-makerswith aclear picture of field developments
and to raiseissues that needed attention. These were also occasions when farmerswere
put indirect contact with higher officialsof MASL to discussimportant i ssues. Successful
case studies were included in the progress reports to the project steering committee,
which consisted mostly of top MASL officials. Close personal contact with sectional
heads kept a continuous and open dialogue going about the process of participatory
development and its implications. This helped to incorporate their views and led to
strong support for the strategy. A few key MASL staff memberswere given opportunities
to study participatory approaches abroad. Many openingsfor integrating elementsinto
regular MASL programmes were thus found.

Close collaboration with staff of the agricultural division. A crucia point in the
ingtitutionalisation of PTD is the close collaboration and rapport that PMHE built up
with the staff of the agricultural division of the MASL. Recognition of the approach by
the director and his colleagues in the head office paved the way for smooth
implementation by the staff at lower levels. Experiences of MASL staff in participatory
approaches were documented in a video caled "A new approach for the Mahaweli
fields' in the Sinhala language (MASL 1999).

Formulation of MASL extension policy. The agricultural division in the head office
wasalso responsiblefor formulating the MASL agricultural development policy. PMHE's
lobbying was rewarded when the new policy document included an extension component
with several key elements of the participatory approach: problem analysis with farmer
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groups using PRA toals, participatory extension and farmer experimentation. It provided
the legal framework for wider application of the strategy, also in other Systems of the
MASL.

Networking and building alliances. PMHE looked continuously for alliesbeyond MASL
and was actively involved in networking within Sri Lankaon participatory development.
By being in these networks, PMHE could pave the way for MASL, its counterpart, to
join and share the rich diversity of experiences. The PTD working group (see Box 1),
one such network, made a significant impact on the scaling up of PTD experiencesin
Sri Lanka.

Support to the farmer bulletin "Aswenna'. Aswenna (Harvest) is a monthly bulletin
published by theMASL asasource of information to thefarmers, who havevery limited
accessto resource materials. In July 1995, PMHE was requested to take on sponsorship
of the bulletin. Being involved in promoting an approach that put farmersin the centre
stage of their development, PMHE felt that the bulletin was an ideal medium for taking
this message to other farmers. Apart from providing financial support, PMHE's major
contribution was in encouraging more farmersto contribute their experiencesrelated to
different aspects of the participatory approach, i.e. experimentation, self-help groups,
farm planning etc.

Working through regular MASL programmes. For PTD to be integrated fully into the
MASL, PMHE supported the inclusion of PTD components into regular MASL-wide
agricultural programmes, such as the Adarsha yaya (model tract of cultivation)
programme. This programme was implemented in all the Mahaweli Systems and took
the farmers of a selected irrigated tract (yaya) as entry point for integrated agricultural
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A farmer volunteer (Praja Sevaka) sharing experimental findings with
fellow farmers.
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Box 1. Building alliances: the PTD Working Group in Sri Lanka

The PTD Working Group was an initiative of three donor-funded projects - namely, the North Western
Province Dry Zone Participatory Development Project, the Smallholder Integrated Livestock Extension
Project and PMHE - working in the field of sustainable agricultural development in different parts of the
country. The objectives of the network were primarily: mutual learning through sharing of experiences
in the application of participatory methods and tools in agricultural extension; sharing of resources and
know-how (especially trainers); and conducting joint training-of-trainers programmes to improve the
capacity and skills of local trainers. The network was set up in 1995 and was soon joined by two other
organisations - CARE International and the Netherlands-assisted Integrated Rural Development
Programme in Nuwara Eliya.

Although the members' involvement was voluntary, a narrow focus, concerted efforts, good cooperation
and a high sense of commitment helped the working group to meet many of its goals and to have a
positive influence on the government counterparts about the merits of participatory extension
methodologies. Whilst being an active member, PMHE ensured that MASL, its counterpart, was introduced
and gradually became a part of the working group. For the MASL staff, the working group was a great
opportunity to meet, share and learn together with colleagues of other governmental agencies and
NGOs.

Mutual learning through sharing of experiences

During the first year, the discussions were more fundamental in nature. After having experimented with
PTD for 2-3 years, several topics of common interest were discussed at bi-monthly meetings. Problem
identification, planning and policy on (free) input provision; approaches in group development and
social mobilisation; farmer experimentation, design and monitoring; involvement of government officers
in PTD and the role of transfer of technology in PTD were among them. The second year focused on
more practical application of PTD and on problems faced in the field. A first round of cross-visits to each
of the projects took place in this year, and proved very insightful.

Linking learning and lobbying

By the third year, the focus of the working group shifted to scaling up PTD approaches. Realisation of
the need to bring PTD to the attention of a wider audience led to the joint organisation of a national
PTD workshop in September 1997. Each member of the working group presented its own experiences
in using the PTD approach, and highlighted one or more aspects of it. As intended, the workshop raised
awareness on PTD among government agencies involved in agricultural development, familiarised the
participants on how it could be adapted in various organisational settings and highlighted the institutional
and managerial implications for effective application of PTD. Subsequently, a number of regional workshops
were organised in 1998, each coordinated by one working group member, to allow greater participation
of staff and government officials at regional level. In 1999, PMHE itself - with support from working
group members - organised a two-day national seminar on farmer participation in the MASL development
areas, which was attended by the Minister of Mahaweli Development and many high-level policymakers.

Training in PTD and training of trainers

As an original objective of the PTD working group, training of trainers in PTD was taken up seriously.
PMHE, through its contact with ETC, was instrumental in introducing an external trainer to the working
group and arranging several PTD training programmes for its members. A handpicked group from the
member organisations and their government partners, who had the potential of being future PTD
trainers, participated at the first Training-of-Trainers Course conducted in January 1997. A second in
the series was conducted a year later in May 1998, with a refresher for the first batch of trainees. The
investment in these two programmes resulted in the formation of a national pool of PTD trainers, who
were able to meet most of the training requirements in PTD in Sri Lanka.

Pooling of resources
The third objective set by the working group was to pool resources among members. All resources
related to participatory extension available within the working group were categorised and made available
to all members. Apart from books and videos, trainers were another important resource shared within
the working group. Not only did this allow for meeting training requirements, it also opened doors for
cross-fertilisation of ideas and experiences. For the trainers, it was a great opportunity to widen their
horizons and to build closer links with their colleagues in the pool.
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development. Aspects of the participatory approach developed under PMHE that were
included in this programme were:

e initiating the programme by doing a participatory situation analysis and options
assessment with the farmers using PRA tools

e making ayaya plan together with farmers
e incorporating farmer experimentation to find solutionsto | ocation-specific problems

e bringing in farm planning to look at aspects of the farming system, especially from
aviewpoint of resource management

e supporting integrated pest and weed management activities
e conducting participatory monitoring and eval uation sessions based on the yayaplan

e stimulating farmer-to-farmer extension as a means of sharing results.

In fact, this was one of the key points of interaction between PMHE and MASL staff
after 1998, when PMHE withdrew from direct implementation. It wasalso well received
by MASL field staff, who had to service farmersin amuch larger areaon account of the
restructuring of the organisation and retrenchment of staff.

The impact of al these efforts to integrate the participatory approach developed with
support of PMHE into MASL can be seen in the case of one yaya programme described
below.

PTD in MASL after the project: a case study

Sincethe closure of PMHE in 2000, PTD ispart and parcel of the agricultural extension
programme of the Mahaweli Agricultural Extension Service. The Farmer Field School
approach and the Adarsha Yaya approach are two examples where PTD is integrated
and, as such, extensively practised in Mahaweli. Officers and farmers conduct field
daysto sharethefindings on successful experiments. Farmer seminarsare held to present
new field experiences to awider group of farmers.

Model tract of cultivation

The Model Tract of Cultivation concept was introduced into Mahaweli areas to
demonstrate the possibility of increasing riceyields. A tract of cultivation ranges between
50 and 100 ha, in which each farmer has aplot of 1 ha. The model tract in Mutuwella,
in System B, started in the wet season of 2000 (see Table 1). At the very beginning,
farmers gathered to discuss, with facilitation from the Field Assistant, their present
situation and to identify the problems pertaining to the present yields of the rice crop.
Thisanalysis resulted in a problem tree. The roots of the problem were formulated as:
lack of knowledge on the most suitable varieties for soil and climate, use of inferior
quality of seed paddy, poor access to credit to purchase inputs such as fertilisers, and
soil fertility depletion.
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Table 1: Yaya programme extension approach

Step Actors How Output
Adarsha yaya FA and farmers Meeting Farmers interested in
formation group activities to

improve rice yields
Problem FA, AO and farmers Group discussion Problem tree
identification in group
Inventory of AO Visits to research Identification of need

technology

FA, AO, and farmers
in group

institutes

Group discussion

for location-specific
trials

Observations on
experiences with
different rice
varieties

Guidance in design

Research officer

Field practical

Design of simple
experiment

Choice and adjust-
ment of experiment

Farmer group

Group discussion

Experimental agenda

Monitoring of
experiment

Experimenting
farmers, Research
officer, FA and AO

Records maintained
by farmers and FA or
Research Officer

Successful
experiment in
farmers' fields

Assessment of results

Farmers/farmer
group

Research officer

Observation/
discussion by farmers
and group

Statistical analysis of
data

Useful results for
sharing

Results to
complement farmers'
findings

Sharing the results

Farmers, FA, AO,
Research officer

Group meeting

Follow-up plans /
spreading of findings

To eliminate these root problems, farmers decided to carry out many activitiesin their
rice fields. Each farmer now has a well-maintained plot for seed production and alive
fence around therice field to produce green manure. They do not burn the paddy straw
of the previous crop, but rather incorporateit into the soil. They obtain fertiliser through
group-loan schemes. To test the most suitable varieties for their land, farmers were
assisted by a research officer from the nearby regional research station. Guidance in
experimental design and seeds of promising varietieswere provided. Thefarmerstested
eight rice varieties. Cultivation was done according to normal farming practice. The
farmers, field assistant and research officer together observed and evaluated the
performance of the varieties throughout the trial. The farmers evaluated the varieties
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using their monitoring data, which was complemented by the data of the research officer.
The findings were shared with alarge group of farmersand MASL staff.

Platform for mutual learning

The Mahaweli-wide Technical working group Meeting now provides a platform to
discuss farmers’ problems. Research officers of al regional research stations in the
Mahaweli areas, representatives of the seed and planting material division of the
Department of Agricultureand Mahaweli agricultural officerstogether with their director
of agriculture take part in such a meeting once every season. This meeting provides an
opportunity to share with each other the results of the previous season. The progress
and findings of farmer experimentation are also shared in this forum.

Lessons and recommendations

The following main lessons of PMHE regarding a "strategy" for scaling up and

institutionalising PTD emerge from this experience:

e The project as a process: PMHE lasted for nine years, but it did not start with a
clearly set-out nine-year plan. Instead, it started with an action-research phase of
just nine months. Based on the outcome of that phase, another phase was granted.
Thisflexibleapproach madeit possibleto address problems- for example, thefarmers
increasing dependency on external inputs resulting in indebtedness - and to seize
opportunities, such asthe rapid expansion of the training programme beyond System
C, oncethe experiencesin System C werewell received by MASL. Like PTD itself,
project implementation was based on an experiential learning process with cycles
of planning, action, reflection and re-planning. Participatory monitoring and
evaluation and a strong emphasis on process documentation hel ped to stay abreast
of changes and continuously improve strategies.

e Use of opportunities: The biggest impact was sometimes achieved by using an
opportunity when it arose, even though it was not in the workplan: a certain person
in a certain position, a new MASL programme that could be open for PTD. One
needs to have an eye open for the right entry points for scaling up at any moment,
like asurfer in the ocean waiting for the right wave to jump on. The project design
should be such that it allows for using such opportunities when they arise: flexible
planning and possibilities to re-allocate resources relatively easily.

e Success stories: Documentation of successful initiatives (in the form of videos,
case studies in progress reports, supporting a farmer magazine, compiling detailed
training guides) and systematic dissemination of the documentation were useful in
spreading the approach both within MASL and beyond (e.g. MASL 1999, PMHE
n.d., PMHE 2000, Wettasinha 2001).

e Extensive, systematic capacity building: Systematic training, backstopping and
refresher training for all levels of MASL staff, reinforced by working alongside the
trained officersin thefield, wereinstrumental in applying the strategy within MASL .
Asfar astraining programmes are concerned, the best sequencein training evolved
as being: first PRA (focusing on attitude and skills) followed by content training
(PTD, farm planning, community mobilisation and organisational development) and
finally institutional development/organisational strengthening focused on
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organisational implications of working in aparticipatory manner. ID/OSfor middle-
level managers was afirst step towards managing participation and the follow-up
activitiesin the field of organisational capacity building.

e Ownership of thechange process. Key MASL staff memberswere actively involved
in the scaling-up process in their own organisation. They adapted and synthesised
the approach into the ongoing MASL policies of Farm Resource Management and
Strengthening of farmer organisations, which was considered more important than
"scoring points” (gaining recognition) as a discrete project at alimited scale.

e Building alliances: Networking went beyond MASL and included other initiatives
at national level, as for example through the PTD working group. However, these
activitiesincluded MA SL staff and resulted in spreading of the approach. Partnerships
and strategic aliances were established with other projects in the country, with
representativesof related Ministries (e.g. Ministry of Agriculture) and, within MASL,
with the heads of departments. The result of these efforts was the message that
active farmer participation is essential for agricultural development.

e Carryingthe message: All those who found favour in the participatory approachin
general, and PTD in particular, e.g. enthusiastic farmers, MASL staff, village
volunteers, were stimulated to tell their stories and to encourage others. The
presentations by farmers and lower-level field staff to higher-level officials, for
which PMHE created the opportunities wherever possible, may be the single most
important factor in convincing the MASL about this approach.
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Elements of a successful field day: information, experience exchange and fun.



PTD in the Kyrgyz Republic with special
reference to the Rural Advisory and
Development Service in Jalal Abad Oblast

Stefan Joss' and Kachkynbaev Nadyrbek?

Participatory Technology Development was introduced into Kyrgyzstan mainly
by the Helvetas-funded Kyrgyz Swiss Agricultural Project (KSAP) Kochkor-Jumgal
(1997-98) and the current KSAP in Jalal Abad (JA) and Naryn (NA). KSAP provides
technical assistance and co-finances the Rural Advisory and Development Service
(RADS) in three of six oblasts (districts). Four years of activities have shown
that PTD is a concrete approach that contributes to developing new practices in
production, processing and marketing, and generating income. However, there
is a still a long way to go before the spirit of innovation and experimentation on
improved production and marketing catches on fully in Kyrgyzstan.

Context

The Kyrgyz Republic is a small, mountainous, land-locked country of about 200,000
km2 in Central Asia. It is surrounded by China, Kazakhstan and Uzbekistan. After 70
years of Soviet rule, the country became independent in 1991 and, since then, has been
in an economic and social transition towards a market economy and amore democratic
political structure. In 1999, over 60% of the then popul ation of 4.8 million lived below
the official poverty line.

Agricultureisthe most important contributor to the national Kyrgyz economy. According
to official figures, 48% of the population work in agriculture and contribute 44% to the
Gross Domestic Product (GDP), 10% working in industry contribute 22% of GDP and
those working in services 33%. According to officials, the unemployment rate is less
than 10%. This figure does not include workers temporarily laid off as a result of
enterprises lying idle. Government employees often have to rely on additional sources
of income, because salary payments are delayed by months. In the 1990s, despite
substantial recovery in agricultural production and value added to near or above 1990
levels, rural incomes per capitafell substantially.

Jala Abad (JA) Oblast (district) has two main agro-economic zones: a lower zone of
intensive crop growing and an upper zone of extensive agriculture, based mainly on

1 KSAP Advisor to RADS Jalal Abad, ul. 50 let Kirgisii 10, 715609 Jalal Abad, Kyrgyzstan (ksap-
adm@helvetas.kg)

2 Subject Matter Specialist, RADS Jala Abad, Kyrgyzstan



animal husbandry. JA Oblast is divided into eight rayons (subdistricts), five in the
lower and three in the upper zone. In the three biggest rayons of the lower zone, more
than 60% of the agricultural GDP of JA Oblast is earned, whilst the upper zone
contributes a mere 14%.

These figures also reflect the population density. The three agro-economically most
important rayons are home to 59% of the rural people; only 8% live in the mountainous
rayons of the upper zone. The average number of persons in each of the total of 67
village management units (Ail Okmét) in JA Oblast is high in comparison to other
oblasts of Kyrgyzstan. Theirrigated land owned per person varies between 0.06 and 0.5
ha. There are farms run by single families or small groups, and larger peasant farms
(dykan tsharpa) with up to 1000 members.

The Rural Advisory and Development Service Foundation
(RADSF)

The RADSF is meant to be a farmers organisation with farmer councils (legisative
bodies) at three administrative levels (rayon, oblast and national). The executive body
consists of six regional centres (Oblast RADS) and a secretariat in the capital Bishkek.
Therole of the secretariat isto coordinate activities, to train advisory staff and to provide
(financial) supervision.

The main aim of the RADS is to raise the standard of living in rural areas, which is
linearly correlated with agricultural productivity. The RADS givestraining toindividual
farmers, farmer groups or farmer associations.

In the oblast centre, a Regional Manager and five subject matter speciaists (SMS)
provide logistical and topical support to the rayons and are responsible for planning,
monitoring and evaluation. In each of the eight rayons, 3-5 rayon advisors work. They
are generalists with a basic knowledge in all spheres of agriculture and are in close
contact with "temporary promoters’, either "village promoters' (VPs) who are women
working with groups, or village specialists (V Ss) in charge of a specific task. A VShas
either specific topical education (possibly an academic degree) or - even moreimportantly
- profound experience in the subject matter.

The RADSF has four sources of finance: 1) aloan from IFAD (International Fund for
Agricultural Development) and the World Bank, 2) the Kyrgyz Government, 3) agrant
from the Swiss Government (implemented by Helvetas) contributing 51-60% to the
budgets of the ablasts Naryn Issyk Kul and Jalal Abad, and 4) the beneficiaries. By the
end of 2003, the beneficiaries are supposed to contribute 5% of the RADS budget. As
of now, the Russian saying, "he who pays calls the tune" seems true as the RADSF is
controlled primarily by donorsand the Kyrgyz Government and only to alimited extent
by farmers.

118 CASE STUDIES ON INTEGRATION INTO AGRICULTURAL RESEARCH, EXTENSION AND EDUCATION



How PTD came to Kyrgyzstan

The first projects - advisory service and credit

Agricultural extension activities started in Kyrgyzstan in 1994 when the ATAS
(Agricultural Training and Advisory Service) project set up atraining centrein Bishkek.
Later, TACIS-1 (Technical Assistance to the CIS Countries) advised farmersin Chuy,
Issyk Kul, Talas and Jalal Abad through training and visits. The German Agency for
Technical Cooperation (GTZ) started its advisory project in Osh Oblast in spring 1997.

On behalf of the Swiss Government, Helvetas started the Kyrgyz Swiss Agricultural
Project (KSAP) in 1995 in the rayons of Kochkor-Jumgal in Naryn Oblast. In the same
year, Caritas started the KSAP in Suzak, Bazar Korgon and Nooken Rayons of JA
Oblast. At first, each project had its own or an associated credit component, and advisory
topics were linked to credit in most cases. In 1998, the approach was revised in all
projects, when Caritas ceased advisory activities and went for an independent credit
line, Helvetas discontinued credit and focused on technical assistance, and GTZ
institutionalised the link with the American-funded ACDI/VOCA. In 1997, with the
support of Helvetas, participatory advisory approaches were started by KSAP in
Kochkor-Jumgal.

"Advisory field laboratory" in two rayons of Naryn Ob/ast - a step towards
PTD

In the field of seed-potato cultivation, fodder mixtures and meat and milk processing,
Helvetas started collaboration with scientific institutes such as the Agrarian Academy
(Division for Seed Potato), the Pasture Institute and the Polytechnic University. GTZ
started to work together with the Osh State University. This collaboration with research
institutes was a concrete step towards PTD. While planning was still in the hands of the
researchers, implementation and ownership of the PTD experiments were in the hands
of the farmers. In the case of seed potatoes, cheese and meat, the farmers were to a
certain extent accountable to the service, asthey received material support. Already in
the second year, farmers organised themselves and decided on their own about the use
of the seed. However, a fairly rigid legislation and unreliable input of original seed
material prevented the technology from spreading to alarger number of farmers. None
of the meat products devel oped during the experimental phaseis produced commercialy
today.

Introducing PTD into the World Bank-supported RADS - starting to scale up
TheWorld Bank and IFAD fund the Agricultural Services Support Programme (ASSP),
which aims at providing services to farmers through the RADS. Adaptive research is
foreseen in the planning document for the ASSP and its implementation within the
framework of the RADS. The appraisal report describes adaptive research as
"demonstration of proven small farm technology at rayon level" and refers to
participatory research to develop a pipeline of new technology.

In Kyrgyzstan, the RADS is the major actor in transferring information and skills to

farmers. In JA Oblast, asin the other five districts with RADS in Kyrgyzstan, it uses
three main tools in providing advisory services to farmers: training, adaptive research
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(PTD) and group formation. The first is applied in a rather linear Training-and-Visit
approach, and group formation may not be considered as a "direct" advisory tool.
Adaptive research offers the greatest room for manoeuvrein terms of methodology and
technical approaches. It isthe most practice-relevant form of farmer support foreseen
in the planning papers.

PTD training and exposure for the various actors involved

PTD cannot be studied and then applied. The researchers and advisorsinvolved haveto
learn while acting and reacting together with farmers. PTD in its entire complexity is
only beginning to be built up in the RADS, and therefore needs continued follow-up.

Staff of RADS JA became acquainted with PTD for the first time when aSMS and a
rayon advisor took part in a workshop in Issyk Kul Oblast. In the same month, these
two staff members spread their knowledge to the advisors of RADS JA. Figure 1 shows
the dissemination of knowledge through practical exercises. It distinguishes thereby
between participation in PTD weeks (reception of information), illustrated with awhite
circle, and competencies (experiences, skills) gained through reproduction of PTD
methodology as trainer or moderator, illustrated with ablack circle. By the end of the
year 2000, RADS JA has one master trainer, two trainers and 12 co-trainersin PTD.
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Figure 1: Dissemination of PTD among the staff of RADS Jalal Abad in major
practical exercises. (®= performers, O = participants)
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Main actors and their motivation

My name is Ergesh Bekeshov.
I'm a leader of a farmer
association in Aksy Rayon of
Jalal Abad Obl/ast. The
association consists of five
families, a total 38 persons, all
relatives of ours.

We have 4.8 ha of irrigated
land, located at an altitude of
1400 m. We decided to grow
seed potatoes because they do
well and we can sell them to
the lower regions and to
Kolkhozes in neighbouring
Uzbekistan.

In the first year, Konstantin
Pavlovich showed us three
different ways of growing seed
potatoes. The yield was good
and so I prepared, together
with Nurkul, a plan for the next
three years. In the second year
we had some difficulties with
Phytophtora, but Nurkul
showed us how to treat it and
Konstantin explained what
Phytophtora is. Now we plan to
get the status of seed farm, but
for that we need 50 ha of land.

My name is Nurkul Stamov. I
graduated from the Polytechnic
Institute of the former Kyrgyz
Soviet Republic in food
engineering. In 1989 the Aksy
dairy plant became a victim of
Perestroika and so I lost my
job. Later I was given some
land and gained experiences as
a farmer. In 1999 I passed the
exam and became a RADS
advisor. In RADS each advisor
is a generalist and so I had to
familiarise myself with many
new fields in agriculture.

From Bekeshov I learnt about
the economic side of seed-
potato growing and marketing.
With my knowledge in business
plan preparation, we drafted a
plan for the next three years.
From Konstantin I learnt how
to grow potatoes, but also how
to determine the vyield in a
scientific way. I'm the link
between the two as the
villagers often have no
telephone.

My name is Konstantin
Pavlovich Gorbov; I have a PhD
in meristem seed potato
production and am a lecturer
at the Agrarian Academy of the
Kyrgyz Republic. Moreover I'm
the head of a seed potato
laboratory, which has recently
been privatised. As my salary
as lecturer is only US$ 14 a
month and paid irregularly, I
concentrate more and more on
commercial activities like the
sale of seed potato or
consultancies.

In 1997, the Advisory Service
brought me, for the first time,
together with farmers. This
collaboration allowed me to
contribute to basic on-farm
seed development and to get
valuable insights for my
scientific work.

The advisory service helps me
to continue my work as a
researcher in the economically
difficult transition period.
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The farmers

Itisdifficult to characterisefarmersinvolved in PTD in Jalal Abad. Some are so-called
Akimiat farmers; this means farmers with a close relationship to local administration.
The mgjority of clients are leaders of a farmer association or individual farmers with
initiative. Only aminority are so-called poor farmers. Mainly the vegetable experiments,
for which women were approached, reached this last group.

In RADS JA about 40% of experiments were set up and implemented together with
women. Despitethefact that the follow-up of thesetrialsthrough village promoters and
female rayon advisors often lacked professional technical inputs, many of these trials
were brought to a concrete result.

The research scientists

InRADS JA, the participation of scientistsin PTD isabottleneck. In most teams, there
were no formal researchers. In al PTD weeks dedicated to vegetable growing and
conservation, local resource persons therefore took the place of scientists. Scientists
who graduated from Russian institutes often have a harrow specialisation and/or have
not followed the trends of the last 20 years. When RADS JA wanted specialists in
biological plant protection, there was simply no scientist available with such a
specialisation.

The role of formal research was discussed on various occasions. In certain cases, the
research scientists themselves wanted a closer involvement in the PTD experiments.
However, their main motivation to collaborate with the extension service was not to
test the innovation but rather to receive the cash payment - a fact that some of them
admitted openly in informal discussions.

Staff of the advisory service
Rayon advisorsarethelink between farmers and formal researchers. Their participation
in PTD weeks was aimed at:

e acquainting them with the methodology;

e initiating concrete advisory activities, to be followed up by the advisors,

e experiencing farming, farmersand their problemsanew, while collecting the feedback
and perception of outsiders (other advisors, specialists, facilitator);

e increasing their self-esteem and advisory/public relations effect.

The experience in RADS JA showed that rayon advisors were not able to conduct an
entire PTD week on their own after being exposed to PTD methodology elsewhere.

In most PTD weeks, village promoters (VPs) wereinvolved. VPs are part-time staff of
RADS JA and in charge of group formation and coaching. The promoters have been
able to bring the members of a group together, and later different groups together to
exchange experiences. In most cases, the technical support given by VPs to farmers
was poor. There are a number of cases in which PTD experiments gave good results
without VPs.
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Approach, planning and set-up

Selection of topics

Every October, RADS JA carries out local planning exercises in the villages covering
three main aspects. 1) an assessment of the ongoing programme; 2) suggestions as to
which topics should be added in the next year; and 3) suggestions as to which ones
should be dropped.

It isthen up to each specialist to decide which advisory tool ismost suitable to deal with
the problem. In 2000, only the agronomist and livestock specialist chose the PTD
methodology as a tool. This rather liberal approach has the advantage of leading to
need-based "research”, but it involves a broad range of topics and challenges all staff
with respect to facilitation and support.

A typical PTD initiation week
Each PTD week in RADS JA was dedicated to aspecific topic and carried out asfollows:

Day 1 Introductory workshopinacentral village: mutual introductions, methodol ogy
of PTD, use of participatory rural appraisal (PRA) tools for the survey,
common language regarding the topic, planning the visit to the village;

Box 1: About oil, bread and how an idea brings income to the Suerkulov family

It is late October in Bala Chichkan, a village in the mountainous Toktogul Rayon: We sit in the dining
room of the Suerkulov family and eat tasty flat cakes (lepioshka). Gulmairam, the farmer's wife, explains
to us how she came to have such nice bread.

"We were always wondering how one can make good bread, especially how bread can be stored for
more than half a day and still be fresh, but the solution didn't come straight away.

Everything started in a PTD week of the local advisory service. We once heard about a new maize variety
that can be used for oil extraction. When the advisory team was wondering about innovations with a
chance to be marketed, we started discussing the maize idea with advisors and marketing specialists.

Later, the advisors helped us get the maize and we set up a trial comparing the new variety with our local
maize. When it was growing, however, we became hesitant about our initial idea. It seemed that only the
beak of the maize grain contains oil and our local extractors were not equipped for that. When the
advisor brought us together with other families growing the same maize, we realised they had the same
doubts.

Together we discussed alternative uses of the maize and came finally to milling it and adding it to the
wheat flour when making bread. The advisor helped us prepare an analysis of the gluten content. In all
cases, the new maize had more than the local one. We experimented with the mixture of flour and came
to an optimal composition of 30% maize and 70% wheat flour.

Now our lepioshka have become famous and we can even sell them."
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Days2-4 Information meeting in the village, survey, visit to the farmers who showed
interest, clustering ideas, going back to the farmers and refining the ideas,
jointly working out the set-up for an experiment, presentation of screened
ideas, welcoming farmers willing to try out the idea (technology) and
developing an action plan together with them;

Day 5 Experience exchange among the different groups in the central village,
handing over all action plans to the respective rayon advisor, discussing
whether a(local) specialistisneeded for thefollow-up of thetrial (moderator).

In many PTD weeks, the introductory meeting and the assessment were shortened.
However, this posed a risk of including persons who are not familiar with the PTD
methodology - often thelocal farmersin the preparatory phase or the specialists during
implementation.

Topics of the PTD experiments and their technical feasibility

RADS JA carried out 13 PTD weeks dedicated to the following topics: production and
marketing of agricultural products (1), cotton and soil fertility (1), Integrated Pest
Management in cotton (1), fruit growing and conservation (1), production of prospective
cropsand animals (1), improvement of animal husbandry (1), and growing and processing
vegetables (7).

PTD means trying out new things to see if they work: these can be either clever re-
combinations of elements of familiar technologies or combinations of known elements
with new elementsthat are brought into the area (e.g. cropping practices, new varieties,
new ways of farm management or marketing aproduct). The degree of innovation varied
in the different PTD experiments. The interest in material support was often bigger
thantheinterest in the technol ogy. Sometopicsof PTD experimentswere of anintegrated
character, relying on multiple conditions or technical requirements.

Ownership of PTD experiments

If arayon advisor says. "Wewant to show farmersthe effect of ...", then gheismaking
a demonstration and not developing a technology in a participatory way. And when a
farmer says, "Tell me what to grow and I'll do it for you", the advisor is definitely
tempted toimpose anidea. It isan art to pass the message that " continued improvement
of atechnology is an integral part of farming”. The initiator (driving force) therefore
has to be the farmer; otherwise the self-dynamics and sustainability of the venture are
endangered. The fact that some farmers even today wait for innovations to come from
outside is a leftover from the former Soviet system.

Besidesthe PTD experiments, RADS advisorswere supposed to prepare demonstration
"trials’, at least one each. Here it was clear that the ownership was on the part of the
RADS and mutual responsibilities were agreed upon in a contract. WWhen ownership of
PTD experiments|eaned towardsthe RADS, observations and recordings often stopped
and, because the advisor in some cases could not manage at the end of the season to
superviseall thetrials, essential datawerelost. Such datawould have been useful to the
extension service for comparisons across regions and dissemination.
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Implementation and follow-up of PTD experiments

Design of the experiment

Isit difficult to design a good PTD experiment?

No, it isn't. We saw a good approach when
visiting the cauliflower trial by Marazikova.
She simply planted a line of cauliflower
between thousands of cabbages; same soll,
same water, same climatic conditions and
the same close influence from the crop

Yes, it can be difficult to design a good
trial that allows for comparison and drawing
of conclusions. Nursalkyn tried out the new
tomato variety TMK. She planted it in a
separate plot where she had previously
applied compost. Despite this privilege

around the trial. given to the new variety, the old Volgograd
in the control plot grew better. For
comparison, such an approach is
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Figure 2: A line of cauliflower in a
cabbage field; simple but well-
reasoned trial design

Figure 3: Sketch of Nursalkin's
tomato plot

The main shortcoming in most of the PTD experiments was lack of or insufficient
control. In Kyzyl Tuu farmers grew cabbage. It grew well and, at the end, farmers said:
"We haveniceresults." "Nicer than what?' we asked. " Does cabbage pay more, nourish
better or what?' Not having a control is a side effect of the subsidised seed, since the
main am for afarmer was to get seed (to be sponsored), rather than set up atrial that
would satisfy hisor her curiosity. Somefarmersdid not familiarise themsel vesthoroughly
with the participatory approach.

One trial leads to another

At the southern edge of her garden, Toktokan planted Brussel s sprouts. When wevisited
the plot, we observed a heavy attack of aphids. I nsecticides can be bought only in Jalal
Abad some 30 km away. We advised Toktokan to do so, as she was the only onein the
entire oblast with Brussels sprouts. We suggested that she add another trial: spraying as
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Figure 4: Two to three plants per row are left as control when applying
the insecticide.

Box 2: Only such an indicator is sound that the farmer has found

Saidbek compared the yield of two sunflower varieties. When he discussed the results
with us, he gave as much importance to the vegetation period - which was, in the case
of the Ukrainian variety, 25 days shorter - as to the yield. Another indicator that he had
initially foreseen - the height of the plants - he ignored completely.

indicated in Figure 4, while leaving control strips that would better show the effect of
the insecticide. Toktokan did so and showed the trials to her peers the next time she
hosted the women's group.

Setting criteria in advance

To set criteria in advance for assessing results of a PTD experiment is a challenging
task. This calls for experience. RADS staff and scientists often did not pay enough
attention to setting criteria together with farmers.

A sound criterion is economic efficiency. If one can expressthe result in Som (Kyrgyz
national currency, 50 Som = US$ 1) of additional income, ghe has automatically taken
all variablesinto account, ranging fromlocal climate, soil, cropping technology, harvest,
storage and sale. Expressing aresult in Som allowsfor comparison of PTD experiments
over distances. In RADS JA, a good trial result is only that which has an economic
analysis. Where the hypothesis dealt with reducing human labour inputs (e.g. in small-
scale mechanisation), the economics of household labour was also relevant.

Input of materials

In the pilot phase, the project subsidised those inputs that farmers could not afford or
were unable to organise themselves. For instance, 80% of seed-potato costs were paid
by the project. One Meristem seed potato costs US$ 0.50, or one fourth of a minimum
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monthly wage in Kyrgyzstan. In the pilot phase, the few clients and therefore the close
coaching, but also the direct contact between expatriate and farmer, helped build up
mutual trust. In the scaling-up phase, this was more difficult. Fast results were wanted
also inthe other oblasts. Topicsthat showed good resultsin one place were adopted but
not adapted thoroughly. Time constraints influenced negatively the building up of staff
capacities or the "selection” of clients. In the scaling-up phase, the topics of the PTD
weeks became less complex, for instance in RADS JA, but were supposed to reach
more and poorer farmers. Practice showed that, also during scaling up, timeis needed
to build mutual trust between farmer and advisor.

Thedesireto increase one's knowledge and the mission of improving agriculture should
be the main motivations for farmer experimentation. In most PTD exercises in 2000,
RADS JA provided inputs for the farmers - in the case of vegetable growing, even
completely free of charge. Thus many farmerswho would have been ableto pay for the
inputs received subsidised materials. This enhances the "cup one's hand" mentality of
the farmers, privileging some who then asked for more support the following year.

Payments slow down the implementation of PTD experiments

Provision of money led, besides the bad effect of the "cup one's hand" mentality, to
slowing down the implementation of thetrials. The PTD methodology is based on the
needs of farmers. Kyrgyz farmers often live for the moment and today's problems are
the essential ones. That is why the venture has to start on Day 1 of the PTD initiating
week. In the case of RADS JA, if money was involved, the advisor had to prepare a
budget, submit it to the manager who advised the accountant - agreed upon on with the
SMS- to pay for it. However, if the accountant had ordered no money for trials, he had
towait until hewas ableto pay. It took up to four weeks before the advisor went back to
the farmer to tell him or her that "concrete" work could start. In fact, the long wait was
the "death warrant" for many atrial.

Technical support during the follow-up

Technical support during implementation is crucial for the final success. As mentioned
earlier, the RADS had almost no scientists involved in PTD experiments. As a
consequence, all technical support relied on RADS staff, and the generalists were often
overtaxed. The structure of village promoter (not a specidist at al) coached by the
rayon advisors (also not a specialist, but in contact with the SMSin the centre) and the
SMS him/herself worked only in some cases. The workload in the different subjects
was unequal. Nearly two out of three PTD experiments dealt with agronomy, which
meant that the SMS in Agronomy carried the biggest workload.

The distribution among the rayons was also unequal because, during planning, the
SM S set priorities according to farmers needs. In certain rayons, around three families
implemented the same type of PTD experiment whereas, in others, each family had its
own.

The higher the number of different PTD experiments, the more the rayon advisorswere

challenged in the technical follow-up, either in mediating specialists or in doing it
themselves. The lower the average number of experiments per family, the less the
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possibility for experience exchange among them. High diversity in PTD experiments
means, on the one hand, taking the farmers' concerns seriously; on the other hand, it
makes the advisory service less efficient.

PTD in groups

Generating ideas when a group observes trials and exchanges ideas

Individual farmer families carried out most of the 77 different types of PTD experiments
implemented in RADS JA in 1999-2000. The risk of failing was almost two times
higher compared to the same experiments implemented by several families. The
conclusionissimple: interaction between farmersisakey element of success. Interaction
means exchange of experience during implementation and joint assessment of thetrials.

In Bala Chychkan, Toktogul Rayon, five farmers conducted the same experiment in
growing oil maize, when they realised their common interest. The rayon advisor brought
them together. It was fascinating to see how many ideas they generated. The topics
shifted from maize-cropping techniques to oil extraction, comparison with other oil
crops and the use of by-products. They went asfar as checking gluten characteristics of
mai ze flour, wheat flour and a mixture of the two. The farmers have now set up a seed
distribution scheme in order to involve more farmers.

Specialisation to earn more money

In Suzak Rayon, most experiments were done by groups, each group member having
the sametrial in her garden. In a second step, the farmers planned specialisation: some
group members went for seedling production, some for growing vegetables, some for
processing, some for marketing. The VP facilitated the discussion, paying specia
attention to responsibilities, economic impact and risks.

Assessing results of PTD experiments

Field days

Field days are the events during the implementation of a PTD experiment. In some
cases, even two days were used for this purpose. In some others, field days fell into
oblivion. During the hot period, advisorswere on leave and, on their return, many crops

Figure 5: Three elements of a successful field day: information, experience
exchange and fun (Oz Gurush, Toktogul).
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had already been harvested. Besides the three elements of success - information,
experience exchange and fun - economic analyses and/or, at an earlier stage, harvest
prognoses have been integral parts of field daysin RADS JA.

Determining yields

Besides the ongoing observations during the growing
period, yield data are the most important to record. This
involves measuring: counting and weighing. There were
examples of successful recording, but there were also
caseswhere harvesting took place without the advisor and,
as most farmers need money in autumn, most of their
harvest was aready sold by the time the advisors came
back to thevillage. In still other cases, the rayon advisors
were present but forgot to record, or recorded and then
"lost" the records. Extensionists do not yet consider the
generation of data asthe generation of capital with which
the extension service can work.

Challenges of measuring and observing

In many cases, criteria were imposed and the scientists
and advisors were too optimistic about all the criteriathe
farmerswould observe. Theinterests of the scientistsand
advisors are quite different to that of farmers. Thus, the
owner of one of the sunflower experiments in Cholpon
Ata did not measure the plant height. She was more
interested in grossyield and oil output, which she observed
and recorded well.

In other instances, farmers did not know - or pretended
not to know - their area of land (taxes are paid on the
basis of land area). Thus, some farmers could say exactly

Box 3: Farmers with a
blank notebook and
the results in mind: a
rather inconvenient
database for an
advisory service

When we asked Talaikhan, an
experienced farmer in Utch
Terek, about records, she
answered:" I don't need a
notebook; I have everything
in my head." When we asked
for details such as the exact
day she applied the insecticide
against aphids or when she
harvested for the first time and
how much cabbage she
harvested, she replied without
hesitation and confirmed that
she knew "everything".

Later the rayon advisor said
Talaikhan had good results,
but no report. How can other
advisors and farmers later
capitalise on Talikhan's
experience?

how many kilograms of sunflower they harvested, but had "no idea" about the areaon
which it was grown. This posed a problem for analysis of the PTD experiments.

Some farmers could not say for sure what the yield was, but often remembered how
many bags or wagon- loads they had harvested. Asthe bags are standardised, the yield
could easily be converted to weight in kg. Local measurements are quite accurate;
moreover, they are easily understood when explained to other farmers.

Recording and reporting

Of al the PTD experiments that brought a concrete result, the data of one out of two
agronomy experiments were not recorded and analysed properly. Observations in the
field confirmed this. In most of the farms visited in autumn 2000, there were no records
or, if there were, they had stopped mid-way. Although many of the farmers still had the
notebook, they had found it difficult and not always possi bl e to keep records. Recording
and analysing were better in post-harvest management/marketing (two out of three PTD
experiments with analysis) and best in animal husbandry, al experiments having an
(economic) analysis.
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Not only recording and reporting on rayon level, also the processing of data at the
centre needs improvement. Except for those experiments in which the involvement of
money demanded proper reporting, SM'S made compilations only to a certain degree
and the analyses were often incomplete. Nevertheless, the results of some PTD
experiments were published in brochures, which enjoy great popularity. In 1999 RADS
JA entered most of thetrial datainto an Access database, but did not forward the datato
the national RADS secretariat. Later, when the hard disk was re-formatted, the data
were lost.

Outputs, results and impact
Outcomes of PTD weeks

Intwoyears, RADS JA initiated 13 PTD weeks, of which onein 1999 and eight in 2000
brought concrete results.

Table 1: Number of PTD trials and topics according to rayon and oblast in RADS JA
1999-2000

Toktogul | Bazar | Suzak Ala Nooken | Aksy Toguz | Total
Korgon Buka Toro
Total trials
(farmers) 117 112 25 20 17 5 3 299
No. of different
trials/rayon 35 14 6 7 17 1 3 779
Average no. of
replications
(farmers) per trial| 3.3 8.0 4.2 2.9 1.0 5.0 1.0 3.6

) The sum of different trials per rayon (83) exceeds the total number per oblast (77), as six topics were
repeated within rayons.

Seventy-seven different types of PTD experiments were set up, of which 65% in
agronomy, 17% in animal husbandry, 14% in post-harvest management and marketing,
and 4% in mechanisation. A total of 299 trials were conducted. The highest number of
replicationswas achieved in the PTD week on " Pest and disease management with 1SO
broth" in Bazar Korgon Rayon (46 farmers). However, most trial swereisol ated ventures:
52 of the different trials were each implemented by only one farm family. These came
mainly out of the PTD week on " Soil fertility" in Nooken and the one on "I mprovement
of animal husbandry" in Bazar Korgon.

Results of trials emerging from PTD weeks in RADS JA

In Table 2, the PTD experiments are classified by stages of successi.e. "ceased trials”,
"ongoing trials’, and "trials with results’. The 246 PTD experiments carried out in
agronomy were most successful (79% came to a result), followed by post-harvest
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Table 2: Number of trials emerging from PTD weeks according to sector, status of
implementation and gender of farmer?

Planning Implementation Result Total

On-going| Ceased | On-going | Ceased | Without | With
analysis | analysis

Agronomy 4(21) | 25(5) 5(0) 18 (0) | 131(62) | 63 (31)| 246(99)
Animal husbandry 5(4) 1(0) 7 (2) 0 (0) 0 (0) 4 (1) 17(7)

Post-harvest
management/ marketing| 1 (0) | 16 (6) 0 (0) 2 (0) 9(7) 8 (6) 36(19)

Total trials by
agricultural sector 10 (5) |42 (11) | 12(2) | 20(0) |140 (69) | 75 (38) 299 (125)

Y Given figures are totals; figures in parentheses indicate number of trials owned by female farmers out of
the total

management/marketing with 47% of 36 experiments. In animal husbandry, 70% of the
total of 17 trials were still ongoing by the end of 2000. One of five trialsfailed (21%).

In terms of gender, women - with 125 experiments - had less than male farmers (174
experiments), but fewer of their ventures ceased during implementation. Women have
brought more trials to a concrete result ("trials with results and analysis'). When it
cameto "ceasedtrials', female farmershad markedly fewer than malefarmers. Therisk
that aPTD experiment owned by amale farmer failsisfivetimeshigher than inthe case
of afemale farmer.

Possible reasons for failure of trials and suggestions for improvement
The project staff considered what might be the reasonswhy sometrialsfailed and what
could be done better next time:

e Littletime during presentation of ideas to villagers on fourth day of PTD week.
Some farmers listened to the topic and showed lively interest. The PTD team,
consisting of extension staff, a contact farmer and aresearcher, then often designed
atrial in astandard way, as prepared earlier in the week with theinitiator of theidea.
There was usually no time to visit the interested farmer when the trial was set up.
When the advisor later visited the farmer, the ideawas aready dead or it turned out
that the design had not worked and the advisor was not skilled enough to adapt the
ideato anew situation.

Once experiments are designed, the team should aim to expose them to as many
villagers as possible.

e Project was set up and fine-tuned without the farmer who first brought the idea.
In quite afew cases, the PTD team failed to meet again with the creator of the idea.
Either the farmer did not come to the appointed meeting or the group could not find
him anymore.

The team should take more time to work out better projects on the second and third
days of the PTD week.
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e Poor action plans. Many action plans were prepared poorly. Here again, this was
due to time constraints at the end of the final presentation of ideas, but also to
careless work by the members of the PTD team.

More time should be spent on working out a good individual project (experiment)
with the farmer, visiting hig’her farm, going to the field and preparing the action
plan on the spot.

e Poor follow-up by the advisor. After aPTD week, all advisory work is handed over
tothelocal advisor. S/heis often not fully familiar with the topic and, facing alarge
number of new clients, is overburdened.

The workload for each staff member should be assessed. If the burden becomes too
great, local specialists should beinvolved to take care of thetrial (moderators). The
number of topics should be reduced, but not the number of clients per advisor.

Economic results of trials emerging from PTD weeks in Jalal Abad

Out of the 299 PTD experiments, 215 yielded a result and 22 are till underway; 76
PTD experiments have an economic analysis. Asfor the others, rough estimationswere
made in order to achieve the overview given in Table 3. The conclusion from the table
is that trying out new things pays. On average, PTD experiments gave an additiona
income of US$ 16 per each of the 299 families - a monthly salary of a middle-ranked
state employee.

Table 3: Number of PTD experiments with economic results according to subject
matter

Total » Agronomy Animal Economy/ | Marketing
husbandry | gender?
Number of economically
relevant trials 47 36 3 24 13
Total additional income
in US$ 4949 2298 1218 2505 1811
Average of additional
income per economically
relevant trials (US$) 105.3 63.8 406.0 104.4 139.3

D The total is less than the sum of the four subject matters, as complex trials appear under two headings.

2 Within agriculture, the RADS JA differentiates 5 subject matter areas: agronomy, animal husbandry,
mechanisation, economy/gender and marketing.

Impact of PTD activities 1997-2000

Evidence of capacity strengthening

The following bear witness to capacity strengthening:

e Exchange of experiencesamong cheese producersleading to improvementsin cheese
quality. Joint storage and sale of cheese by producers.
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e Farmers involved in seed-potato production and
vegetable growing have formed interest groups and
keep in contact with each other. The potato growers
in Aksy have established a seed-potato growers
association and want to set up aseed farmintherayon.

e RADS JA has competent staff members capable of
carrying out PTD exercises on their own.

Evidence of the spread of new agricultural
practices and innovation capacity

New agricultural practices spread more easily than
innovation capacity. Not all stakeholders seethe potential
of jointly developed innovations yet. Results of variety,
fertiliser and herbicide trials are more likely to spread
than more complex issues such as setting up amilk shop
or conducting an integrated PTD experiment aimed at
improving soil fertility over several years. In the case of
new varieties, the evidence of the new technology isgiven
by the demand that exceedsthe supply of seed (oil maize,
Lima tomato variety, Dutch cabbage) and the increased
demand for fertilisers and "brand herbicides".

Cheese production, for instance, hasbeen avery successful
PTD activity. In 1997 two farmers approached the advisory
servicefor assistancein making cheese. Within four years,
41 farmers were involved - a remarkable number taking
into consideration the difficultiesaproducer facesin post-
Soviet Kyrgyzstan (lack of governmental support, lack of
transparency in food legislation and tax regulations,
informal markets with limited purchasing power among
the local population).

Institutionalisation of PTD

Building and formalising partnerships

RADS secretariat staff has frequent contact with the
Agrarian Academy but acontract has not yet been signed.
RADS therefore refer directly to individual researchers
and contract them if needed. In spring 2000, RADS JA
signed amemorandum of understanding with the Andijon
branch of the Uzbek Cotton Institute.

Managers and specialists from five oblasts were invited
to the Issyk Kul PTD initiation week and the marketing
specialist from Osh Oblast attended the PTD week in
Toktogul, but activities started or continued in only three
of the six RADS oblasts.

ADVANCING PARTICIPATORY TECHNOLOGY DEVELOPMENT

Box 4:
Institutionalisation of
PTD in RADS

What went well?

In Jalal Abad Oblast, PTD ca-
pacity is built (trainers, network
of resource persons, broad ap-
plication)

In Issyk Kul Oblast, PTD ex-
periments drifted towards
demonstration

RADS of Naryn Oblast follows
an integrated PTD approach
(various trials set up along the
vertical integration of a topic)
National extension day with its
innovation competition and ex-
perience exchange became
very popular, not only for RADS
staff

PTD data bank under construc-
tion

Various PTD experience ex-
changes held (Issyk Kul, Jalal
Abad)

PTD spread and documented
through TV, newspapers, leaf-
lets

PTD methodology presented to
an audience of researchers and
politicians at the First Interna-
tional Cotton Conference

What went wrong?

PTD is still is driven by and de-
pendent on expatriates

In the three Oblasts not sup-
ported by Helvetas, the PTD
idea has not taken root.
There is no common under-
standing at national level about
PTD, adaptive research and
demonstration trials.The main
argument of the senior SMSs
in the RADS secretariat is that
PTD is not scientifically sound.
The adaptation of trial meth-
odology from dominant Soviet
science towards simplified
farmer and advisory trials is not
understood and the discussion
is prolonged as a scholarly dis-
pute.
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RADS JA has not yet worked with the local administration or NGOs. In fact, NGOs
exist in Kyrgyzstan only in particular fields such aslegal rights and women's self-help.

Conclusions related to PTD in RADS JA3

An overview of the activitiesin the different projects, including thosein RADS JA, is

givenin Table 4.

Table 4: Swiss support to PTD in Kyrgyzstan

Advisory Service RADS JA carries
RADS JA implements out 12 PTD weeks
PTD week in Toktogul; | with own staff; 53
training of regional different
staff; 24 different experiments with
experiments with 90 209 farmers are
o farmers are started. started.
Q
2
g ASSP planning paper In framework of new
foresees, beside farmer RADS project, KSAP
E training and group initiates 2 PTD
K] formation, adaptive workshops in Issyk Kul;
% research as main tool of | PTD training given to
< the advisory service. staff in 5 of the 6 RADS
oblasts.
KSAP Kochkor-Jumgal practises "participatory RADS Naryn succeeds this bilateral project
knowledge and skill development" together with and continues collaboration with farmers and
farmers and local resource persons (scientists) in researchers in seed-potato and cheese
seed-potato, fodder, cheese and meat production. | production.
1997 1998 1999 2000
Farmers NA: 70 . NA: 78 farmers
farmers take part in NaAr;c ilnli:;fkr_mfgzet:;?s take part in milk-
dairy training; 2 ?rainin .18 Fc):heese 9 processing training;
meat- and 5 cheese- o ducge,rs earn total of 41 regular cheese
makers operate on BS $ 260 producers sell
break-even level. ) products for US$
1500.
g NA: 3 potato growers NA: 3 potato growers | 19 farmers in NA
£ start with Meristem start with Meristem and 17 in JA pro-
& technology. technology duce seed potato;
w value of seed
material at end of
year is US$ 4500.
JA: More than US$
4000 income for
300 families from
77 different
experiments.

3 Prepared during RADS staff meeting (advisors, SMS, Regional Manager) in autumn 2000
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Conclusions in terms of tangible results - the advisors' view*

By the end of 2000, employees of RADS JA are able to carry out PTD weeks on
their own.

There is some understanding about PTD methodology among all staff of RADS JA.
Outcomes are better with a high replication of small PTD trials than with a few
large ones.

PTD weeks help find new clients and increase the number of contact farmers.
Women have more staying power to bring a PTD trial to an end.
Opportunities were not used systematically and, in some cases, misused in order to
distribute inputs.

Implementation of PTD trials needs improvement in terms of follow-up, field days
and recording.

Advisors lack professional knowledge to follow up the PTD experiments.

Conclusions in terms of making a living out of farming - the farmers' view

Local techniques were spread.

Yields remained the same, while expenses were reduced.

Many new ideas were generated for 2001.

Farmersin the villages await the next visit of the advisor eagerly.

PTD experiments done in groups lead to interactions within and among the groups.
Trial ownership was often not with the farmers. ("We couldn't understand the
objective.")

Scientist did not visit the fields.

Conclusions in terms of science and innovation management - the research
scientists’ view

Discussions with farmers were enriched and enriching.

The spirit of innovation and experimentation on improved production and marketing
did not catch on fully in Kyrgyzstan.

The link to researchers and research institutes needs further attention and
improvement.

Sometimes the research topics were not precise.

Conclusions - the common view

The PTD methodology turned out to be a concrete approach that contributed to
developing new production, processing and marketing practices and generating
income.

New varieties and technol ogies were found.

Tangible results were achieved.

The number of PTD experiments in subjects other than production is limited.

4

Statements collected in informal talks with farmers on the occasion of PTD monitoring exercisesin
late summer 2000
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Epilogue

Two years have passed by sincethe PTD experiencesin Kyrgyzstan were written up for
the study-cum-workshop in the Philippines. What has happened in the meantime? Where
are advisors and farmers today in their joint efforts to try things out that might work?
Could PTD survive without specialist input, as was one of the questions for debate of
the Philippines workshop?

Yes, it could. Let us sum up the achievementsin the last three years.

2001:

Farmersin RADS JA carried out 139 new PTD trials in about half as many different
trial set-ups. Most trial sdealt with indigenous methodsin animal health care. Increasingly,
local specialists instead of researchers were contracted. Indigenous methods are aien
to scientists educated in the Soviet system. First contacts were made with the Food and
Agriculture Organisation for setting up Farmer Field Schools (FFSs) in Integrated Pest
Management as a logical sequel to the numerous PTD trials carried out in cotton
production in the previous years. The RADS reached a ceiling with national expertise
and international inputs were needed. In a national PTD training and exposure event,
22 selected RADS staff from all over the Republic and the national Advisory Training
Centre (ATC) shared the JA experience in a three-day PTD workshop. Each of the
participants returned back to duty with an action plan.

2002:

For the first time in the history of RADS, PTD activities were carried out in all seven
Oblast, in someregions, still combined with project-financed inputs. Despite the change
of the international advisor to RADS JA, PTD activities continued (mainly in animal
husbandry) and, by the end of the year, 178 trials were completed. Monitoring the
innovation dynamics among the farmers might reveal an even higher figure, but the
newly introduced mandate system (a payment system per unit of advisory outputs and
results agreed beforehand) constrained advisorsfromincluding each and every emerging
innovation in their work programme.

ATC assigned one of its staff members for PTD and made efforts towards compiling a
standard, official terminology. Thereby the main criterion in distinguishing between
PRA, PTD and demonstrations became the ownership of knowledge. In the case of
PRA, the rural people have the knowledge; in the case of a demonstration, it is the
advisor; and in the case of PTD, neither the farmer nor the advisor knows what the
result will be. Jointly - with some external support - they are challenged to find out
what works.

2003:

As further development of the "official version” of terms, ATC prepared a glossary,
accessible on the ATC webpage www.atc-ras.kg. It makes a clear distinction between
on-farm research and PTD. PTD isinteractive and iterative devel opment of technology
with an important social component.
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Intwo of the seven Oblast, international expertsfacilitated the definition of the Oblast's
position with regard to PTD. In Issyk Kul, the four years of experience in PTD led to
interesting impact-oriented insights. For instance, as a result of oil-crop trials, an oil
extractor is now working in almost every village. In the case of rape (canola), although
no suitable aflatoxin- free variety could be found, the weed-suppressing effect of the
crop determined its adoption by farmers. In many other trials, marketing was the main
bottleneck; for instance, a Dutch cabbage variety brought excellent yields, but consumers
perceived it as being tastel ess and having poor keeping qualities. Farmerstherefore did
not continueto grow it. A PTD trial on sainfoin (Onobrychisviciifolia, aforagelegume)
led to the setting up of aseed-farm in just four years.

Besides technical aspects, the PTD review in both Oblast revealed that knowledge
management isafocal point. Both RADS have gained excellent experiences, but missed
the opportunity to capitalise sufficiently on them. Theoriginally planned database exists
only inthe head of the advisor. In many cases, hisor her colleague does not know what
worked best in the PTD trials. Therole of advisorsin the PTD process was much more
that of afacilitator and individual consultant than an extensionist in the strict sense of
the word.

InJA, PTD trials found their way into the Integrated Cotton Production FFS - an entry
into a new dimension of PTD in Kyrgyzstan....we hope.
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Women being trained in using the donkey-drawn plough.



Participatory development of the donkey-
drawn plough in Western Sudan

Mohammed Majzoub Fidiel!

This case study documents the process of developing animal-drawn ploughs
in North Darfur, Western Sudan. It also reflects on how this process led to
strengthening farmers' and blacksmiths' capacities to engage in Participatory
Technology Development (PTD) and attracted the interest of formal institutions
of agricultural extension and training in this approach to technology development.
The process involved looking into previous experiences in the surrounding
geographical areas and as far as the United Kingdom, and drawing on the
valuable inputs of local blacksmiths (who made the ploughs), project engineers
and the farmers themselves, the end users of the product. Lessons are drawn
from the experience made in institutionalising both the technology and the
process of developing it.

Introduction

Thework on animal-drawn ploughs started in the K ebkabiya areain 1988/89 under the
Oxfam-supported Kebkabiya Smallholders Project (KSP), and was later extended by
the Intermediate Technology Devel opment Group (I TDG) into two more areas, Jebel Si
and Dar Elsalam, under the project Linking Indigenous Knowledge Support (LINKYS).
In 1998, a further extension of LINKS started under the name Darfur Livelihood
Integrated Project (DARLIVE), and the Azagarfa and Kutum areas were added on.

Context

Geography and climate

The Greater Darfur Region, with a population of 3.5 million people, is divided into
three states: North, West and South Darfur. North Darfur liesin the Sahel zone on the
southern edge of the Sahara desert and has a population of about 1.4 million, with 70%
or around 159,000 families living in poverty. Forty percent of these families are
vulnerableto disasters such asdrought, loss of animal s etc; the other 60% are constantly
threatened by food insecurity. The area is characterised by extreme remoteness, poor
communications, minimal infrastructure and poor public services.

1 Country Director, ITDG Sudan, POB 4172, Khartoum, Sudan (majzoubm@sudanmail.net)



Kebkabiyaisone of thefour provincesin North Darfur. Provinces aredivided into local
councilsand village councils. Each village council isformed of 2-7 villages. Kebkabiya
Rural Council issituated in the southwest of the State and experiences nine arid months
ayear; annual rainfall is350-400 mm and highly variable. The areahas been hard hit by
successive droughts since the early 1980s, resulting in long-term deterioration of the
people'slivelihood base, reflected in asevere declinein crop production, mass death of
livestock, reduced range productivity and widespread ecological degradation.

K ebkabiya's dominant soil type isthe hard-surface sandy loam locally called nagaa or
gardud. Many families in the area own wadi land with seasonal water flow, which is
more fertile but limited in area than the other land types. Jebel Si has a mountainous
topography and Gardud or wadi land is very limited. In Dar Elsalam, soils are
predominantly sandy (goz) and sandy loam (gardud) crossed by few seasonal streams
where aluvial soil dominates.

The farming system and local economy

Access to land and size of holdings. Land for cultivation is the basic resource of the
households. The farm unit is based on a nuclear family or families including married
sons who, after three years of marriage, form their own household. Women head 25-
40% of the 5000 householdsin the area. Tenure typesinclude communal or tribal land,
family- or clan-owned land, village-owned land and individually owned land. Access
to land iseasily gained through inheritance, sharecropping or borrowing from relatives
or friends for 1-2 years. Land is not rented or sold in the area. Ninety percent of the
women in the area own fields and have land titles. The main constraint to the amount of
land cultivated islabour availability, and intermsof cultivated area, the most successful
households are the larger polygamous ones. Each family owns several plots, each plot
ranging from 2 to 4 makhammas. The average size of holding varies between 2 and 10
makhammas. (1 makhamma is 0.74 ha.)

Cropping patterns. Millet, and to avery limited extent, sesame and sorghum are grown
on sandy and sandy loam soils. Millet is the main staple food, grown mainly for home
consumption, and covers 80% of the area cultivated annually. Tomato, okra, chickpea,
cowpea and groundnut are grown both for consumption and cash on wadi land. Some
farmers have started to grow tomato, okraand groundnut on the gardud soil on terraces.
The main tools used for cultivation are hand hoes.

Local economy. The economy is based on rainfed subsistence farming. The better-off
farmers normally practise dry-season small-scale irrigation on aluvia soils of wadi
land where the water tableis high. Goats and sheep are raised as ameans of saving and
investment; donkeys are used mainly for transportation and only recently as draught
animals. Off-farm activities include collection of grass fodder, building materials,
firewood and wild fruits; charcoal making; petty trading and handicrafts. Opportunities
for non-farm income are limited to seasonal or semi-permanent migration of men to
mechanised-farming areas, urban centres in central Sudan and abroad to Libya.
Remittances from migrant relatives are the primary source of non-farm income.
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Main constraintsto farming. Farmersin North Darfur face three main constraints: poor

availability of seed, inadequate labour and lack of extension services.

e Seeds. Traditionally farmersused to preservetheir seed requirement from the previous
harvest. Seed depletion has taken place due to repeated crop failures. Pest attacks
after planting is another constraint. When this happens, farmers need to plant more
than once. Without emergency seed reserves, they have to borrow or buy seed at
high prices to avoid losing the season. Moreover, re-sowing demands additional
[abour inputs.

e Labour. For poor farmers, family membersare the main source of agricultural labour
for land preparation, planting, weeding and harvesting. More affluent farmers with
larger holdings depend on wage labour in peak periods. Hiring out labour is an
important source of cash for most poor households. Farmers sometimes sacrifice
part of family labour needed at critical times to secure off-farm cash earnings. A
coping strategy practised by farmers to fill in the labour gap is polygamy. New
wives, their sons and daughters are potential sources of family labour.

e Extension services. The entire state has a small extension core staff stationed in the
capital El Fashir with no transport or other resources to extend their servicesto the
farmers. Communication is extremely poor. Farmers are unable to obtain accurate
information about ahost of farming and marketing activitiesranging from the use of
seed dressing to the current crop prices at the nearest urban market. They depend on
their own linksin gathering news and information from visiting neighbouring villages
or periodical markets.

The Kebkabiya Smallholders Project

After the magjor drought and famine in 1984/85, Oxfam started a seed distribution
programme to help people, mainly small subsistence farmers, secure their food
requirements in the 1985/86 season. Through continuous dialogue with farmers, the
agency became aware of the many constraints in seedbed preparation, planting and
weeding. Most of the poor farmers cultivated sloping land with hard-surface sandy
loam soil that restricted water infiltration and led to runoff. Under such conditions,
cultivation with the traditional hand hoe is difficult and time-consuming, particularly
for women who perform 75% of the cultivation operations.

Although the average household sows 2-4 makhammas of millet, it manages to weed
only 2 makhammas. The maximum period avail ablefor timely weeding isthree weeks.
The average production per makhammasis about 3 sacks. This means that the average
household produces only 6 sacks of millet from 2 makhammas, half the average annual
requirement per family (12 sacks).

The arduous tasks in farming coupled with other household tasks exert mental and
physical pressuresonwomen, adversely affecting their health. Time-consuming farming
operations prevent other family members from working for better-off farmers after
cultivating their own fields and from non-farm income-generation opportunities.

The K ebkabiya Smallholders Project (KSP) started in 1986 with the goals of increasing

food security, increasing local control over available resources, and empowering the
most disadvantaged socia groups, especially women. The operation of a seed-bank
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facility to secure sustainable supply of seed, pest control, extension and widespread
introduction of animal traction were the designated interventions. Animal traction was
regarded central for realising the three goals. The plough was a clear option, especially
because some of the farmers had seen the benefits of the camel plough used by affluent
farmersin adjacent areas.

The technology development process

The history of animal traction in the area

In the 1960s, nomadic camel traders brought a buffalo mouldboard plough from Egypt
to Greater Darfur. In the 1970s, traditional Darfur blacksmiths modified the plough to
suit the camel. The plough was used in rainfed plots but only by the few farmers who
could afford to rent or buy it. In the mid 1980s, asteep risein the value of camelsled to
an upsurge in camel theft. The use of camels became less popular, and the focus shifted
to donkeys.

Theroleof development projects. The Jabal MarraRural Development Project (IMRDP),
which had been involved since 1971 in the Jabal Marra area, had adapted the design of
the traditional mouldboard camel plough to suit the loamy clay soils of South Darfur,
using the donkey for draught power. Also the Western Savannah Development
Corporation (WSDC), which operated from 1974 to 1994 in Darfur, had done research
in animal traction and devel oped the donkey-drawn seeder/weeder.

Oxfam'srole. Oxfam's early work in Kebkabiya built on these experiences. Implements
designed on the basis of those used by IMRDP and WSDC were tested in Kebkabiyain
1986 and 1987 and proved unsuccessful. Later amouldboard donkey plough was brought
over from Britain. Oxfam contacted a blacksmith in Nyala to train seven Zaghawa (a
large, socially marginalised ethnic group occupying a vast area in North Darfur)
blacksmithsfrom Kebkabiyaareato make the plough. Theaim wasto transfer knowledge
and skillsin animal-traction technology to the village blacksmithsin order to empower
them.

For experimenting with the mouldboard ploughs, Oxfam established four demonstration
farmsin four villages in the Kebkabiya area on land allocated by the village councils.
However, very limited success was achieved with this plough. Oxfam and the pioneer
farmers concluded that it was too heavy for the donkey and did not speed up cultivation
significantly. Nevertheless, farmers saw it as a step forward. By mid 1988, it became
clear that Oxfam had limited experience with animal-drawn implements. For thisreason,
ITDG was contracted to provide technical support inidentifying, testing and developing
a suitable donkey implement for ploughing.

ITDG'sinvolvement. ITDG was involved in the activity from mid-1988 until 1990 and
then again from 1992 to date. One staff member from Oxfam and another from the
Regional Ministry of Agriculture (MoA) joined ITDG for this project. The specific
tasks of ITDG wereto:
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e develop adonkey plough suitable for the poor farming communities;

e develop a training package to ensure that farmers gain the necessary skills and
knowledge to make effective use of animal-drawn implements;

e follow aPTD approach in devel oping, disseminating, institutionalising and assessing
the wider impact of the technology in the least possible time.

Thisthird objective wasto be achieved by getting the participation of farmersto ensure
that the innovation met their needs and working with and training local blacksmiths so
that they could produce the implementswithout external support. The blacksmithswere
regarded as the only option to ensure local manufacturing and maintenance of the
ploughs, an element that was key for the sustainability of the technology.

The process of participatory plough development

The approach

ITDG adopted the following approach in the process of designing and developing the

animal-drawn implements:

e understand better the prevailing situation (through technical and socio-economic
surveys) and work with the local stakeholders to strengthen their skills and
organisations,

e regard technology development as a process and not atime-oriented task;

e offer the farmers several technology options.

From the beginning, the ITDG team was aware of the great restrictions in terms of
implement design. Effectively, the need was to identify implements that were:

e affordable to the majority of farmers;

suitable for cultivating the specific soil types under consideration;

suitable for the operations that farmers found excessively hard;

suited to the draught power available;

capable of being manufactured using locally-available skills and materials.

Designing and developing the ard chisel plough

To reduce the need for large quantities of scarce steel, awooden-frame implement was
thought to be most suitable. In December 1988, ITDG hired a consultant engineer to
develop and test some basic ideas for a simple wooden-framed implement based on a
Middle Eastern ard (an ancient tool dating back to the earliest days of settled farming),
and its Ethiopian version, the maresha. Thiswork wasdonein England at the University
of East Anglia's Rural Technology Unit. Two promising tine designs - one a scaled-
down version of an Ethiopian maresha, the other asimple chisel plough with sweeps -
were taken back to Sudan for blacksmithsin the Kebkabiyaareato copy. A further brief
evaluation of these in Kebkabiya demonstrated the suitability of the tine with sweeps,
and no further work was carried out with the maresha.

The next stage involved working with blacksmithsin Kerikir village, near Kebkabiya.
Some modification to the tine was necessary, as the blacksmiths found it difficult to
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copy exactly the design of the English blacksmith. By now, the Zaghawablacksmithsin
Kerikir werefar more interested in the work than they had been initially and devel oped
their own solution to the fabrication problem. The blacksmiths came up with ideas of
their own, and thejob of project staff shifted from showing them designsto maintaining
steady progressin the work. It was a clear step towards local institutionalisation of the
PTD approach when the blacksmiths themsel ves began testing their modifications and
products in the field near the village. By the end of March 1990, 20 ards had been
manufactured for distribution to farmers for use in the 1990 cultivation season.

Designing and developing the mouldboard (the Kebkabiya plough)

The mouldboard plough is not a particularly suitable implement for alow rainfall area
such as Kebkabiya. It invertsthe soil so that soil moistureislost to agreater degreethan
when some form of chisel plough is used. A further disadvantage of the mouldboard
plough is that it has a higher draught requirement than, for example, a simple tined
implement. In addition, the mouldboard requires a higher quantity of steel, which is
alwaysin short supply in the Darfur area.

Despite these disadvantages, development of a more suitable mouldboard version was
continued dueto other considerations. Firstly, thefarmersand blacksmiths needed several
alternativesto experiment with, so that they could choose the most appropriate technology
option. Inthe early stages of introducing a new technology, experimenting with severa
alternatives can lead to good and quick results. Secondly, it was clear that the training
of blacksmithsin manufacturing the ard would take some time. It was doubtful if large
numbers of ards would be ready in time for the forthcoming wet season.

Experimentation in the 1987 wet season with the latest mouldboard version proved that
the plough performed poorly. Farmers observed that the plough was too heavy for the
donkey, it was not steady and stable on the ground (it jumped out of its path), the
mainframe wasweak and bent during operation, and ploughing was slow. Work continued
to correct the above-mentioned defects to devel op a mouldboard plough that suited the
local conditions, met farmers' requirements and could be manufactured by village
blacksmiths. By early 1989, the mouldboard plough had been improved.

The two Zaghawa blacksmiths based in Kerikir village near Kebkabiya town were
responsive to the idea of working with the plough. The blacksmithsin Kebkabiyawere
moreinterested in making gates, windowsand hand toolsfor thetown dwellers. Although
the Zaghawa blacksmiths were skilled artisans, the process of developing a suitable
mouldboard design took some time. The design had to be modified several times to
avoid welded joints but also to use the steel section that was available in Darfur at the
time.

At this stage, it became clear that the Zaghawa blacksmiths in Kerikir, being few in
number and busy making the ard, would not be able to manufacture alarge quantity of
ploughs before the wet season. The project then commissioned the Nyalablacksmith to
mass-produce 100 ploughs. However, these ploughs resembled more the IMRDP plough
than the plough developed locally by the project together with the blacksmiths and
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farmers. This experience confirmed that future plough manufacture would be far more
satisfactory if local blacksmiths could do it.

Developing a suitable harness

The leather harness used by the project in its demonstration plots was considered
unsuitableasit had to be made to measure, and wastoo expensive, evenif madelocally.
Therefore several simple harnesses were investigated. The project team considered
that abreast-band harnesswould be the best bet, asthis style suits equines (e.g. donkeys),
which - unlike bovines (e.g. oxen) - can pull from the chest. A breast-band harnessis
easier to make than a collar, and it is fairly simple to ensure a good fit on the animal.
Nylon webbing was used to make the harness as it was cheap, freely available and did
not cause damage to the animal's skin by chaffing. A double layer, stitched aong the
edges and stuffed with cotton, rags or straw, crosses the donkey's chest. Thisisattached
to single straps across the donkey's shoulder to keep the harnessin place. The tracesto
the implement are tied to each end of the strip around the chest. This harness works
well, iseasy to adjust and is now being promoted among farmers using donkey ploughs.

Training of village extension agents

The project and its partner Oxfam realised the need for extension services and offered
to build up a participatory extension system. The village development committees
(VDCs) nominated some of their members, who were then trained as village extension
agents (VEA) to deliver advice and services. The VDCs initially started as informal
groups of active community members. The project then helped them to register aslegal
community-based organisations (CBOs).

Distribution of ploughs and training of farmers

By the end of March 1990, there were enough ploughsin stock (two mouldboard designs
and the ard) to concentrate on distribution and farmers' training and testing.

Distribution of ploughs

Distribution was made through the K ebkabiya Smallhol ders Charitable Society (KSCS).
The society started in 1986 as a semiformal project management committee to link the
Oxfam project team and the beneficiaries at the grassroots. Centre committees were
established at village-council level, primarily to help deliver inputs and services, to
facilitate implementation of other project activities and to take over implementation in
the future. It was registered as a charitable society in 1990.

Based on the results of the 1989-90 socio-economic survey and in keeping with its
philosophy that dissuades outside assistance or subsidies, the project offered the
mouldboard plough to farmers at afixed price of Ls 450 ($US 22.50). It was expected
that the first ploughs would be bought by those most able to bear the financial risk
involved andthat, if proven successful, other farmerswould follow in subsequent seasons.
The project also had a strategy for providing the less affluent households with ploughs
at alater stage. A different approach was proposed for the ard. As this was an untried
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technology, it would be offered to interested farmers on a sale or return basis. This
would permit farmersto try them out without having to take the financial risk.

The project area was divided into 16 centres covering a total of 65 villages. Centre
committeesin the 13 centres with suitable soilsfor animal traction were asked to select
farmerswho would buy the 173 ploughs on sale. Twenty ards were distributed on asale
or return basis.

Giving equal access to women farmers was not as easy as anticipated as many female-
headed households are among the least affluent in the community. In addition, many
women expressed doubts in their ability to manage ploughs. There was however an
instance where the women's committee pooled resources to purchase a plough that
could beshared. Later it wasreveal ed that the ploughs obtained by malefamily members
were also used by women (sister or wife) to cultivate their plots.

Training of farmers

Distribution and training started in March 1990. Training was conducted with the
cooperation of the project's extension officersand VEAS. In each village, training started
with plough distribution and continued for two days, covering the following aspects:
e thethreetypes of ploughs, their different parts and characteristics;

how to train the donkey to pull the plough;

making the harness and the most appropriate material to use;

donkey feeding;

how to attach the plough to the donkey and then to operate it.

Farmers' responses

The farmers were not satisfied at all with the ard plough. The responses and comments
of both men and women were much the same: the ard was difficult to adjust, and the
ridges formed were very small and washed out with the first showers. Accordingly, the
ard chisel plough was rejected aready in the first season of testing.

With regard to the mouldboard, the six farmers who were interviewed responded
positively. The main benefits identified were improved infiltration of rainfall as the
plough broke the soil's surface crust, and the large size of the ridges, which resisted
washing out by runoff, thus preserving more water. Some farmers mentioned that the
ploughing made subsequent weeding easier. Although the number of farmersinterviewed
was small, the positive responses were quite encouraging. Farmers' experiences are the
most valuable and informative means of evaluating the performance of the various
designsinthefield, asthey use theimplements under realistic conditionsthat cannot be
exactly replicated in the trials done by project staff.

Despite the positive responses, farmers mentioned the followed drawbacks of the

mouldboard plough:

e heavy for the donkey;

e mouldboard and plough frame bend during operation;

e defects in manufacture and finishing of the ploughs (mass-produced by Nyala
blacksmith).
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Nevertheless, the farmers continued to use the plough because of the benefits realised
in terms of productivity and increased area of cultivation.

Dissemination of the plough in the project area

By November 1991, farmers had more complaints about the drawbacks of the mouldboard
plough interms of its heavy weight, poor finish and the quality of steel. ITDG therefore
became involved again as of January 1992. From this time onwards, the work was
focused on disseminating the plough technology by:

e training more village blacksmiths;

e improving the quality of ploughs produced through training;

e ensuring more reliable supplies of sted;

e institutional capacity building.

In February 1992, training of local blacksmiths was started in Kassara village (30 km
west of Kebkabiya) under the supervision of the ITDG engineer, first with the two
blacksmiths who had already worked with the project. As a result of this additional
training, 18 Kebkabiya ploughs were produced. ITDG supplied the raw materials.
Through the training process, the blacksmiths' knowledge about plough manufacturing
and operation improved. They were applying their own new ideas and considering
farmers observationsto improve the plough. Car scrap springs and scrap steel sections
were used for the first time.

All 18 ploughs were distributed on credit in the 1992 season through KSCS. Payment

was in two instalments, 50% down payment and the balance to be paid at harvest.

Project staff together with VDC membersand VEAs used different methods to monitor

farmers responses, such as.

e feedback from farmers during training;

e visits by project staff to farmersin their villages immediately after cultivation;

e facilitating VDCsto organise meetingsfor thefarmersand blacksmithsin the presence
of project extension officers and agents;

e informal meetingsof project staff with farmersand blacksmiths during market days.

Farmers gave very positive observations regarding overall performance of the ploughs
compared to the 1990 batch manufactured in Nyala. Still, they made some negative
observations about bending of the frog, which was made from light steel section, and
the plough arm (handle), which was too short and required additional effort from the
farmer to cultivate in a straight line.

In early 1993, the two trained blacksmiths from Kassara worked with another group of
seven blacksmithsfrom Sigring village in overcoming the defects of the frog and handle.
Heavier steel sheets were used to make the frog and the handle was lengthened. They
made 70 ploughs. As before, ITDG supplied the raw materials and KSCS paid for
labour and distributed the ploughs on credit. The fund accumulating from plough sales
was managed by KSCS and used as seed money for a revolving fund. In this year,
farmers complaints related to finishing were very minor and blacksmiths immediately
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made repairs. As of 1994, demand for ploughs started to increase. Table 1 shows the
number of ploughs manufactured and distributed between 1990 and 2000 by KSCS
through 13 village centres.

Table 1: Number of ploughs distributed by KSCS

Year | 1990 | 1991 {1992 | 1993 | 1994 | 1995 | 1996 | 1997 | 1998 | 1999 | 2000 | Total

No. 193 | 109 | 18 70 95 260 | 250 | 55 63 101 | 150 | 1364

Source: KSCS records

Training of blacksmiths continued, using trained blacksmithsastrainers. By 2001, there
were 30 trained blacksmiths in Kassara alone. The village had become a source of
trainers, facilitating technology dissemination in KSP project villages and in villages
covered by the LINKS project.

The number of ploughs manufactured and distributed during the lifetime of KSP was
greater than the number in Table 1, as blacksmiths started to manufacture and sell
ploughs on their own. The drop in number of ploughs distributed by KSCS between
1997 and 2000 was mainly due to the fact that the blacksmiths' society and its members
were selling directly to farmers without KSCS support. KSCS used to contract
blacksmiths as an informal group to manufacture ploughs. It provided raw materials
and paid for the labour against the delivery of ploughs. In this process, a blacksmith's
return to labour (i.e. net profit) was Ls 5000 per plough. As of 1998, the blacksmiths
started to manufacture and sell ploughs outside of the KSCS contract, realising a net
profit of Ls 17,000 per plough.

Scaling up plough dissemination

Spreading beyond Kebkabiya

Dissemination of the animal-traction technology to other areasin and beyond K ebkabiya
province was continued through the LINK S project after the end of KSP. It built on the
work with KSCS and disseminated more widely the technol ogy options and experience
gained. Therole of ITDG was to facilitate this process. In addition to animal traction,
terrace cultivation and use of contour lineswereintroduced as adaptations of ploughing
techniquesfrom K SP, with the aim of minimising soil erosion andincreasing the moisture
retention capacity.

The LINKS project was designed and implemented in the period 1996-98, and covered

three areas:

1. Dar Elsalam Rural Council (about 89,000 people) in the southern and southwestern
part of El Fashir Province;

2. Jebel Si Rural Council (about 11,000 people), about 100 km west of El Fashir, a
hilly and very isolated area;

3. Azagarfa Village Council (about 2450 people), 40 km west of EI Fashir.
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Scaling up plough manufacturing and distribution

ITDG organised training in making and using ploughs in all three project areas. The
number of blacksmiths trained initially by skilled blacksmiths from Kassara was 10
from Jebel Si, 10 from Azagarfa and 8 from Dar Elsalam. There are now 25 trained
blacksmithsin Jebel Si, 30 in Azagrfaand at least 8 in Dar Elsalam, all manufacturing
ploughs. Table 2 shows the number of ploughs manufactured and distributed in these
three areas. Ploughswere distributed through farmers' or blacksmiths' societieson various
credit arrangements and conditions determined by the CBOs.

Table 2: Number of ploughs distributed between 1997 and 2000

Area 1997 1998 1999 2000 Total
Jebel Si 65 63 102 102 332
Azagarfa - 42 65 14 121
Dar Elsalam 149 20 98 152 419
Total 214 125 265 268 872

Source: LINKS evaluation report

Scaling up through networking

Out of its office in Khartoum, ITDG Sudan coordinates and networks with many
institutionsin arange of technology areasincluding food production and animal traction.
I TDG has organised workshops and exhibitionsin Khartoum to demonstrateitsfiel dwork
including thework on the plough. Many NGOs showed interest in replicating the success
of the plough. Recently, FAO and UNICEF negotiated the possibility of training
blacksmiths in, among other things, plough manufacturing in southern Kordufan and
southern Sudan. I TDG advised them to regard the PTD approach asamajor determinant
of success in adapting any new technology, especialy to ensure that the technology
development process is sustained in the rural areas.

Institutional and capacity building of CBOs

When the project began, the staff first met the community leaders and organised group
meetings with them. Once the leaders were sure that the outsiders would help them,
they collaborated and nominated the members of their informal committees. Later, the
formation and support of CBOs becamethe project approach. Through time, the number
of CBOs has grown to six blacksmiths societies, three societies for manufacturing and
selling intermediate means of transport and 63 village committees. Many of the CBOs
areactively involved in devel oping their communities by identifying needs, establishing
links, seeking and managing funds, devel oping technol ogies, mobilising members, and
running and managing necessary campaigns.

Blacksmiths Charitable Societies. In 1999 the Kassara bl acksmithsformed and registered
a charitable society with the main aims to supply its members with steel and to assist
them in marketing. The total membership is 64 blacksmiths, of which 30 aretrained in
plough manufacturing. By 2001, the society's assets were worth Ls 14,000,000 in cash,
raw materials or finished products (99 ploughs in stock). In addition to seed money,
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ITDG provided training in book-keeping and management. As aresult of thistraining,
the society now maintains satisfactory records for all its financial transactions and
inventories.

The Azagarfa Blacksmiths Society was registered in 1998 with 43 members, 34 of
whom aretrained in plough manufacturing. | TDG support was similar to that of Kassara.
The society had completed the following contracts in 1998 and 1999:

e 72 ploughs manufactured for the Azagarfa Farmers Society, which were sold on
credit basisto farmersin the area; 78% repayment was achieved despite the drought
experienced in 2000;

e 100 ploughs and 2000 hand tools (used to build terraces) produced for Dar Elsalam
Farmers Society;

e 6 donkey ploughsand 6 camel ploughs produced on request for Oxfam to be sent to
Eastern Sudan for dissemination there;

e 35 ploughs manufactured and sold to individual farmers.

In 2000, the 46 blacksmiths who were trained from within and around Jebel Si formed
acharitable society, which is being supported by ITDG in terms of logistics, access to
raw material and management training, including book-keeping and credit management.

Blacksmiths societies in the making. In 1999, 20 blacksmiths were trained in Kutum
and provided with the necessary support. Kutum Agricultural Extension Society (KAES)
monitors and gives field support to the Kutum blacksmiths who received technical
support from ITDG. KAES and ITDG have obtained a plot of land from the local
authorities in Kutum market and built a blacksmiths' shed. The group now consists of
47 blacksmiths, who are trying to register as a charitable society.

Thirteen of the 36 blacksmiths in the Dar Elsalam area were trained through ITDG.
They are spread throughout numerous villages. The project is now working to train
more blacksmiths in the area and to help them form an association.

Village Development Committees. ITDG hasworked in 186 villagesthrough their VDCs.
In al the villages in which ITDG works in North Darfur, it supports VDCs by, for
example, building premises including seed-/tool-banks, providing the necessary tools
and seeds, and giving training in management and agricultural extension. All VDCsare
now capable of planning and executing the development activities of their village.

Results and impacts

Theintroduction of the animal-traction technology into the area has had a multitude of
beneficial impacts on the farmers, blacksmiths and the environment.

Impacts on farmers

To date, over 3000 implements have been distributed to farmers. More farmers are
expected to apply animal traction asthe technology becomes more widespread infarming.
Use of the plough has resulted in improved tillage and seedbed preparation; increased
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water infiltration and timeliness in land preparation, weeding and planting; reduced
drudgery; and savings in labour and time. By using the plough, some farmers have
cultivated and planted simultaneously. Othersreport that ploughing has made subsequent
weeding easier. Furthermore, the introduction of rainwater harvesting combined with
animal traction has helped to improve yields and to extend the growing of tomato, okra
and pulses from wadi land to land with sandy loam soils.

Time and labour savings and timeliness in agricultural operations has allowed farmers
to increase cropping area by 100% and to diversify crops to include, for example,
groundnut, sesame and chickpea. Groundnut production, which has high labour
requirements for planting and weeding, was first commenced with the use of the
Kebkabiya plough. Farmers now sell the crop raw for immediate cash or extract oil
from it using the service offered by owners of small pressesinthearea. Part of the il is
kept to meet household needs and the rest is sold, generating more cash asaresult of the
value added to the produce. This practice is now widespread in the area for both
groundnut and sesame.

Theincreasesin total production and crop diversity have led to increases in both food
production and farmers income. The household asset base for livelihood security has
also improved in terms of savings, increased ownership of livestock and larger reserves
of millet. These effects were reflected in reduced household vulnerability to droughts.
In meetings held in February 2001, farmersin Shouba (K ebkabiya) and Bardi (Jebel Si)
reported that, compared to the famous drought of 1984, seasonal migrationin dry years
dropped after the plough became widely used for cultivation and new crops were
introduced. Farmersin Bardi said that most of the families stayed in the village because
they had some millet reservesfrom the previous season. They added that diversification
in crops gave them new sources of income such as dried tomato, dried okra, cooking oil
and onion. Because they had additional income from selling crops and savings from
producing other foods (ail, onion, cowpea, chickpea etc), they could buy millet and
sorghum from the market for daily consumption and keep their own produce for bad
years.

Impacts on blacksmiths

Zaghawa Blacksmithsin the areaface social marginalisation and exclusion. They have
their own village or aseparate camp in avillage; they suffer from lack of representation
in local community institutions and are often subject to discrimination in allocation of
resources such asland. By enhancing the recognition of blacksmiths' skillsand increasing
their value, the blacksmiths' market has become diversified, their social status has
improved and their income hasincreased. Blacksmiths benefit from the animal-traction
technology not only as producers of ploughs, but also as users of the implements - as
they farm themselves.

Azagarfa blacksmiths estimated an average net return of Ls 300,000 per individual in
the main season (June-August) in 1997, before they started making ploughs. Afterwards,
the estimated average was Ls 416,000 per main season, an increasein seasonal income
of 38%. Kassara blacksmiths who work on their own realise Ls 17,000 return to labour
per plough.
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The size of market for the plough will continueto grow, asthereishigh demandforitin
Darfur, and will grow even further if demand is created in adjacent areas with similar
climatic and soil conditions. The Azagarfablacksmiths have developed alarger version
of the mouldboard to be drawn by a camel and have already received some requests.
Thisalso reflectsthe creativity of the blacksmiths, atalent that was refreshed after they
received recognition from the people around them.

Evidence of the social impact on the marginalised blacksmith community is starting to
appear in Kassaravillages. People have begun sending their children to school. In 1999,
only one child from the community was in school; the number increased to six in the
year 2000. Sixteen blacksmiths reported that they managed to purchase wadi lands,
which is more fertile and expensive. Seventy percent of those who used to migrate
during the off-season to earn some income are now settled as a result of a year-round
secured income in the village.

Impacts on the environment

Accessto the plough is not expected to increase the cultivated areadramatically, asthis
is dictated by the maximum area that a household can weed. Use of the plough in the
sandy loam hard-surface soilsincreases water infiltration, reduces run-off and reduces
soil erosion, compared with hand hoeing. Combining rainwater-harvesting techniques
with ploughing has enhanced these advantages. Use of the plough encouraged farmers
to shift from the fragile goz soil to the fertile wadi soil, giving the sandy soils time to
recover.

Tractor use is not recommended for the
local soils. It is aso an expensive option.
The donkey plough has limited the use of
tractors for tillage, because the cost of
hiring atractor isten timesmore expensive.
Some farmers of Azagarfa who had been
using atractor for ploughing have not done
so for two years since the introduction of
the donkey plough.

Gender impacts

The introduction of the plough has had a
positive impact on women. The project
ensured that 40% of the ploughs went to
women during the distribution. This has
facilitated women's access to ploughs and
supported women's autonomy within their
families and communities. The use of the
plough has reduced time in many farming
operations in which women played major
roles. For instance, time spent in land

Photo by: Annie Bungeroth, ITD-G.

Woman using improved plough.
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preparation has been reduced by 50-80%. Also lesstimeis spent in weeding as, in many
cases, thewomen use the ploughitself for weeding. In cases of manual weeding, pulling
grasses became easier as aresult of the ridges made by the plough. As aresult of time
saved, women have been able to attend literacy classes.

As the plough reduced the need for family labour, there is a tendency to reduced
polygamy. Recent findings show that men's savings are now used for acquiring houses
in urban centres rather than for marrying additional wives. Local perceptions as to
whether this changeis good or bad differ.

Fifty percent of the members of VDCs are women as per their constitutions. The roles
played by women as members of their village devel opment societies has enhanced their
social status and given them recognition within their communities and with the local
authorities.

Institutionalising the technology and the PTD approach

ITDG usestheterm "institutionalisation" to refer to both atechnol ogy and the approach
to developing it.

Developing roles and skills to sustain the technology

Institutionalisation of atechnology occurs when a demand for it is created among the
users and its supply (in terms of the final product, raw materials, technical knowledge
and other related services) isin equilibrium with demand.

In Kebkabiya, ingtitutionalisation of thetechnology isheading towards maturity. Different
institutions have participated in the process since the early stages of technology
development. International NGOs (Oxfam and I TDG) provided technical expertise and
financial resources, while CBOs (farmers' associations, KSCS and blacksmiths
associations) provided their vocational skills, experience, experimentation and
observation capacities, and feedback.

ITDG readlised theimportance of long-term training so that the devel opment, production
and marketing of the plough through normal marketing channels could be sustained.
During the course of the project, three technicians and engineers were trained in
technology development. Two of them are still involved and their knowledge has been
retained in the area, as they are from the region. A total of 120 local blacksmiths were
trained in plough manufacture. They work in pairsin 60 workshopsin the areaproducing
ploughs and other implements. Selected members of their associations were trained in
procurement and transport of raw materialsfrom asfar as Khartoum, and other members
in book-keeping and management of revolving funds. The market, without any external
assistance, drives the process of dissemination and ensures sustainability of the
technol ogy.
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In many villages, the project developed seed- and tool-banks. The villagers built the
storeswith project support. The stores were then stocked with some seeds and avariety
of tools such as hoes, shovels, wheelbarrows and ploughs. Farmers can access seeds
and tools by purchasing in cash, in kind or on credit, by renting and even by borrowing.

Introducing PTD within the curricula of centres of education

Involvement of universities and research institutions in the process of technology
devel opment came late, because theintervention started asaconsultancy with an agreed
output of areport on atechnical and socio-economic survey.

In 1998 and 1999, respectively, the Faculty of Agriculture of Khartoum University and
the Rural Extension Department of the Faculty of Agriculture of Sudan University
developed a curriculum for "Appropriate Technology" including sections on "Animal
Traction" aspart of an"Agricultural Tools" course. Both approached ITDG for support
in curriculum development and acquisition of necessary literature. Thecourseisintensive
and incorporates knowledge of all agricultural tools and equipment, their relevance to
the physical and socio-economic environment, and methods of technol ogy devel opment,
including the PTD approach. In 1999, the University of West Darfur approached ITDG
for acooperation programme involving, among other things, development of hardware
technol ogy, including the plough. El Fashir University came on board in 1996 after the
evaluation of the project'sfirst phase and organised aworkshop to present the findings.
It agreed to participate in development of hardware technology, but a restructuring of
the university, which led toits split into El Fashir and Nyala Universities, brought these
good intentions to an end. Later, El Fashir University signed a memorandum of
understanding to work on devel oping technol ogies appropriate to the region. Financial
constraints prevented full realisation of the above-mentioned agreements, but the chance
still remains to pursue them.

In 1999, the Rural Devel opment Department of GeziraUniversity drew up acurriculum
on NGOs rolesin rural development, including their methods and approaches such as
participatory needs assessment, participatory monitoring and evaluation, and PTD. The
main example is the Kebkabiya Society with its case of plough development.

Recently, the agricultura research station at Gezira, Central Sudan, was contacted by
the project and was given an oxen mouldboard plough for testing and fabrication. The
Gezira University will also beinvolved in this process.

Strengthening the community to sustain the process

The structures set up by the ITDG project, particularly at the level of farmers and
blacksmiths, play a crucial role in sustaining the PTD process. The VDCs and their
VEASs have convinced their communitiesto take part in the process. They have assisted
in nominating farmers and allocating land for experimental and demonstration plots,
and have liaised between the farmers, the project engineers and the blacksmiths
throughout the process. Now they provide adviceto farmersand serve asalink between
the farmers and the extension head office in El Fashir. As such, a much-needed
participatory extension service has been built up in the area.
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Through their societies, the blacksmiths respond to the needs of the farmers
communicated to them through VEAS. The capacity building provided by ITDG has
hel ped them to become independent entrepreneurs, capable of managing the process of
technology development. They also operate their own funds, keep records and monitor
their business progress.

Lobbying and advocacy of the plough and the process

The government was involved since the very early stagesin 1988/89, when ITDG and
Oxfam approached the Darfur State MoA. Thefirst national agricultural engineer, who
still works for the project, is on secondment from the MoA. Since then, the MoA has
continued to show interest in the technology and the PTD approach, including
dissemination.

After the evaluation of the first animal-traction project in 1993/94, ITDG organised
two workshopsin El Fashir and Khartoum, where the evaluation findings were shared
with other interested NGOs and institutions. Thevery positive results encouraged many
institutions, mainly governmental, to think along the same PTD lines. The MoA very
recently established a Department of Technology Development led by a professor in
agricultural engineering from the research field. Last year, the State Government
supported 200 poor farmers by acquiring ploughs through a Government Grant Fund.
Thedraft strategy of the Federal MoA hasincorporated an output of promoting ploughs
in relevant geographical areasin the country.

Cost effectiveness of the work

In the 13 years that the project has been operational, approximately GBP 300,000 has
been spent on the animal-traction work. The benefits derived include at least 3000
ploughs produced, sold and being used by farmers, many more farmersusing the plough
through rental agreements and nearly 120 blacksmiths in business. Also included are
the economic, social and environmental aspects mentioned earlier. Assuming the 3000
ploughs as the only output, then the cost per plough is about GBP 100. If the 3000
ploughs would be regarded as the only output, the cost per plough is about GBP 100. If
the above-mentioned achievements of the plough are quantified, then GBP 100 per
plough is very cost-effective, without even considering its multiplier effect.
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Lessons learnt

Among theimportant |essons|earnt through thelong years of involvement in developing

and disseminating the plough through a PTD process are:

e The vauable support received by the Kebkabiya Smallholders Project through the
training of staff and other stakeholders, and the offer of credit to the blacksmiths to
produce the ploughs and to the farmersto acquire them. This support was important
for the success in developing appropriate technology in a PTD process.

e A careful needs assessment is key for the success of any project, especially one
involving technology development. The early surveys determined precisely what
type of tool was required, what power is ubiquitously available, how much people
can afford to pay for the tool, and what channels of production, marketing and
dissemination can be used.

e Thefarmers and blacksmiths CBOs proved to be essential elementsin pushing the
PTD process forward. Without their combined efforts, the plough would never have
been devel oped.

e CBOs formed through natural growth from informal bodies are more successful
than those started formally. This requires relaxed timeframes that do not force the
pace of forming and developing groups to fit an external project framework, and
should be taken into consideration in project strategies.

e Technology development is along process that starts with needs identification and
endswith asustainable processworking effectively through normal market channels.

e Manufacturersin general and blacksmithsin particular can be empowered to show
their own creativity in developing the technology further.

e |Institutionalisation of PTD is an important ingredient in the exit strategy of an
intervention project. The project would have had even greater impact in
institutionalising the PTD approach had this concern been built into the project
design from the beginning, e.g. by involving government services and universities
much earlier. As it is, the greatest impact has been in strengthening capacities for
PTD in local-level institutions.
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PTD in community-based forestland
management to build up a farmer-led
extension system in Vietham

Hoang Huu Cai!, Ruedi Felber? and Vo Hung?

The Social Forestry Support Programme initiated Participatory Technology
Development (PTD) activities in Vietnam with the aims of building research
capacity and improving undergraduate curricula related to social forestry (mainly
extension) so that they reflect field practices and realities. In 1999, the Swiss
Centre for Agricultural Extension organised two training events involving the
three main actors in PTD: farmers, extensionists and researchers (from five
forestry universities). The participants then conducted experiments at selected
research and training sites in diverse agro-ecological locations all over Vietnam:
in the mangrove area of the Mekong Delta, in natural forests in the central
highlands, in the buffer zone of Bach Ma National Park and in a mountainous
area in North Vietnam. Although PTD still has a long way to go, the initial
results are very promising and indicate that efforts towards building a farmer-
centred extension system in Vietnam will certainly continue.

Photo by: Ruedi Felber, Helvetas, Vietnam.

Farmer exchange on fruit tree PTD experiment in a village in
Dak R'Lap District, Dak Lak Province.
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2 Technical Adviser in Institutional Development, Helvetas-SFSP, Vietnam (sfsp.rf@hn.vnn.vn)
3 Lecturer, Faculty of Forestry and Agriculture, Tay Nguyen University, Vietnam (sfsp.tn@dng.vnn.vn)



Context

Extension in Vietham

Agriculture is the dominant sector in the Viethamese economy and the principal
livelihood of 70% of the population. As such it plays a critical role in generating
employment, income, domestic savings, foreign exchange and food security. To compete
successfully in an open-market world economy, Vietnamese farmers require
comparatively lower production costs, greater efficiency in resource use, and higher
product quality and yields, while still conserving natural and environmental resources.
Farmers cannot achieve thiswithout additional support. Therefore, the types of support
required and the effectiveness of development institutionsin delivering this support are
central concerns.

Although agricultural extension services are known and widespread in many countries,
such support to promoting agricultural production is quite new to Vietnam. Agriculture
used to be based on a system of central planning. Technical personnel were assumed to
direct or to command production according to plans and targets, instead of supporting
farmersin developing appropriate technologies and practices. The national agricultural
and forestry extension system was officialy established by Decree 13/CP in March
1993 (see Table 1) and has been rapidly developed to district level.

Thisbrief history of the Vietnamese extension system explains some of the constraints
in the extension approaches predominantly practised in the country. Emerging after the
de-collectivisation period, extension activities were influenced by conventional
approaches, dominated by a relatively small number of staff trained as technocrats.
These activities were therefore production-focused, using training and demonstration
plots. Theplots, usually called "models’, were devel oped with the aim of disseminating
advanced cash crop and animal production methods with little attention to natural
resource management (NRM) or socio-economic and cultural dimensions of production
systems. Interviews (Hoang 2000) reveal ed that this approach contributed to developing
agricultural production technologies only in areas where natural, socio-economic and
production conditions are quite homogenous and that only better-off farm households
have access to this public service. Many poor farmers, especialy forest dwellers, are

Table 1: Organisation of extension in agriculture and forestry in Vietnam

At national level Ministry of Agriculture and Rural Development (MARD):Department
of Agriculture and Forestry Extension

At provincial level | Provincial Department of Agriculture and Rural Development
(DARD): Agriculture (and Forestry) Extension Centre

At district level District Office of Agriculture and Rural Development:Agriculture
(and Forestry) Station

At commune level| Commune People's Committee, Farmers' Association etc:Extension
Club, Extension Collaborators
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unableto access extension services, becausethey arein very remote areas. Other farmers
see technol ogies disseminated by the government extension services as admirable, but
not applicable. They find the technol ogies quite complicated, needing expensive externa
inputs that are unaffordable, and not fitting-in with their resource-limited situations.

Farmers are experimenting ...

Of course, poor farmersin remote areaswith marginal conditionsdo not wait for suitable
technologiesto cometo them. They carry out trialsand experimentsthemselves. A man
inthe South Eastern Province of Tay Ninh caught 15 fresh water shrimpsin apond near
his farm and conducted an experiment to seeif he could raise this shrimp speciesin his
own fishpond. A woman in Dak Lak returned to her original province in the North to
bring some seedlings to test on her new land. Although these farmers did not conduct
rigorous and scientifically designed experiments, these examples show that they are
committed to the idea of "finding new thingsthat work". Many of the technologies and
practices generated during this process are appropriate to their specific situations.

Growth of interest in PTD

The development of an effective extension approach is one of the main concerns of the
Social Forestry Support Programme (SFSP, Box 1) and itsworking partners. Implemented
by Helvetas®, one of the first organisations in Vietnam to introduce PTD, SFSP co-
sponsored aseminar in 1997 during which the Department of Agriculture and Forestry
Extension reviewed the national agricultural and forestry extension system (Department
of Agriculture and Forestry Extension 1997). It was agreed that, in order to achieve
more sustainable agriculture:

Box 1: SFSP in Vietnam: a brief overview

In 1994, SFSP started working with the National Forestry University, located in Xuan Mai just outside
Hanoi. In its second phase from 1997 to 2002, SFSP expanded to include four more Universities of
Agriculture and Forestry, one national research institute and one extension organisation in Hoa Binh
Province. With this set of partners, SFSP covered all aspects of tertiary-level social forestry education
throughout Vietnam. The programme focused on developing an approach to the education of forestry
professionals that would enable them to be responsive to and deal with the dynamic range of needs
arising in the field of social forestry in Vietnam.

The development objective is to achieve, through social forestry, more effective management of forestland
and renewable natural resources in order to raise the living standards of rural people. SFSP has been
contributing to this objective by developing social-forestry approaches and training activities to make
an effective transition from state-directed protection and exploitation of forests to local-level and people-
centred forestland management. A major challenge has been to link field-based experience generated
through research and extension activities to the creation and building of appropriate curricula, and the
development of continuous feedback loops from the field to the classroom and vice versa.

4 Helvetas, a Swiss NGO, contributes to improving the living conditions of economically and socially
disadvantaged people. It works towards eliminating the causes of such disadvantages and promotes
international solidarity.
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e not only the efficiency but also the stability and the equity of production systems
should be taken into consideration;

e human development isacritical factor in agriculture and forestry extension;

e curricula that contribute to a shift from purely production-oriented extension to
incorporation of natural and environmental resource management issues need to be
designed and implemented;

e the extension system will have to play a crucia role in linking development and
conservation in communities of forest dwellers.

Werner's (1997) critical review of the "model" and "transfer-of-technology" approach
of extension in Vietnam confirmed these conclusions. In 1997/98 Helvetas initiated
action research in the Northern Province of Cao Bang. It confirmed the extension staff's
lack of knowledge about and experience in participatory research approaches and
highlighted the need to strengthen this aspect (Helvetas Vietnam 1999).

The PTD Process

Why SFSP launched PTD

At the end of 1999, SFSP launched PTD, focusing on social forestry issues through a

set of training workshops, coupled with technical and financial support to its seven

working partners from the North to the South of the country. SFSP regarded this as a

way to deal with two challenges:

1. To make the extension system responsive to the needs of poor forest-dweller
communities where the situation is complex, conditions are diverse and production
systems are risk-prone;

2. To nurture farmers initiative and their spirit of self-help, to enhance their capacity
to find appropriate technol ogies for themselves.

Besides generating appropriate technol ogieswith the participation of farmers, the process
of introducing PTD was a so to devel op an alternative research and extension approach
that would provide input for participatory curriculum development with the seven
working partners. PTD was a so perceived asaway of improving the linkages between
the researchers and extensionists, who operated independently because of the existing
institutional set-up.

The PTD actors

The selection of actors was amain concern in theinitial phase of the PTD process. As
adevel opment approach based on farmers indigenous knowledge, experience, potential,
problems and needs, PTD isdesigned to ensure the active participation of local farmers.
In PTD, innovation takes place by combining farmers knowledge and local experience
with researchers scientific analytical skills. Farmers usually innovate within very
complex conditions and options, which only they fully understand. On the other hand,
researchersare accustomed to handling only alimited number of variables. By conducting
joint experimentation, new ideas developed together have a better chance of being
adapted to local conditions and being adopted by other villagers in the area. The
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Figure 1: the three PTD actors

interaction between villagers and researchers often needs facilitation, which is best
done by extensionists possessing good communication skills. This third actor is
responsiblefor anumber of rural communities and istherefore interested in developing
innovations that are potentially relevant to the majority of farmers (Scheuermeier &
Katz 2000).

A critical question in the initial phase was: "Which farmers get involved in PTD?"
Although all farmerswereinterested in the PTD process, not all becameinvolvedinthe
actual experiments, often for reasons of resource limitations. Moreover, some farmers
are more curious than others to know about new things and are keener to contribute to
village development. Several "key farmers' were selected in each village to conduct
the experiments, to inform all farmers in the village about the on-going activities, to
arrange for cross visits, to guide outsiders through the village, to provide historical
information about the village and to interpret local ethnic languages. These farmers
should make sure that the activities are not biased towards dominant groups in the
community. Therefore, they need to be willing, motivated and havethe personal qualities
required to becomeinvolved in the PTD process. Ideally, the community should select
such key farmers based on these criteria. Local leaders (both formal and informal) who
have a good relationship with the community are usually nominated as key farmers
during village meetings. They are usually better-off farmers and their social positions
can affect the effectiveness of technology generation and dissemination. Other selection
criteriaare ethnic origin, wealth rank and gender. In communities of ethnic minorities,
key farmers need to be able use Vietnamese to communicate with outsiders. Informal
training was given to enhance their capacity to implement PTD. They improved their
skills in experimentation and communication. This is an important outcome of PTD,
along with the technology itself.
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Other household representatives, women and men, participate at village plenary meetings
to discuss and review group work plans and results, to decide which ideas and
experiments are to be conducted. As a result, an impressive number of farmers,
independent of their financial situation or ethnic origin, put their names on the list for
participating in experiments.

Researchers skills of scientific analysis help to ensure that the process isimplemented
in a manner that useful information can be collected. The extensionists facilitation
skillsare used to build abridge for the dial ogue between researchers and farmers and to
spread PTD results to a larger group of users. We regard PTD as action research and
identify researchers and extensionists according to their rolesin the process rather than
their titles. For instance, in the case of experiments in the Northern Province of Hoa
Binh implemented by the provincial extension centre, extensionists play the role of the
action researchers. In many cases, university staff members are action researchers.
However, researchers do not have a monopoly on action research simply by reason of
their title.

The study sites

SFSP's seven working partners have been involved in the PTD implementation process
within their relevant, mandated areas. mountainous communes in North Vietnam, the
buffer zone of Bach Ma National Park in Central Vietnam, the natural forests of the
Central Highlands and the mangrove area of the Southern Mekong Delta. The activities
have thus provided an excellent opportunity for learning a development approach in
diversified natural and socio-economic settings in Vietham. However, this case study
describes PTD only inthree sitesin the southern provinces of Vietham wherethe authors
have assisted local partners directly in monitoring the process.

Thethree working partnersinvolved in PTD in the South are the Faculty of Forestry of
Hue University of Agriculture and Forestry (HUAF), the Faculty of Agriculture and
Forestry of Tay Nguyen University (TNU) and the Faculty of Forestry of the University
of Agricultureand Forestry (UAF) in Thu Duc, Ho Chi Minh City. Each of these partners
works closely with relevant local development agencies and with farmersin a selected
site within its mandated area.

The HUAF group in Hue works with acommune in Nam Dong District. Thisis a poor
upland communein the buffer zone of Bach Ma National Park wherelocal farmers are
Kinh immigrants and K otu ethnic minoritieswho are highly dependent on the forest for
their livelihoods.

The TNU group selected acommune of the M'nong ethnic group in Dak R'Lap District
of Dak Lak Province. Natural forest resources are still important in this area, which is
becoming increasingly deforested on account of coffee plantations, the principal source
of income in the region. In collaboration with the provincial DARD, TNU's Faculty of
Agriculture and Forestry has tested a scheme for forestland allocation in this commune
and has assisted the local community and development agencies to plan use of the
allocated land. The development of technologies for sustainable land use was seen asa
continuation of this effort.
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The UAF group's choice wasamangrove forest-dweller communein Ngoc Hien District,
Ca Mau Province. Mangroves, which were badly degraded during the war, had been
rehabilitated with state investment. However, the development of shrimp farming in
recent years has created anew threat to the restoration process. Farmers heed assistance
in developing this shrimp-mangrove area to fulfil requirements of both ecological
restoration and viable aguaculture production. In 2001, an additional site waschosenin
Da Nhar (Lam Dong Province) to compare the applicability of the PTD approach in
upland and wetland settings.

The common issuesin these sites are the high demographic pressure on forest resources
because of immigration, the evidence of a process of transition towards commercial
production systems that are still unstable, the ambiguous resource-tenure situation that
affects motivation for sustainable production and resource management, and the poor
access bility to formal extension services. However, the state enterprisesin these areas
have provided someform of assistance to farmers. Previous assessments, made through
farmers' group discussions and interviews of key informants, revealed that the
performance of the very limited extension service in al three provinces did not meet
the demand of the local farmers.

At each study site, thereisaforestry enterprise (or forestry-fishery, in the case of the Ca
Mau site). In Vietnam, these forest "owners' were allocated large areas of forestland to
manage. They are the strongest stakeholders in decision-making with respect to local
development plans. These institutions are in a process of transition from state-run
enterprises to public agencies providing servicesfor farmers. In arecent proposal to re-
structure theforestry sector, many such enterpriseswereregarded as " public enterprises’
that will be more explicitly involved in rural community development programmes. In
fact, many of them aready implement programmes, such as the national Five Million
Hectare Reforestation Program Partnership and the national programme for the
development of poor rural communes. Policy is being revised to encourage forestry
enterprises to become "two-sided development service agencies’, one side providing
technical inputsto farmersand the other side supporting farmersto market their produce.
Thismeansthat forestry enterprises take on the role of extension and their involvement
in PTD istherefore "justifiable".

Preparations for launching PTD

Training in PTD

Although many of SFSP'sworking partner institutionsthought that PTD was an approach
to make extension more responsive to farmers needs, the real meaning of thisapproach
and its applicability in the Vietnamese context had been ambiguous. Thefirst activities
werethereforeaclarification of basic concepts. Someinitial questions needed answering:
What isPTD?How canit beinitiated in reality? What aretheroles of farmers, researchers
and extensionists involved in the process?

With the assistance of the Swiss Centre for Agricultural Extension (LBL), SFSP
introduced PTD by organising two ten-day training workshops. Thefirst workshop was
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held in the Northern Province of Thai Nguyen at the end of 1999. Some months | ater, a
similar workshop was conducted in the Western Highland Province of Dak Lak. The
three main actors in the PTD triangle, i.e. farmers, extension agents and researchers
(from five forestry faculties) were involved in both workshops. These training events
marked the first time that the different partners working in technology generation,
utilisation and dissemination had come together to discuss a new approach to research
and extension linkages, based on field experience.

Both workshops were implemented with the same three-step structure:

e an introduction to the basics of PTD;

e afield exerciseto apply participatory methods and toolstoinitiate PTD in avillage;
e afinal workshop for PTD follow-up planning.

The three phases of the PTD process (preparation, initiating PTD in the village,
continuation of activities) were explained and the workshop participants discussed them
animatedly. The exhaustive documents of these two workshops (Scheuermeier & Katz
1999, 2000) lay out the objectives, procedures applied and experience gained from
each modulein avery practical way. These documents have been used as examples of
how the process of PTD can be documented.

Although thetwo training eventsrequired ahigh input of resources, this can bejustified
as necessary to create a basis for initiating PTD in social forestry in Vietham. The
important outputs of these events were a group of trained researchers, equipped with
the knowledge and skills to take responsibility for the PTD processin their study sites,
and some initial knowledge and experience to contribute to developing a curriculum
for extension.

Initiating PTD in more villages

The PTD workshopswerereplicated in sel ected research and training sites of theforestry
facultiesin Hoa Binh, Nam Dong and Ca Mau. In these follow-up events, researchers
who took part in the previous training events assumed therole of facilitators. The same
basi c three-step structurewasfollowed, but using only the key modulesfrom the previous
workshop. Even though extension staff received less training during these follow-up
events, PTD could be successfully launched with a reasonable amount of resources.
Concrete and challenging experiments could be designed and planned after about four
days of intensive work with villagers. Facilitators documented the efforts to initiate
PTD inNam Dong, CaMau and Dak L ak by describing the stepsimplemented, especially
in exploring ideas and designing experiments with farmers (Hoang et al 2000, Le &
Felber 2000, Scheuermeier & Katz 2000).

Table 2 summarisesthekey stepsfor initiating PTD inavillage. Thisisawell-organised
sequence of highly demanding work, including hill walking in natural forests in the
uplands, crossing rivers and tidal flats in the Mekong Delta, lively interaction during
group work in villages, late-night village meetings with multi-voting exercises and, at
the end, tough negotiations with serious-looking local authorities.
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Table 2: Key steps for initiating PTD in a village

Phase 1:
Preparation | Provide information about In a short training event, provide general

PTD information about PTD approach and
discuss key experiences gained so far.

Explore willingness of villagers to participate.

Make organisational Fix period for initiating PTD activity with

arrangements villagers.

Identify key farmers.

Prepare introductory meeting | Explain and discuss in detail the sequence of

and work in the village work in the village.

Conduct introductory meeting | Explain purpose and key steps of activity .

in the vilage Discuss topic(s) of PTD activity and set the
thematic boundary.

Agree on details of next village meetings.
Phase 2:
Work in the | Walk around to gather ideas Explore village's issues and opportunities
village regarding PTD topic(s).
Explore ideas in the field that might become
interesting things to try out.

Screen and select ideas in Review collected ideas and establish final

the village meeting idea sheet.

Clarify commitment of involved
stakeholders.

Select promising ideas for experiments by
voting.

Move from idea to experiment | Develop selected ideas into experiment

sheets sheets by clarifying justification and
criteria.

Design experiment(s).

Select experiments to be Let farmers select the experiments that look

taken up first most challenging and interesting to them,
as the first to be implemented.

Elaborate activity plans Plan each experiment by assigning detailed
tasks to farmer participants, extensionists
and researchers.

Phase 3:

Continuation | Debrief local authorities and Provide information about PTD in the village,
of PTD rural development organisa- its results and required decisions and
activities tions at district level support for following up the initiated

Build up experiment com-
mittees, prepare experiments
and set up documentation
system

activities.

Confirm list of farmer participants, search for
additional information regarding the
experiments, train farmers and
extensionists in keeping track of the
experimentation process.
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Field implementation

Launching experiments

After initiating PTD, the "outsiders" - extensionists and researchers - gained a fairly
good understanding of villagers' issues and opportunities regarding forestland
management. A couple of experiment sheets and related activity plans were jointly
defined, and the commitment of local authorities and rural development organisations
in respecting agreements and supporting the PTD process was gained.

Before the experiments were started in the field, the villagers formed interest groups
for each experiment. It was encouraging to observe how the farmers created ownership
and how much detail they put into preparing the experiments: they collected additional
information, confirmed the list of participants, identified the experimental plotsin the
field, discussed measurements and listed required materials. Subsequently, the first
experiments were launched in the Southern provinces (see Table 3).

About ten farmers are involved in each type of experiment and are following an agreed
system of very serious experimental protocols in terms of respecting deadlines,
methodological design and supervision in the field. The farmers are certainly eager to
obtain good results, but it also appears that they want to prove to outsidersthat they can
carry out efficient experimentation.

Table 3: First experiments launched in the Southern provinces

PTD sites Ongoing experiments

Dak Lak Management of 3 rattan species in allocated natural forestsPlanting
grafted durian and seed-grown durian in coffee gardensPlanting
princess jackfruit in degraded hilly land remote from water sources

Nam Dong Planting bamboo along streams in natural forestPlanting cinnamon in
regenerated forest after shifting cultivation

Ca Mau Thinning methods to improve the productivity of mangrove and the
living conditions of shrimpsRaising red shells in shrimp ponds in
mangrove area

NB: Additional experiments are presented on the website www.socialforestry.org.vn

Learning from joint experimentation to facilitate scaling-up

Farmers play avery activerolein the PTD process, but it isimportant to ensure that all
three PTD actors implement the whole process together. If "good" experiments are
donein some villages, the PTD approach has abetter chance of being extended to other
villagesin the samedistrict and gradually accepted in the extension system on abroader
scale. In order to increase the acceptance of such new participatory approachesin the
Vietnamese technique-orientated extension system, the three actors need to anayse
each step of the process. Much interaction and learning takes place, and lessons learnt
need to be shared among the actors at different levels: locally within the villages,
regionally and nationally.
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If PTD isto be integrated into the extension system, then it is crucial that decision-
makersat all level sreceive accurate and regular information about promising experiences
and related learning:

e Loca district authorities have to receive accurate information and reflect on new
waysto support community development. Without their agreement, such new farmer-
oriented approaches become stalled;

e Atdistrict level, thoseresponsiblefor extension need to beregularly informed about
what is happening in the forest and in the villages, and why it is happening;

e Provincial extension authorities and people in charge of rural development also
require information about the ongoing efforts.

By making concepts of participatory forest management more clear, PTD helps to
promote socia forestry in Vietnam. This is why SFSP has supported exchange and
joint learning events at national level. At the end of 2000, people came from all the
areas where PTD was initiated and, for the first time, shared what had been achieved.
This sharing of experienceled to discussion of important issues. Such events gradually
create a common platform for exchange.

Apart from these exchange workshops, other tools are aso necessary to strengthen
PTD efforts. The Internet could play a strategic role for regular and quick exchanges
between PTD practitioners both within Vietham and abroad. Furthermore, exchange
visits among actors from different areas of Vietnam present challenging possibilitiesto
assist each other in improving PTD approaches (Scheuermeier 2001). To organise and
enhance doing, learning and exchanging PTD, it is important to monitor, evaluate and
document the PTD efforts.

Monitoring and evaluation

Some initia criteria for practising "good" PTD were jointly developed during a PTD

review workshop (Scheuermeier 2001). The intention was to launch a quality control

systemfor PTD and to use the devel oped criteriaastoolsin scaling-up and in monitoring

and evaluation (M&E). The Vietnamese PTD practitioners agreed on four types of

criteria, which are directly linked to current challenges and major concerns regarding

PTD:

e Farmer-led experiments or demonstrations
Demonstrations are perceived by local extension workers as the most important
tools for spreading well-tested technologies in rural areas. PTD experiments are
different in that researchers do not come with a set of "blueprint” technologies to
demonstrate. They encourage villagersto conduct their experiments properly and to
share what they have learned with their neighbours. In PTD, farmers can conduct
the experiments they prefer in a systematic way; these "experiments' are new to
them (i.e. cannat be seen in neighbouring communes) and can be explained by the
farmers. We want to show that, with minimum support from formal researchers and
extensionists, farmers can carry out experiments wisely and creatively, and can
develop learning platforms at the grassroots level. Results so far are encouraging.
Local extension workers involved in the process have gradually changed their
attitudes towards recognising farmers' roles in the development process and the
need to change the extension approach.
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Support and incentives

A common belief anong development workersisthat, without financial and material
support, farmerswill not conduct experiments. However, if providing material support
istheonly way to launch experiments, itisnot PTD but rather " participation™ induced
by material incentives. Such experiments do not necessarily concern farmers aims
and, in the long run, can destroy the spirit of self-help and self-reliance. These are
strong reasons why material support should be restricted. Farmers visiting from
other villages will not be convinced by successful innovations if they are based on
financial and material support. Exceptions may be justified in the case of initia
bottlenecks, but should be convincing to neighbouring farmers.

Scope and extension

There isadilemmain PTD: on the one hand, a PTD programme should focus on
experimentation, so that new things can be found that really work. On the other
hand, the new things must be extended if the PTD experimentation is to be of any
wider use. "Good" PTD therefore needs an extension effort that is operationally
distinct from the PTD experiments as such but is, of course, closely linked to the
experimentation process. In our case, thisissue has been addressed by two strategies:
1) in the screening phase, jointly deciding on the experiment(s) and the potential
beneficiaries of itsresults; and 2) assisting the participating key farmersininitiating
farmer-led extension. These farmers have become more confident in facilitating
interest-group discussions, explaining the experimentsto other farmersand visitors.
A balance must be found in involving the right number, which hasto below enough
to manage the experimentswell, but high enough to convincevisiting farmers. Along
with criteria and indicators for monitoring of the experiment itself, related criteria
on the extension process were included in the M& E system.

Documenting

Results and processes have to be documented to ensure that |earning takes place, results
are not lost, promising innovations are evaluated, the effects of extension are followed
and the PTD approach is adapted and improved. All the involved parties need to have
access to information that is as complete as possible. Each person therefore hasto take
responsibility for ensuring that informationis consistent and reliable. Thisisachallenge
inthe Vietnamese context, where reports are often written for bureaucratic administrative
purposes, reflecting general descriptions and superficial opinions rather than accurate
and profound analyses of emerging issues.

In SFSP, documentation occurs at various levels:

Inthevillage, farmershaveafull set of ideaand experiment sheetswith corresponding
activity plans. These basic documents are jointly developed during the activities to
initiate PTD. Villagers also keep diaries in which they record all implemented
activities and regularly write down discussions of issues with visiting farmersfrom
neighbouring villages or with technicians from extension organisations;

The extension organisations at commune, district and province levels are supposed
to have at least documents summarising ongoing experiments (experiment sheets,
activity plans) and periodic progressreports. So far theinformation flow from district
extensionists to the provincia service has not been smaooth.
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Writing idea sheets in a village in Nam Dong District, Thua Thien Hue Province.

e PTD researchersfrom theuniversitiesanalyseresults obtained inthefield, critically
study the way PTD is launched and continue to make concrete suggestions for
adjusting concepts to the Vietnamese context. At present, there are several diverse
documents available, but the level and scope of documentation is quite broad and
varied among the faculty research teams.

Adaptation of PTD to the Vietnamese context is still in an exploratory phase. However,

the following adjustments need to be considered:

e Wheninitiating PTD, a stakeholder analysis needsto be done before selecting local
partnersin order to avoid domination by certain groups. PTD is better implemented
after an exploratory PRA to gain abetter understanding of the community's problems.
Researchers need more timeto think about the potential s of technological optionsin
addressing these problems before going on to translate idea sheets into workable
experiment sheets.

e |n the context of some poor upland communities, the combination of technology
generation and local capacity building can help to address resource management
issues and to revive the community's spirit of self-reliance. The facilitation skills of
local partnersneed to beimproved before PTD activitiesareinitiated. Over-emphasis
on "newness' can lead to the risk of generating good technologies for better-off
groups without paying adequate attention to disadvantaged groups.

e Taking the above-mentioned issues into consideration, a clarification of the role of
PTD documentation and reflection on how to make it work easier and better is
required. PTD documentation should be based on the information requirements of
the involved parties.

ADVANCING PARTICIPATORY TECHNOLOGY DEVELOPMENT 169



IS
S
£
2
>
%)
o)
5]
=
o
T
9]
Ee]
)
i
= f
[}
>
=l
oy’
a
i)
5]
—C
o

Results, impacts and lessons learnt

The evaluation of PTD deals not only with its direct results, but also with the process.
In the beginning, many researchers focused on the former without giving enough
consideration to the latter. Process-based evaluation helps to explain why new things
work or why they fail. In the ongoing PTD exercises in SFSP, it is still too early to
discuss the technologies, but the first results of the initiative are promising.

Promising experiments

All experiments have been well implemented and followed up by farmers. Thisindicates
that the objectives of the experimentsrespond to their interestsand priorities. The chosen
topics, which are related to forest and forestland management and agroforestry,
correspond to their search for waysto diversify current farming practices. At the top of
the "hit parade" are experiments to identify new species of fruit trees that have short-
term potential toincreasefarmers income. The high-valuefruit-like dragon (Hylocereus
undatus) offers excellent opportunities. In natural forests, improved management of
rattan (Calamusviminalis, C. tetradactylus, C. poilanei) and bamboo (Bambusa procera)
offer promise for increasing the production of non-timber forest products. It is also
likely that, when farmers thus receive direct benefits from natural forests, they will be
more interested in protecting them. However, a precondition for devel oping such new
forest technologiesis appropriate long-term land allocation. Thisissuewasclearly stated
by farmers when PTD was initiated in the first villages.

Even when the experimentswerelessthan
oneyear old, they attracted theinterest and
visitsof farmersfrom other villages. Many
of them had heard about the experiments
at the local markets. Farmer-to-farmer
visits were initiated by the district
extension service of Dak R'Lap already in
December 2000. Some 40 farmers from
three communes visited the three
experiments and immediately sought to
initiate such activities in their own home
villages. They were very impressed by the
planting of new fruit trees, which could
diversify their coffee plantations.

PTD process monitoring and
evaluation

Process evaluation is being emphasised in
the initial phase for newcomers to PTD,
Experiment "Bamboo for shoots" (10 as good process dOC“m‘?”t"’?“O” and a
months after planting) in a village in system of _Cont' nuous monlt_orlng create_ a
Dak R'Lap District, Dak Lak Province. strong basis of data for scaling up PTD in
the future. For instance, the output of the
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PTD initiating step is experiment sheets, which can be used for monitoring activitiesin
subsequent steps. However, it still remains to be explored and documented how well
these sheets have been elaborated, who selected the experiments and why these were
selected.

After someinitial experiences, theformal researchersbecame convinced of the necessity
to have a good system of process documentation. Initially, some researchers thought
that documents serve abureaucratic management purpose. Later they realised that process
documents are tools to validate results, just like statistical analysisisin conventional
research. An important improvement is that participating farmers have used these
documents to reflect on the experiments. More work is needed in making the forms
user-friendlier. And once this is done, the documents could serve as a medium of
interaction between researchers, extensionists and local farmers.

Participation

Initiating farmers participation and establishing trust were the main concerns of the
research teamsin the beginning of the process. In view of farmers' bad experience with
interventions in the past; their reluctance to participate in any introduced activities
affecting their normal life is understandable, especialy in cases where land tenure is
still a problem. However, the reactions of local stakeholders differed. Some had
expectations over and above what PTD could bring to the commune; others expressed
alack of confidencein the success of the approach. The research teams were sensitive
to these sentiments. | n establishing trust, the teams explained the PTD objectivesclearly
and ensured the participation of both farmers and the other strong stakeholdersin their
area (district and commune authorities, extension services, forest protection services
and forest enterprises).

SFSP monitors farmers' participation in PTD according to their willingness to share
perceptions and ideas when generating idea and experiment sheets, thetimethey spend
on intra-community information sharing and the quality of the process documents
(completed forms, experiment diaries). Theinitiation of PTD isthefirst timein Vietnam
that remote forest-dweller communities, local extensionists and researchers have come
together to discusslocal problems and possible action. In focus-group discussions, the
farmers expressed their willingness to take part and were happy with the experiments.
"This is the first time our inspirations and ideas have been heard,” a woman in the
mangrove areaof CaMau said in afocus-group discussion for monitoring experiments.
Judging by their high level of motivation, it is clear that the quality of farmers
participation has increased throughout the process.

Provision of material incentivesis an important issue, especially in poor communities.
A good PTD approach should not depend on strong external support. The self-help
nature of the PTD process was therefore clarified already in the initiation phase. The
limited material support to experiments has been given in special circumstances: to
compensate for risks of the experimenting farmer or to obtain material not available
locally. A revolving fund for PTD has been set up for long-term devel opment research
in which technology generation is coupled with local capacity building.

ADVANCING PARTICIPATORY TECHNOLOGY DEVELOPMENT 171



Another indicator of successisfarmers confidence. Participating farmers are becoming
more and more confident in explaining experiments to other farmers and to visitors.
SFSP observed this confidence not only in PTD activities, but also in self-help activities
for community development. In view of thisimpact, it would be agood ideato consider
ways of training key farmersto enhancetheir spirit of experimentation and to encourage
them to become good voluntary farmer-led extension workers at the community level.

Aninstitutional impact of the PTD processistheincreased mutual understanding between
farmers and local extension agencies. Firstly, problems of farmers and other local
stakeholderswere shared in focus-group discussions. Secondly, devel opment of mutual
understanding hasled to attitudinal change among some of the participating extensionists,
besides increasing farmers' confidence.

Scaling up PTD

The administrative leaders at provincial, district and commune level are increasingly
recognising the roles and potential of communitiesin NRM. However, scaling up PTD
is not an easy process and the degree of recognition is still low in comparison to the
prevailing culture of obedience to higher authorities and a strict adherence to policy
directives from above. "Extension has been planned according to the state programme.
Unlessthat is changed, we cannot do otherwise,” said aleader in DARD. Thisleadsto
weaknesses, but also opportunities: NRM policiesin Vietnam have been rapidly changing
towards more decentralised governance, and extension approaches will change
accordingly. As in other areas of development, social forestry in Vietnam needs
supportive policiesfor PTD to be adopted as an extension approach in complex situations.

Capacity strengthening

PTD isnot only an approach to develop practices; it also deals with capacity building.
In our case, PTD has contributed to the capacity building of the three partnersin the
triangle in at least three aspects:

e creation of field-based |earning by forming platformsinvolving different actorswho
conduct joint experiments;

e development of anetwork of key farmerswho are keen on community devel opment
activities and establishment of local interest groups that work together on the
experiments,

e continuous reporting to local authorities and the involvement of local development
agenciesin monitoring not only the experiments, but al so the group dynamics, thereby
encouraging reflection on the process and its applicability in establishing an effective
extension system.

Civil society inrura Vietnamistaking amoreimportant rolein community devel opment.
For instance, the Women's Unioninacommunein CaMauisgiving itsmembers access
to the formal credit system, and a Farmers' Association in the uplands is involved in
business activities to provide farm inputs. By working closely with these institutions,
the research teams are having more opportunities to learn from the communities and to
enhance capacitiesin local organisations.
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Changing attitudes

SFSP clearly observed indicators of attitudinal change among research team members
and some participating extensionists. In the beginning, some of the research team
members were exposed to PRA training and field exercises. However, this exposure
was too short and the idea still existed that PRA and PTD were distinct, instead of
wisely combining PRA tools to facilitate participation, identify problems and select
experiments. Future PTD training should hel p participantsreflect on waysto incorporate
different PRA tools into different phases of the PTD process. Linked to this, formal
researchers need additional skills in conducting PTD as an action-research process.
Moretime should be allocated to encouraging researchersto interact with experimenting
farmers and to share their analytical skills so as to strengthen capacities for farmer-led
research and to sustain the PTD process.

In addition, researchers need to learn to take an "un-learnt" attitude so that they are
more sensitive to the real needs of farmers, instead of jumping to conclusions based on
their own perspectives. For instance, when a thinning experiment in mangroves was
discussed, the forester's perspective was that this would optimise timber production,
whereas the reason participating farmers wanted to try it out was "to make the shrimp
pond easier to manage". This "management” included the ease of keeping watch over
their shrimps to prevent theft.

Also many of the extensionists and local authorities misunderstood the nature of PTD
at the beginning of the process. Some of them expected PTD to lead to an investment or
intervention, e.g. a development project from the donor side. Others were uncertain
about participating, worried that it could disturb their management system. Seeing that
thiscould lead to adistorted view of theroles of formal researchers, the site teams have
used various, more or less informal ways of clarifying their roles. However, through
learning by doing, extensionists are gradually changing their attitudesto PTD and have
also realised the need to change their attitudes to the local community.

Implications for a social forestry extension curriculum

A university-level "Agriculture and Forestry Extension” curriculum was elaborated in
the Participatory Curriculum Development (PCD)® process implemented by SFSP and
itsseven working partners, along with curriculaof other subjectsrelated to social forestry.
A first draft of the workbook - the result of along collaborative effort - was distributed
for revision and feedback. The workbook was designed with the ambitious aim of
providing future extension workers with a comprehensive set of knowledge and skills.
However, reflection on the fiel d-based | earning experience during the PTD process and
itsimplications can help improvethe structure and content of the curriculum. Instead of
over-emphasising the "teaching” role of extension, PTD should be considered the main
component of the subject. Firstly, as discussed above, the extension system should be
more responsive than directive, to cope with the complex, diversified and risk-prone
situations of forest-dweller communities. Secondly, inusing PTD asthe main approach,
future extension workers will be trained to develop their attitudes to become learners

5 Seewww.sociaforestry.org.vn to obtain more information about the PCD approach.
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rather than "teachers'. Thereisclearly aneed to rethink the "target groups" with which
the future social forestry extension workers will work. The aggregation of agriculture
and forestry into one extension course, asindicated by the coursetitle, may simplify the
approaches. It may be necessary to de-emphasise some conventional extension
approaches in order to provide more space for PTD.

SFSP initiated PTD to create field-based |earning experiences as a contribution to the
process of PCD. The initial results have already provided tangible outputs for this
purpose. PTD monitoring documents have provided good inputsfor identifying additional
skills needed to enhance PTD results and impacts. Firstly, PTD can be perceived asan
action-research process, and some skillsrelating to this need to be improved. Secondly,
the role of the action-researchersin PTD is not only to conduct research, but also to
facilitate farmers own research; to be able to do so, extensionists and researchers need
continued enhancement of their facilitation skills. They need training on how to provide
effective technical inputs related to the PTD experiments, how to analyse experiment
sheets with farmers and how to facilitate discussions with farmers to improve
experimental design. Training should also addressthe skillsrequired to construct rational
layouts of experimentsto fit farmers situations, to identify which criteriafarmers want
to observe, to select rationaly the criteria to reflect farmers' needs and, at the same
time, to maintain rigorous experimentation. Skills are also required to develop asystem
for farmers to monitor and evaluate the results and processes of PTD themselves, to
monitor group dynamics and participation, and to strengthen key-farmers' and interest
groups rolesand capacities. Last but not least, skillsare needed in lobbying for policies
that support PTD.

The participants of the PCD workshop in December 2000 agreed to design and implement
an integrated social forestry practicum for three subjects. In the case of PTD, students
should have the opportunity to work hands-on in some important phases of the process.
Thestudy sites selected for PTD are excellent learning grounds for field-based teaching
and practical training. However, logistics such as gaining accessibility to the sites need
to be given sufficient attention. Moreover care should be taken in fitting these training
schedules into ongoing PTD activities.

In September 2002, a PTD draft manual in Vietnamese was circulated in universities,
research institutions and several provincial extension centres for feedback. The final
version took account of the comments received and was published in 2003 (Bao Huy et
al 2003). It reflects three years of field-based learning about PTD in the context of
Vietnam. The manual was originally designed for use by researchers at universitiesin
the SFSP network. However, feedback from extension workersreveal ed that they found
the stages and steps of PTD and the examples of good PTD practiceto bewell described
and illustrated, and that the manual will also be useful to them.

Challenges

Even though adynamic process has been started through PTD, there are still weaknesses
to overcome and challenges to face. Achieving "good" PTD isimportant not only for
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the current experiments, but also becauseit isthe only way to convince other stakeholders
inthe extension system about the effectiveness of the approach. Some of the weaknesses
and challenges are as follows:

PTD experiments

e Some PTD experiments were started too quickly after community members and
researchers prioritised the problems. By over-emphasising the "newness" of the
activities, some experiments were designed to address superficial symptoms and
not the root cause of the problemsinthelocal system of resource management. PTD
practitioners need to improve their facilitation skills so that the idea sheets can be
explored jointly in more depth.

e Quality control waslaunched by jointly defininginitial criteriafor practising "good"
PTD. The criteria need to be more strictly observed in the field during M&E of
current and future PTD experiments.

e Extension of thejointly developed innovations needs to be closely followed so that
the effectiveness of PTD can be measured. To facilitate dissemination, local
extensionists and authorities have organi sed farmer-to-farmer visitsin neighbouring
villages. It isimportant that extensionists keep records of the farmers who adopt or
adapt technologies generated through PTD.

Scaling up

e Themost challenging issueisthe effective and activeinvolvement of local extension
staff. Thereis an immediate and general need for training and coaching in order to
improve their organisational, management, facilitation and communication skills.

e As PTD involves tripartite coordination, a mechanism for collaboration among
researchers, extensionists and local farmers needs to be clarified. In the current
situation, one of the options is a kind of "PTD network" in which each faculty of
forestry participating in SFSP acts as a node to coordinate with extension agencies
in its mandated area. Experience from PTD at each site should be used to develop
short courses for in-service reorientation of forestry extension staff.

e Theprocessof sharing PTD experiences, initiated after the December 2000 workshop,
needs to be enhanced.

Concrete PTD processes have been initiated in Vietnamese villages. However, PTD
has till to be adapted to the Vietnamese context, carefully taking into account the
ingtitutional setting of rural development organisations and their staff. Key concepts
and most tools for PTD have been "imported" and they may have to be reviewed and
adapted to local conditions. Thisisaprocess still underway.

From SFSP to ETSP - moving on with PTD

These challengeswill be taken up by the new four-year project "Extension and Training
for Forestry and Agriculturein the Uplands' (ETSP) commenced in January 2003 under
a bilateral cooperation agreement between the Swiss Agency for Development and
Cooperation and the Vietham Ministry for Agriculture and Rural Development. Building
on the experiences of SFSP, ET SPreflectsanew direction and abroader scope: working
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directly with stakeholders at provincial, district, communal and village level, to scale
up PTD in an effort to link poverty reduction with sustainable NRM in three upland
provinces, namely HoaBinh, Thua Thien Huaand Dak Lak. The project seekstoinvolve
local stakeholders through participatory planning at village level, and to enhance local
capacities in developing demand-driven extension systems.
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Supporting agricultural innovation in
northeast Brazil: the approach of Projeto
Paraiba

Eric Sabourin?, Pablo Sidersky? and Luciano Margal da Silveira3

Projeto Paraiba is a local development programme being carried out in
partnership by a Brazilian NGO-AS-PTA*-and several farmer organisations from
three municipalities of the Agreste area in Paraiba State, Northeast Brazil. This
case study is about innovation management by smallholders in the context of
this initiative. The paper traces how innovation management has evolved and
grown to be a main focus of the programme. It analyses the methods, results
and limits of a pioneering local initiative, conceived as a means to support a
farmer-led innovation process.
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Experimenting farmers in Curimatau using participatory
mapping as a tool for discussion.
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AS-PTA (Assessoriae ServicosaProjetosem Agricultura Alternativa) isaBrazilian non-governmental
organisation (NGO). Active since the mid-1980s, it works on issues that include agroecology, family
agriculture and sustainable development. Its activities focus around field research on and extension of
appropriate technology for small-scale producers, networking and advocacy.



Introduction

It is now widely recognised that building up sustainable agriculture depends, among
other things, on the creation of a whole new range of technical references® (Sébillotte
1994, Mazoyer & Roudart 1997). However, like so many other smallholder systemsthe
world over, rainfed farming in semi-arid Northeast Brazil sufferstoday from thelack of
very necessary support and, also, alack of useful information on innovationsin different
technical sectors.

And yet, in spite of the many difficulties they face and the few resources they have,
farmersin the Agreste area of Paraiba State have never stopped inventing, trying and
disseminating innovations. Thisfact, among others, led AS-PTA and agroup of farmer
leadersto focuson providing support for, and building upon, these processes. The purpose
of thisinitiativewasto reinforcefarmers capacities, in an effort to increase the autonomy
of farmers and their organisations vis-a-vis the different social actors on the local
devel opment scene (i.e. extension services, markets etc), in acontext of ever-decreasing
resources and growing privatisation. The assumption wasthat this greater independence
would help them negotiate support on new and, hopefully, better terms. This initiative
- Projeto Paraiba - started operating in two municipalities in this area: Solanea and
Remigio. It later spread to athird, Lagoa Seca, and now works in more than ten.

This paper analyses the methods, results and limits of this pioneering local initiative
during the period 1993-2000. It draws upon atwo-year study that included monitoring
severd groupsof farmersinvolved in experimentation in Remigio and Sol&nea (Sabourin
1998) and upon AS-PTA's own experience and records (AS-PTA 1994, 1995, 1996,
1997, 1998, 1999, 2000).

Context

Family farming in the Agreste area of Paraiba State

Northeast Brazil isavery largetropical region, covering eight of the country's 26 States.
The environment is extremely varied, ranging from the humid coastal plains to the
semi-arid interior. Agreste is the name given to the transition region in between.
According to Andrade (1980), the main feature of thisregion isthe intense diversity at
very short distances. In Paraiba State, the coastal plain ends and the Agreste starts, with
asmall hilly range that runs parallel to the coastline. These hills form a barrier for the
more humid winds from the Atlantic, causing asharp drop in rainfall from east to west.
The situation in Solanea, Remigio and Lagoa Seca Municipalitiesillustrates this well:
while average annual rainfall amountsto approximately 1100 mmintheeast, it dropsto
around 400 mm only 30 km further west (AS-PTA 19974).

5 Technical dataon aparticular innovation, developed and/or implemented in a specific situation, which
can bereferred to by others.
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The various family farming systems found in the three municipalities are based on
mixed cropping and livestock production. Sincethe end of the 19th century, smallholder
family farming in the region has been, at least partially, market-oriented, following a
succession of cash-crop cycles (tobacco, cotton, sisal, coffee, potato, aniseed etc)®. Fields
of annual crops, pasture and, to alesser extent, orchards dominate the landscape (AS-
PTA 1997b). Virtually all smallholder familiesraise afew animals, mainly cattle. The
proportion of small ruminants is higher in areas with less rainfall. Family farms are
numerically important, but most of them are small minifandios. According to census
figures, 77% of farmsin the area are smaller than 5 ha (FIBGE 1986).

Severa factors limit the development and consolidation of sustainable family farms.
The prevailing inheritance system has stimulated farm fragmentation. The recent abrupt
disappearance of cotton (because of an insect pest) and the difficulties encountered in
production of the few remaining cash crops have reduced incomes and savings. The
gap between rural communities, local political representatives (most belonging to a
patronising elite) and rural development institutions (research, extension, credit) makes
autonomous farmer organisation more difficult (Sidersky & Marcal da Silveira 2000).
Also, the highly diverse context of farming systems and ecol ogical conditions, associated
with the lack of locally adapted technical information, makes agricultural innovation a
difficult task.

The general institutional approach

These were the challenges taken up by Projeto Paraiba, a rural development project
implemented by AS-PTA in association with the local Sndicatos de Trabalhadores
Rurais - STRs (or Unions) and community organisations of Remigio, Solénea and,
more recently, Lagoa Seca Municipalities. Using a participatory approach, Projeto
Paraiba works on the basis of partnerships. Decisions on what is to be done are made
jointly by farmersand technical staff. Aninteresting dial ogue among these stakehol ders
has emerged over time with the help of Participatory Rural Appraisal (PRA) exercises
that favour ashared understanding of local farming systemsand problemsto be tackled.
Capacity building has also been enhanced by these partnerships. Another important
feature of AS-PTA's approach is the use of an agroecological perspective’ as atool to
understand and discuss local farming systems.

The initial, broad PRA exercise carried out in late 1993 identified several problems.
The general trend was an increasingly intensive use of natural resources without a
corresponding evol ution of respective technical systems. For example, although growing
land pressure had led to continuous cultivation on the same plots, techniques to renew
soil fertility had not evolved accordingly. Little or no manure or chemical fertiliser was
being used. Without the perspective of acquiring more land, sustaining production and

6 Thestart of these cycles has always been prompted by favourable prices. The end of acycle can be due
to a price collapse, the appearance of pests or diseases, or a combination of both.

7 According to Altieri (1989) agroecology isthe study of agriculture from an ecological perspective. Itis
a theoretical framework intended to help understand agricultural processes from a comprehensive
perspective.
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income depends necessarily on bigger and more diverse harvests from the samefields.
The major challenges were: 1) how to intensify agriculture, and this 2) without further
degrading the natural resources.

A situation such as this called for innovative action, but where were the new ideas?
Although, in theory, local farmers could expect a contribution from research and
development (R& D) institutions, very few new ideas were available from the different
R&D regional centres and most of those that did exist were inadequate. There was
obviously a need for local processes of technology development and dissemination
(Sidersky & Marcal da Silveira 2000).

Farmer experimentation and its role

The evolution of Projeto Paraiba’s approach to agricultural innovation
Projeto Paraiba'sfirst full agricultural year was 1994. Activitieswere organised around
the dissemination of innovations; experimentation to develop new agricultural
technologies/ideas suitable for local smallholders; and capacity building of local
organisations (mainly the STRs). During thisfirst year, most of the effort was dedicated
to disseminating contour planting, pigeon-pea cultivation and banana-weevil control.
Experimentation started with a couple of rather conventional on-farm trialsto compare
maize varieties and less structured farmer tests of new fodder crops on a very small
scale.

Very soon moreimportance was given to experimentation and technology devel opment,
as the existing "choice" of innovations "ready for diffusion” was not considered
satisfactory. Experimentation evol ved towards amore systematic follow-up of thetrials
implemented by about 15 "reference farmers', who were chosen among those who

Photo by: AS-PTA.

A seedbank group selecting bean seeds for storage.
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volunteered for hosting experiments on their farms during the general evaluation and
planning meetings held in late 1994 and early 1995°. A few new ideas were introduced
for testing: green-manure crops in banana stands and alley cropping with gliricidia
(Gliricidia sepium) and leucaena (Leucaena leucocephal a).

In 1995, the modest STR seedbank initiatives that had started the year before (when
one ton of bean seed was "loaned" to about 100 families) were expanded dramatically
with the help of anational seed-distributioninitiative. The STRsand AS-PTA agreed to
work on a decentralised basis, which led to the creation of 16 community seedbanks.
Thisinitiative, that can be considered more as a social and organisational innovation,
reached more than 500 families. Projeto Paraiba put in much effort into the support of
community seedbanks, focusing on capacity building at both community and municipal
level.

Yet, in spite of these changes, Projeto Paraiba still saw experimentation and diffusion
of innovations as separate processes. The idea was that technologies for dissemination
had to be"ready" - that isto say, proven to be"good" in the context. The experimentation
done by somefarmersand AS-PTA (on the Sao Miguel farm®) was supposed to produce
this "proof".

The lessons learnt in 1994 and 1995 showed that the development of relevant new
technological optionswas crucial and much more difficult than initially thought. It also
became clear that some of the practical problems faced by farmers called not for new
technology, but for new or different organisational arrangements. For instance, difficulties
faced by the poorer farmers in finding seed at planting time led to the creation of the
community seedbanks mentioned above. These lessons had a strong influence on how
Projeto Paraiba evolved in 1996 and 1997.

Oneimportant feature of this second period was amarked increase in experimentation,
aiming at devel oping innovations. Many new themes/ideas weretried. Experimentation
methodology evolved from "reference farmers' to "interest groups'. The "reference
farmer" approach permitted an ongoing discussion between AS-PTA staff, STR |leaders
and each of the experimenting farmers, but there was little or no contact amongst the
latter. Staff and STR saw a need for more discussion by experimenting farmers with
their peers, making it amore collective process. Partnersin Projeto Paraiba a so realised
that experimentation and dissemination were proceeding separately, making the latter a
processthat relied heavily on AS-PTA staff and STR members. In 1996 agroup including
a staff member and three STR leaders (who are also farmers) travelled to Central
America'’. During their visit to the Nicaraguan Movimiento Campesino a Campesino

8  Thesefarmerswere called "reference farmers' because regular monitoring was done by STR members
and/or technical staff with the hope of collecting information on the progress of the different experiments
that would help in establishing references for later dissemination.

9 AS-PTA's7-hafarm (the Centro Agroecol 6gico S&o Miguel, or CASM for short) started functioningin
1995 as a place to test new ideas and as a venue for different activities (courses, seedling production
etc).

10 Thistrip was financed by Projeto Paraiba and a small grant from another donor.
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(MCaC), they were able to see that experimentation and dissemination not only could,
but also should go together. They were aso able to appreciate the confidence and
creativity of the farmer promotores™ and their capacity to communicate with fellow
farmers (AS-PTA 1996). The need for changes, as had already been discussed before
the visit, was confirmed by the lessons drawn from it.

The first change was to bring experimenting farmers in contact with each other. Focus
was put on experimentation and technology development with a thematic approach,
through nine "interest groups" on aregional scale covering two municipalities’?. Each
of these groups worked on a theme, such as banana, potato, animal husbandry, soil
fertility, agroforestry etc (Sabourin et al 2000, Sidersky & Marcal da Silveira 2000).

A thorough review was made of earlier dissemination activities. For example, it became
clear that moreintensive pigeon-peacultivation needed more experimentation to become
aninteresting aternative for farming families. Monitoring of the activitiesto disseminate
contour planting showed that, although erosion and soil fertility did in fact present a
problem, these activities had not taken sufficient account of local (community)
conditions. This meant that Projeto Paraiba was recommending atechnical aternative
that did not suit many specific situations and was, at the same time, failing to see - and
therefore to value - what was already being done by farmers in a particular location.
Banana-weevil control suffered less from this "blinker effect”, but it was seen that the
mitigation or even complete control of the weevil problem would not make a very big
differencein bananayields. Overal, the effortsto promotetheinitial innovations (contour
planting, weevil control and pigeon-pea cultivation) were reduced significantly.

On the other hand, a new kind of activity began. This combined small amounts of
credit, training of farmers by a more experienced farmer and a certain amount of
experimentation. Theeffort to spread yam cultivationisagood example of thisapproach.
As planting material is expensive, a yam seedbank was created. At the same time, a
local farmer with long experiencein yam cultivation was availableto train farmerswho
had little or no experience with the crop. Visits to nearby yam-growing farmers and
discussions with an official technical advisor also supplied new knowledge inputs for
interested farmers. The experimental part of this activity consisted in observing the
potential of yam as a cash crop in different environments. A new kind of innovation
development and dissemination effort emerged in this phase, where the line between
devel oping and spreading atechnology becamerather "blurred” and, in some cases, the
gap between experimentation and dissemination began to close. However, this cannot
be considered a general rule, as the water-tank example (that started later, in 1998)
cameto prove. Inthiscase, theinitiative consisted of small-scale credit through revolving
funds and thetraining of local farmer-masonsin how to build the tank, with no need for
experimentation.

1 Promotoresisthe name that M CaC usesfor farmerswho are involved in trying out new techniques and
in extension activities.

2 At the time, Projeto Paraiba had not started working in Lagoa Seca.
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In 1998-2000, the Projeto Paraiba methodol ogy continued to evolve. The general trend
could be described asagreater focuson local processes ("local” refersto an areacovering
acommunity or group of neighbouring communities having similar agricultural systems
- regarded as an agroecological unit). The previous period had brought experimenting
farmerstogether in"interest groups'. Although thisapproach wasindeed an improvement
when compared to the previous years, it soon became apparent that it needed to change
further: thefocuson asingle theme across different localities did not favour discussions
around the issue of integration of tested innovationsinto the local systems. At the same
time, not really including community dynamics in the discussions on experimentation
and technology development made a more autonomous organisational devel opment
process and the use of pre-existent community communication channels more difficult.
As a consequence, activities with experimenting farmers were redefined on a local

micro-zone basis, in order to bring innovation processes closer to the reality of the
various agroecological units and their different farming systems and socia dynamics.

Severa of the former thematic groups evolved naturally into local micro-zone groups.
For instance, most of the members of the former "potato group” were from one
community, soit naturally became the M eia Patacagroup. Farmerswho belonged to the
"alternativesfor animal fodder group" divided up into two local groups: the Curimatatl
group and the Gravaté group. This move brought experimentation closer to other
initiatives already occurring on a community basis, such as the seedbanks and the
community groups linked to the Solanea Parish.

Looking at the wider picture of innovation development and diffusion, even if - at the
time of the latest shift (late 1998 and in 1999) - AS-PTA referred to "local groups of
experimenting farmers' asthe main Projeto Paraiba focusfor innovation development,
in fact it would seem more appropriate to refer to "local innovation processes' (in
which farmer experimentation plays a very important role), rather than to the more
structured idea of farmer-experimenter groups. If we were to define the "participatory
innovation development” process that is taking shape, we would use the idea of a
"collective construction of knowledge", underpinning the gradual conversion of the
present systems towards more sustainable ones. What are the main characteristics of
thisprocess? It takesitsrootsin past and present realities. Accessto external information
and local innovation feeds agrowing process of experimentation; when necessary, new
inputs are al so discussed and provided asadonation or grant or in the form of revolving
funds. This not only allows fine-tuning of innovations to the conditions of each farm,
but also produces information that hel ps evaluate the potential of these innovations for
other farms in the community and the wider micro-zone®. Making this process more
"visible" to other farmersis considered as an incentive and an invitation to try things
out, according to their needs and/or fancies. This process defines the support activities
that are discussed further on in this paper.

Itisinteresting to note that the main trait of the evolution of PTD within Projeto Paraiba
istheincreasing importance of farmers' inputs (including knowledge, ideas, |abour etc)

8 In some cases, thisinformation can be useful to awider audience (the municipality or even the region).

ADVANCING PARTICIPATORY TECHNOLOGY DEVELOPMENT 183



and involvement in the process of innovation development. At the same time, farmer
organisations have also become increasingly involved in supporting the fieldwork and
in using accumul ated experience to negotiate more and better-quality support from the
different social actors on the local development scene.

But before going further to discuss the support activities, we briefly describe below the
process as it developed in one of the agroecological unitsin Solanea.

The innovation process in Curimatau

The Curimatal agroecological unit is located in the westernmost part of Solanea
Municipality. It isdrier and less densely populated than the eastern units (Agreste and
Brejo)'. Quite a number of farmers from the Curimatall area have been involved in
Projeto Paraiba activities ever since the first PRA exercisein 1993. In 1995, a couple
of them volunteered to test gliricidiaalleysand pigeon pea. They were part of the group
of "reference farmers' mentioned earlier on. When the "interest groups' started up,
some 8-10 farmersfrom thisunit took part in activitiesrelated to animal husbandry and
fodder aternatives.

Visits to other farmers and also to the work of an EMBRAPA (Brazilian Federal
Agricultural Research Institute) researcher in Sergipe State led to a larger number of
innovations being tested. The 1998 drought and the PRA exercise on the use of local
plants brought to the fore a series of local innovations that, until then, had received
little attention. In 2000, just over 40 families®™ were involved in testing one or more
innovations, mainly related to new fodder possibilities for cattle.

But experimentation is not the only activity in this area. In 1995, three community
seedbanks for beans started up and have continued ever since. Another one started a
couple of years later. The local parish groups are active in several communities and,
since 1999, are working with homegardens, medicinal plants and, as from 2000, infant
nutrition. Water-tank construction al so commenced with the training of local masonsin
1998 and 1999. Since then, several revolving funds have permitted the construction of
about 50 tanks.

Some seedbank "members" and parish groups are actively involved in experimentation.
In certain cases, the experiments are discussed in seedbank meetings (e.g. the testing of
new bean varieties or groundnuts as a new crop). Other experiments (e.g. medicinal
homegardens) are being encouraged by the parish groups. Table 1 lists the main types
of innovation being tested.

14 Beside the three units mentioned in the text, Projeto Paraiba is active in four of these agroecological
unitsin Remigio and another six in Lagoa Seca.

15 Often both husband and wife areinvolved in experimentation, and thisis actively encouraged by Projeto
Paraiba. Children who help with work on the farm participate, although this happens less often. There
are cases, of course, where only the man or only the woman is directly involved in group activities
involving experimentation.
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Table 1: Communities and experiments in Curimatau in the year 2000

Community |No.of |Div | Var | TrF | Opt | Afc | Sto | Pkn | Ect | Nu | Lfe | WIt | HgM | NPp
or sitio expe-
rimen-
ting
fam-
ilies
1. Salgado
do Souza 8 3 - 1 4 4 4 4 1 1 3 3 - 1
2. Palma 5 2 1 - 2 1 3 1 - - 1 - 2 1
3. Bomsu-
cesso 13 3 3 - 4 6 5 6 5 1 4 - 5 3
4. Goiana 7 1 1 - 3 3 3 3 - 1 2 3 - 3
5. Fragoso 2 - - - 1 2 1 2 - - 1 - - -
6. Pedra
Grande 6 1 - 1 2 4 1 4 - - 4 - 2 -
7. Capivara 1 1 - - - - - - - - - - - -
Total 42 |11 5 2 16 18 17 | 20 6 3 15 6 9 8

Main Curimatal experiments'® in 2000:

Div - Crop diversification: experimentation with groundnut and sesame

Var - New bean varieties

TrF - Tree planting in cropping fields

Opt - Opuntia cactus intercropped with fodder trees (mainly gliricidia and leucaena)

Afc - Annual fodder crops (sorghum and/or pigeon pea and/or non-intercropped maize)

Sto - Animal fodder storage (silage and/or hay)

Pkn - Sowing fodder pumpkin (Citrulus lanatus cv citroides) in crop fields and/or in Opuntia plots

Ect - Erosion control techniques in crop fields (gully control, stone contour lines, hedgerows in vetiver
grass)

Nu - Tree nurseries

Lfe - Live fences with local and exotic species

WIt - Woodlots mainly with the local species sabia (Mimosa caesalpiniifolia Benth.)

HgM - Homegardens with medicinal plants

NPp - Zero-grazing natural pasture observation plots

Other innovations that were tried in this unit in 2000 were: bee-keeping, testing of gramao grass, and
subsurface dams for water retention.

As mentioned above, all these effortsin the field were actively supported by AS-PTA
staff and by STR members. Table 2 presents the main support activities carried out in
Curimatall during 2000. Experimenting farmers did not necessarily participate in all
events listed in this table, although the more active ones were often present.

6 Actually these"experiments' arereally typesor subjects. For example, under the heading of "I ntercropped
Opuntia cactus', several different designs are found, combining different species etc.
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Table 2: Main support activities implemented in Curimatau in the year 2000

Month Activities No. of
local
participants*

Dec. 99 Evaluation 1999 meeting and planning session for 2000 with

experimenting farmers 40
Jan. 00 Community meetings to discuss seedbank activities for the year

2000, in 4 communities ~ 60
Feb. 00 Course on how to build a subsurface dam 30

Start of tree and bush seedling distribution -
Mar. 00 Distribution of new varieties of beans for testing. 5

Distribution of groundnut seed and trial installation 11

Visit of farmers from another municipality to Mr Luiz Souza's farm 18

Field day on fodder production and water management 15
Apr. 00 Individual visits by AS-PTA staff and STR members to groundnut

and Opuntia experiments -

Meeting of community association representatives to discuss

revolving funds for water-tank construction 8

Visit to Ceara State to see subsurface dams operating 8

(Support for) Establishing hedgerows for erosion control 4

(Support for) Establishing homegardens and producing

medicinal plant seedlings 12

Events for distributing medicinal plant seedlings in Pedra Grande

and Bomsucesso 35
May. 00 Visit to Itabaiana area to see groundnut growing by smallholders ~ 8

Visit of EMBRAPA researcher to discuss natural pasture or

rangeland management 20

Seedbank community meetings to evaluate seed distribution and

to plan next steps ~ 60
Jun. 00 Seminar on farmer experimentation and innovation in Goiana ~ 20
Jul. 00 Large-scale field day on groundnut growing in Corrimboque

community ~ 200

Courses on drinking-water management in 4 Curimatau

communities ~ 50

End of tree-seedling distribution

Solanea Parish groups mid-term evaluation meeting ~ 10
Aug. 00 Visits by AS-PTA staff and STR members to monitor revolving funds -
Nov. 00 Visits by AS-PTA staff and STR members to monitor revolving funds -
Dec. 00 Local exchange visits and evaluation discussions on intercropped

Opuntia 16

Solanea Parish groups end-of-term evaluation meeting ~ 10

Solanea Municipal Meeting of family farmers drawing participants

from all communities not known

* Many activities listed here involved farmers from other regions. In this column, we have tried to estimate
the number of participants from the Curimatau area.
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Institutional support for local
innovation processes

Institutional support for local innovation
processes is a joint venture between AS-
PTA technical staff and the STRs. In some
cases, other institutions present in the
region (other NGOs, R&D centres,
universities etc) participate. Usualy, AS-
PTA organises the training of
experimenting farmers and local
organisations.

Support activities fulfil four major roles:

1. Helping to organise experiments
(including logistics)

2. "Feeding" experimentation processesin
terms of methods, information and
material inputs (genetic material,
equipment etc)

3. Helping to collect and analyse dataand
to evaluate results

4. Helping to disseminate results and Exchange visit on small farm in
lessons. Curimatau Region.
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With theincreasing number of farmersinvolved, some of thetasks (e.g. supply of seeds
and cuttings) are being carried out by community associations, seedbanksand STRs. In
many cases, experimenting farmers who were supplied with the first round of planting
material are now supplying their neighbourswith own seeds, cuttingsetc. Morerecently,
as experiments have grown more complex and involve more resources, the need for
credit has arisen. Small revolving funds have been set up to meet these demands. The
management of these funds always involves the experimenting farmers, the local
association and/or the STR. In some cases, AS-PTA is also present. Payback
arrangements are discussed when a particular fund is set up, and adjusted according to
results. Risks are dealt with mainly by flexibility in paying back: for example, if a
harvest islost, yam seed can be paid back the following season. Although not the official
policy, in practice the risk of total failure is covered in part by the family involved
(invested labour and inputs in some cases) and the other part by the AS-PTA budget.

Different PRA exercises (on native vegetation, soil fertility and water resources) have
also proven interesting for experimentation support and programming (see Box 1).

Several instruments and methods were tested to collect data and document trial results,
although no standard format has been adopted because of the diversity of situations and
experiments. Inreality, it isimpossiblefor technical staff to monitor all experiments, to
register and measure numerous parameters, and to collect and analyse data, aswould be
the case in on-station or conventional on-farm trials. Moreover, this type of
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Box 1: PRA exercises and farmer experimentation

A shared understanding of different aspects of local reality, built collectively by farmers, STR leaders and
AS-PTA staff, has been instrumental in taking innovation processes forward within Projeto Paraiba. Usually
this has been done with PRA exercises that start with a meeting amongst staff and leaders to discuss the
theme and plan the fieldwork. This can take place in one or more communities, and always entails
interviews with families and the use of one or more "participatory" data-gathering tools (e.g. maps,
transects). The same team that met in the beginning is in charge of data collation and systematisation.
The result is then discussed within the communities involved. According to the scope and the urgency,
and as these initiatives are implemented alongside other activities, the time taken to complete an exercise
is extremely variable.

Experimentation has benefited from PRA exercises on the management of biomass and fertility, on local
bean varieties, on the potential of local plants etc. The identification of interesting local innovations that
concern the specific subject of the exercises is one of the most important practical contributions. The
shared understanding developed has always produced a better dialogue between the different actors
involved (AS-PTA, STRs, farm families, sometimes other institutions).

documentation or data processing does not always interest farmers, considering that

they evaluate crop performance and results of experiments with their own parameters.

However, experience suggests that two levels of monitoring could co-exist:

e Farmers own monitoring for the majority of the experiments and tests. We have
observed that farmers use their own parameters such as "compared income": the
economic monitoring of yam cultivation usually includes the comparison of the
income obtained from this crop with that from asimilar plot of common beans. The
labour involved is also an important issue. Qualitative observations on crop
devel opment, runoff and erosion etc are common. Productivity (production per unit
area) - the usual focus of formal research - is also a parameter often observed by
farmers. Sofar, however, we have not come acrosswritten monitoring of experiments
by farmers. In the case of farmers monitoring, institutional support takes the form
of joint preparation of intermediary meetings, visits or exchanges, and support to
field days organised by the groups.

e Technical staff monitors, records and processes quantitative data of certain
experimentsfrom which detailed results are sought. I nterest in thiskind of monitoring
can emerge from acollective planning effort by farmers, technical staff and, in some
cases, research institutes. For example, quantitative data on biomass flows and
management are being collected from farmsinvolved in experimentation by aresearch
team from the university in the neighbouring State of Pernambuco.

In fact, the farmers ability to present their experiments in terms that can be easily
comprehended, together with the monitoring parameters used by farmers, has created a
good deal of impact amongst their peers. In the Paraiba case, we have witnessed extremely
interesting field daysand visits, organised by experimenting farmersand thelocal STRs.
One such day was on groundnuts as anew crop for food and cash. Participantsincluded
neighbouring families, some farmers from more distant communities, and staff from
the local extension service and a nearby EMBRAPA research centre.
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Capacity building and dissemination of experimental results take place mainly through
evaluation meetings, exchange visits (thematic and regional) or training events. The
exchange visits may also involve farmer organisations from other regions or States.

Support isgivenin documenting theresults of farmers'initiativesand producing leaflets,
postersor short videos. Thismaterial isused primarily in the above-mentioned meetings
and visits. Some of the Projeto Paraiba partners present or participate in radio
programmes. AS-PTA has provided support to improve the quality of these initiatives.
The documentation work mentioned here providesinteresting material for broadcasting.

Alongsidethe planned experiments mentioned above, several similar initiativesemerge
from individual farmers every year. This was the case, for example, with the native
cacti included in the intercropped palma cactus (Opuntia sp) experiment or in live
fences. Usually, spontaneous innovations seldom spread without encouragement from
outside. This brought up the question of how to document spontaneous innovations. A
first level of quick and practical documentation has been used for the ideas that deserve
to bemade known locally, asin the case of apotato-harvesting instrument devel oped by
aRemigio farmer. In this case, it was important to record the main traits and source of
theinnovation, so that interested farmersand institutions know where to go for additional
information. A second level of documentation can be more systematic, if theinnovation
justifieslarger-scal e dissemination. For example, planting of forage pumpkin (Citrulus
lanatus cv citroides), identified during the PRA exercise on local plant use, was
disseminated through the publication and distribution of asmall leaflet, with photographs
of the farmers presenting their experience.

New knowledge reinforces farmers' research capacities (including appraisal,
experimentation and monitoring skills). It also hel psto build up organisational autonomy.
Thisapproach can be considered one of the most interesting forms of institutional support
to the processes of developing local farming innovations. But thisis not an easy task.
While making an effort to place technical questions and doubts within the cultural
universe of the communities, how does one stimulate the starting up of innovation
processes that associate scientific and academic knowledge with the empirical skills
and knowledge developed by the farmers (Petersen et al 1999).

The case presented here suggeststhat capacity building for experimenting farmers should
consider at |east two levels. At amore practical level, training events prepare farmersto
be able to present and discuss their experiments and results. It also helps them to
understand and discussthe protocol s and results of experiments done by formal research
centres and to take initiatives such as documenting their trials or using relevant tools
(i.e. an agendaor photograph panels). Teaching certain practical skills, such asbuilding
a specific type of water tank, are also included.

But capacity building in Projeto Paraiba also considers a more conceptual level. This
aspect stimulatesfarmers' individual learning by introducing scientific information and
concepts on subjects such as biology and ecology, which can be useful to better
understand the experiments. For example, when working on experiments with silage
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and the problems that can appear in silage production, concepts such as anaerobic
fermentation and toxins were discussed with farmers.

On the whole, capacity building helps to mobilise groups in a way that guarantees
collectivelearning processes, for example, by preparing farmersto dialogue or negotiate
with public authorities, researchers and extension agents.

Learning from Projeto Paraiba: some results and lessons on
managing innovation

Initial results

At the end of the year 2000, local experimentation involved about 150 experimenting
farmers in the three municipalities covered by Projeto Paraiba, working on a number
of different technical proposals. Basic genetic material for 40 rural communities (maize,
beans, groundnut, yam) was being preserved or revived in some 30 seedbanks.

In addition to these figures, it isinteresting to note that the innovation "scene" seemsto
have changed quite substantially. Support provided to experimenting farmers has helped
this process, and it seems that the example is"contagious'. For instance, the appraisal
exercise on bean varieties helped introduce the idea of recovering and disseminating
traditional varieties in community seedbanks. At the same time, new bean varieties
were tested. Farmer organisations and AS-PTA followed the same support strategy for
groundnut and yam. The revolving fund system used by the community seedbankswas
adapted for amunicipal "manure bank", organised by the Lagoa Seca Sindicato.

Innovative pedagogical and institutional results also deserve mention. In the example
of field days, experimenting farmers shared the presentations and demonstrations with
researchers and extension workers, using language understood by all farmers attending
the event. This process also helped establish new inter-institutional coordination and
decentralised initiatives, involving themes related to public policy for agricultural
development. For example, farmer organi sations and other institutions brought together
by the Articulaciio Seimi-Arido network?” have signed an agreement with the State
Secretary for Agriculture, according to which they will be responsible for the distribution
and management of bean and maize seed through their seedbanks.

The role of farmers

The experience described here has hel ped reinforce someinitial assumptionsregarding
farmer innovation. Firstly, the idea that smallholders have a capacity to innovate and
develop their farming practiceswasclearly confirmed. To maketheir production systems
more efficient, they have introduced various innovationsin the recent past, either from
local sources (forage pumpkin, live hedges, mixed cropping etc) or external ones (animal
traction, new types of water cisterns, gliricidia planting etc).

7 A network that brings together farmer organisations, some Catholic Church groups, NGOs and some
researchers from practically all Paraiba State.
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Secondly, farmers do not adopt ready-made practices or technol ogies - they experiment.
They try to adapt the technical proposals to the specific conditions of their farms. In
fact, innovations introduced by farmers have effects on the farming system at various
levels. Thiswas seen very clearly with the majority of biomass management practices,
in which biomassis, at the same time, aforage supply and a source of soil fertility.

Thirdly, along with experimentation, farmers contribute to the dissemination of
innovations through their own information channels, for example, religious meetings
(prayer, saint's celebration), cultural festivals or commercial events (e.g. weekly fair).

Fourthly, farmers develop their learning capacities. They incorporate scientific
knowledge on biology or ecology into their innovation processes, if this knowledge is
made available to them. For example, farmers used information about insect ecology
and behaviour to control bananaweevil and information about air humidity to improve
how they dried beans and maize seed.

The role of farmer organisations in innovation management

Farmer organisationsare very diverse and not necessarily directly involvedininnovation
management or even agricultural production. Here, we consider only therolesassociated
with the innovation process.

When referring to innovations, a distinction should be made between structures that
were created specifically to deal with issuesrelated to agricultural production: product
associations (i.e. a potato-growers association), seedbanks etc, and the more general
formal organisations: community associations, STRs and cooperatives. On the other
hand, traditional peasant structures®® do not distinguish technical or productive roles
from socia and cultural roles. New ideas emerge in their discussions during work, or
during or after a religious meeting. Therefore, these peasant structures still play an
important role in innovation, evenif it is not very prominent.

Innovations are common topics of conversation in the many structures and organi sations
of farming communities, bethey traditional and informal (mutir&o or mutual-help groups,
groups of neighbours, family relationship networks) or more formalised (associations,
cooperatives, unions). Even if reciprocity relationships are less frequent than in the
past, the greater part of the education of young farmers still happens through kin or
neighbourhood structures (Abramovay 1999). Technical dialogue networks function
not only at community level, but aso on amicro-regional scale, and are usually organised
around specific themes: potato growing, goat breeding, animal feeding etc. Even so,
flows continue to be marked by family relationships and alliances (among godparents,
for example). The whole set of these relationships constitutes a form of local social
capital (Putham 1993).

8 In the region considered here, these structures are informal in the sense that they do not have a legal
status.

ADVANCING PARTICIPATORY TECHNOLOGY DEVELOPMENT 191



In the study area, cooperatives or the larger associations (such as the potato-growers
regional association that covers several municipalities) so far have not contributed
directly to the development of farming innovations.

Isit moreinteresting to build capacitiesin existing organisationsto deal with innovation
or isit better to stimulate the emergence of specific structures (interest groups, farmer
research committees etc)? In the case presented here, theinitial option has been to work
with existing structures (STRs and community associations), mainly in support roles.

But does the actual experimentation call for institutionalisation? At present, AS-PTA
staff members are discussing the idea of an increased "structuring” of the PTD process.
On onehand, they perceive that some structuring - for example, regular annual meetings
of experimenting farmersin a given region - could be quite useful. On the other hand,
however, too much structuring would certainly be counterproductive. AS-PTA staff
members feel that, in the earlier years, they were too eager to propose activities and
"ways of doing things'. Where does the balance lie? Would it be better to wait and see
what develops, while farmers continue experimenting and participating in different
capacity-building initiatives? Experience showsthat local conditionsarecrucial to answer
these questions.

Even if several questions in this field still remain unanswered, the main feature of
Projeto Paraiba from an institutional point of view is the intense involvement of the
STRs and community associations in processes linked to agricultural innovation, as
described earlier in this paper. When one compares the situation of the Projeto Paraiba
partners in 1993 with the situation today, the institutional picture has changed
substantially. Solaneaand Remigio Sindicatos became AS-PTA'sfirst partners because
they were interested in looking beyond the issue of old-age pensions, which takes up
most of STR leaders timeall over the country. Today these unions still work on pension
issues, but they haveal so learnt that it isnot only possible, but also intheir owninterest,
to work on subjects such aswater harvesting, animal husbandry, seedbanksetc. Although
this sort of "reconversion” is perhaps not entirely consolidated, progress is certainly
visible. We consider that the evolution of community associations goes in the same
direction. The results obtained, as well as the energy that is being invested by these
farmer organisations, show that they can have adecisiverolein these processes, even if
traditionally they have had little involvement in this kind of issue. The interest shown
by farmersand their familiesin thewhole PTD process suggeststhat the "reconversion”
of these organisations could be invigorating.

These farmer organisations have been brought into closer contact with extension,
agricultural research, local government and, in some cases, State and Federal agencies.
This contact has shown that there is a need for substantial changes in the way the
governmental organisations act and in the policies they implement. Debate and
negotiation on thisissue have already started in the region, but - the goal being amore
active support of public policies for sustainable family farming - all Projeto Paraiba
associates know that thereis still along way to go.
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Methodological lessons

With reference to organisational mechanisms and methodological instruments, and to
institutional support for innovation processes among family farmers, our study took up
and confirmed some important elements in response to initial assumptions.

Inthelocal context whereland is private property and land use is also governed by this
logic, the development of innovations by farmersisessentially apractical and individual
phenomenon?® that takes place on aplot or field, in aherd of livestock or onafarm. The
decision to experiment, the implementation and the analysis of results refer mainly to
individual farmer action. However, this mechanism is fed by information, practice and
references produced and/or transmitted by the local community (neighbours, priests,
seasonal workers, merchants etc). One example of collective action of a sort that fed
individual farmers experimentsisthe effort to recover traditional bean varieties. R&D
institutions also feed this process to a certain extent. Thus, these innovations are the
result - at least in part - of collective action (community and organisations) and of
public action (R& D centres). However, theinformation circulates mainly through socio-
technical networks among individuals, and less through institutional or official
programmes (rural or technical schools, field days, public institution training etc).
Therefore, it could be said that the (individual) processes of innovation development
grow and gain in efficiency, if stimulated or fed by more and better institutional or
methodological support, and by collective organisational learning dynamics (Engel
1997).

Institutional support for farmers involved in innovation management (interest groups,
experimenting farmers, associations) can play the role of an interface, making the
necessary linkages between individual and public action. We believe that the approach
and methodology of Projeto Paraiba is a step forward when compared to top-down
(conventional rural extension, Training & Visit methods) or rather rigid or strict systems
that demand intensive follow-up, such as networks of closely monitored "reference"?
or demonstration farms. However, it must be noted that the Projeto Paraiba approach
can be quite demanding interms of methodol ogy and human resources (capacity building
and monitoring).

The approach offers some insights for the renewal of both rural extension methods and
public policy concerning agricultural innovation. It has been tried, essentially, on local
innovation processes, using participatory mechanisms that contribute to a clearer
perception and consideration of local conditions. Thisiswhy it could be useful in the
context of increasing decentralisation and the appearance of new stakeholders on the
rural development scene.

¥ Thereareno commons (forest land or pastures) in theregion concerned, nor has watershed management
developed to a point where collective action of several farmers has become necessary.

20 "Reference farms" are farms that are monitored in order to obtain technical and/or economic data that
are discussed with other farmers.
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Intheregion concerned, innovativeinitiatives of collaboration between research centres
and farmer organisations have taken place. The EMBRAPA Cotton Centre asked
experimenting farmersto test new groundnut varietiesfor the semi-arid zone. In addition
to the joint monitoring and evaluation of these experiments, that had been carefully
negotiated between the experimenting farmers, the STRs and EMBRAPA, the partners
chose to hold joint field days. Throughout these field days, the researchers, extension
workersand experimenting farmers shared the presentati ons and demonstrations, creating
in-depth dialogue with visiting farmers. However, this case cannot be considered the
rule, when referring to the relationship between smallholders and researchers in the
region. If we mention thisexample here, it is becauseit indicates the type of interaction
that we feel would be of greater use to farmers than the conventional approach that still
prevails.

Capacity building and information delivery are perhaps the most efficient forms of
institutional support. It is important to value farmers' experience and knowledge, to
favour direct contact between farmers themselves and to use appropriate language.
Field days and visits organised by the experimenting farmers, or by technical staff and
farmers together, are very interesting tools for this purpose.

Conclusions

The case described here provides evidence of farmers capacities to manage local
innovation. It also gives an idea of what the present and potential role of smallholder
organisations in innovation management and dissemination can be.

Theseinitia resultsare promising, but there are still many questions and gapsthat need
to be addressed in order to guarantee the sustainability of this kind of processin a
context of scarce and diminishing resources. One important challenge lies in the
institutional and professional environment of public services. Another crucial issueis
how to reach smallholderswho have few contacts with experimenter groups and farmer
organisations. Thiswill probably mean more systematic work on the question of socio-
technical networks and local knowledge systems (Rdling 1993, Engel 1997).

Projeto Paraiba hasyielded methodol ogical and institutional lessonsthat can contribute
to anew way of providing support for the development of agriculture and farmers. The
idea is to push the notion of participatory methods a bit further or, as Hocdé (1997)
proposes, to think in terms of the participation of support institutions and technical
staff in the projects, logic and knowledge of farmers, instead of the other way around.
Joint action on the basis of negotiated partnershipsisat the core of what isbeing proposed.
But experimentation need not be the only or the first step. In the Paraiba case, the
different participatory appraisals helped build a shared view of local reality. This, in
turn, proved to be asolid base on which discussions on innovations and experimentation
took root. These appraisals also helped the actors think about other aspects, such as
institutional and capacity building, information dissemination etc.
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As shown by this case, such an approach demands certain prerequisites, such astime,
patience and an open attitude. Evenif initial processes are slow, once set in motion they
gain momentum rapidly and can thereby save time and energy in the long run, when
compared to more classical approaches.

AsAlbaadgo (1999) suggests, what isat stakeisthe"renewal of public action™. Between
the levels of individual (the farmer) and public action (public policies, credit,
infrastructure, education etc), the new institutional environment today includes alevel
of collective action - meaning the organisational level of stakeholders in local
development, including family farmers. This level is crucial, not only to guarantee
negotiations between individuals and public authorities but also to form networks and
alliances capable both of stimulating individual action and of exerting pressure and
provoking a better response from public services.
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The meeting of two worlds: constructing
processes of PTD in the Huetar Region of
northern Costa Rica

Henri Hocdé! and David Meneses?

In the Huetar North Region of Costa Rica, two separate initiatives were underway
with similar purposes. On the one hand, a group of farmers was promoting a
movement for farmer experimentation and exchange between farmers about
their experiments; on the other hand, a group of extension workers and
researchers from the national Ministry of Agriculture were promoting an approach
called "farmer experimenters" as a new model for technological innovation.
Eventually, they met each other and sought ways to join hands. This coming
together offered a possibility to broaden ("scale up") the processes of "PTD"
(although the term, as such, was never used). Here, scaling up does not refer
primarily to wide-scale incorporation of participatory research and extension
into the various formal institutions that support agriculture (research, extension,
universities, local governments). Rather, the focus is on strengthening the
organisation of producers who want to be responsible for managing the processes
of technological innovation: to conduct these processes themselves and to invite
the supporting institutions to join them.

Photo by: Henri Hocdé.

Elections at Comite Regional de Agricultores Experimentadores
de la Zona Norte (CRAEZN).

1 Programme Agriculture Familiale, Montpellier, France (hocde@cirad.fr)
2 Coordinator, Depto I nvestigacion, Ministerio Agriculturay Ganaderia, Costa Rica (dmeneses@meag.go.cr)



Creation of CRAE-ZN

In April 2000, farmer leaders called together people from about 40 farmer organi sations
(FOs) in northern Costa Rica - women and men, young and old, quiet and talkative.
Some of them came from organisations of palm-tree growers, others were cultivating
coffee, pineapples or tubers; also butterfly producers and people raising wild animals
were there. It was a very heterogeneous group. Also at the meeting were people who
take quite an active part in the process of agricultural development, but on thisday they
had a clear mandate: to assist, to accompany, to facilitate, but not to lead. These were
thetechnical expertsand extension workersof the Ministry of Agricultureand Livestock
(MAG) and some researchers. A lawyer was also present, but the task was not conflict
resolution.

The group had come together to create a new organisation with a legal status. They

called it CRAE-ZN: "Comite Regional de Agricultores Experimentadores de la Zona

Norte" (Regional Committee of Farmer Experimentersin the North Zone), and wanted

to achieve the following:

e to contribute to strengthening the existing processes of farmer experimentation in
the administrative region of Huetar North;

e to establish asystem of ongoing support to thisrural experimentation, linked to the
existing agricultural services, in order to respond to the demands of the FOs;

e to design mechanisms to guarantee the long-term financial sustainability of the
system.

Between August 1999 and February 2000, the group of FO leaders who had called this
meeting had been working hard - supported by advisers in MAG and a local NGO,
CENAP (National Centrefor Pastoral Action) - to write an 80-page project proposal in
which the orientation, goals, organisational set-up and internal structure of CRAE-ZN
areexplained (Hocdé & Meneses 2000). Thisintensive and complicated task had arisen
out of determined collaboration among severa actors: thefarmersand their organisations,
MAG, CENAP and the French-funded Centre for International Cooperation in
Agricultural Research for Development (CIRAD). Together, sometimes encouraged by
the extension agents, sometimes with the impulse of the farmers, they had pushed
forward. It was not merely atechnical task. It was driven by the desire to earn mutual
respect and trust and supported by an attitude of huge faith in thefinal result, an attitude
that helped to overcome the numerous difficulties along the way.

This movement of farmers and their organisations aimed at implementing "farmer
experimentation” processesat regional level could becalled "scaling up” in devel opment
terminology. This paper startswith abrief introduction to the agro-ecol ogical and human
context, emphasising the historical evolution of the two "worlds" involved. The
preparation, implementation and results of their coming together are then described.
Thisleadsto adiscussion of the lessons learnt. Finally, certain important aspectsin the
efforts made by many actorsin the country to institutionalise PTD, and the constraints
to this process are stated.
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Preparation for the union

Main actorsin the process

The Huetar North region of Costa Ricais home to more than 250,000 people. Within
the past 15 years, household livelihood systems have diversified from growing only a
few crops to a wide range of activities, including tourism. There are more than 300
farmer organisations in this region. Most of them wish to market the produce of their
members, mainly in non-traditional crops such as palm, roots and tubers, vegetables,
citrus and coffee. Medicina plants, grains, fruits and butterflies are also produced.
Many FOs would like to improve production technigques and management of financial
and natural resources as well as labour. Others wish to move into organic farming.

Themain actorswho initiated and areinvolved in the PTD processin Huetar North are:

Farmer organisations

e The Programa Campesino a Campesino (PCaC) or Farmer-to-Farmer Programme,
represented in CostaRicaby the Mesa Regional Campesina (MRC, Regional Farmers
Board) and made up of the following FOs in Huetar North: Coopellano Azul,
APRODEGUA (Producers Association of Guatuso), UPPROCCHI (Small-Scale
Farmers Union of the Canton Los Chiles), APROSAMA (Association of Farmers,
Foresters and Similar Producers in San Marcos de Cutris) and ARAO (Regiona
Association of Organic Farmers);

e UPANACIONAL, an organisation of small- and medium-scale farmers constituted
at national level which promotes a"Rural University";

e other regiona organisations of producers who are not members of the above-
mentioned organisations, e.g. AGROPALM (Palm Tree Agro-Industrial Association),
FUFUMRAMA (Association of Butterfly Producers), GEMA (Ecological Women's
Group of El Abanico) and ASOMU (Women's Association) Santa Elena;

Public ingtitutions

The Ministry of Agriculture and Livestock (MAG), through a handful of extension
agents and specialists in the Regional State Office Huetar North and the National
Extension Office, with the support of PRIAG (Regional Program for Reinforcing
Agronomic Research on Basic Grains in Central America);®

Non-governmental organisations
CENAP (National Centreof Pastoral Action) hasplayed astrongroleintraining farmers
and extension agents in organic farming.

Evolution towards an union
The Farmer-to-Farmer movement in Costa Rica originated in the 1980s from various
exchange visits between farmers from Costa Rica and neighbouring Nicaragua. A

3 Development cooperation programme financed by the European Union (1991-99).
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cornerstone of the movement is the "promoter farmer”. The farmers had little trust in
the public extension service, questioned the dominant technol ogical model for agriculture
and linked up with national and international NGOs that promoted farming without
chemical inputs.

Meanwhile, from 1992 onwards, MAG - with the support of PRIAG - was building up
amethodol ogical approach to innovation devel opment in the Brunca Region in southern
CostaRicacalled "Agricultores Experimentadores” (Farmer Experimenters, FES). Itis
characterised by the participation of farmersin research and dissemination of findings,
and recognises the key role of farmers in managing the process.

From 1994 onwards, the MAG Regional State Office Huetar North (DRHN) - also with
PRIAG support - adopted thisapproach, starting in one canton (Upala). Farmersinvolved
ininnovating, being local sources of information, ableto communicate well with others
and willing to carry out experiments were identified. Hereby, the topics of informal
research being done by farmers and the links to problems of agricultural production
(e.g. high production costs, excessive use of pesticides, soil degradation, environmental
damage, low profitability) were discovered. Together with the MAG extension agents
from the region, these farmers worked out a plan for joint experimentation and training
activities.

In 1994-95 thelocal team (FEsand the M AG extension agents) organi sed some meetings
to share the results of the experiments, inviting farmers from other localities. These
exchange visits became a way to find new FEs and, thus, to enlarge the team. Apart
from these meetings at local level, the MAG-PRIAG project arranged sometripsfor the
farmers and extension agents to the south of the country, to Panama and to Brazil (to
see green manuring, cover cropping and direct sowing). In 1996, DRHN decided to
expand the Upala experience to other cantons and organised several workshops on this
topicfor itsextension staff. The various activities (joint experimentation, methodol ogical
and technical training, exchange visits, documentation), despite many inadequacies,
succeeded in creating synergy among farmers, extension agents and technical staff from
different MAG departments and the universities.

In 1999 the MAG extension staff decided to hold a Congress of Farmer Experimenters
in Huetar North Region (Hocdé & Meneses 1999). Of greatest importance was the
recognition given in this congress to the FEs. Table 1 shows the paths that were taken
by the FOs and the public sector institutions up to the meeting of these two different
"worlds". Table 2 showsthe directions and contributions of these two "worlds" (farmer
organisationsin theleft-hand column, the public sector in the right-hand column) towards
PTD within CRAE-ZN (central column).

Capacity building for PTD

Over the years of building up to a process of PTD, many activities such as workshops,
courses and exchange visits were carried out with the aim of strengthening the farmers
capacities. These activities involved FEs, potential users of the results of their
experiments, leaders of farmers groups and sometimes youth and children. The types
of training given are shown in Table 3.
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Table 1: Evolution in the "worlds" of farmer organisations and the public sector

(1980-2000)

Period Criteria Perspective of farmer Perspective of governmental
(years) organisations (FOs) institutions
1980-90 Production Diversification, food security, "Return to the land", market-
model environmental damage based high-external-input
agriculture
Agenda / Antagonistic or paternalistic International loans and
relations relationship with Government implementation of Structural
Adjustment Programme
Research and Focused on market demand Vertical mode
extension
1990-95 Production Monoculture for export Search for alternatives to
model causing environmental conventional agriculture
degradation
Agenda / FOs make more proposals Government encourages FOs
relations to enter into dialogue
FOs and Government in Change in attitude of
process of coming closer to extension agents; organisa-
each other tional development approach
Research and Farmers become involved in According to farmers'
extension designing training, extension problems and needs
and experimentation
programmes
Development of production Transition to horizontal mode
practices to reduce environ-
mental damage
1995-99 Production FOs promote alternative Search for alternatives to
model production activities to conventional agriculture
agricultural export model
Agenda / FOs arrange negotiation Madification of policy and
relations frameworks and agreement institutional guidelines
with Government institutions
Dialogue within the
institutions
Research and FOs develop own programmes,| Knowledge and experience of
extension research methods and tech- the farmers are re-discovered
nical innovations (promoter and valued
farmers)
FOs make own diagnosis and | Development of farmer
develop stronger capacities of | experimentation programmes
analysis, discussion and
planning
PTD
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Table 2: Directions and contributions of PCaC and MAG towards PTD in CRAE-ZN

Criteria

FOs in PcaC

CRAE-ZN

MAG

Target groups

Farmers

FOs and individual
farmers

Small-scale farmers

Lines of action

Decreasing the
vulnerability of small-
holder economies in
the face of
globalisation.

Food security.
Farmers' knowledge as
a source of wealth.
Experimentation by
farmers.

Decreasing the vulner-
ability of smallholder
economies in the face
of globalisation.
Strengthening FOs'
possibilities.

Research according to
FOs' needs.

Research and
extension for PTD.

Local development.

What do they
experiment on?

Site-appropriate or
organic farming.
Fair trade.

According to limita-
tions and potentials
of FOs:

- low-external-input
and organic farming
-connecting research
to market and agro-
industry.

Conservation
agriculture.

Agriculture in
transition.

How do they
experiment?

Doubts/worries

Network of promoter
farmers.
Support team of MNC.

Strengthening versus
destructive or destabili-
sing process?

Local and regional
planning of experimen-
tation by CTEs within
FOs.

Promoting interaction
between FOs and
scientists/extensionists

Working plan for FOs.
Regional Committees
of FEs working with
public-sector
institutions.

How to switch from
positive but isolated
meetings of FEs to
regional plans for
farmer experimenta-
tion as part of Annual
Operational Plans for
extension?

Acronyms: CNP: National Council of Production; CTE: Technical Committee for Experimentation; FE:
Farmer Experimenters; IDA: Institute of Agricultural Development; MNC: National Farmers Board (Mesa

Nacional Campesina).
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Table 3: Evolution in the training of farmers and extension agents

Actor

1994-1998

1999-2000

Farmer experimenters

Introduction to experimentation

Analysis and elaboration of proposals for
experiments on the basis of work carried out
by FEs

Communication techniques

Conflict management

Making plant extracts

Functions and
training of CTEs

Setting up webpage

Extension agents

Farming system management

Techniques of adaptive research
Communication techniques
Conflict management

Functions and
training of CTEs

Setting up webpage

Implementation of PTD in the field

Farmers' involvement

The process of farmer experimentation means, by definition, that farmers are involved
in the different activities. They are the ones who teach other farmers about their
experience and results (farmer-to-farmer extension), while the extension workers
facilitate this process. Table 4 gives an overview of how farmers were involved in the
different components of PTD.

Table 4: PTD activities and farmers' involvement

Activity

How do they participate?

Which farmers?

Designing the proposals
for experimentation

Proposing what to investigate and why,
based on problems identified in the
production process; determining
together with extension agents and
specialists what to observe and
measure, and when and how to collect
the information

Research-minded
farmers (FEs), farmers
facing the same
problems and lead FE of
the group

Working out and
negotiating the proposals

Describing background, targets and
expected results, and methods and
tools to carry out and evaluate the

work, making budget

FE groups and lead FEs

Implementing the
research

Providing the inputs, land, labour,
knowledge and experience.

FE groups

Disseminating the results
and experience

Presenting the results, receiving feed-
back from the other actors

FE groups and lead FEs

ADVANCING PARTICIPATORY TECHNOLOGY DEVELOPMENT

203



Activities and methods
Among the activities undertaken over the years leading up to this union, the most

important are the workshops for analysis and planning, and the farmer exchange visits
and mestings.

Theworkshopsfor planning, presenting, discussing, analysing and evaluating theresults
of the farmer experimentation are usually held at a site close to the FES communities.
The FEs, extension agents and research scientists take part. Each group introduces its
work and proposals, and the participants as a group decide which activities to approve
or exclude.

To bring optimal results, the farmer exchange meetings need to be well structured in
three phases: before, during and after each event. The lead FEs of each group organise
the exchanges with farmers in the forefront explaining their experiments and results.
Extension agents and specialists play only a supporting role (Hocdé & Byron 2000).

Collective experimentation as a learning platform
Several stages can be distinguished in the process leading up to collective
experimentation as shown in Figure 1.

Farmers

1980-93 Farmers and researchers work separately

Researchers

L - """
Benefits

- FEs fields f
1994-97 - L I

| Researchers | | ... | SETTTN

(MAG) R T R

The MAG researchers experiment in FEs' fields, using the local varieties as control. Every actor has
his own experiments. The FEs also try out the varieties proposed by the scientists. The site of
interaction between the FEs and the scientists is the experimental plot. The benefits are mutual.

v
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After observing the benefits of the local bean varieties, the scientists negotiated with the FEs to sow
and evaluate the varieties on the research station, which became the site of interaction between FEs
and scientists.

Figure 1: Evolution of FE-scientist interaction in bean research in 1991-98 in
Brunca Region
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Theroles of the different actorsin the PTD process are shown in Table 5.

Table 5: Roles of the different actors in the implementation process

Actor Activity Role
FEs and promoter Designing and implementing Negotiator, implementer and
farmers proposals; disseminating results | channel for dissemination of

technologies

Lead FEs Preparing proposal and Negotiator
negotiating financial and
logistical support

Extension agents Proposing, implementing and Negotiator, implementer, facilitator
and specialists negotiating proposals; and channel for disseminating
disseminating results technologies

Monitoring and evaluation

Generally, the experiments are designed for comparison between treatment and control
plots. Thefarmerskeep track of technical and economic results such as plant protection,
soil improvement and yield estimates in workbooks. Researchers and extension agents
visit the experiments carried out by the FEs and give relevant feedback "on the spot".
Although these experiments are quite weak in terms of generating data that can be
analysed scientifically, they generate agreat deal of enthusiasm. The extension workers
and scientistsareresponsi ble for documenting the technol ogies devel oped in this process.
They do this in the form of reports. In exceptional cases, the FEs make reports on the
visits themselves.

Results and impacts

Strengthening capacities at farmer level

Throughout this process, the FEs gradually change and assume new responsibilities.
They not only experiment with cropsand livestock; they are also involved in processing
of products, marketing of products and services etc. Table 6 gives an overview of some
of these capacities.

Lately, FEs have ventured into completely new areas such as community forest
management, raising of frogs and butterflies, biological pest control and preparation/
use of organic fertilisers. Box 1 gives an example.

The results of farmers experiments and new practices are spreading slowly, despite
economic restrictions. FEs, for instance, find it hard to spare money to visit each other
in the region. The process of building the CRAE-ZN project is, in itself, evidence of
how local capacities have been strengthened.
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Table 6: Capacities strengthened at farmer level

Topic Strengthened capacities

Research Identification of the problems

Preparation of proposals

Data collection and analysis, and presentation of the results

Drawing up proposals on new themes such as value addition,
biodiversity conservation, organic farming and soil management,
seed improvement and production etc.

Selling products and services

Promoting sales through national and international workshops

Making contacts with national and foreign tourists

Setting up and managing tourist accommodations

Arts and crafts Painting and handicrafts

Negotiating sale of products

Participating in national and international fairs
Linkages with external organisations

Making contacts with private companies and public institutions
(MAG, universities, Institute of Technology, CNP) on research
topics

Negotiating financial and logistical support from public institutions,
private firms, NGOs and FOs; drawing up collaboration
agreements between FOs and public institutions.

Negotiating with national and international firms for sale of
products, as well as envisioning new locally processed products.

Box 1: Farmer innovation in adding value to production

In February 1999 a female member of ARAO (Regional Association of Organic Farmers), one of the
organisations in CRAE-ZN, attended the international fair on organic products Biofach in Nuremberg,
Germany. This allowed ARAO to understand the huge potential that its products have. The ginger from
Costa Rica proved to be better than the ginger from other countries. Some months later, buyers from
Italy contacted ARAO with an order for 4000 kg/month of baby ginger and asked that the ginger be
processed and made into sweets in Costa Rica, thus adding value in the country of origin. The product
had to be organic (i.e. using organically-produced sugar or molasses). That put the creativity and
inventiveness of the producers in ARAO to the test. The new experts in making the sweets decided to
extract juice from sugar cane and obtain the molasses. Through further experimentation, they produced
also ginger syrup and a dehydrated jelly, for which the CNP then carried out market research.

Sustainability of the process of local innovation and PTD

Despite the fact that innovation requires investment, the FESs and their organisations
have made great effortsto keep up theinnovation processin their farmsand communities.
Some of them carry out experiments using their own resources; others write proposals
with the support of scientists and negotiate the necessary financial support; some FOs
make agreements with research centresin universities, the MAG Regional State Office
of Research and Extension, and private industry. Setting up CRAE-ZN in August 1999
wasasimilar exercisein which FEswrote aproject proposal and submitted it to different
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donors in an attempt to obtain required funding.
Despite the constraints faced, they stress the
urgency of involving young farmers and schools
in the process of local innovation and PTD.

Overall "cost-benefit" comparison

Thusfar, no overall calculationsor even estimates
have been made of the real costs and benefits of
this approach. The FEs contribute their land,
equipment and infrastructure, as well as their
knowledge and experienceto the PTD process; in
addition, they invest time, as do the scientists and
extension agents who are working with them. A
calculation based purely on monetary inputs and
outputs would probably show a lack of balance,
with the former being more than the | atter. On the
other hand, in specific cases such as described in
Box 2, the benefits generated by farmers'
experiments have been calculated. This does not
give amonetary value, however, to the intangible
benefits such as the pride and increased self-
confidence of having produced one's own
innovation.

Learning from field experience

Box 2: "This is my own
innovation" - Limpo grass in
the Atlantic Region of Costa
Rica

Livestock-keepers in the region
benefited little from the research
station's work. However, through the
tenacity of one experimenting cattle
grazier reinforced by the vision and
creativity of an extension worker, Limpo
grass - that had been present in the
research station for nearly a decade
and finally discarded - was introduced
onto some 300 ha. Limpo grass can
support twice as many livestock as (the
traditional pasture grass) Ratana and
as a result farmers have been able to
double their meat production and make
a profit of about US$ 200/ha. Annual
profits equivalent to US$ 60,000 are
already being made throughout the
region as a result of the knowledge of
Limpo shared at the first FEs' workshop.

Source: Hocdé & Chacon (2000)

No activities were carried out on aregular basis with the specific purpose of learning
together from the experience. However, extension agents use the different workshops
as opportunitiesto raiseissues of farmers research. From the farmers' side, the process
of developing the CRAE-ZN project has been one of the most productive ways, together
with the congresses and exchange visits, to learn from experience.

CRAE-ZN has planned activitiesin the coming months designed to sharpen a"strategic
vision" of itsfuture, the type of agriculture that the farmers want to work towards, and
how to organi se themselvesin the face of globalisation. Thesewill doubtless offer good
opportunitiesto deepen thelearning from the experience gained thusfar. Thereisgeneral
agreement about the benefits of regular self-evaluation, but itsimplementation depends
on thewillingness of the leaders, and the skills of both farmers and professional staff to
force all involved to stop for a moment, step back and examine what they have been
doing.

Documentation

Documentation of the processis one of the weakest aspects on the part of both the FEs

and the extension agents who support them. Numerous drafts of papers and reports

have been written, but few have been finalised. These are some of the initiatives and

what has been produced thus far:

e |n 1995 the extension agents and FEs of Upala made a video about the initial
experience of the FEs, entitled "Invent, invent, invent!" (PRIAG 1995);
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e In 1996 the MAG National Extension Office organised aworkshop to reflect on the
FE process in two small areas of the country, involving also some MAG extension
agents from other regions;

e |n 1998 a Belgian NGO (VECO), the farmer organisations UPPROCCHI and
Coopellano Azul and the Women's Organisation of San Miguel de Guatuso
documented the results of three years (1995-97) of farmer experimentation in the
project "Rura Development in the Guatuso Plains' (PCaC 1998);

e N 1998 about 20 extension workersfrom Huetar North and Brunca Regions supported
FEs in documenting their own experiences, about 40 FEs volunteered but only a
few cases were published (BermUdez 1999, Mena 1999, Solis 1999);

e In 1999 the National Extension Office proposed that all extension workers in the
country organise FE Congressesin their different regions. Five of the eight regions
accepted the challenge. The staff in charge of these events spent two days analysing
and documenting the experiences (Camacho & Rivera 1999);

e Someresearchersat the National University (Department of Agricultural Sciences)
tried to compare the different experiencesin farmer experimentation in the countries
of Central America;

e In 2000 the development of the CRAE-ZN project gave farmers and professional
staff an opportunity to analyse their experiences as a basis for building their new
project (Hocdé & Meneses 2000).

In these efforts at documentation, some lack of balance can be observed: much more
emphasisisgiven to documenting the changes among the farmersand their organisations,
overshadowing the changes that have taken place in the world of the extension agents.

Adjustments made as a result of learning

The most important change that has come about as a result of the experience has been
the efforts of the FOsin Huetar North Region to come together and set up CRAE-ZN. It
is atransition from farmers and extension agents facing the day-to-day problemsto a
group of peoplewho wish to build along-term project based on astrategic vision. Here,
farmer experimentation becomesthefoundation for building their livelihoods and society.
It must be admitted, however, that CRAE-ZN ismoving only very slowly, on account of
alack of funding, which also prevents sufficient reflection on the process.

Institutionalising the approach

Lobbying to gain project support at policy level

Oncethe CRAE-ZN project proposal had been written, it was presented to the authorities
in MAG. Lobbying is, in fact, an investment because it means that the FOs must set
aside someresources for this purpose. Lobbying about farmer experimentation - or any
form of agricultural research, for that matter - isunusual for these organisations, which
are used to negotiating with politicians about matters of immediate urgency, such as
rural credits, product prices etc. According to the official statistics, the country's
investment in technological innovation is decreasing. It was in view of this situation
and in an effort to reverse this trend that the farmers and their organisations decided to
set up CRAE-ZN.
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Long-term training plans

Many farmers expressed the opinion that the training, in the past, was usually oriented
to very specific activities that had little impact. The funds were exhausted before they
could design long-term training plans to enhance the PTD process and the research
capacitiesof the FEs. The planners of CRAE-ZN therefore designed atraining guideline,
adapting the curriculum to each actor. Table 7 showsthe proposed contents of thetraining.

Table 7: Content of training for the different actors involved in the PTD process

Actor Content

Farmer experimenters 1. Why do natural phenomena occur?

2. Causes and effects of production problems

3. Creativity as an alternative way of solving problems

4. Farmer experimentation managed by FOs: long-term view

5. CTE (Technical Committee for Experimentation) in an FO:
what is it? how does it work?

6. Annual Operational Plan: organisation, preparation, design,
negotiation, implementation

7. Designing experiments

8. Exchange visits by FEs and CTEs

9. Extension agents as active intermediaries between FEs and
professional staff

10. Information exchange

11. Technological progress: biotechnology, biological control,
biodiversity etc

12. Local innovation and other non-farming actors

13. Local innovation, women and youth

14. Local innovation and a territorial view of the region

15. Local innovation, health and environment

16. The art of negotiation and lobbying

17. Vision of agriculture

18. Human relations and conflict management

Young farmers 1.  What is agriculture?
2. What do you expect from agriculture and what do you contribute
to it?

3.  Why do natural phenomena occur?

4. Creativity as an alternative way of solving problems
Managers of CRAE-ZN How FOs manage farmer experimentation
Research contracts between FOs and research centres
Dealing with the farmer experimentation process in an entire
territory
Constructing a "strategic view".
Handling and disseminating information
The art of negotiation and lobbying
Research administration and management
Human relations and conflict management

W
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Extension agents
and specialists

Creativity as an alternative way of solving problems

How FOs manage farmer experimentation.

Methods to support processes of experimentation and research in
the field

4. Vision of agriculture

5. Technological progress: biotechnology, biological control,
biodiversity etc.

W
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Integrating PTD into the curriculum of education and training centres

Apart from someisolated cases, too little has been done thusfar to improvethe curriculum
in agricultural education and training. The Department of Agricultural Sciencesin the
National University usesthe FES as resource personsin student training. In 1992, MAG
concluded an agreement with the National Open University (UNED) to train its
professional staff in extension approaches and methods, including "Principles of on-
farm research and extension". Some agricultural colleges in Huetar North encourage
the students to experiment with potential solutionsthat could help their parents on their
own farms.

The EARTH (School of Regional Agriculture in the Humid Tropics) is one of the
institutes that contributes more intensively to the process. It sends students to visit the
FEsand also gives short, specialised coursesto FES, offering technical optionsto address
some of their concerns. Unfortunately, lack of time has prevented the setting up of
contracts between the FEs and this academic institution.

Some of the rural schools include environmental studiesin their curriculum, and bring
in examples of farmer experimentation. Similarly, the project "Tres Amigos' ("Three
Friends', implemented by APROSAMA) has developed some activities together with
pupilsin the rural schools. The NETA (Nifios Ecologistas de Tres Amigos or Ecologist
Children of Three Friends) are children of FEs and practise environmental protection
on small plots of land in their villages.

Organisational change to support institutionalisation of PTD

At regiona level, someinitiatives have been undertaken to support the institutions that
want to be involved in promoting farmer experimentation. In 1999, CENAP concluded
an agreement for cooperation with the Costa Rica Institute of Technology (ITCR). In
most cases, individual persons rather than entire institutions have been involved; these
individualstry to make links between each other and within their institutionsto support
and enrich the process. This is aso the case in the University of Costa Rica and the
National Autonomous University, aswell asin some cooperation projects (e.g. GIIAS:
Grupo Interinstitucional para la Agricultura Sostenible, Inter-institutional Group for
Sustainable Agriculture).

At national level, extension specialists are convinced of the value of supporting farmer
experimentation. In 1997, staff from different disciplines (e.g. agronomy, sociology,
anthropology, animal husbandry) working in different government institutions (MAG,
University of CostaRica, National Autonomous University, National Open University,
Ministry of Environment and Energy etc) set up the Asociacion Nacional de
Extensionistas Agropecuariosy Forestales (ANEAF, National Association of Extension
Workers in Agriculture and Forestry). This association encourages discussion and
analysis between the FEs and their organisations, on the one hand, and extension agents
and specialists in agriculture and forestry, on the other, to agree on their respective
rolesin processes of technological innovation for rural development.
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Key people

The key people who have promoted the PTD process were the pioneer FEs. Every new
FE whojoinedin - especially thewomen - also played animportant rolein consolidating
the path that had been set out by the pioneers. Some extension workers and scientists
accompanied the FEsin thisrisky process. The different heads of departmentsin MAG
allowed the extension agents enough room to expresstheir creativity and to put efforts
into constructing the process. The MAG technical coordinator in Huetar North played
and still plays an essential role in motivating his colleagues to expand the local
experiences throughout the region, to seek the necessary support, to promote farmer
experimentation combined with formal research, and to keep looking for solutions to
the problems that continue to arise.

The process would have been much slower if MAG had not been able to rely on a
European facilitator from PRIAG. He contributed methodol ogical elements, encouraged
the FEs and extension agents, proposed new activities, found resources, and involved
the farmers and professional staff in combining formal research with farmer
experimentation in a strategic vision.

Over time, a working relationship that is based on trust and cooperation among FEs,
leaders of FOs, extensionists and scientists was built up, in which the most important
aspect is collaboration. Each of them contributes the best and works with commitment
and mutual respect, and the merit goesto all.

Photo by: Henri Hocdé.

A farmer experimenter shows three varieties of coriander (Coriandrum
spp.), a native plant being grown for export.
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Public sector support
The progressthat has been madethusfar inintegrating a PTD approach into institutions
of Huetar North hasbeen dueinlarge part to ahandful of extension agentsand scientists
who believed in the necessity to change their way of acting. The farmers regard these
people as "our friends".

However, the progress has also been due to the institutional situation over the past ten
years. Costa Ricais a country that still counts on public extension services to support
small- and medium-scale farming. During an entire decade, the M A G extension services
have continued - irrespective of the changesin the political administration - to support
the process of making extension more participatory. Thiswas achieved through different
projects, both national and bilateral or international (e.g. MAG-PRIAG , MAG-GTZ,
MAG-FAOQ) in different parts of the country and with different actors, modalities and
approaches. At the sametime, the public-sector extension staff reflected internally about
theroleand the future of an extension servicefirmly based on active farmer participation,
and drew up an official document containing policy guidelines that are clear in their
rules and procedures (MAG 1998).

Itisageneral policy of MAG to support existing FOs and to create others. Thisisatask
primarily of extension, which required a change in the extension approach. It meant
working with groups of producers instead of with individuals, and strengthening the
capacities of these groups to the extent that the extension could change from "working
for the FO" to "working with the FO". Some national financial organisations are also
promoting, in their way, the processes of technological innovation by small-scale
producers, e.g. by supporting transition and diversification. As aresult, the extension
staff iswell disposed to participatory approaches. Extension managers stressthe leading
role of farmers and their organisations in technology development and the importance
of strengthening capacities for local innovation.

Farmers' interest in the process

Conventional technology generation and transfer did not meet the needs of small- and
medium-scal e farmers (low-cost technol ogies, organic farming with low level of externa
inputs, satisfying consumers' preferences, adding value to production). Farmers and
their organisations had no choice but to find solutions for themselves. They had to
become proactive and build linkageswith those who were committed to the same purpose
- ingtitutions, scientists, extensionists etc. Every timethat FES speak of their reasonsfor
experimenting, they say, "We generate a change... we experiment because change is
necessary, our families need to eat, and the future generations must live".

Decisive factors

The two worlds did not come together as a result of decrees; words can be very well
intentioned, but they cannot build anything. In the specific case of Huetar North, an
alliance among extension agents, scientistsand FEswas built on mutual trust established
between them over aperiod of several years. Such trust building meant that the actors,
who did not share the same interests and concerns at first, managed to find common
ground. Important in this context was the application of simple but basic principles
such asgiving responsibilitiesto the FEs and their organisations, sharing tasks, agreeing

212 CASE STUDIES ON INTEGRATION INTO AGRICULTURAL RESEARCH, EXTENSION AND EDUCATION



on clear rules, functioning demacratically, thinking in a long-term process instead of
short-term tasks etc. Once these principles had been applied, using appropriate
methodol ogies and gaining positive results hel ped facilitate and accel erate the process.

Difficulties in the institutionalisation process

The difficulties encountered in the institutionalisation process are of four main types:

e Personal or cultural: a) weaknesses in the education of extension agents and other
professionals in the public-sector institutions, b) very little aptitude for change, c)
difficulty to establish astronger link between the two worlds as many academics do
not want to recognise the research capacities of farmers;

e Learning/training: @) lack of training of the FES, extension agents and scientistsin
on-farm experimentation, b) insufficient diffusion of the FES work;

e Methodological: a) lack of tools to collect and systematise the information from
farmers experiments, b) poor quality of some experiments done by FEsS;

e Financial: the lack of financia resourcesis, without doubt, the main limitation to
pursuing the dreams of the FEs and FOs.

Conclusion

Institutionalisation of PTD in this case is not achieved by strengthening the research/
extension institutions with the mandate of supporting the farmers. On the contrary, the
sustainability of the process comes through the consolidation of FOs able to manage
the process of technology development. A group of agricultural professionals from the
public sector accepted this challenge, made alies with the farmers and tried to make
their ideawork. This has resulted in the creation of CRAE-ZN and a movement which
purposes to enhance the skills of both the farmers and the agricultural professionalsin
re-inventing a multifunctional agriculture.
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PTD for sustainable dryland agriculture in
South India: balancing our way to scale

Y.D. Naidu! and Edith van Walsum?

AME (Agriculture Man Ecology) is an independent support organisation, which
has been a prime mover of sustainable and ecologically sound agriculture in
South India since the mid 1980s. Its programmes have been implemented in
the States of Karnataka, Tamil Nadu and Andra Pradesh. AME has developed an
approach to concerted stakeholder action, with Participatory Technology
Development (PTD) as "entry strategy". The initial focus was on field-level
guidance to farmers and NGO field staff. It then started working "upwards" by
feeding the lessons learnt in PTD processes into the formal information systems
of research institutions and the Ministry of Agriculture. AME also works
"sidewards" by facilitating the formation of stakeholder platforms of farmers,
NGOs, researchers and Departments of Agriculture; and "forwards and
backwards" by involving banking institutions, input suppliers, and processing
and storage experts in these platforms.
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Barefoot scientists - farmers and an NGO fieldworker study
groundnut growth characteristics and forecast the yield on a
one-square-metre sample in their experimental plot.

Photo by: S.Jayaraj, Consultant/AME Foundation,
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The context

AME's operational area

AME's areaof operation - the Deccan Plateau - isachronically drought-proneregionin
the rain-shadow of the Western Ghats in Andhra Pradesh, Karnataka, M aharashtra and
Tamil Nadu States, India. Annual rainfall ranges from 500 to 900 mm. Rainfed farming
ispractised in 81% of thisregion, which waslargely bypassed by the Green Revolution.
The areahas apopulation of about 200 million people, and the livelihoods of morethan
half of them are (still) partly or totally dependent on dryland farming.

During the past 50 years, there has been a steady decrease in soil fertility in thisregion,
water tables have fallen rapidly and draught power has almost disappeared. There are
increasing energy shortages, increasing stretches of fallow land and increased
mechani sation, which has reduced opportunitiesfor agricultural wagelabour. The number
of marginalised female-managed farm households is increasing as a consequence of
(predominantly) male migration. Traditional institutions, and the indigenous knowledge
contained in them, are eroding quickly. Most recently, farmers are faced with crashing
prices of agricultural products, partly due to the opening up of markets as a result of
globalisation policies.

Going to scale in the Indian context

When talking about scaling up in the Indian context, the scaleitself should be understood:
the sheer size of the Indian subcontinent and its population, the pressing environmental
issues, the complex institutional scenario with a bureaucratic Federal Government and
a comprehensive agricultural research set-up with over 200 agricultural research
institutions and some 60 agricultural universities. The NGO sector consists of an
estimated 60,000 registered NGOs that together form a complex, colourful and diverse
whole. There are more than half abillion small-scale and marginal farmers and about a
quarter of them are on the Deccan Plateau. They live under very diverse conditions,
speak many different languages, raise different crops and animals, and yet they are all
subjected to the same government policies, extension messages and marketing regimes.
Obvioudly, their needsarediverseand call for open-minded and flexible support systems
that, unfortunately, do not exist at present.

However, there are encouraging developments that need to be acknowledged - within
the Government, in research institutions and in civil society. Participatory and people-
centred approaches have been well established in Indiaover the past 10-15 years. PRA
has been institutionalised as aparticipatory planning tool. Peopl €'s organi sations (mostly
initiated by NGOs), notably women's self-hel p groups (SHGs), have mushroomed. SHGs
and other village-level institutions have started organising themselves into large
federations.

Within this context, the challenge for AME and its partners has been to get PTD rooted
and institutionalised. The ingtitutional environment and the available human resource
potential, especialy in the form of village-level ingtitutions, are conducive. On the
other hand, the overall ecological and economic context is al but rosy. Within this
larger geopolitical scenario, the niche spaces for the rural poor are ever decreasing.
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AME: an independent support and linkage organisation

AME started in 1986 as a training programme and gradually broadened its approach,
becoming afull-fledged resource organisation that plays anincreasingly important role
in initiating and advancing PTD and in forging collaboration between stakeholdersin
sustainable agriculture.

AME has the long-term objective of promoting sustainable land use through concerted
stakeholder action. AME's practical aims are to assist NGOs in strengthening their
capacitiesto implement sustainabl e agriculture programmes and to facilitate col laborative
action between NGOs, research institutions and the Government of India's (Gol)
Departments of Agriculture (DoAs). AME's approach leans on a mix of participatory
methodologies such asPTD, Participatory Rural Appraisal (PRA), Farmer Field Schools
(FFSs) in Integrated Pest Management (IPM) and Rapid Assessment of Agricultural
Knowledge Systems (RAAKYS).

AME neither implements PTD processes on its own, nor isit in the position to instruct
others to do PTD. We are in between. AME does not form part of any other larger
institution but occupiesits own unique niche. Wework "downwards' by giving guidance
andfield-level facilitationto farmersand NGO field staff. Wework "upwards' by feeding
the lessons learnt in PTD processes into the formal information systems of research
institutions and the Ministry of Agriculture. We work "sidewards" by facilitating
exchange between farmers, NGOs, researchers and DoAsin the three regionswherewe
operate. We work "forwards' and "backwards' by involving banking institutions, input
suppliers, and processing and storage experts in strategic deliberations within PTD
processes.

Since 1996, AME has been given the explicit mandate by its donor, the Netherlands
Government, to be a catalysing agency, with the aim to enhance the linkages between
the biomass actors on the Deccan Plateau of South India. Since becoming a bilateral
projectin 1997, AME isformally implemented under the Ministry of Agriculture, which

endorsed itsmandate. In practice, it hasbeen operating very differently to most bilateral
projects, in the sense that it has acquired many characteristics of an independent NGO.

Researchers Policymakers

NGOs Farmers

Figure 1: AME as a linkage agent.
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Main actors and their motivation for PTD

PTD asan approach hastaken shape within an institutional |andscape with many actors,
each with its own role, interests and potential. Counted here are NGOs, research
institutions and DoAs, banks and input suppliers, and most importantly, the village-
level institutions.

NGOs

The number of registered NGOsin the Deccan Plateau region is approximately 10,000.
So far, the focus of most NGOs has been on people's mobilisation and organisation for
participatory watershed management and on the formation of SHGs (most of them
women's groups), which are primarily concerned with savings and credit management.
A few of them have started using the existing social infrastructure in the communities,
water-users associ ations and women's SHGs, asabasisfor agriculture-related initiatives.
However, they lacked agricultural expertise and were looking for professional support,
which could be given by AME. Most were familiar with PRA as atool, but that alone
was not a sufficient methodological basis to develop a participatory approach to
developing dryland agriculture.

Research institutions

Policymakers and the prevailing system of research and development of agricultural
technologies have, so far, paid far less attention to dryland agriculture than to irrigated
agriculturein high-potential areas. Moreover, approachesfollowed often do not address
the problems in an adequate manner. As such, there is a great need for appropriate
technologies for generally fragile, high-risk, low-potential, rain-fed areas. Research
Ingtitutes- International Regional and National - are gradually opening up to participatory
approaches to technology development in dryland agriculture.

Here, therole of passionate researchers cannot be underestimated. These are enlightened
individuals who have taken up PTD in their spare time with AME, NGOs and farmer
groups, and made radical shiftsin their thinking about agriculture. For them, PTD has
become a passion, and in some cases, this has been recognised by their institutions.

Government departments

During recent years, two of the Gol Ministries - Agriculture and Rural Development -
have started giving more importance to dryland areas. Whereas the focus in earlier
years was on technical land-restoration interventions, the approach has become more
comprehensive and people-oriented. The magnitude of environmental degradation is
becoming clear, anditisalso realised that dryland regions do have an inherent productive
potential. Most remarkable is the increased attention by the Gol to watershed
management. Recent policy guidelines spell out an active role for NGOs and other
potential actorswith PRA astherecommended tool for initiating participatory watershed
management programmes.

Within this context, enormous opportunities are emerging for organisations like AME

to promote sustainable dryland farming through a participatory approach. Suitable
technol ogieswhich redressthe degraded ecosystem and which are economically feasible
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for small-scale and marginal dryland farmers need to be developed. Forward and
backward linkages, such as supply systems for eco-friendly inputs, credit facilities to
obtain them, market niches and adequate forms of social organisation to enable farmers
to use the technologies effectively are also required.

Banks

Over the past ten years, the rural banking system has opened up to collectiveinitiatives
of small-scale and marginal farmers, mainly through their positive experience with
women's SHGs, which have proven to be very creditworthy. Individual bank managers,
who naticed that the package of sustainable agricultural practices developed through
PTD processes by farmer groupswas economically viable, started adjusting their lending
policies.

Picking up on this, AME has been using the following various strategies of sensitising
the rural banks: getting them into the District Working Committees, inviting them to
field dayswherefarmers sharetheresults of PTD processes; and seizing the opportunity
to provide training to bank managers on sustainable agriculture when invited.

Input suppliers

Commercial suppliers of eco-friendly inputs such as bio-fertilisers see anatural aly in
AME. From its side, AME encourages farmersto try out inputs produced by different
suppliersand assess for themselves what works best. In some cases, NGOs have started
taking up production of biological inputsthemselves, together with enterprising farmers,
with the aim of making them more accessible to farmers and seeing whether it could
bring in income.

Village-level institutions

A "new" form of community organisation has taken shape during the past 15 years,
mainly through theinitiatives of NGOs. Village-level SHGswereformed, first consisting
primarily of men, but gradually the majority of SHGs became all female. In addition to
SHGs, other forms of village-level institutions were established, such as watershed
management committees and other groups of natural resource users. Theseinstitutions,
in contrast to the SHGs, still tend to be male-dominated. A development of the past five
years is the formation of SHG Federations: the SHGs organise themselves into larger
structures consisting of often several thousand women or men farmers. These groups
are important entry points for PTD in the community and sometimes have become
effective mechanisms for scaling up.

Connected farmers

Many small-scale and marginal dryland farmers struggle in a context of degrading
resources, decreased risk taking capacity, declining yields and neglect on the part of
institutions supposed to cater to their needs. Their dependency on moneylenders is
high, not just for money, but also for agricultural advice and inputs. The interest to
changethisdifficult situation depends on several factors: resource base, labour situation
and the mind-set. It isthisinterest, and a deeper mativation for farming behind it, that
forms the basis for PTD experimentation processes. It is perhaps one farmer out of ten
or twenty who has this deeper motivation and can serve as a source of inspiration to
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many others. We have seen that a deep respect for and connectedness with nature is
essential for being motivated PTD farmers, the reason for calling them "connected
farmers’.

PTD: a central pillar in AME's approach

Evolving an approach

In 1994 AME started a collaborative pilot project in two villages in partnership with
one NGO. We evolved an approach, learned from it and adjusted it. Based on two years
of learning, we started comprehensive area programmes in three districts in 1996. In
each of these areas, PTD was taken up as an approach from the beginning. We chose to
work through fairly simple entry-point activities and crops, with a limited number of
farmers and organisations. We opted to work with organisations having different
ideol ogies, thereby aiming to break barriers and encourage cross-institutional learning.
The intention was to work primarily on technologies that were - weather permitting -
almost sure to give the farmers an increase in their net profits and, if possible, their
yields. In thisway, they would gain confidence to try more. Once positive results were
booked with these farmers, we built further on these results. From afairly early stage,
we began linking up the PTD processes to research institutions and the DoA. After
about three years, we saw that NGOs and farmers had gained sufficient confidence to
take PTD processes further. They started doing PTD work in other villages, and NGO
networks took the activities to other districts. Technologies began to spread
autonomously.

AME's approach goes "beyond PTD", but PTD isacritical pillar, the catalytic activity
in a change process that brings actors together. The process consists of problem
assessment and institutional scanning, training, implementation, monitoring and
documentation. It then moves on to policy dialogue and wider sharing of experiences
through workshops and publications. Thelearning that takes placein this process feeds
into anew cycle of PTD experimentation

Problem identification and institutional scanning

Initial assessment of problemsin agriculture and their connection with other livelihood
issues is done through a combination of PRA and RAAKS methods. PRA lends itself
well to problem assessment at the village level. An initial scanning of key actorsin
relation to these problems is done with the help of RAAKS, which aims at mapping
agricultural knowledge systems and their interconnections, the key institutional actors
and their perceptions of problemsin agriculture. Important in the mapping processisto
find out what binds and what separatesthe actors, and then try to identify what could be
astrategy to overcome these blocks in communication and collaboration. The insights
gained through RAAKS exercises thus give an initial direction for a strategy for
collaborative action.

Training

AME distinguishes first and second phases in the comprehensive training process of
NGOs- each covering aperiod of about threeyears. This soundslike atime-consuming

220 CASE STUDIES ON INTEGRATION INTO AGRICULTURAL RESEARCH, EXTENSION AND EDUCATION



‘yoeodde ssado04d s,qY :¢ 24nb14

SIBULIE} SLUBYRAS seqwwey Bulss (e (eucaen g
g 4 Dule SIRRALLIDD BUBLIOM BILLBIC U] ,..oovoo ™ SOIBOIOUDS 1=
.EEEH@E 4 paneiBagu suonesndl Aaled $smsiq 10 Buiweansueg

afierms g sdouo
S|EUEIEW

& F i
=t | 7o
i ﬁ_r,un S ¥ 330 LIGRED | URWLIGY 5§ |.|.|.|.I[.|_J|rr..t. YEIIT noge u.._ﬂﬁﬁ__‘.ﬁ_._”__

i Buwen dojpasg 0 UOREWAU Jo peaids
sassaonid QLd Mo o omin
(Ll BEUIDO
? \lv Buipgng Aypeded

Joj s1auien Jo Bujumel]

: sdnousy Gupspons
" paseq doi) § sHuiPaw ¥s137 ybnonp ERE.E (8501 E.M
sEaUEY [enuwy Uj Yrewdde spjoyasnoy wie4 puejiiq jo SIDLLE LI SIS

Old pue ssifoouys=] v5[I1 40 pooyijaar] ajgeuieisng PRUDLRM 30 SUoQn|os

ugen|ens pue Butieys sbpapsouy puy 09 ssaocud g ayegiu]
uoaeUa LRy 4 ald
WEIED 0 UMEmELEU o B w saifiojouyI

yeoudde qld pue sSpapsouy B30l e ki :

1 saibopuyiey Y51 40 peads

WE5[37 40 peauds

Yoeosddy SS2004d 5,JWY JO MBIAIBAD

ADVANCING PARTICIPATORY TECHNOLOGY DEVELOPMENT 221




process - itis! But it should be borne in mind that thisis along-term capacity building
process whereby NGOs are trained to handle PTD processes independently.

The support given to each organisation is specific, depending on background and
experience - adifferent starting point and mix of social and technical development and
avarying degree of complexity. AME prefersto work with NGOsthat are active members
of larger networks, because this enhancesthe potential for scaling up. We aim at building
up network teams that can handle the training needs of member organisations in the
long term. This will ensure sustained capacity building and a lateral spread of efforts
within the district.

Training is participative and experiential : the experience of the participantsisthe starting
point for both practical and theoretical |earning. Thetraining addresses social, technical,
methodological and process aspects. These are all interconnected (Walsum et al 1999).

First phase of training for NGOs and farmers

Initialy, the emphasisis on conducting training in the field around the PTD processes
that have been initiated. From the second year onwards, we start training-of-trainers
(ToT) programmes for NGO field staff and for farmers with proven training capacity.

Training consists of:

e aseason-long PTD training process, startingin Year 1 and continuingin Years 2 and
3

e strategic workshops for chief functionaries of the NGOs, from Year 1;

e aseason-long ToT process for NGO trainers and farmer trainers who, after three
years, take over the management and implementation of the PTD process; from
Year 2.

T Second phase: scaling' up, with emphasis on strategic
season-long training linkages, ToT and monltqung
for NGO field staff and After three years, the trained NGO and a core group of
farmers farmer trainers are expected to be able to carry on by
themselves. AME's role changes to:
= PTDconceptsandapproach ¢ monitoring field-level training and PTD activities
" Ide”.tglfy'”gl i’_mb'ems and implemented by the NGOs and farmer trainers;
- gc;sé ef :;n'gt';zamin gin @ Creating aconducive environment for farmer groups
the PTD process and NGOs to take LEISA technologies and PTD
m Stepwise field-based processes further.
training with focus on the
technical aspects of the A\ E shiftsits attention to strengthening stakeholder fora
f;g:ﬂ;;::f:jﬁ; fe'l‘:;;e (e.g. District Working Committees and Crop-based
= Monitoring the PTD process  VVorking Groups) and strengthening the forward-backward
m Evaluatingtheresultsofthe  linkages, e.g. helping NGOs set up bio-control
experiments and the  |aboratories, doing a joint study on marketing models,
process of experimentation  egtablishing seed banks with SHGs, facilitating the
establishment of village shopsfor eco-friendly inputsrun
by women's SHGs etc.

222 CASE STUDIES ON INTEGRATION INTO AGRICULTURAL RESEARCH, EXTENSION AND EDUCATION



Joint implementation of PTD processes

In 1996 we started our comprehensive area programmeswith aprocess of mutual rapport
building. As part of the problem identification and institutional scanning process, we
identified NGOs and NGO networks in each area that were interested in collaboration
and had potential to take up PTD processes. We then jointly selected entry-point
activities: our initial focus was on specific problems experienced by farmersin one or
afew annual crops which were central in the farmers' livelihoods system. The choice
wasmade after careful study of the prevailing farming systems and meetingswith farmers
and other stakeholders. Thus, different strategiesand entry pointsemerged for our three
concentration aress.

Box 2: Entry points for PTD in Andhra Pradesh, Tamil Nadu and Karnataka

In Andhra Pradesh and in neighbouring districts of Karnataka and Tamil Nadu the focus was on groundnut,
the main sustenance factor for a large population of farmers. A working group of institutional actors
involved in groundnut production was established already from the second year of PTD experimentation.
This group has evolved into a strong platform for joint action (Prasad et al 1999). The partners have
begun to address issues such as village-level seed production and storage and the aflatoxin problem.
There is also a move towards intercropping in groundnut.

In Tamil Nadu the thrust was integrated management of pests and diseases in paddy and cotton. The
FFS approach was adopted because, especially for paddy, the technologies that form part of the IPM
"package" have proven to be effective and hence there did not seem to be a pressing need for further
experimentation. In FFS, the focus is more on training through experiential learning and less on
experimentation than in PTD. Another reason for adopting FFS as a strategy in Tiruchi was the fact that
the DoA was already following this approach; it gave scope for collaboration and helped to gain official
recognition for our work.

Our team in Raichur took an approach that was a "mix" of the approaches taken in the other two areas.
Raichur District faces a peculiar situation: half of the district has a typical dryland scenario, but the other
half is in the command area of the Tungabhadra River Irrigation Project with a high dependency on
chemical inputs and domination of the system of agricultural production by a nexus of commercial and
political interests.

In all areas, we encouraged farmers to share their knowledge about indigenous
technologies. In the process, it became clear that they did not have their own answers
for many of the problemsthey face. Thus, the focus of the PTD processeswas primarily
on testing and adapting eco-friendly technologies that had been developed elsewhere.
Thiswas especially so for groundnut, which grows under most marginal and degraded
conditions. For paddy and cotton, farmers suggested severa indigenous technologies
for further testing.

We introduced a system of revolving funds. These were given via the NGO to the
farmers SHG; it was the SHG's responsibility to manage the funds, having being
adequately trained. The purpose was to enable farmers to procure the macro inputs
required for the experiment (seeds, organic fertilisers) in time. A more strategic long-
term objective was to enable farmers to prove to the regular banks that the LEISA
package tested by them is economically viable and thus worth considering for aregular
loan.
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Joint experimentation as a platform for learning

Experimentation isacollective process. AME workswith groups, never with individual
farmers. We work with partner NGOs that are closely involved in field-level
implementation of the PTD process, the social organisation around it and process
monitoring. At appropriate moments, we bring in researchers, or they step in out of
their own interest. Wherever possible, weinvolve DoA field staff in the experimentation
process.

Farmer groups

At thevillage level, the entry point for PTD experiments is an existing group that has
been established with support of the partner NGO. Thisismost often aSHG, sometimes
aWatershed Devel opment Association. Although primarily intended as collectives for
credit and savings management, the SHGs gradually moved into other community
activities. When theidea of joint experimentation wasintroduced to these groups, many
were interested. In the past five years, SHGs have proven to be not only suitable
institutional "entry points" but also platformsfor village-level sharing and springboards
for scaling up.

Sharing between farmers, NGOs and AME

Sharing between the "primary" stakeholders takes place in several ways: during the
weekly field visits of the NGO, during training conducted by AME, at the monthly
review meetings between AME and the NGO, and at ameeting with farmersand NGOs

Field days for other
farmers in the village,
researchers, DoA,
journalists, other NGOs

AME & NGO
review meetings

Village-level PTD
evaluation meetings

Field-based interactions
between farmers,
NGO, AME

Regional farmers'
meeting

Annual meeting of crop-
based working groups

Start PTD process

Figure 3: Learning shared - from farmer interactions to institutional
working groups and back to farmers.
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to evaluate PTD results. Thereafter a regional meeting of representatives of all PTD
farmer groups acrossthe three states takes place. Thisregional meeting feedsagain into
the annual meeting of the Crop-based Working Groups.

Involvement of researchers and DoA staff in field-level experiments

We invite researchers and government extension staff to join at important stagesin a
PTD process. In the preparatory stage, we ask researchers to share their knowledge
about suitable technol ogies. Once the experiments have started, we invite them to visit
at regular intervals and to give inputsinto the season-long training. Again, at the end of
the season, we invite them to join in the evaluation of experiments. Sometimes, we
organise specific field days:. researchers, DoA staff, farmer groups from neighbouring
villages and the local press are invited to visit the farmers fields and have discussion
with the experimenting farmers.

Shifting roles in implementation

Initially, AME was the prime mover in PTD processes in all the areas of operation.

Gradually, the NGOs assumed greater responsibilities, taking over some of AME'sroles,

and later facilitating PTD processes on their own. By and large, this transfer of

responsibilities has been successful, but there have been afew hurdles:

e A fairly highturnover of staff in many NGOs, which meant that in some cases, most
experienced staff had left and we had to start from scratch.

e The tendency to "fall back" into a prescriptive mode, rather than keeping up the
spirit of experimentation, which requires considerable experience and sensitivity to
participatory processes.

Thisled usto areflection on therole of NGOsin PTD processes. NGOs are not always
strong enough to anchor the PTD process, and have reservations as to who should take
it further. Several NGOsfelt that the process wastime-consuming. And being dependent
on donor funding, they weremoreinterested in activitiesthat gave"impressive" results.
Once anumber of technol ogies had been tested, they saw little reason for continuing in
the experimental mode.

This made us realise that, for many NGOs, the outcome of the PTD process - afarmer-
proven technology - is ultimately more important than the process itself. Whilst
understanding this dilemmaof NGOs, we were made aware of the need to work directly
with farmer trainers who would ultimately carry the process. There was also aneed to
make donors more aware of PTD/LEISA within the context of sustainable rural
livelihoods.

Shifting responsibilities at farmer level: the need for gender mainstreaming
Agriculturein dryland areas is increasingly a women-managed affair. Women's SHGs
are now completely institutionalised and have become officially accepted as very
important mechanismsfor people-centred devel opment. We see atrend of women taking
over PTD processes: in 1996 about 30% of farmers involved in PTD processes were
women; in 2000 65% were women. But isthat the same as gender mainstreaming? No.
There are plenty of problemswhen onelooksat theinstitutional and field-level realities
of gender mainstreaming.
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Kadiri Women's Federation prepares to discuss with officials and bank
managers about their production plans and requirements.

First of all, even though women play an increasingly important role in the field, this
fact is yet to be reflected in a more gender-aware approach in the major agricultural
institutions, which remain strongly male-dominated. Secondly, the success of the
women's SHGs hasresulted in complacency onthe part of themeninthevillage: women's
status has increased but also their responsibilities and worries. Thirdly, many
organisationswor k with women, but they are not gender-aware and hence they contribute,
knowingly or unknowingly, to increased physical and mental burdens for women.

There is no easy way out. The first step is to bring about greater institutional gender
awarenessin the organisations. In the context of PTD, this meansthat thereisaneed to
critically analyse the actual and potential roles and responsibilities of women and men,
vis-a-vis the activities and crops that form part of the PTD process. AME promotes a
household approach, whereby a conscious effort is made to involve both women and
men in the PTD process, along functional lines. We have learnt that, whenever women
and men arejointly involved inaPTD process, the quality of learning isgreatly enhanced
and so isthe overall outcome of the PTD process.

Monitoring and evaluation of experiments

Monitoring takes place at four levels: individua farmer, SHG, NGO and AME. Farmers
monitoring and evaluation focus on crop performance, labour requirements and cost-
benefit analysis. At the time of training, farmers receive notebooks from the NGO and
aretrained to record every relevant observation regarding crop growth and conditions,
especially rainfall. Farmers discuss these observations in their groups every week or
fortnight. A copy of the SHG meeting minutes is sent to the NGO. The NGO in turn
submits monthly and quarterly reportsto AME.
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Box 3: Stumbling blocks to gender mainstreaming

In our effort to mainstream gender in the context of PTD, we have come across a number of stumbling
blocks in the form of biased perceptions about women and men:

1. "Women do not have a say in agricultural decision making."
In spite of changing realities in agriculture, many people - NGO workers, researchers and others -
find it difficult to acknowledge the reality and to plan the PTD process accordingly.

2. "Participatory approaches are 'naturally’ gender sensitive."
PTD, like any other participatory approach, provides no guarantee that women are also participants
in the process being initiated. Women's participation will not happen automatically, it needs to be
facilitated.

3. "Trickle across: from men to women, from women to men"
Many extension programmes were based on the classical incorrect assumption that if information
reached men, it would automatically trickle across to women. During the past decade or so, we see
instances of the reverse. Organisations have started to interact directly with women, but here the
same problem of non-trickling or partial trickling across of information can be seen. There is an
additional problem, too: men are still the final decision-makers. This has led to frustrating experiences
of women.

4. "Gender specialists take care of the gender aspect.”
It is often taken for granted that, within development organisations, women will take care of the
"gender aspect" (whatever it is). The only way to overcome this obstacle is real teamwork and
intensive gender sensitisation within organisations.

A more elaborate analysis of gender issues in PTD can be found in Walsum & Kolli (2001).

NGOs address crop performance, the extent of farmers involvement as experimenters
and the interactions between farmers, including gender dynamics. This monitoring is
done on aweekly basis. AME monitoring integrates the other two levelsand isdone on
afortnightly to monthly basis. It addresses the technical, socio-economic, gender and
process aspects of PTD.

At the end of the farming season, farmers meetings are held, where farmers share their
learning. First they discuss among themselvesin their own village and then they share
their experiences with other farmers. At alater stage, district-level meetings are held
where representatives of several farmer groups share their findings. In the case of
groundnut, we also organised cross-regional meetings where farmers from three states
met to review and share their learning.

Inthese meetings, farmers present the results of their experiments. Theresultsarejointly
analysed by farmers, NGO staff and AME facilitators. Farmers are asked to state their
indicators for success of a certain experiment. The evaluative process and outcome of
these meetings becomes an input into the meetings of the crop-based working groups
(groundnut and cotton).
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Documentation

Documentation has been done more or less systematically in all areas. The results of
several years of experimentation now serve as a basis for the production of a PTD
training manual and crop production manuals on various crops. We arein the process of
preparing these documents, which will becomeimportant toolsin our scaling up efforts.

Documentation is adifficult and tedious part of PTD. The effort required to set up and
to maintain a good documentation system should not be underestimated. Most people
involved in PTD are not writers but fieldworkers. Therefore: the simpler the system,
the better.

Results and impact of PTD processes

Resultsand impact of PTD processesare multi-dimensional. They vary between farmers,
between crops, between villages and areas, and from year to year. Impact occurs not
only at the farmer level, but also in the organisations that are involved in these
collaborative efforts, and beyond. |mpact means spread of technol ogies and approaches,
within one farm - from one crop to another, from entry point to system level, then from
farmer to farmer, from village to village. The impact also spreads within and between
organisations, and so on.

Herewe give abroad picture of visible resultsand impact of PTD processesin our three
concentration areas. We highlight common elements rather than | ocation-specific details
and variations. In doing so, we keep in mind our own limited timeframe - in most areas
where we work, PTD was initiated in 1997.

14000

12000 ]

10000 1

8000 —

6000 —

4000 —

2000 -

0 i i l l
1997 1998 1999 2000 2001

Figure 4: Diagram of number of farmers involved in PTD
processes 1997-2001
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Number of farmers involved in PTD processes

In 1997 we started doing experimentswith 270 farmersin two districts, in collaboration
with 12 NGOs. Asof now, in 2001, we areinvolved in PTD processeswith 1900 farmers
in 25 districts, with an estimated outreach to another 10,300 "extension farmers'. These
farmers do not take part in PTD experiments but are exposed to the technol ogies tested
through PTD and are encouraged to try them. Only asmall part of these farmers (about
300) arein direct contact with AME; therest are guided by NGO staff trained by AME.

After arather modest growth in thefirst three years, the number of farmersinvolvedin
PTD processes rose sharply in 2000. Thisislargely attributed to the fact that, by 2000,
the NGO and farmer trainers started taking up PTD processes independently.

Number of NGO staff and farmers trained in LEISA technologies and PTD

Table 1 shows how many NGO staff and farmers went through season-long training
and ToT processes between 1996 and 2001. Shorter courses organised by AME are not
included. Thetable also showsthe shift in training focus, which wasinitially on season-
long training directly supporting PTD processesin thefield. From 1999 onwards, there
wasgreater emphasison ToT for NGO staff and farmers. Thisled to asignificant increase
in the number of farmers trained, both those directly involved in PTD and "extension
farmers'; most of them were trained by NGO staff, not by AME. After 1999, AME
continued intensive direct interaction with about 300 farmersthrough PTD and season-
long training, with afocus on second-generation PTD experiments:. Integrated Farming
Systems, Seed Village concept, storage and marketing experiments. Furthermore, AME
continues to guide the NGOs and farmer trainers and monitors their training activities.

Impact of PTD processes

Table 2 givesan overview of theimmediate impact of PTD on the participating farmers
and on their farms. It shows the dimensions of impact and the indicators that were used
to assessimpact. Sometimes, indicators "emerged” out of the PTD process.

Table 1: Number of NGO staff and farmers trained in PTD and LEISA technologies

Year NGO staff newly trained Farmers trained (cumulative)
Season-long ToT Season-long "Extension ToT
training / PTD training / PTD farmers"
1996 10 30
1997 64 135 135
1998 63 18 350 410 10
1999 70 36 763 1205 22
2000 61 48 1600 6900 28
2001 80 35 1900 10300 35
Total 348 137 1900 10300 95
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Table 2: Impact of PTD processes on participating farmers and on their farms

Impact on

Indicators

Knowledge about LEISA

Application of knowledge

Farm performance

Social organisation and
jointlearning

Gender balance

Health and nutrition

Innovation capacity

Overall awareness >
empowerment

Farmers are aware of LEISA practices:

- importance of farmyard manure (FYM) application
- rationale for reducing fertilisers/ pesticides

- alternatives and how they work

FYM application up > increased organic matter content in soil; farmers stop
selling FYM

Fertiliser use downPesticides use down > less business for pesticide dealers
Farmers stop selling neem seeds and use it in botanical pesticides
Extensive use of cow urine; has become a commaodity which is also sold
Increased use of green manurePlanting trees on bunds etc

Increased yields: paddy 20-40% on average, cotton 10-20%,

groundnut 20-30%

Increased quality of produce

Decreased risk; yield stability

Increased on-farm biodiversity: inter-/ mixed cropping, trees, green manure
Reduced pest and disease incidence

Higher net profits because lower cultivation costs: paddy 30-40%, cotton 20-
30%, groundnut 10-20%

Better soil health and moisture retention capacity

Higher crop productivity in following years due to residual effect of manure
PTD as an activity has been integrated in SHG agenda

Collective decision-making on input purchase, pest and disease management,
marketing

Improved access to knowledge centres: farmers visit as group

Farmers visit each other's farms more frequently, and learn from each other

Some technologies are labour intensive especially for women, e.g. bio-fertiliser
and mussoorie phosphate application.

Some technologies are big labour savers, e.g. in cotton IPM women are spared
the work of fetching water for pesticide application (= 800 km walking with
water per acre per cropping season).

Knowledge empowerment of women through PTD is important aspect of a
larger empowerment process.

Women's mobility increased; they visit agricultural-knowledge and training
centres and regional farmer meetings.

Women mention less reproductive problems, which they attribute to reduced
contact with pesticides.

Reduction in pesticide use > less health problems, lower health bills, food
tastes better and can be kept overnight (rice), better storage capacity

Application of concepts learned through PTD on other crops
Independent experimentation with technologies e.g. bio-pesticides, staggered
intercropping in cotton

Confidence in own capacity to improve agriculture has increased

Farmer groups resist pressures of pesticides dealers, money lenders

Ability to see larger connections in agro-ecosystems, regaining connectedness
with natural processes
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Spread of technologies and processes

The extent of technology spread differs according to the crop - groundnut, cotton and

paddy. This is related to the overall profitability of the crop and the risk involved in

growing it.

e Groundnut is grown mostly by resource-poor farmers, who have a strong tendency
toavert risks. Hence, it isquite understandabl e that the spread of L EISA technologies
for groundnut, even if proven successful by PTD farmers, is comparatively slow.
We observed a spread of about 1:3, i.e. from one farmer to three farmers, but also
noticed that the ratio is growing year by year;

e In the case of cotton, there is a strong perceived need for change. Farmers are
completely fed up with applying ever-increasing doses of pesticideswith diminishing
effects, and are highly motivated to try out alternatives. Autonomous spread isup to
1:7 inside PTD villages and 1:3 outside.

e In the case of paddy, the expected results from alternative technologies are very
good. Most paddy farmers are in the small-scale farmer category. Hence, the rate of
autonomous spread in paddy can be as high as 1:10.

Socio-economic conditions play animportant role. Peoplewith slightly larger farmsare
better able to take risks and therefore more open to trying out alternatives. A practiceis
easily adopted when old farmers were already doing it and with good results. Once
someone takes it up again with success, it tends to spread fast. Social cohesiveness of
the group and/or the village a so contributes positively to the extent of spread.

Furthermore, the user friendliness of a technology isimportant: Isit easy to adopt? Are
the inputs available? Technologies that provide positive visible results are obviously
adopted easily. The credibility of the given technologiesincreased if advocated by other
institutions.

Mechanisms of spread have been:

e From farmer to farmer: by working together with relatives or neighbours, farmers
seethetechnologies being applied, learn from it and start to apply in their ownfield;
informal discussionsinthe evenings; sharinginsightsin the market place (information
can spread as far as 60 km); small-scale farmers cum labourers learn to use
technologies on their bosses' fields and try them out gradually on their own farms
Exposure trips to other farmers/groups organised by the NGO

From SHG to SHG, often through the SHG Federation (see next section)

From SHG to Federation

Viathe NGO field staff to other operational areas of the NGO

From NGO field staff to other NGO staff

From NGO to NGO

From AME to other NGOs.
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From joint experimentation to stakeholder concerted action

After taking specific crops as entry points into PTD, the next step was to form crop-
based working groups. We started involving institutional stakeholders - researchers,
policymakers, suppliers of eco-friendly inputs and banks. The objective of forming
these groups was to create a mechanism for joint learning and information exchange
with a focus on "bottom-up” flows of information, and also to strengthen important
forward-backward linkages.

Simultaneously, a different type of platform development took place. A national-level
Steering Committee and three District Working Committees were formed, with
representatives from the Ministry of Agriculture and State Departments of Agriculture,
research ingtitutions, partner NGOs, banks and farmers. These committees were part of
theinstitutional agreement between the Gol and the Netherlands Government regarding
implementation of AME as a bilateral project. However, they were also taken up as
functional mechanisms for promoting concerted stakeholder action rather than "just”
being formal structures.

Groundnut working group

In 1997, AME madeitsfirst attempt to bring alarger group of stakeholderstogether on
acommon learning and action platform. The focuswas on groundnut. Researcherswho
had been involved in PTD processes were invited to a meeting, along with suppliers of
eco-friendly inputs, the NGOs involved in PTD processes, representatives of the DoA
and bank officials. Since then the meetings are convened annually and stakeholders
discuss and review the outcome of the past year's PTD processes in groundnut and
other relevant developments in the larger "groundnut scenario”. Action to be initiated
by different stakeholdersis then discussed.

Four years |ater, thisworking group has built up significant credibility and momentum.
It has formed the basis for several joint research initiatives between researchers and
NGOs, i.e. the 1998 collaborative project with |CRISAT and the Australian Council for
Research to control white grub damage on groundnuts). The Gol has acknowledged the
importance of this"model of collaborative action" and wantsto useit asan examplefor

Box 4: Peer-group pressure

The fourth groundnut meeting was held in February 2001. AME and NGO partners presented the
results of seed trials with ten new varieties released by ICRISAT and a few regional research stations.
One presenter explained that, in their experiment, farmers harvested the crop after 116 days, instead
of 90 days as recommended by scientists. He explained that this delay was because the women who
were to harvest the groundnut were busy transplanting paddy at that point in time. A scientist from one
of the institutions that had made seed available reacted very critically, saying that the experiment was
totally unscientific because the farmers had not followed the official recommendation. The fieldworker
replied that this was a real-life constraint; whether scientific or not, it was an important lesson from the
PTD process. Other scientists supported the fieldworker's view; they argued that the person who
"stuck" to his scientific principles had not yet understood what PTD was all about and needed some
more exposure.
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other cropsand also wantsto pursuethe official validation of farmer-tested technologies
with the hel p of thisworking group. Intensivelearning is happening and up-front feedback
is being given during these meetings.

The cotton working group

A similar initiative was the cotton working group formed in 2000. Thistime, the prime
mover was not AME but another support NGO that found the "model” of crop-based
working groups useful. The Andhra Pradesh Cotton Network was formed around a
group of seven NGOs from seven districts in the State. AME provides technical and
strategi ¢ support to this network, which also receivesfinancia support fromthe Andhra
Pradesh DoA. The network triesto addressthe problemsfaced by cotton farmers. Many
of them are heavily indebted as a result of over-dependence on pesticides, poor yields
and inappropriate advice. Though the State Government officially advocates an IPM
approach in cotton, the actual field-level implementation is very limited due to lack of
trained extension workers. Therefore, the State Government has warmly welcomed the
cotton network initiative. The cotton working group supports this network, feeding it
with information about promising cotton IPM technologies for testing, and drawing
lessons at the end of the cropping season.

Institutionalisation of the working groups

Both groups are intended to become autonomous semi-formalised learning and joint
action platforms. In both cases, cost sharing arrangements have been sought, with the
major actors contributing to the expenses. Both groups operate under the guidance of a
management committee with representativesfrom several organisations. In both groups,
AME has been playing afacilitating role, but structures have been evolved in such a
way that there is shared ownership and decision-making.

Institutionalising PTD - walking on four legs

In this paper, we have addressed different levels and aspects of institutionalising PTD
processes and outcomes. AME's approach has been to work towards a favourable
ingtitutional climate that gives space for experimentation and development of LEISA
technologies, for scaling up these technol ogies and for the evol ution of suitable forward-
backward linkage mechanisms to help sustain the approaches and technologies. Our
work started at the village level, moved on to intermediate levels - district, state and
region - and is"ending" at the national level. In thisfinal section, we try to synthesise
the different dimensions of institutionalisation, the "four legs' we have been walking
on, and the challenges ahead.

Institutionalising our comprehensive area approach within concentration
areas

Usually, a concentration area covers one district and activities radiate from there into
several surrounding districts. It is at thislevel that the PTD processes take place, from
wherethe primary spread of technol ogies happens and the spirit of innovationiscarried
forward. Some important mechanisms in institutionalising area programmes are:
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e strengthening district working committees (DWCs) by developing them into true
stakeholder platforms at district level

e ongoing comprehensive capacity-building processeswhich AM E conductswith NGO
networks and farmers

e capitalising on the enormous potential of village-level and above-village-level
peopl€e's institutions (Federations).

Strengthening and diversifying crop-based working groups

Two strong working groups have been established that have become effective
mechanisms for problem-focused stakeholder action. They need to be further
strengthened in order to become fully autonomous, sustainable learning and action
platforms. Such platforms should also be built up to cover other aspects such asdryland
coarse graing pulses and biomass development. Links between these working groups
and other fora, such as DWCs and Steering Committee, have to be devel oped.

Strengthening links with national policy

AME'singtitutional status of abilateral project has provided a structural opportunity to
enter into dialogue, through its Steering Committee, with policymakers at the national
level. These policymakers are interested in the innovative approaches developed by
AME and its partner institutions and want to take them further. It istherefore extremely

Strengthen links with
national policy

Strengthen Steering
Committee
policy advocacy

Initiate comprehensive area
approach at district level

A

Strengthen DWCs
Strengthen SHGs and
Federations
Consolidate ToTs for NGO
networks

Strengthen crop-based
working groups

Strengthen management
committees
Joint responsibility for
resource mobilisation

Institutionalise AME

Transform AME from project into organisation
Ongoing internal capacity building

Figure 5: AME's approach to institutionalisation - walking on four legs
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important to capitalise on the opportunities given by the Steering Committee towards
institutionalising the approaches. Other tools such as state-level workshops should also
be used. It should be mentioned that the Steering Committee has expressed its
commitment to assist AME in its own institutionalisation process and in mobilising
resources for the coming years.

Institutionalising AME

If AME wantsto consolidateitsapproach and continue to anchor collaborative processes,
it has to institutionalise its own organisation. In the long run, operating in a project
mode isrestrictive and makesit difficult to contribute effectively to larger processes of
institutionalisation. Such processes, by definition, require amedium- to long-term time
perspective. And the agent facilitating such processes should commit itself to such a
timeframe. This is the main reason why AME has decided to transform itself from a
foreign-funded project, with limited accountability to Indian society, into afull-fledged
Indian organisation, duly accountable to its trustees and stakeholders.

This organisational change requires some important adjustments. The AME team as
well asits partner institutions have to change their mind-set, especially with respect to
sustainable mobilisation of funds. In aproject mode, one remainsassured (for the duration
of the project) of funds that often come from a single donor. As an independent
organisation, AME will enter into arrangements with a variety of donors, foreign as
well asIndian - which in away is part of the larger process of concerted action. AME
will increasingly generate its own resources, which is a strategy towards increasing
effectiveness, efficiency and accountability. These changesform part of an overall policy
shift, from "free service provider" to strategic partnership builder.

Sustainable development processes (of which PTD forms part) need healthy and
accountable support organisations that can evolve long-term perspectives on the
processes in which they are involved. And thisiswhat we are trying to work on.

The challenges ahead

From entry points to integrated farming systems: the challenge is now to move with
the farmers and institutional partners towards more complex changes in their farming
system. The aim isto gradually restore the ecological balance in the farm as a whole,
moving towards more sustainable land-use systems.

Capitalising on the potential of peopl€ singtitutions. the enormous potential of people's
institutions in moving the PTD processes has been demonstrated. In future, we will
further capitalise on this by giving strategic support and training to the key people in
these institutions.

Strengthening stakeholders' platforms: District-Level Working Committees with a
cross-section of important stakeholders should become platforms for stakeholder
concerted action at thedistrict level. Similarly, the Crop-based Working Groups should
become effective instruments for policy advocacy and lobbying.
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Balancing the scaling-up process. How far should we go in scaling up? Going into the
mode of stakeholder concerted action, lobbying and policy advocacy, thereisarisk that
we loose touch with field-level realities - and being connected with them has been our
strength. We need to evolve models of institutionalisation that can be replicated and
taken further to scale by others.

Can PTD become part of an alternative route to globalisation? The dryland farmers
in South Indiaarefacing crashing farm gate pricesfor amost every crop. Arethere new
niches for dryland farmers? We are confronting these challenges by looking, together
with the farmers, for alternative cropping and marketing systems.
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Institutionalisation of Farmer
Participatory Research in Southern
Ethiopia: a joint learning experience

Ejigu Jonfa?, Barry Pound®, Endreas Getac, Ousman Surur? and Furgassa
Bedada®

This case study follows the process of institutionalising Farmer Participatory
Research (FPR) into research, extension and training organisations in southern
Ethiopia. The process commenced in 1991 with the "Farmers Research Project”,
in which FARM-Africa worked with non-governmental and governmental
organisations in carrying out participatory research with farmers in North Omo
Zone. In 1998, the impact of the project was assessed through a peer review
process. Geographical scaling up of the application of FPR to cover the entire
Southern Region and the institutionalisation of FPR into the main research and
development (R&D) organisations was recommended. A three-year follow-on
project was formulated building on the experience and contacts made since
1991. The project is one of the few examples of a comprehensive effort to
incorporate participatory research and extension simultaneously into the main
R&D institutions of a large region. This paper highlights the challenges faced
and some of the lessons learned while promoting and institutionalising FPR.
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A PRA trainee discusses with key informants.
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Introduction

Between 1991 and 1998, FARM-Africa, anon-governmental organisation (NGO) based
in the UK, conducted the Farmers' Research Project in pilot areas in southern Ethiopia
and gained considerable experience in applying Farmer Participatory Research (FPR)
methods in partnership with government organisations (GOs) and NGOs. The
experiences and lessons of implementing FPR in these pilot areas led to a three-year
follow-on project, "Institutionalisation of FPR in the Southern Nations, Nationalities
and Peoples Regional State (SNNPRS)" %, which commenced in April 1999. The project
isbeing implemented in sel ected woredas? of SNNPRS (referred to hereafter as" Southern
Region") in collaboration with research, extension and academic institutions in the
State.

Context

Geographical context

Ethiopiais one of the least developed countries in the world. Its economy is heavily
based on agriculture, which accountsfor morethan half of the Gross Domestic Product,
80% of total employment and 90% of exports (CIA 1999). Over 80% of Ethiopia's 57
million peopleliveinrural areasand are engaged in subsistence farming or pastoralism.
Pressure on the land is very high: the average landholding per household in the mid/
high atitude areasin the region is only 0.2-0.6 ha (Percy 1997).

The Southern Region coversabout 10% of thetotal areaof Ethiopiaand hasapopulation
of 11 million (20% of the total). The region is highly diverse, complex and risk-prone,
and most of it isaffected by recurrent drought resulting in food insecurity. Ninety percent
of the population of the Southern Region isengaged in agricultural activities. Subsistence
mixed farming prevails and landholdings are fragmented. The soilsin most parts of the
region have been heavily exploited. Degradation of the natural resources is becoming
more severe.

Agricultural extension

In the 1990s Ethiopia underwent a process of regionalisation within the framework of
decentralisation. There are now 14 regions in the country, mostly based on ethnic
divisions. With regionalisation came new roles for the Ministry of Agriculture. At the
central level, the Ministry's activities are focused on national policy issues, and on
coordinating and facilitating activities at the regional level. The Regions now have
much more autonomy than before, as have the zones within the regions (Percy 1997).

1 The project is financed by the European Union (EU). The authors of this case study appreciate the
support of the Commission to implement this project. The opinions expressed here do not in any way
reflect the views of the European Union.

2 A "woreda" is an administrative unit equivalent to adistrict.
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Agricultural extension began in Ethiopia in the 1950s, and various approaches have
been used over the decades. An integrated development approach in the 1960s and
1970s was followed by the adoption of the Training and Visit (T&V) system, which
became the main extension approach used by the Bureau of Agriculture (BoA), although
it waslater recognised to beinsensitiveto the varied requirements of small-scalefarmers.
The present government extension system is based on the package approach and is
called the "Participatory Demonstration and Training Extension System” (PADETES).
It combines technology transfer and human resource development, and promotes the
participation of farmersin the research process (Percy 1997). However, thereare severa
weaknesses in this approach, such as the promotion of inappropriate technology,
insufficient on-farm and adaptive research, continuation of inappropriate promotion
criteria for research and extension staff (i.e. based on scientific publications), poor
research and extension linkages, and thelack of "real" participation of farmers (Misgana
1998). This has meant that, because of a range of biases (class, gender, literacy and
location), most small-scale farmers have derived limited benefits from this programme.
In addition, the capacity of research and extensionisvery low to respond to the problems
and needs of the farming communities.

Historical development of FPR in Ethiopia

Participatory research is not new in the Ethiopian research system. First attempts to
make closer contact with farmers date back to the 1980s. Some of the limitations of
previous research approaches, such asthe pure commodity approach, led to the adoption
of farming systems research (FSR) by the National Agricultural Research Authority
(now the Ethiopian Agricultural Research Organisation, EARO). The lessons from the
FSR approach, and theincreasing concern for active participation of farmersin research,
led to experimentation with morefarmer participation and the devel opment of aresearch-
with-farmers approach. However, such initiativeswere taken only in small projectsina
few of the research centres.

Although there was growing awareness of the need for farmer participation in technology
development in Ethiopia, some researchers did not even consider this to be proper
science at all. To them, farmer participation meant the end of good research; they
considered it rather as a better way of technology transfer, which they did not regard as
the task of research. It was under such conditions that the Farmers' Research Project
was launched in North Omo Zone with the overall goal "to increase, in a sustainable
manner, theincomes of resource-poor familiesinthe project area, and ultimately, through
example, in Ethiopia asa whole". It aimed to achieve this by promoting the use of FPR
asamechanism for generating and disseminating improved and appropriate agricul tural
technologies.

At the National FPR Workshop conducted by the Project in 1992, aworking definition
of FPR was stated as"a type of research approachin agricultural research that involves
farmers at all levels including decision making" (Sandford & Reece 1992). Based on
this, the Farmers Research Project worked towards " collegiate research” (Biggs 1989),
i.e. recognising thefarmersasinnovators and experimenters, and treating them asactive
and equal partners with researchers and extensionists (rather than mere passive end-
users of technologies).
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In recent years, however, there has been a
considerable "push" by donors, and from
national researchers, towards participatory
agricultural research. As aresult, thereis
now a wide array of "participatory"
projectsin Ethiopia, aswell asawealth of
literature discussing the issues of farmer
participation in agricultural research
activities. However, many of these
initiatives are based on projects that
operate for short periods and have not
brought about institutionalisation of the
FPR approach. Moreover, the experience
of researchers is generally limited to
surveys using questionnaires or consulta-
tionand, at alater stage, verificationtrials.
Almost all research activities, except some
verificationtrials, have been carried outin
the research centres. The maority of the
research and extension professionals have
limited knowledge of FPR, and resources
have not been allocated to support FPR
work. Taking this situation into account,
the Farmers Research Project made its
contribution to promoting FPR: it provided
FPR training and carried out practical
implementation with GO and NGO
partnersat thefield level, and disseminated
information on the results and impacts of
FPR.

Box 1: Aims of the Farmers'
Research Project

The Farmers' Research Project strove to achieve

the following outputs:

1. to create better linkages and understanding
between farmers, researchers and extension
staff;

2. to develop a better understanding of ways in
which FPR can be conducted in Ethiopia;

3. to enhance the capacity of GOs and NGOs to
enable farmers to undertake FPR;

4. to stimulate and encourage the incorporation
by GOs and NGOs of FPR into their own
organisational activities.

To achieve these outputs, the Project developed
a comprehensive framework of activities through
which it promoted a participatory approach to
undertaking agricultural research with farmers.
The key elements of this framework were:

m participatory diagnostic studies
complemented by additional, specific research
studies;

m training programmes, both formal and
informal, for institutional staff as well as local
farmers;

m participatory on-farm trials, i.e. research trials
that take place in a farmer's field and are
managed and evaluated by the farmer him/
herself.

These activities were supported by a programme
of internal monitoring that served to assess and
re-direct project activities.

The initial project: Farmers' Research Project

Research studies

Between 1991 and 1998 the Farmers Research Project published 38 reportson different
research studies®. These studieswere primarily aimed at creating abetter understanding,
by researchers and extension staff, of the local farming systems and their constraints
and opportunities. Many of thereportsrelateto diagnostic studies, i.e. onesthat describe
the farming systems being practised by different rural communities and analyse their
constraints and opportunities. These diagnostic studies were undertaken using Rapid or
Participatory Rural Appraisal (RRA/PRA) techniques and involved 10-12 days spent
in the field studying the farming systemsin question.

8 For details of these publications, contact FARM-Africa at the address given on the first page of this
paper.
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The project also conducted 22 other studies defined as "topical” or "special” studies.
Topical studies are in-depth studies of the production, consumption and marketing of
particular commodities or inputs, and are published in technical pamphlets. Examples
of such pamphlets include sweet potato production, small-scale poultry keeping and
indigenous methods of mole-rat control. Special studies are in-depth follow-up studies
on particular problems that had been identified in diagnostic or topical studies, such as
the reproductive problems of local cattle.

The beneficiaries of these studies and their reports can be divided into three broad
groups. Firstly, the Project staff members who were involved in the studies gained
professional knowledge and expertise from their direct participation. Secondly, through
the wide distribution of the reports, many others - most notably research and extension
staff - gained a better understanding of the area's agricultural systems and constraints.
The publications a so stimulated a shift in attitudes about participatory approaches and
how to conduct research with farmers; as a result, Project collaborators reformulated
their plans and designed new proposals. Severa of the collaborating organisations
undertook further diagnostic studies as a direct result of having been involved in these
initial studies. The third group of beneficiaries are the local farmers because, through
these studies, the support services (i.e. research and extension) have become better
informed about the farmers needs and constraints, and more aware of appropriate
methods of working with farmers.

Training activities

The Farmers Research Project organised a wide range of training activities. These
activities had a variety of objectives, depending on the nature of the event and the
peopleinvolved. For example, thetraining eventsfor GO and NGO staff were primarily
aimed at enhancing their personal and institutional capacity to conduct FPR, whereas
training events for farmers were partly aimed at creating better knowledge about the

Photo by: Ejigu Jonfa.

A farmer sharing his knowledge on enset (Enset ventricosum)
management practices with students from Awassa College of
Agriculture, Debub University, during a travelling seminar.
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waysinwhich FPR can be conducted in Ethiopia, and partly at fostering better linkages
and understanding between farmers, researchers and extension staff.

Between 1991 and 1999, the Project organised atotal of 80 training events, involving

about 2,300 people and included:

e formal training courses for research, agricultural extension and development staff
of GOs and NGOs (21);

e workshops for research, agricultural extension and development staff of GOs and

NGOs (16);

visits by senior/middle-ranking officials of GOs and NGOs to see field activities

3);

travelling seminars by students of agricultural collegesto seefield activities (6);

formal training courses for farmers (2);

workshops for farmers (9);

travelling seminars by farmersto other farming areas, research stations etc (20);

national conferences (3).

The Project's formal training was based on the provision of two standard courses in
PRA and participatory on-farm trials (POFTs). Both courses centred on the
complementary use of classroom-based theory and analysis, and field-based practice
and experimentation, with course participants being able to put the theoriesthey learned
in the classroom into practice in the field.

The most important observation from thesetraining activities has been the transformation
of thetrainees attitudesto agricultural research and extension. Some GO/NGO trainees
have trained othersin their respective organisations, thereby extending the knowledge
and skills they obtained from their training with the Project. There are already some
examples of the practical application of FPR by some of the collaborating organisations,
representing an important behavioural shift in their approach.

With regard to training events for farmers, travelling seminars were considered most
useful. Farmers mentioned exampl es such as starting up acommunity-based programme
to control the tsetse fly and construction of moisture-conserving terraces after having
observed similar successful programmes in other regions. Although very popular,
travelling seminarsare very expensive, becausethey normally last 4-5 days, with farmers
being transported in project vehicles and spending nights away from home. Thistherefore
severely limits the potential replicability of this activity.

Farmers have also reported other benefits of training, such as the adoption of new
technologies or management techniques, and getting a better understanding of local
problems. Many farmers reported that they had shared information with other farmers,
and afew had taken on atraining role themselves, in order to defend new technologies
and demonstrate them to other farmers. However, farmers also commented that some
training activities raised interest and/or suspicion among neighbouring farmers,
highlighting the importance of communicating to local farmers through community
structures.
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Participatory On-Farm Trials (POFTSs)

These are experiments conducted on afarmer'sfield and managed and evaluated by the

farmer him/herself. POFTs are an essential part of any research process and fulfil the

following objectives:

e to test technologies and practices under the resource constraints and management
levels experienced by farmers, and to provide important feedback about farm-level
constraints and problems;

e to monitor how farmers adapt technol ogies/practices to achieve a better "fit";

e to complement existing farmer experimentation and enhance farmers experimental
capabilities.

Between 1991 and 1999, the Farmers Research Project was involved in 39 POFTs
involving over 400 farmers, through partner organisations. The degree of involvement
varied from high intensity, putting a substantial amount of Project staff's time in the
field, to low intensity "very hands-off" support, with the Project simply advising the
partner organisation on trial design and/or analysis of results. The POFT process, in
most cases, followed adiagnostic study using PRA tools and methods. After analysis of
the situation and problems with the farming communities, those problemsthat could be
addressed through on-farm research were put in the list for joint follow-up action.

Box 2: The participatory on-farm trial (POFT) process

A planning meeting with selected farmers in groups (farmers are selected by community members in a
meeting or, in some cases, partner organisations that are working closely with the community facilitate
farmer selection) includes:
m More detailed and focused discussion on the problem to be addressed by the POFT
m Identification or suggestion of possible / alternative research areas (e.g. variety test, practices such
as composting, pest-control measures)
m Clarification of the need to consult others' experiences (including research findings)
m Fixing dates for second planning meeting, at which
- feedback from consultation is discussed,
- decisions are made on what to try,
- farmers' objectives in the POFT are clarified in light of the problem under question,
- farmers' criteria for treatment selection are clarified,
- treatments (what farmers suggest and what professional experts suggest) are identified,
- agreement is reached on what data / observations are to be made,
- activity calendar and sharing of responsibilities are set out.
m Execution of POFT, including
- monitoring / observation, data recording
- cross visits and field days
m Evaluation meeting
- setting out criteria (accumulated through time)
- preference ranking
- recommendations / suggestions
m Sharing with others
- community meetings, field days
- workshops (for professionals, farmers)
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The "adaptation POFTS" were extremely popular with farmers because of accessto a
range of planting material to experiment with. In contrast, the agricultural extension
servicewould, at best, only give them access to one species/variety pre-selected by the
professional experts. These adaptation trials, together with the PRA and POFT training
that normally preceded them, built an entirely new kind of relationship between farmers
and extension staff.

Regarding technology development, asmaller but significant proportion of the farmers
reported technology adaptation and conducting their own research in order to develop
technology, mainly inthe areaof pest control. With respect to the devel opment of farmer
research capacity as a result of the POFTs, nearly al farmers stated that they had a
wider choice than before of technologies they could use to address a specific problem.
Most of them were ableto lay out and manage conventional on-farm experimental plots
and evaluate technologies using participatory ranking. A few were also actively
conducting their own new experiments.

Lessons learned from the Farmers' Research Project
Thisinitial project provided a great deal of learning. The people directly involved in
South Omo recognised:

e theneedtowork closely withlocal GOsand NGOsif aproject approachisto become
institutionalised within local structures;

e the importance of adopting a multi-faceted approach to FPR, including training,
studies and POFTS;

e theimportance of continuous and regular monitoring and eval uation of the process
of FPR and of the technology; thisincludes|ooking at the progress, challenges and
lessons and designing the next steps;

e theimportance of combining theoretical training with practical hands-on sessions;

e the need to involve senior-level staff in training events, in order to influence the
management of local organisations and their policy towards FPR;

e thepossibility of effective use of POFTsto stimulate the adoption and adaptation of
technologies by farmers and to strengthen farmers' experimental capabilities; it is
important to monitor how these technologies spread to other farmersin order to see
the adoption rate and paths of dissemination as well as what adaptations are made;

e the importance of linking with the wider community of farmers to encourage
dissemination of information.

Despite some successes, the continuity and sustainability of such effortswere constrained
by a number of factors. The practical application of the knowledge acquired during
staff training was largely limited to the individuals trained rather than being spread
within the institutions. Most of the trainees were middle-level professionals, whereas
the senior officials, who lack awareness of participatory research, failed to provide
support to facilitate the spread of the knowledge and skills. With regard to the outcomes
of the POFTs, the Project's experience indicated the need to improve the uptake
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environment* in order to facilitate the wider use of technologies developed through
FPR. This demands a detailed analysis of the key actors and their roles both in formal
and informal research and extension systems.

The follow-on project: "Institutionalisation of FPR in the
SNNPRS"

In 1998 a peer review of the Farmers Research Project was conducted by the major
research and extension and higher-education institutionsrel evant to the Southern Region.
This review and a subsequent collaborative workshop strongly recommended the
development of a project with the purpose of institutionalising FPR in the major
agricultural R& D ingtitutions of the Region. Asaresult, athree-year follow-on project
was conceived. The purpose of the project is to institutionalise FPR approaches and
tools within the organisations involved in generating and disseminating agricultural
technology in the Southern Region. Thisismeant to contribute to improving the process
of technology generation and transfer so that it suits the economic, socia and cultural
setting of small-scale farmers. The project was jointly planned by the Bureau of
Agriculture (BoA), Awassaand Areka Research Centres®, AwassaAgricultural College®
and the Bureau of Planning and Economic Devel opment in the Southern Region. These
organi sationsimplement the project in collaboration with FARM-Africain nineworedas
(one woreda from each zone of the Southern Region) and five "Special Woredas".

What is institutionalisation of FPR?

Institutionalisation is a process through which new ideas and practices are introduced,
accepted and used by individual s and organisations so that these new ideas and practices
become part of "the norm" (Sutherland 2000). Institutionalisation of a new approach
involves change and development within the organisations. It is more than a policy or
intention, more than a strategy or plan, and more than an activity or method.

Thefollow-on project defines "institutionalisation” of FPR asthe incorporation of FPR
tools and procedures into the regular activities of the organisations mandated to work
with farmers. It refersto the routine application of practicesthat actively engagefarmers
in adecision-making roleinidentifying and prioritising production constraints, defining
and testing potential solutions, and selecting and adopting / adapting technol ogies that
enhance agricultural production and productivity. According to project documents, FPR
is considered to be "institutionalised” if the following are achieved by the end of the
three-year project period:

4 Uptakeenvironment refersto aset of conditionsthat need to bein place before an uptake of thetechnology
can be assured. The composition of that "set" depends on the technology and on the community for
which it is meant. Included are the technical conditions, marketing opportunities, a supportive policy
and institutional environment, and access to technical advice.

5 Awassa and Areka Research Centres are part of the Ethiopian Agricultura Research Organisation
(EARO).
6 AwassaAgricultural Collegeis part of Debub University.

ADVANCING PARTICIPATORY TECHNOLOGY DEVELOPMENT 245



e clear awareness of, and appreciation for, the concept and philosophy of FPR at al
levels;

e acquisition and development of knowledge and skills to plan and implement FPR;

e creation of ingtitutional structuresthat facilitate theincorporation of FPR approaches;

e availability of adequate resourcesintermsof skilled staff, fundsand logistical support
for implementing FPR;

e creation of effective linkages among relevant organisations and the farming
community to enhance coordination and experience sharing;

e availability of adequate incentivesto encourage adoption of tools and procedures of
FPR and to devel op respect for farmers knowledge and skillsamong staff of relevant
organisations.

Thefollowing outputs are being pursued in order to realise the objectives of the project:

e ensuring the support of Council (i.e. elected government) members, policymakers
and decision-makers at various levelsto facilitate the institutionalisation of FPR;

e creating awareness of FPR among those who influence the environment for project
implementation;

e providing training in PRA, POFTS, training of trainers (ToT) and participatory
monitoring and evaluation;

e establishing more organised information and database systems;

e establishing afunctioning organisation and management system for FPR activities;

e ensuring the participation of farmersin all processes, and the linkage of technology
generation to extension and input supply;

e establishing systems of participatory monitoring and evaluation (PM&E).

Experiences and progress made towards institutionalisation

Sofar, at policy level, thereis general agreement within the collaborating institutionsin
the Southern Region that an FPR approach to agricultural R&D should be
ingstitutionalised. Also at federal level, the strategies of both research and extension
support the principle of participation. By the time of the mid-term review in July 2000,
the stakeholders shared considerable optimism about the possibility of achieving its
aim. Review findings (Waters-Bayer et al 2000) and subsequent activities of the Project
are highlighted here under a number of key headings.

Creating awareness. Currently, there is a very good awareness of the FPR
institutionalisation process at various levels in the project area. There is also good
acceptance and positive appreciation of the FPR approach by farmers, Development
Agents (field extension agents) and woreda-level staff of the BoA. However, thereisa
need for continued effort in raising awareness and changing attitudes, particularly among
senior officials, including Council members at zonal and regional level. An inter-
institutional peer group assessment carried out during the mid-term review alsoindicated
that the level of awareness differed between institutions (higher in BoA and lower in
the Council and planning offices at zonal and regional level).

The Project has used various meansto rai se the awareness and encourage the invol vement
of partner organisationsin FPR and itsinstitutionalisation. In one of the most effective
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campaigns ever to publicise FPR methodol ogiesin Ethiopia, the Project has made good

use of the national broadcasting service to reach a huge audience in the country. This

FPR programmeishbroadcast every Monday on the agriculture programme (" Awde geter")

of Radio Ethiopia. In addition, the Project is creating awareness by:

e drawing up project agreements (memoranda of understanding) with all partner
organisations,

e membership of all partner organisationsin ahigh-level Project Steering Committee;

e inviting theinstitutions to send participants to courses/ workshops on concepts and
principles of FPR, and on PRA, POFT, PM&E and ToT;

® engaging staff of theinstitutionsin joint activities such as diagnostic surveys, field-
monitoring visits and impact studies;

e collaboration in holding annual FPR Forain which experiences are exchanged and
issues debated;

e collaboration in formulating a set of flexible guidelines for the implementation of
FPR;

e arranging participation of staff of partner organisations in conferences related to
FPR;

e publicising FPR in articles in national newspapers.

I nstitutional linkages. The Project includesall the key government institutions directly
or indirectly involved in technology generation and transfer. These institutions were
involved right from the project preparati on stage and have a considerabl e sense of project
ownership. There is close cooperation in planning, implementing, monitoring and
evaluating the FPR-related activities.

At the time of the mid-term review, the verbal commitment of the key players to
institutionalisation of FPR wasjudged to be good, but the changes needed ininstitutional
procedures had still not taken place. Staff members within partner organisations were
beginning to recognise more clearly that changes are required with respect to
disbursement of funds, job descriptions and research review procedures. There were
still problemsrelated to funding the FPR activitiesin thefield, especially travel and per
diems, and for facilitating (e.g. through transportation) and funding additional activities
not foreseen in the original project proposal, such as travelling seminars for farmers.

FARM-Africawasdeliberately kept asaseparate entity in theinstitutionalisation process
(i.e. not part of agovernment institution) and was meant to help all the partner institutions
acquire the knowledge and skillsto carry out FPR and to set up the necessary structures
andlinkagestoinstitutionaliseit. Theformation of both a Steering Committee composed
of the heads of the institutions and a Technical Team composed of technical staff from
these institutions brought these partners closer together. FARM-Africa's coordinating
role will be only until the partner institutions take over the coordination within the
lifetime of the project (i.e. not after a"handover” at the end of the project). Increasingly,
these institutions are taking the lead in activities such as training and facilitating joint
diagnostic surveys by researchers, extensionists and farmers. The great amount of
interaction between the institutions that was needed to implement FPR and realise this
shift in roles has improved the linkages between them.
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Box 3: Methods used
in training to achieve
progress in

institutionalising FPR

m Effective joint planning and
implementation of training
and workshops with part-
ner institutions

m Interactive and hands-on
training and workshop
events

m Bringing in experiences of

others (e.g. International
Institute of Rural Recon-
struction) to help improve
the quality of training

m Quick assessment of the
training events before, dur-
ing and after the training

m Technical back-up of

project staff

m Practical work to reinforce
the class sessions

m Development and distribu-
tion of a set of training
materials (hard and elec-
tronic copy) for partner
organisations

The creation of an annual FPR Forum aso helpedto create
ajoint stakeholder understanding of FPR and to improve
the institutional linkages. The purpose of the Forumisto
bring together organisations and individuals involved in
FPR-related activities in order to share experiences,
lessons and challenges. It includesfarmers, who describe
and discuss their experiences with FPR. These practical
cases help to review the quality of the FPR process from
different perspectives and in different settings.
Suggestions and recommendations drawn from the Forum
are disseminated through Forum reports. Information
about organisations and individuals working on FPR is
brought together and made more widely available. Thus,
the Forum provides an opportunity for networking and
for growing into an additional institution that could
support further development of FPR in the Southern
Region.

Farmer research groups (FRGs) have been set up wherever
POFTsare being conducted in the Project area. The FRGs
are formed by the community members during the
diagnostic survey and continue to take part throughout
the POFT process. During the course of the POFTS, staff
of the partner institutions monitors the activities of the
FRGs. At a review meeting in February 2001, farmer
members and non-members of the groupsreflected on the

composition, roles, responsibilities and performance of the groupsintheir communities.
They suggested that the roles of the FRGs should be:

to coordinate the POFT activities and farmer-to-farmer exchange visits;

to coordinate the overall activities of POFTS;

to disseminate results and findings of POFTS;

to monitor and evaluate POFT activities;

to liaise between farmers, researchers and technical experts,

to participate in conducting POFTSs.

An important function of the FRGs has been to link between the farmers conducting
trials, other farmers, formal researchers and the local government (known as " Peasant
Association™).

Provision of practical and field-based training. In the training activities, much attention
is given to practice in the field. In most cases, participants (both professionals and
farmers) aretaken to thereal situation at farm level; in addition, farmers are sometimes
brought to the training venues to share their experiences.

Recently, two important training events took place that laid the foundation for awider

institutionalisation than had been originally envisaged by the Project. Thefirst wasthe
inclusion of FPR methodol ogy (the principles of participation, PRA, problem diagnosis,
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Photo by: Ejigu Jonfa.

A farmwoman shows how she uses a device being tested and adapted in
collaboration with technical researchers to ease the arduous work of
scraping enset (Enset ventricosum) leaves, a staple crop in the area.

POFT, ToT and PM& E) into anine-month training curriculum of field-level Development
Agents (DAS). There are some 4000 DAs in the Southern Region. In this particular
training, 107 DAsweretrained. The second was the inclusion of FPR methodsinto the
Research Methods component of the BSc in Agriculture at the university covering the
Southern Region (Debub University). Most future BoA staff will be drawn from the
University.

Participatory problem diagnosis and POFTs. The knowledge acquired during the
training eventsis, in most cases, applied immediately in the participatory diagnosis of
problems and identification of alternative solutions. Field practical sessionsare used to
initiate POFTsthat address priority problemsidentified by farmers. In thisway, research
and extension staff learn from farmersand start to appreciatetheir knowledge, preferences
and decision-making criteria. They seethe potential of participatory problem diagnosis
and POFTstoimprovethe process of setting the research and extension agenda. However,
there is till atendency for them to look only at those problems that are amenable to
study using plot-based on-farm trial sand to suggest astreatments only those technologies
that are "on-the-shelf" in research stations. Greater emphasis needs to be placed on
enabling the farmers themselves to suggest ways of addressing their priority problems,
e.g. interesting local innovations as alternative treatments, and encouraging the partners
in POFTSto try these out.

Internal and external evaluation of the experience in conducting POFTSs revealed that,
if these were facilitated properly, they improved farmers' abilities to test alternatives,
evaluate them and analyse the findings. During the process of experimentation, more
issues have emerged that have helped to fine-tune research and extension plans. Some
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examples of POFTs are in mole-rat control in Dita, Bonke and Konso Woredas; maize
variety adaptation trials in Offa and Bonke Woredas; addressing the problem of
trypanosomiasis in Konso; cotton variety and pest control trials in Humbo and Kindo
Koysha Woredas; evaluation of labour-saving and fuel-saving devices by women at
numerous sites; and composting in Chencha (FARM-Africa 1999a & 1999b).

Dissemination of findings. Findingsfrom the activitiesin applying and institutionalising
FPR are disseminated to staff of the partner organi sations and othersthrough workshops,
visits and publications, including diagnostic survey reports, technical pamphlets,
proceedings and monitoring reports. In addition to the af ore-mentioned radio broadcasts,
aFPR Newsletter was started. Thisis one of the few sources of up-to-date information
on FPR availableto the DAsinthefield. Facilitation of farmer-to-farmer dissemination
through cross visits and farmers workshops is a key experience of the Project in
disseminating findings of the POFTSs.

However, there is still a problem in terms of farmers' access to the inputs needed to
adopt the promising technologies identified through POFTs. This problem has various
dimensions: a) lack of a clearly understood mechanism through which farmers can
accessinputs viathe BoA; b) lack of capacity of the government organisations to meet
farmers' input demands; c) inability of the farmer-to-farmer dissemination mechanism
(although increasingly supported by outside agencies) to meet the demands (in some
cases, for technical reasons, e.g. the supply of hybrid maize seed; in some cases, for
social and economic reasons).

Lessons and challenges

Lessons learnt

The mid-term review identified the following lessons that have been learnt thus far
from the current institutionalisation project and that could be applied to future projects
of thiskind (Waters-Bayer et al 2000):

a) Benefit of previous project
The Project benefited enormously from the previous Farmers Research Projectina
number of ways:
e the experience gained in conducting FPR
e the credibility this experience gave the team
e the experience gained in training and evaluation
e the development of a network of FPR "champions' in various organisations,

b) Need for project start-up period
During project planning, it had been assumed that the project would be "up and
running” from the first day of fund disbursement. The reality is that a substantial
period isrequired to initiate project implementation, such asfor procuring required
items, developing working procedures and allocating human resources. Future
projects should consider such realities and incorporate preparation time into the
project design.
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c)

d)

€)

f)

Q)

h)

Need to allow for unforeseen developments

It isnot easy to anticipate problems and additional activitiesin process projects of
this sort, which pioneer new approaches. Sufficient contingency allocations need to
be considered in budgeting, and allowance needs to be made for their use, where
justified, in project procedures.

Slow changein attitude

Working norms, attitudes and self-confidence levels take a long time to change. It
should be expected that changes will be slow at least at the beginning and gain
momentum with time and experience. Such realities should be considered in project
design.

External reviews

The value of a participatory, external mid-term review, which gives all participants
an opportunity for reflection and for recognising waysto improvethe project, should
not be underestimated. Such areview should come as early as practicable so as to
indicate problem areas that need to be resolved before much time and resources
have been expended.

Establishment of support structures

This project recognised the need for establishing coordinating bodies at various
levels (policy, technical and local implementation) to assist in dealing with palicy,
technical and operational issues that can militate against successful project
implementation. Establishing the Steering Committee, Technical Team and Farmer
Research Groups was a sound decision that has proven its worth within a short
period of time, and has sustainable potential beyond the project period.

Financial sustainability

Institutionalisation projects should pay specia attention to the financial sustainability
of activitiesat project end. Oneway to assist this processisto negotiate cost-sharing
with stakeholdersin such away that, over the project period, the project's (external)
share of costs decreases and the local stakeholders' share increases, thus ensuring
that essential costs are included in local budgets before the end of the project.

Changing roles

There was atendency among other project stakeholdersto depend on FARM-Africa
staff to initiate activities. This was discussed during participatory workshops and
ways were suggested for subsuming FARM-Africas functionsinto those of partner
institutions. Recognition of the need for changein roles over the different stages of
aninstitutionalisation project isan important lesson for other projects of thisnature.

The timeframe
Fundamental institutionalisation of participatory approachesis aslow process!
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Challenges within the formal institutions

Thusfar, the Project has gained practical experiences that show the potential of FPR in

addressing the constraints that farmers face in agriculture. However, current effortsfor

ingtitutionalising FPR, which are fragmented and short-term, should be supported to
sustain impact. Some of the challengesin this process are as follows:

e FPRisaprocess that requires time, effort, appropriate communication methods, a
changein attitude and behaviour aswell assomevisibleimprovementsfor thefarmers,
which can only be assessed in longer-term interactions that have impact at farmer
level. However, with the existing proceduresin government institutions for priority
setting, research planning and implementation as well as the staff reward systems,
the initiative to undertake FPR is limited to projects and individuals rather than
widely spread within the institutions. A three-year project period is too short to
bring about these changes. M oreover, integration among severa of such small projects
helps to push the institutionalisation process from different directions.

e Participatory research requires the joint effort of all actors who are involved in
technology generation and extension. Although various institutions are working
together to implement this particular project, thereisstill ahigh tendency towork in
isolation, because of the physical and functional separation of theinstitutions. Closer
collaboration is affected by personal attitudes, institutional mandates etc and are
subject to the good will of individuals. There isaneed to put better mechanismsin
place to improve the linkages and a need for a larger number of FPR-skilled
professionals, especially among those who influence the institutional environment.

e Given the current situation with regard to farmer organisation, representation of
farmers at higher levels - woreda and above - is almost non-existent. This has
implications for bringing in their views and influence on decisions, as well as for
their rolesin the research reviews. If scientists carry out research reviews and make
decisions at these higher levels in the absence of farmers, can we really talk of
genuine farmer participation in research?

e Asproject implementation involves the interaction of the stakeholders, it demands
not only technical integration but also some financial and administrative changes.
In thisregard, the challenges relate to:

- lack of effective communication mechanisms to share and exchange views on the
progress of project implementation and related activitiesin theinstitutionalisation
process;

- different financial procedures in the various institutions involved and delays in
accounting;

- less emphasis being given to looking into the impacts and the process of
institutionalisation in the respective institutions (ineffective monitoring and
evaluation);

- reluctanceto take over leadership in project implementation. The shifting of roles
and responsibilitiesfrom FARM-Africato the stakehol der institutions, asenvisaged
in the project document, is making slow progress.

e More targeted action is required at all stages of the FPR and extension process
(from the diagnostic studies onwards) in order to understand and act on the needs
and criteria of women and the poor.

e A wider definition of "research" than is currently held by most technical staff is
required. This will mean looking beyond technical "fixes" from "on-the-shelf"
technologies as the only solutions for farmers' problems.
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Decentralising research and extension

The involvement of farmers in research planning, implementation and evaluation has
been seen to date asameansfor improving the relevance of research outputsto farmers
circumstances and improving uptake through linkage to the PADETES (technology
demonsgtration) system. Less emphasis has been placed on empowering farmersto assume
some of the functions of the formal research and extension institutions.

At present, FPR is driven by agencies external to the community. Little attention is
giventointra- and inter-community communication pathways asmajor conduitsfor the
spread of research experiencesor for thetraining of community membersin the principles
of experimentation. This was understandable while there was still little in-country
experience of working in partnership with farmers. However, that situation is changing,
and it may betimeto consider complementary R& D modelsthat recognisethefollowing:
e The research centres have limited human capacity and facilities (e.g. transport);

e The BoA and other institutions suffer from high staff turnover, with serious
implications for the sustainability of a process dependent on the accumulation of
skills and expertise;

e Formal institutions have procedures that make it difficult to implement activities
that are responsive to local or immediate needs;

e Thereisoften abreak between farmers identification of preferred varietiesin POFTs
and the availability of planting materials and other inputs;

e Farming communities are comparatively stable;

e Experiencefrom other countries (e.g. East and West I ndia Rainfed Farming Projects;
Promocion e I nvestigacién de Productos Andinos[PROINPA] in Bolivia; Campesino-
a-Campesino in Central America) suggests that, where appropriate facilitation,
training and support are given, farmersand local institutions are capable of planning
and conducting research, organising and implementing the local dissemination of
technical knowledge, and multiplying or acquiring the necessary inputs.

The Project operatesin only afew woredas. It istimely to consider whether the present,
resource-intensiveway of conducting FPR isreplicabl e throughout the Southern Region,
or if itisfeasible to decentralise and give farmers agreater rolein R&D activities, and
to modify the roles of researchers and DAs so that they support this process. If such a
radical stanceisnot taken, then the uptake (institutionalisation) of the FPR "package of
practices"' promoted by the Project may turn out to be somewhat analogousto the uptake
of the technical packages of practices offered by the BoA to farmers. Just as farmers
pick and chose those components of a package that suit their interests and resources,
and build on their present practices, so the BoA and others may adopt those aspects of
FPR that are within their capacity and resources and that do not require radical changes
in procedures.
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Looking ahead

Ann Waters-Bayer, Chesha Wettasinha and Laurens van Veldhuizen

Learning by doing and sharing

These examples of attempts to integrate PTD into agricultural research, extension and
education reveal that the challenges are huge but that committed groups throughout the
world are facing them squarely and are persevering. For most of the participants who
documented their experiences for the "Advancing PTD" study-cum-workshop, it was
the first time that they had consciously thought through how they were going abut
things. Indeed, only a few of the experiences began with a deliberate strategy to
institutionalise PTD, but the logical sequence of action with a view to impact and
sustainability had led the organisations into the midst of this process. The analysis of
what they were doing, how and why helped them clarify how their strategiesand activities
could be made more effective in the future.

The documentation of their experiences proved to be - in itself - aform of monitoring
and self-evaluation that supported the learning process. By exchanging their experiences
with others, they learned even more about how to deal with the challenges and to
recognise and grasp the opportunities for institutional integration of PTD. A workshop
such as the one held in the Philippines can alow only a limited number of people to
benefit from each other's experiences and assessment. In order to spread the lessons
morewidely and to stimulate abroader process of institutional integration, it isimportant
to disseminate the experiences in as many forms and fora as possible.
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Documentation and presentation of participant’s experiences
during the workshop.



Thereisstill plenty of room for morelearning. Many interesting and doubtless promising
experiences - also experiences of failure, from which much can also belearnt - were not
included because we were not aware of them. Moreover, few of the people and
organisationswho wereinvolved inthe PTD study-cum-workshop haveformal training
in managing change. The advancement of PTD would be even quicker if more systematic
analysisof experienceswould be made with organisational change expertsfrom spheres
other than agriculture.

Evolving partnerships

The partnershipsin PTD evolvein the course of joint action. Success helps to bond the
different partners together and propels the programme. Over time, the roles of the
different actors and the rel ationships within the partnership change. In each new phase
of a partnership, new objectives will need to be set and met. If aparticular partnership
has a beginning, does it have an end? Addressing this question helps to ensure that the
changed or new structures that arise out of effortsto practise and mainstream PTD can
continue the process.

In many of the cases, it isevident that NGOs have been playing akey roleinfacilitating
stakeholder interaction, negotiation of roles, and joint monitoring and analysis of
experiences. They have been guiding the participating organisations through changein
their roles and relationships as the partnerships evolve. The NGOs themselves are
recognising that also their own roles change over time, often from being catalysts and
even driving forcesin the beginning to becoming networkers and/or providersof expertise
upon request by the other actors - or moving on to approach new challenges.

Changing university teaching

If PTD isto betruly and lastingly embedded in agricultural research and devel opment
(R& D), then changein theinstitutions of agricultural education and training isof utmost
importance. In this book, there is only one example of deliberate efforts to change
university curriculum and teaching methods - in Vietnam. In many of the other cases,
there have been linkages with universities: involving lecturers and researchers from
universitiesin supporting PTD processesand/or involving studentsin travelling seminars
to visit experimenting farmers. Reference is also made to the efforts to incorporate
PTD into institutions of higher education in Ethiopia and Tanzania (Kibwana et al
2000). However, there is a need for much more concerted action to change university
teaching so that it embraces the spirit and methods of PTD.

Seeking more partners
The NGOsthat are trying to advance PTD have seen the value of seeking partnerships

beyond their traditional linkswith farmers and community-based organisations (CBOS).
They are building partnerships with each other and with like-minded individuals and
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groups within governmental and international organisations so that participatory
approaches aimed at enhancing the capacity of farmers and CBOs can become the
norm. Successful PTD requires not only making the farmers better prepared to interact
with scientistsand extensionists but also viceversa. Thisisindeed the greater challenge:
to build the capacities of formally educated researchers and development workers to
communicate with farmers and to value their contributions to research and extension,
while creating an enabling institutional and policy environment for the scientists and
extensionists to work in this mode.

It isfor this reason that several NGOs and other organisations are combining forcesto
set up an international programme of promoting local innovation in agricultural and
natural resource management: PROLINNOVA (PROmoting Local INNOVAtion)*. Local
NGOs are facilitating a process of building multi-stakeholder platforms at national
level to decide - on the basis of their own history, culture and experience - how to
approach the scaling up and mainstreaming of PTD in their respective countries and
how to support each other internationally. Thisinitiativeislinking up also with similar
efforts- coming from the side of formal research - to mainstream participatory approaches
to R& D in agriculture and natural resource management, most notably the systemwide
programme Participatory Research and Gender Analysis (PRGA)?%of the Consultative
Group on International Agricultural Research (CGIAR). We look forward to even
stronger partnerships among national, regional and international organisationsand civil
society organisations - both farmer organisations and NGOs - as well as private-sector
groups in R&D in ways that empower farmers in the South to determine their own
future.

Learning accountability

The casesin thisbook suggest that PTD can beintegrated into institutions of agricultural
research, development and education, and that thisis alearning process. It starts with
changes at personal levels, first within individuals, then in larger groups within the
organisation. A sufficiently long timeframe and adequate flexibility in the process are
crucia if it is to lead to success. In whatever form and way it is done, institutional
integration of PTD ultimately impliesthat the staff and the institutions themselves have
to learn to be accountable not primarily to their institutions or to the donors, but rather
to the farmers and to wider civil society.
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1 For more information, see the website www.prolinnova.net
2 For more information, see the website www.prgaprogram.org
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