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1 Background to the workshop

In 2017, KIT was commissioned by FAO to develop guidelines for agricultural research and development
(ARD) experts and practitioners to make farmer-led innovation development more gender responsive.
The guidelines were drafted drawing on the experiences and cases of local innovation development
supported by the “Promoting local innovation in ecologically oriented agriculture and natural resource
management (Prolinnova)” international network. Thereafter it was decided to ‘test’ the guidelines with
ARD practitioners for suitability to operationalise them at the field level. This process was initiated
through a four-day orientation workshop in Kenya in October 2018, organised and conducted in
collaboration with World Neighbors, Nairobi.

The objectives of the workshop were:
e To orient the participants on the guidelines for making local innovation and farmer-led joint
research more gender responsive;
e To build capacities for identifying, analysing and documenting local innovation and farmer-led
research using a gender lens;
e To elicit feedback from participants to revise and improve the guidelines for effective
operationalising.

The workshop was facilitated by Mona Dhamankar and Chesha Wettasinha of the Royal Tropical
Institute in Amsterdam. Participants for the workshop included ARD stakeholders with diverse
institutional affiliations and were selected in close consultation with FAO. The list of participants is given
in Annex 1.

This report covers the process and main findings of this workshop which will feed into further revision of
the guidelines.

2 Workshop design

The four-day workshop was designed to create awareness, build skills and receive feedback on using a
gender lens in local innovation and farmer-led joint research. During the workshop, the participants
examined different aspects of the guidelines and provided feedback, through a variety of mechanisms
tailored for the purpose. While the detailed programme for the workshop is given in Annex 2 to this
report, the following is a brief overview:

e Day 1 focused on ascertaining participants’ understanding of local innovation and farmer-led joint
research and introduction to the gender lens in this context.

e Day 2 was dedicated to linking local innovation to food and nutrition security by using value chains
as a means to identify local innovations with attention to innovation led by women and/or affecting
women’s contribution to food and nutrition security, and preparing for the field visit on Day 3.

o The field visit on Day 3 was primarily included to give the participants an opportunity to apply the
gender lens to local innovation in the context of local specific value chains selected in consultation
with communities in Makueni County.

e Day 4 was used to reflect on the experience in terms of both content and process of identifying and
carrying out a preliminary gender analysis of local innovation and farmer-led research. The



reflection was used as the basis for participants to prepare individual action plans to be
implemented within 4-6 months after the workshop.

3 Session-wise discussion and activities
3.1 Local (farmer) innovation and farmer-led joint research

Given that the workshop participants were already involved in identifying, documenting and analysing
local innovation, it was in order to start with a recap of concepts in terms of what is local innovation,
how local innovation differs from traditional practices, why local innovation is important and what to do
after identifying local innovation. Thereafter, the participants shared their views on farmer-led joint
research and how it can contribute to food and nutrition security. The sessions were conducted in an
interactive mode and examples of participants’ responses are presented in the boxes below.

What is local innovation? How local innovation differs from a traditional
-Home-grown adaptation of an indigenous practice practice?

-New way to solve a problem -It includes an element of adaptation
-Process of discovering and developing new ways of -It is specific and new to the context/ area
agricultural production or natural resource management. -It is new and uses things/resources found in
Characteristics of farmer-led joint research? the local area

-The farmer/innovator determines the research Why is local innovation important? Why look for local
question based on his/her interest and need innovations?

-Not as rigorous as formal scientific research (eg. | -  Itis a process that leads to improved production

not very complicated in terms of data collection - It leads to new products/ ways of doing things that are
— uses data that a farmer understands, deems less costly and have the potential for replication
useful, and is willing to measure) - lItis a process more suitable to deal with effects of
-Methods used are not complex climate change due to site specificity

-External participants (such as extension agents, - It recognizes the creativity of small-scale farmers who
scientists) play a backstopping role, giving the come up with their own solutions to problems they
lead to the farmer innovator. face

Why is local innovation and farmer-led joint research important for food and nutrition security (FNS)?

- Uses locally available material for achieving food and nutrition security

- Provides context specific solutions/technologies/products which tend to be more sustainable, also in terms
of adaptation to climatic conditions

- Ensures food sovereignty

- Creates conditions for farmers to learn new ideas - which are not costly - from each other

- Provides cost-effective ways of improving food production, as resources are locally sourced and methods
are adapted to local conditions

- Enhances a sense of ownership among farmers

- Complements scientific research with farmers’ expertise and experience

- Allows to find and harness information generated by and available with farmers

- Promotes options that are sustainable, context specific and builds capacity

- Has the potential to combine the expertise of various ARD stakeholders for more relevant research
outcomes

- Has potential to generate self-employment for farmers

This session summed up that local (farmer) innovation is a process whereby men and women farmers
develop new and better ways of doing things, using their own resources, on their own initiative and
without support from external service providers. Local innovation often occurs in the face of new
challenges or opportunities and involves informal experimentation by men, women or groups. The



outcome of this process are local innovations, which could be technological or socio-institutional in
nature. A farmer could come up with a new way of laying a nursery to cope with increased drought —a
technological innovation. Or else, a group of farmers could come up with a new way of managing
grazing land for their animals — a socio-institutional innovation.

Farmer-led joint research is a process in which ARD stakeholders such as extension agents, scientists and
others, support an innovative farmer/ group to improve on a local innovation. The solutions generated
through this process are less costly and more locally appropriate than most outputs from conventional
agricultural research and have greater potential for take up by small-scale farmers.

3.2 Gender issues in local innovation

Having recapped the concepts of local innovation and farmer-led joint research, the next step was to
focus on gender issues within these processes. The participants undertook a group exercise to describe
the different activities that men, women — jointly or individually - undertake in the household, on the
farm and in the community. The output of the activity was as follows:

Activities in the household Men Women Both
Washing

Cooking

Ironing

Kitchen gardening

Fetching water and fuelwood
Nursing babies

Counselling and guidance X
Safety and security of the HH X
Winnowing X
Cleaning the house X
Storing food X
On the farm
Farm preparation X X
Ploughing X
Weeding X
Planting X
Pest control X
Thinning/ Gap filling X
Fertilizing X
Pruning X
Watering X
Irrigating X
Harvesting X
Soil management, Fencing X
Transporting produce X
Farm gate sales X
Grafting X
In the community
Communal labour X
Resource mobilization X
Social welfare X
Community management
Civic mobilization (political participation) X
Community recreation activities X

X X X X X X




The group exercise led to a discussion around the following questions: Who is doing a majority of the
activities? What is the division of labour? Who decides which family member does which task? Which
activities generate income? Who decides how money is spent? They also discussed whether and how
men and women engage in local innovation within the specific roles/activities mentioned.

During this discussion, the participants noted the following:

- women clearly do more work than men although this is often not recognized

- women’s contribution/efforts need to be acknowledged

- When talking about the work of men and women, the involvement of young men and women and
boys and girls needs to be taken into account

- Local innovations need to be analysed from a gender perspective but key questions for such analysis

are needed

- Local innovations need to be examined to ensure that they are gender responsive
- Documentation of local innovation needs to be improved with respect to gender analysis
- Off-farm activities of women (income generating) need to be considered while scouting for local

innovations

- Aswomen’s involvement in the household reduces, their involvement on the farm and in the
community increases

- Through local innovation, women are able to bring men on board for new activities

The participants agreed on the importance of gender analysis to examine the differential effects of local

innovations on men and women and to ensure that neither men nor women are disadvantaged by

them.

33 Introduction to the gender lens

Thereafter the gender lens was introduced to the participants as a means of analysing gender
perspectives at all stages of the local innovation and farmer-led joint research process.
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The discussion highlighted that:

- Women’s innovation is affected by the complex interplay of gender norms, gendered access to and
control over resources and decision making

- Each of the four dimensions and the interactions between them could influence the engagement of
women in innovation

- Many factors interlock and reinforce each other in undermining women’s capacity to innovate

- Access to and control over resources and norms/ values are key dimensions that constrain or enable
women’s innovation

- Gender relations are dynamic and change continuously

- Gender relations vary across communities and households

The participants agreed that the gender lens provided a practical way of analysing gender through all
stages of local innovation and development (eg. for analysing and documenting local innovations, for
designing joint research etc.) by posing some key questions related to each dimension.



Thereafter, in small groups, the participants tried applying the gender lens to analyse an already
identified innovation, using the following questions covering four gender dimensions:

e Division of labour

How has the local innovation changed the division of labour/ labour allocation within the
household? Who does what? Who is performing most of the activities? And where?

e Access to/ control over resources

How has the local innovation changed/influenced control over resources? Who owns resources —
assets, land, information etc.? Who benefits from the resources?

e Decision-making

Who has contributed to decision-making in the context of this local innovation? How? Who decides
on sharing of tasks - which family member will perform which activity? Who has a say at each stage?

e Norms

Which gender norms has the local innovation challenged? What assumptions determine who does
what? What assumptions decide the value of who does what?

The participants agreed that they were able to get a better understanding on how to analyse a local
innovation using the four dimensions of the gender lens. This quick analysis also gave them more
insights into how gender affects local innovation and vice versa. The main findings of the groups are

summarised below:

G1/G2: Fruit fly trap, Kisumu, woman farmer

The fruit trees are owned by the man. The woman
manages the trees on a daily basis and came up with
this innovation for which she got permission from the
man. The woman contributes her labour to prepare and
install the traps. The innovation has helped to reduce
fruit fly attacks and has resulted in more fruits to sell
and more household income. The income is still
controlled by the man. Culturally, it is not acceptable for
women to climb trees. As such, the woman relies on her
husband or son to hang up the traps and bring them
down when necessary. Though the innovation is by the
woman, it has been accepted by the man and put to
use. This has given the woman confidence to contribute
other ideas to the man — for example, she has been able
to influence her husband to spend some of the
additional income on home improvements. The woman
is now attending innovators’ meetings, sometimes with
the man and sometime on her own.

G3: Fortification of goat feed by a group of
innovators

The goat feed mix is an innovation by a man using
locally available plants to increase body weight and
milk production of the animals. This innovation was
further improved through a process of joint
research. The innovator is a member of a group of
innovators who are now involved in commercialising
this product. The men do the formulation of the
feed. Both men and women collect the
plants/material required for making the feed. Sales
of the feed are done by both men and women
although the men make decisions on the money
from the sales. Women sell the goat milk and have
control over the income. Sharing of tasks in the
entire process has meant that women rely less on
men and have gained more control in the enterprise.
For example, women are now involved in feed sales
and do not need to get permission from the men.

G4: Irrigated sack gardening. Makueni, woman innovator
Sack gardening is fairly common and is used for increasing the supply of vegetables in limited spaces. This
woman innovator has found a way to irrigate the sacks and maintain optimal levels of soil moisture. The

innovation has reduced the woman’s labour and time spent in watering the sacks. The sack garden provides a
steady supply of vegetables that are consumed by the family and the woman does not need to spend time
looking for vegetables and buying them from the market. The woman owns the produce, sells the surplus and
earning an income which is her own. The innovation addresses the issue of land ownership in that she does not
need the man to allocate a parcel of land for a kitchen garden. The woman is no longer a provider of labour but
an owner of a sack enterprise. In fact, she has added more sacks to expand her garden and diversified the
crops/production. Younger men seem to be more interested because they feel it is a more ‘fancy’ garden
because of the irrigation system that has been incorporated. This may attract them to be involved in irrigated
sack gardening.




34 Value chain stages for identification and analysis of local innovation through a gender lens

Together with the participants we decided to use the value chain stages as a context to identify local
innovation contributing to food and nutrition security. Special attention was given to local innovation -
technological and/or social-institutional - of men and women directed at saving women’s time and
drudgery, addressing challenges related to food supply and demand, and nutrition value - particularly
with respect to increasing food availability, access, reducing food and/or nutrient losses, making food
more acceptable, affordable, enhancing nutrition value of food and food products, and improving food
safety. Considering that most of the local innovations identified by ARD practitioners appear to be from
the production-related stages, the purpose of this exercise was to bring their attention to other stages in
the value chain that could be investigated when scouting for local innovation. Applying the gender lens
at the different stages of the value chain could provide deeper insights on the involvement of men and
women, the challenges they face and consequently help to identify the solutions they have come up
with themselves.

The steps followed and issues to be considered for a selected crop or commodity in the area included:

1. Define basic value chain stages and sub-stages (activities at each stage) with respect to pre-
production (inputs-seed, fertilisers, pesticides, weedicides etc.; land preparation); production
(planting, weeding, ploughing etc.); post-harvest handling and storage; processing (home scale,
commercial - value addition/ minimizing food and nutrient losses/ improving food safety);
transporting to market; marketing (retailing/ trading, local markets, bigger markets); and
consumption (food preparation, food allocation, food safety, food losses)

2. Apply the gender lens to define the roles of men and women in these value chain activities with
respect to division of labour (who does what at this stage/ in this activity?); access to and control
over resources (who has access to the resources at this stage/ in this activity? who controls the
resources at this stage/ in this activity?); decision-making (who decides what is happening at this
stage/ in this activity?)

3. Identify challenges faced by farmers — men and women — at each stage/ activity. How are the
challenges affecting food and nutrition security? Apply the gender lens to understand the challenge:
What is the challenge? Is the challenge: a) a consequence of labour allocation between men and
women? b) related to a certain gender norm? c) related to lack of access to knowledge and inputs,
difference in capacities? d) related to control over outputs and benefits?

4. |dentify local innovations that address these challenges — briefly describe the role of men and
women in the innovation, who has ‘control’ and who makes decisions in the context of the
innovation. Analyse using the gender lens: a) How has the innovation changed the division of
labour/ labour allocation within the household? b) How has the innovation changed/influenced
control over resources? c) Who has contributed to decision-making in the context of this
innovation? How? d) Which gender norms has the innovation challenged?




A sample output of the exercise for gender analysis of local innovation across the mango value chain is

summarised in the matrix that follows.

Value chain stage

Challenges

Local innovation to address challenge

Pre-production
(land preparation, digging of pits,
planting of seedlings)

Inadequate skills on use of
manure in zai pits
Market dynamics

Use of rabbit urine

Cutting off trees/ re-grafting
based on market demand

Production

(General crop husbandry for tree
maintenance such as weeding,
pruning, pest control)

Fruit fly infestations
Dormant plants

Water shortages due to
erratic rainfall

Fruit fly trap
Physical stress (cutting the bark)
Mulching

Post-harvest handling and storage

High perishability

Charcoal cooler

Processing

No processing facilities

sold directly; no innovations
identified thus far

Transportation

Poor infrastructure
High cost of transportation

Use of hand carts, donkeys, wheel
barrows etc.

Marketing

Lack of structured markets

Group marketing
Contract farming

Consumption

Maximum residue levels

Use of fruit fly trap
Use of organic fertilizer such as
rabbit urine

3.5 Field exercise

For the field exercise, the participants were split into four groups and each small group was assigned a
village within the Makueni County. The four participants from Makueni County were assigned as
leaders of the small groups. The groups were as follows:

Group 1 Group 2 Group 3 Group 4
Ngekini Enguli Kisaulu Kwangole
Anthony Daniel Andrew Juliet
Abraham Martha Jane Dominic
Frederick Peter Simon Vincent
Franklin Mona Righa Chesha

The assignment for each small group was as follows:

1. Select a commodity/ crop grown in the area
2. Find out the following information on the different stages of the value chain and/or activity.
3. For each activity, find out:

a. Who does what?

b. Who decides what is happening at this stage?

1 The location of the field exercise was Makueni County, around 2 hours away from Nairobi. All arrangements were made with the County

Chief’s office. Starting with a short meeting to brief the County Chief and his staff, the participant groups proceeded to their respective villages.
Each small group spent 3-4 hours with community members on the field exercise.



¢. Who has access to necessary resources?
4. ldentify 2-3 challenges faced by farmers — in any of the value chain stages/activities listed?
a. What are the challenges?
b. How are the challenges affecting food and nutrition security?
c. Arethere any known local innovations (technical or social or institutional) that address
any of the challenges mentioned?
5. Select a local innovation that addresses one of the challenges mentioned. Briefly describe the
innovation.
6. Analyse that innovation using a gender lens - which gender issue has been most affected by this
innovation?
a. How has the innovation changed the division of labour/ labour allocation within the
household?
b. How has the innovation changed/influenced control over resources?
Who has contributed to decision-making in the context of this innovation? How?
d. Which gender norms has the innovation challenged?

3.6 Feedback from field exercise in Makueni
The participants structured their feedback on the field exercise around two aspects:

a. Local innovation through the gender lens
- Brief description of the innovation;
- The challenge it is addressing with respect to gender issues;
- How the innovation is addressing (affecting or being affected by) gender issues

b. Process
- Was the step of going through value chain stages useful? If yes, how? If not, why?
- Their experience of eliciting gender issues? Was it easy? What were the challenges?
- Did the process lead to any local innovations that they would not have found otherwise,
especially those by women?

Each small group presented their feedback in plenary which was followed by a short discussion. The
findings are summarised below.

Group 1: Ngekini group

Local innovation: Fruit fly trap using organic material developed by woman to control fruit fly in fruit trees such
as mango. She uses a mix of lemon juice, water and honey which she puts into plastic bottle. She drills holes in
the bottle above the liquid mark and leaves the bottles in places where there are fruit flies. The flies get
attracted to the mixture and get trapped in the bottle.

Challenge with respect to gender issues Feedback on process
-Fruit fly infestation at the production stage caused many fruits to fall off -Using the value chain helped to
the tree or to be damaged. This meant a loss of harvest and reduced identify more activities involved

income. The deterioration of the fruit meant that it could not be consumed | in the crop/commodity and who
leading to food loss. This challenge had a bearing on both the man and the does what in respect to each
woman, and the family. activity.

-It was time consuming and
sometimes it felt as though the
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-Earlier, the man was involved in spraying the trees with chemicals, but
with this innovation both the man and the woman share the work involved
in setting up and maintaining the fly traps.

-The innovation has benefitted both the man and the woman. Coming up
with the innovation has changed the position of the woman within the
family — she now controls sale of mangoes and the income received. -
Generally, men tend to control cash crops, but in this case the woman
controls the larger share of the income from the mango crop. The man says
that he borrows money from his wife sometimes.

-We noticed that the man tended to be more vocal during our walk through
the farm, but the woman spoke up when the questions were addressed to

man and the woman were giving
responses that were expected of
them

-If used well and with sufficient
time to probe, the value chain
could lead to the identification of
many local innovations at each
stage.

her.

Group 2: Enguli group

Local innovation: Use of soil to control Fall Army Worm in maize crop. This is an innovation of a woman and is
now being used by others in the village. Soil is sprinkled to cover the areas on the plant where the worm lives

and kill it through suffocation.

Challenge with respect to gender issues

Feedback on process

-Pest control using chemical pesticides has usually been in
the man’s domain as it involves resources for buying the
chemicals and physical strength for spraying using a
knapsack. This innovation being a simpler technique is easy
for women to do, however it is a time consuming physical
activity, therefore may force the men to be involved in field
operations where they were not involved before.

-Fall Army Worm infestations can happen at any time and
needs immediate attention. Controlling it is relegated to
whoever is available in the farm at that point in time — as
women are around the farm more often, they have to
contribute more labour and take decisions in the absence
of men.

-The Army Worm attacks the maize cobs, reduces yields
and affects the quality of the produce. The innovation has
the potential to improve yields and quality, leading to
better household income. It could also improve women'’s
access to resources (as a reward for the innovation).

-Both men and women are expected to make decisions as
and when the pest strikes.

-Using value chain stages to identify challenges
and innovations is useful — it assisted in revealing
the division of labour and to define who was
affected most by the challenges.

-It was not easy to arrive at gender issues —
cannot use the word ‘gender’ as it evokes
reactions and resistance; needs a bit more
planning and internalising of concepts to allow
the conversation to flow smoothly;

-It may help to start with a mixed group to
identify challenges and then go into separate
groups of men and women in order to go deeper
into gender issues pertaining to the challenges as
well as local innovations.

-Helped to identify new innovations such as
locally made granary for maize storage to
prevent attacks of weevils and rodents, and a
hot-pot for cooking, saving women’s time and
fuelwood.

Group 3: Kisaulu group

Local innovation: poultry warmer - farmer places 10-litre jerry cans filled with boiling water in the brooder to
keep the chicks warm. The cans are wrapped in cloth to prevent chicks from direct contact with the hot jerry

cans.

Challenge with respect to gender issues

Feedback on process

-Creates additional work for the women as they have
to fetch water and firewood to boil the water;
however the boiled water can be reused for
household chores;

-Women have to depend on men for money to buy
jerry cans;

-Having respondents in separate groups (men and
women) might help to generate more information
than having them in one focus group discussion.
-Requires good facilitation to focus attention as
farmers tend to jump from one value chain to another
when responding;
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-Women require men to contribute labour for carrying
the jerry cans;

-Backyard poultry was always seen as a woman’s
activity, but with realization of its income potential,
men have taken over. This innovation has allowed
women to be involved again. They not only have a role
in carrying out the activity, but are able to decide
when/ how many eggs and birds are to be sold and
what the money will be used for.

-The exercise could yield better information if it
considers the farm operations going on at the time
and zoom in on challenges and innovations in relation
to them (e.g. the exercise was carried out during the
planting stage and farmers had more to share about
activities related to planting)

-Going through value chains stages provided an
opportunity to probe about innovations that are yet
not known/ are not easily visible.

Group 4: Kwangole group

Worm.

Local Innovation: Bio-pesticide developed by a woman in the village to combat Fall Army Worm infestation. She
uses Panga soap and plants (weeds) that grow wild in the area. The weeds are pounded in a pestle and mortar
and then sieved. The juice that is extracted is mixed with a soap solution and applied on the maize crop, either
by sprinkling the mixture over the plants or by spraying using a knapsack can. The innovation kills the Army

Challenge with respect to gender issues

Feedback on process

-Army Worm attack of maize is a widespread and pressing
problem to which there is no known solution yet from
agricultural research. This is a challenge for both men and
women as it has a direct bearing on the harvest and
consequently on food for the family and income from sales of
surplus.

-A woman has come up with an innovation that is in the area of
pest control, which is traditionally a men’s task. Thus she has got
access into an area that is generally not within her control.

-In terms of resources, the Panga soap is usually bought by the
man, while the woman collects the herbs and pounds them. The
man helps out with the sieving and mixing of the ingredients.
Sprinkling of the mixture is done by the woman, while spraying is
done by the man. Overall, this innovation has increased the
workload of the woman as she does most of the work involved in
preparing the bio-pesticide.

-The innovation has helped to save crop losses and thereby
prevent food losses for the family. The woman decides on the
amount of maize that is retained for family consumption. The
balance is set aside for sale. The woman and the man decide
together for what purposes the surplus of maize is sold and how
the money is used (eg. for paying school fees). Depending on
when the need arises and who is around, either the man or the
woman, do the selling of the maize, mainly to local traders or on
the local market.

-Going through the different stages of the
value chain helped to get a quick
understanding of who (men/women) does
what at each stage; we were able to find
out about some innovations that we had
not known of.

-It was quite easy to discuss the issues with
the group as they at ease and were very
willing to share with us. Instead of
mentioning the word “gender”, we asked
them about the different activities done by
men and women at each stage in the value
chain.

-Though ploughing is traditionally done by
men, we found out that some women have
begun to plough. One woman in the group
said that she was ploughing now as her
husband was not around anymore. Some
single women hired in men to do the
ploughing.

-In this group, the women and men were
involved in joint decision making on most
aspects of the value chain. The women said
that in former times, men made most of the
decisions, but now it is different. The men
confirmed this.

Based on the field exercise experiences, the participants agreed that the four dimensions of the gender
lens gave them a simple and practical way to deal with gender issues systematically when identifying
and documenting local innovation. They were also positive about using the value chain as a way of
identifying local innovations across the different stages. Nonetheless they felt that it was a rather time
consuming exercise if they went through the entire value chain in one session. Engaging with farmers on
the stage of the value chain that was in operation during the visit (eg. maize planting in Makueni) was
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considered an adaptation to the exercise that would need less time and provide more reliable
responses.

3.7 Integrating the gender lens into farmer-led joint research

This session focused on using the gender lens in the process of farmer-led research. Gender analysis
would be required at all stages using the four dimensions of labour division, access to and control of
resources, decision making and norms.

The participants recapped the main stages of the farmer-led joint research process as:

e Selection of an innovation for further joint research (identifying the research need)

o Designing of a joint experiment (what does the innovator wish to explore? Where is the location
of the experiment? What resources are needed? When will the experiment take place? What
will be the duration? Who will be involved? What will be their roles/tasks? What will be
measured? What data will be collected? By who?)

e Implementing of the experiment (setting up and following the steps of the experiment,
obtaining the resources necessary, setting times for meetings/visits, arranging field days,
recording data etc.)

e Monitoring and evaluation

e Documentation and sharing of experiences/ scaling out

To practice using the gender lens in the farmer-led joint research process, the participants went through
a role play exercise — the brief was to depict how they would engage in a simple joint experiment based
on a local innovation known to them. The roles included a local innovator (a man or woman and his/her
spouse) and other relevant stakeholders (extension worker, scientist, community facilitator etc.). The
role play was to focus on aspects of planning, implementing and monitoring of the experiment while
integrating gender dimensions at each stage. The groups would take turns in performing the role play
and in providing observations on how the gender dimensions were incorporated.

a. Group Makueni

Innovation: trap for fruit fly to protect mango crop using honey to attract the flies. This is an innovation
by a woman. She finds that honey is expensive and not always available. She is interested in finding
other cheaper alternatives to honey and expressed her interest for a joint experiment.

Observations on use of the gender lens:

e There was a good discussion between the woman and her husband on the problem related to
honey and getting the involvement of the agricultural extensionist.

o The extensionist called up the community facilitator to organise a visit to the innovator. The
community facilitator in turn invited a representative of the community mango group and a
researcher from the crop research institute.

o The four external stakeholders decided on a time to visit the innovator and simply informed her
of the date and time. They did not ask her whether this was a suitable time for the woman.
Moreover, they did not consult with her beforehand to find a time suited to the woman and
then try to arrange the visit accordingly.

e All parties provided their inputs in coming up with possible alternatives for honey (molasses and
sugar) that could be tested through the experiment.
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During the joint discussion, the researcher came up with a design for the experiment and
suggested it to the innovator and her husband (separating 10 trees each in separate sections of
the garden for the different treatments). The researcher did not consult the woman and get her
ideas of the design and come up with a joint design that takes her ideas into consideration.

In deciding on the resources needed for the experiment (honey, molasses, sugar, plastic bottles
etc.), what the woman could afford and what would be provided by the research team was
clearly agreed on.

The researcher provided a data sheet and instructions on what data to collect without
consulting the innovator on what data she thought would be useful to her, how it would be
collected, by who and at what intervals).

The woman herself interrupted the conversation several times to bring in her ideas, but this may
not always happen in real life.

b. Group Kisumu

Innovation: Sack garden with drip irrigation kit. This is an innovation by a woman, but both the man and
the woman were interested in comparing the sack garden with a regular kitchen garden in terms of
labour and benefits. In this case, there was a community facilitator, extensionist and researcher involved
as external stakeholders.

Observations on the use of the gender lens:

The researcher decided on the design of the experiment and informed the innovator and her
husband, without getting the ideas of the woman innovator herself.

The researcher simply told the couple what they would have to do, what they would need to
measure and provided them with a data sheet. There was no consultation with the innovator
and her husband on what they would like to monitor, how they would like to do it, what data
they would wish to collect and who would be involved.

Although the woman was the innovator, the man seemed to be taking over during the visit of
the research team. The facilitator did not intervene and get the attention of the woman.

The woman and her husband were discussing regularly about the implementation of the
experiment and sharing the work involved in it.

During the monitoring visit, the researcher requested for the filled-in data sheet; the man gave
it to the researcher saying that his wife had done all the recording. It appeared that recording
had become an additional task for the woman.

There was a good discussion between the research team and the innovator on the benefits of
the experiment (eg. the woman stated that it was much easier to control pests in the sack
garden than in the kitchen garden which has reduced her work and expenses)

The research team also engaged directly with the woman regarding sales of vegetables and who
controls the income. The woman mentioned that she had control over the vegetables that were
produced and made decisions on sales. She also had control over the income generated through
the sales.

This assignment revealed that the participants needed to pay more attention to gender at all stages of
the farmer-led research process. They were made aware that they needed to be mindful of being in a
supportive role as it was quite easy to slip into the controlling role that they are used to. It was also
clearly depicted that they needed to be gender conscious in all matters, even those that they would
consider trivial (eg. setting suitable dates and times for meetings). The participants agreed that this was
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a practice that they would have to internalise by consistently applying the gender lens in their work
related to farmer-led research.

4 Individual action plans

The next session was for participants to reflect on what they had learned and to come up with some
activities that they would undertake to put this learning into action in the next six months. These plans
would serve as a means of monitoring how they progress and allow for identifying and addressing
challenges they face. Over the next 4 to 6 months each participant will be supported remotely by the KIT
team and in the field by World Neighbors colleagues to implement their individual actions plans.

The list of individual action plans is given below:

Name Activities planned

Simon Gender analysis of the 7 farmer-led joint experiments that are on-going in Kisumu. Use

Kisumu gender lens in documenting any new local innovations that are discovered.

Martha Identify at least two women-led innovations contributing to food and nutrition security;

Kisumu carry out gender analysis and document them based on the findings; make a short
presentation on use of the gender lens to colleagues to help them apply it in other KALRO
programmes; ensure that the gender lens is sufficiently applied in ongoing farmer-led joint
research actions.

Fredrick Apply gender analysis to identify, analyse, and document innovations in the cassava and

Kisumu potato value chains.

Jane Identify more innovations in the community and analyse the gender dimensions of these

Kisumu innovations and thereby create more awareness within the community on gender

Dominic Integrate gender aspects into existing local innovations so that they can benefit the

Kisumu community as a whole; sensitise youth on gender issues so that they can help scout
innovations and be inspired by innovators to exercise their own creativity.

Peter Incorporate gender into on-going programmes involving the local steering committee

Kisumu established under the Promoting Local Innovations in Food and Nutrition Security (Proli-
FaNS) project.

Daniel Organise local innovators meeting and share with them the use of the gens; to identify

Makueni challenges in the community, analyse them using a gender lens and look for (women’s)
innovations addressing those; likewise link identified local innovations to emerging
challenges.

Abraham Include gender lens into regular training on livestock value chains; identify and document

Makueni local innovations identified in the course on farmer training incorporating gender
dimensions; join the local steering committee in Makueni and get involved in gender
analysis of livestock-related innovations.

Andrew Engage with the community during the different stages of the agriculture/ seasonal

Makueni calendar to identify specific challenges related to the given stage and identify innovations
using a gender lens; use events such as innovation fairs or other spaces (eg. public
meetings) to scout innovations mindful of gender dimensions; conduct separate men and
women focus groups to elicit information on local innovation.

Juliet Hold community meetings and sensitise communities on gender and innovation; share

Makueni learning with local leaders and others in steering committee who could not attend the
workshop; use gender lens to analyse men and women’s roles in the innovations
documented so far, giving priority to women’s innovations; assess changes in gender
norms in communities over a period.
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Anthony Strategise with local steering committee members and prepare them to analyse

Makueni innovations using a gender lens; work with key stakeholders involved in food and nutrition
security activities to address gender dimensions; involve younger men and women in our
activities; share what | learnt with others in the mango producers organisation; look for
more innovations related to mango and document them using a gender lens.

Vincent Integrate gender lens in work of the Proli-FaNS project, including revision of existing
Nairobi documentation of innovations to include gender analysis; provide awareness on use of
gender lens to local steering committee members who could not attend this workshop;
create awareness on gender in different advocacy platforms, e.g. Farmer Innovation Fair to
be held on 29" November; use gender lens when analysing any further local innovations
that will be identified and documented.

Franklin Facilitate a gender responsive local innovation and farmer-led joint research session with
Tamale partners in Ghana; jointly review each joint research activity through a gender lens and
facilitate necessary modifications (identify the effects that the activity has on men and
women); facilitate gender mainstreaming using the four dimensions in other project
activities such as monitoring.

All Try to find at least one social innovation related to food and nutrition security and analyse
the gender dimensions of it.

The participants agreed to carry out their individual action plans that are focused on using the gender
lens to make their work related to farmer-led innovation development more gender responsive. During
the next half year, they would communicate virtually with the workshop facilitators and receive
coaching on any challenges they face or questions that arise during execution of their plans. The
workshop facilitators would set dates for the next visit in 2019 during which they would hold reflection
meetings with the participants to get more in-depth feedback on how they have used the guidelines,
what challenges they have faced and suggestions for further improving the guidelines.

5 Next steps and follow-up

One of the main objectives of the workshop was to orient ARD practitioners of the need for gender
analysis not only when identifying and documenting local innovation but also in facilitating joint farmer-
led research. The participants appreciated the need for user friendly guidelines - tools and
methodologies - that would help them recognise and support local innovation that addresses and/or is
affected by prevalent gender issues in communities while contributing to food and nutrition security.
The workshop provided an opportunity to test the guidelines using simple language, to develop a shared
understanding of the gender lens, and to use value chain stages and activities to reach gender
responsive innovations as entry points for joint research. The reflections and feedback of the workshop
participants over the next 4-6 months will definitely help in making the guidelines usable across a wide
ARD audience.
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Annex 1

List of participants

No Name Gender | Institutional Affiliation

1. Martha Opondo F Kenya Agricultural and Livestock Research Organisation

2. Juliet Musau F County Department of Administration and Gender Services

3. Andrew Muendo M Inades Formation

4, Peter Atito M County Department of Agriculture, Livestock and Fisheries

5. Dominic Oulo M Rural Development Initiative (RUDI)

6. Jane Jagero F Farmer-Led Innovators Association of Kenya

7. Daniel Muia M County Development Committee and Social Services

8. Makonge Righa M World Neighbors

9. Vincent Mariadho M Prolinnova Kenya

10. Simon Obuolo M County Department of Agriculture and Livestock-
Agriculture

11. Abraham Nyaga M County veterinary department

12. Anthony Kimeu M County Department of Sand harvesting and Conservation

13. Fredrick Wabweyo M Community Rehabilitation and Environmental Protection
Programme

14. Franklin Avornyo M CSIR, Animal Research Institute, Nyankpala, N Ghana

15. Mona Dhamankar F Royal Tropical Institute (KIT), Amsterdam (Workshop
Facilitator)

16. Chesha Wettasinha F Royal Tropical Institute (KIT), Amsterdam (Workshop

Facilitator)
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Annex 2:

Workshop to orient ARD facilitators on gender-responsive farmer-led innovation and research
29 October to 1 November 2018, Nairobi, Kenya

related to LI and
FLIR

The gender lens
and its use in
LI/FLJR

lens in the FLIR
process

Preparation of
field visit to use
the gender lens in
practice

Programme

Time Monday, 29 Tuesday, 30 Wednesday, 31 Thursday, 1

October October October November
8:30-12:30 Welcome Recap of Day 1 Field visit to Feedback from

Makeuni the field visit
Introduction of Use of the value
participants chain to identify Group work in
local innovations four villages

Expectations of and related

participants challenges

Workshop Stages of the

objectives values chain

Recap of local Integrating the

innovation (LI) Challenges that gender lens in

and farmer-led could arise at FLJIR

joint research each stage

(FUR)

Local innovations

Importance food | to deal with these

and nutrition changes

security
12:30-13:30 Lunch Lunch Lunch
13:30-17:30 Gender issues Using the gender Integrating the

gender lens in
FLIR

Individual action
plans
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