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Presenting a practitioner perspective

1.1 WHAT IS THIS BOOK
ABOUT?

This book is about participation in agricultural
research. It documents the experience of
practitioners in implementing agricultural
research projects in which participation has been
a central issue. This experience is documented
through case studies, and through summaries of
the authors’ experience. Reference is made to
other literature on aspects of participation, both
specific and general. The case studies give first-
hand accounts of the challenges and successes
involved in using participatory approaches in
agricultural research projects undertaking
technology development and adaptation. Written
by practitioners, the case studies cover many
practical aspects of design and implementation
that are not covered in more academic and
conceptual writing on this subject, or in general
manuals on how to undertake participatory
agricultural research. The existing books,
manuals and guidelines adequately outline the
key principles and approaches in participatory
agricultural research (e.g. Okali et al., 1994; Van
Veldhuizen et al., 1997; Sutherland, 1998). This
book is different from most others on
participatory agricultural research in the
following respects:

it organizes and compares case-study
experiences within topical chapters, rather

than having case studies written as separate
chapters

it embraces a wider view of participation — in
addition to interaction between farmers and
researchers, this view includes participation
both within project teams and between the
Project team and other stakeholders in the
agricultural research process

it is not a trainin

J g manual detailing what to

N .
an,dV\./hen to do it and how: however, lessons
tips are provided for the topics covered

it is rooted in project experiences rather than
in development discourse, and does not
advocate a particular participatory research
philosophy, or claim to break new ground in
terms of participatory concepts and methods.

The aim of the book is to stimulate learning,
primarily by presenting examples of how a range
of projects handled various components of the
participatory research process. These examples
are given within a broader discussion of the
typical challenges and issues faced by projects
and practitioners when using participatory
approaches to develop and adapt agricultural
technology. Drawing on the case studies and
other experiences, some lessons, strategies and
tips are outlined in relation to particular topics
within participatory agricultural research.

1.2 WHO IS THE BOOK FOR?

This book is intended for all those interested in
the practical aspects of agricultural research and
development, including practitioners, project
managers, development specialists, advisors,
donors, academics involved in development
teaching and research, and students of
agricultural development. While the case studies
are based on project experiences in sub-Saharan
Africa, it is anticipated that many of the lessons,
strategies and tips will also apply to participatory
research for smallholders in other parts of the
developing world.

1.3 HOW DID THIS BOOK
ORIGINATE?

The material for this book originated from people
actively involved in advising and implementing
participatory agricultural projects in Africa. These
people were interested to establish a forum
through which to share their experiences. Along
with other donor organizations, the UK
Department for International Development
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(DFID) has supported a significant number of
agricultural research projects in Africa over the
past two decades. Many of these projects have
emphasized active participation by farmers in the
research process. Projects have been located
across a range of agroecological and institutional
settings. Up to 1995, each project had been
largely self-contained, with limited opportunities
for practitioners to share their experiences and
ideas across projects. This lack of sharing
concerned some DFID advisors and project staff.
In 1995, the DFID Natural Resource Advisor in
East Africa actively encouraged visits between
participatory agricultural research projects
operating in Kenya, Uganda and Tanzania.
During a visit by representatives of two other
projects to the end-of-phase-one workshop of the
ActionAid Farmers’ Participatory Research
Project, held at Jinja in Uganda, the idea of a
wider learning forum was discussed informally. In
further discussions with DIFD advisors, it was
suggested that such a forum could also draw on
agricultural research projects operating in other
parts of Africa in which DFID had been involved.
Two parts were proposed for the forum. The first
part involved a review of experience within
project teams, leading to the production of case
studies. The second was a workshop to bring
practitioners together and share experiences,
with a view to working towards consensus on
better practices for implementing participatory
agricultural research. The Natural Resources
Institute (NRI) undertook the co-ordination of the
forum on behalf of DFID.

The review of project experiences and case-study
writing took place from October 1996 to April
1997. The leaders of 11 relevant, ongoing or
recently completed DFID-funded projects in
Africa were contacted and invited to participate.
All except one were able to do so. Guidelines
were provided to help structure the writing of the
cases studies, detailing areas of focus. To
optimize learning and reduce individual bias, it
was emphasized that the writing should be a
team effort rather than an individual one. Of the
10 projects that agreed to participate, nine
produced case studies and submitted these for
external review and editing. Seven of the nine

case studies were prepared in a collaborative
mode by project team members. The case-study
guidelines encouraged candid and frank
discussion of real experiences, including
disappointments and points of conflict within
teams.

The workshop was held in May 1997 in Nyeri,
Kenya and included representatives from the 10
projects submitting case studies, and also
representatives of the Lake Zone Farming
Systems project in Tanzania, which had
participated in an earlier exchange of
experiences with the Dryland Research and
Extension Project (DAREP) and National
Agricultural Research Project (NARP Il) projects
based in Kenya. The diverse backgrounds and
perspectives of the practitioners at the workshop
led to long debates on some fundamental issues
and terminology. This somewhat limited the time
for developing consensus on improved practice
in some of the topical areas. At the end of the
workshop, participants suggested that the case
studies and outputs should be more widely
disseminated, but noted that more time would be
needed for analysis to draw out the key lessons
from the body of case-study material prepared.
The participants noted that they had limited time
to undertake further analysis. A summary report
on the workshop process and outputs was
disseminated widely through the Overseas
Development Institute’s Natural Resource
Perspectives Series (Number 25) in early 1998
(Sutherland et al., 1998).

This book builds primarily on the outputs from
the 1997 forum. In addition, it draws on a wider
body of literature relating to participatory
agricultural research, and on the experience of
the editors and case-study contributors who have
commented on earlier drafts.

1.4 HOW DID THE BOOK
DEVELOP?

Demand from practitioners for publication of the
case studies was identified through feedback on
the 1997

summary  workshop  report.



Participants at the Participatory Research and
Gender Analysis International Workshop on
Participatory Natural Resources Research at the
Landscape Level, held at NRI, Chatham, UK in
September 1999 further stressed the need for
case studies demonstrating the effective
application of participatory approaches to natural
resource research situations. The editors of this
book attending the

motivated by this demand to develop a plan for

1999 workshop were

publication of the 1997 case studies. Contact was
re-established with most of the authors, and parts
of the original case studies were incorporated
into the 16 topical chapters in this book.
Revisions and additions to the original case
material were made in the light of subsequent
developments in some projects.
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1.5 WHICH PROJECTS
PARTICIPATED?

The 10 projects in this book represent the
experiences in non-governmental organizations
(NGOs)
extension in seven sub-Saharan countries (Table

and public-sector research and
1.1). They provide a breadth of institutional
experiences and philosophical perspectives on
participation, as elaborated in Chapter 2. Four of
the projects were located firmly within national
agricultural research institutes; one straddled the
research and extension directorates; one was in
the national extension organization; and four
were in NGOs. One of these NGO projects with
long experience of institutionalizing farmer
participatory research, FARM Africa’s Farmers'’
Research Project in Ethiopia, was unable to
participate in the forum. However, one of the
editors was technical advisor to this project after

Table 1.1 Projects covered in this publication
Project title Institutional location Country
Kavango Farming Systems Research and NARO/NAEO Directorates of Agricultural Namibia
Extension Project Research and Training and Extension and
Engineering Services
Intermediate Technology Development Group- NGO - Intermediate Technology Zimbabwe
Chivi Food Security Project Development Group
Adaptive Research Planning Team NARO - Research Branch, Zambia
Ministry of Agriculture

EARE Zambia's Livingstone Food Security NGO - CARE International Zambia

roject
ODA/DRT Cashew Research Project NARO — Directorate of Research and Training  Tanzania
Farmers’ Research Project NGO — FARM Africa Ethiopia
K : .

ARVODA National Agricultural Research NARO - Kenya Agricultural Research Institute  Kenya
Project, Phase ||
Dryl i
Pl‘gjscntd Applied Research and Extension NARO - Kenya Agricultural Research Institute  Kenya
ActionAid -
Profagt id/NRI Farmer Participatory Research NGO - ActionAid, Uganda Uganda
Larger Graj .

In Borer Contro| Project NAEO Ministry of Agriculture — Extension Ghana
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the forum, and has incorporated some of the
experiences into the chapter covering
institutionalization issues. Most of the projects
were completed, or nearly completed, at the time
of the forum, and so were in a strong position to
reflect on their experiences. Two were at a
relatively early stage of implementation, and so
benefited considerably by using the case-study
writing exercise to think through and discuss
their strategies and approaches to implementing
various activities.

1.6 THE BOOK’S STRUCTURE

Three dimensions of participation in agricultural
research provide the framework for the three
sections of this book. These are:

farmer participation

participation within project teams
participation by other agencies external to the
team.

Farmer participation in practice

Part One covers various aspects of farmer
participation in the formal research process.
Chapter 2 sets the organizational context for the
case-study projects and summarizes, in the
words of the practitioners, a range of
philosophies and goals relating to farmer
patticipation. The importance is emphasized of
setting realistic expectations as to what can be
achieved through farmer participation, in the
context of the constraints and opportunities
provided by the implementing organization’s
programmes, capacity and mandate.

Chapters 3-8 follow a similar format. A brief
introduction to the topic is followed by a
presentation of case studies from a selection of
projects. The cases are then discussed, along
with the important lessons emerging. In most
chapters the helping and hindering factors are
identified, together with tips for improved
collaboration between researchers and farmers
during situation analysis, research agenda
development and experimentation.

Chapters 3 and 4 address the central issue of
targeting research. Chapter 3 discusses the
characterization of farming and livelihood
systems. It describes why some of the projects
undertook detailed studies in order to provide a
biophysical and socio-economic context for
decisions about research focus, while others gave
this type of study lower priority. Approaches used
to describe and classify the range of biophysical
and socio-economic features and to delineate
livelihood and farming systems, household types
and distinct farmer categories are discussed, and
some tips for improved practice identified.
Chapter 4 discusses farmer- and site-selection
strategies and their implications, particularly for
achieving a poverty focus.

Chapters 5 and 6 explore how projects have
arrived at a research agenda and experimental
designs, and how experimentation has been
conducted. Chapter 5 explores various
approaches tried by researchers to engage with
farmers in understanding their situation, and
developing a research agenda to address the key
constraints and opportunities identified together
with farmers. Factors are identified which
influence the focus of diagnostic activities and
the emerging research agenda. Chapter 6 looks at
the rationale behind farmer participation in
formal experimentation, and documents how the
various case-study projects involved farmers in
their experimental activities, from design through
to evaluation and redesign. A discussion of issues
and lessons relating to experimentation with
farmers follows.

Chapter 7 deals with the uptake of new
knowledge and practices, as the intended result
of increasing farmer participation in agricultural
research. Project experiences with involving
farmers in formulating technical messages, and in
disseminating information and new technology
inputs to other farmers, are presented. It argues
that, from the perspective of a cost-effective use
of public-sector agricultural research resources,
participatory approaches need to show
significant impact beyond the group of producers
immediately involved.



Chapter 8 focuses on institutional aspects of
farmer participation within communities. It
examines how projects have worked with
existing local institutions, and also new
institutions that projects have tried out in order to
facilitate more farmer participation and build
farmer research capacity. Experiences with group
approaches, including farmer research groups,
are compared with experiences of working with
individual farmers. The benefits and challenges
of group approaches and other forms of
institutionalizing participation within and across
communities are presented.

Teamwork

Part Two deals with the important but neglected
topic of teamwork in agricultural research. This
includes internal reflections by team members
and team leaders on their experiences of
teamwork.

Chapter 9 provides the context for teamwork in
the case-study projects, and outlines typical
phases in the development of agricultural
research project teams, pointing to similarities
and differences from phases outlined in
management literature. The four phases
identified, based on an analysis of the projects
which share their experiences, are covered in the
remaining chapters of this section. Chapter 10
discusses the factors that influence team
structure, team composition, effective team
leadership, and the selection of team members.
This includes a discussion of influences of the
wider organizational context on team structure,
.and experiences with addressing gender
imbalance and the selection of team leaders.

_Chapter 11 describes team-building processes,
!ncluding joint planning, fostering
nterdisciplinary working habits, and building
CE’ifd“p(Btencies through training. Chapter 12
Zperr:tsii)i; 2 range of .consolidation and
efiection reas that are |n.1portant to sustain
et an;lwork. Th'esel include enhancing
ownership tza communication, fostering project
of hierar’h m _ma.nagement, addressing issues

€Ny within the host organization,
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incorporating support staff, and the (often
delicate) issue of managing project resources.
Chapter 13 discusses team closure, and
emphasizes the value in planning an exit strategy
and documenting the project process; it also
covers handing-over of activities and resources,
and saying farewell to collaborators.

Other stakeholders and
institutions

Part Three addresses issues related to linkages,
working with other stakeholders, building
capacity, and other aspects of institutionalizing
more participatory research approaches.

Chapters 14 and 15 address issues relating to
effectively linking with and involving other
stakeholders in the participatory research
process. Chapter 14 examines the important role
of linkages in participatory research. It explores
the reasons why linkages are so important, and
why they remain an area of concern in many
projects. The chapter documents experiences of
projects in identifying other stakeholders and
building working relationships with them. It also
draws out some lessons from this experience, and
proposes strategies for more effective ways of
building linkages. Chapter 15 examines the
rationale for more permanent types of linkage,
and the challenges involved in maintaining and
sustaining the collaborative process.

Chapter 16 explores the experiences of projects
in influencing institutional change in the
direction of more participatory research.
Contributions and efforts by various projects to
change institutions in sub-Saharan Africa are
presented as case studies, and are discussed in
relation to the main areas where projects may be
influence change in the
implementing organizations involved. Chapter
17 takes the discussion of institutional change
further. An overview is provided of some
practical challenges faced by projects when
introducing and institutionalizing participatory
approaches into the agricultural research
process, and summary lessons are noted.

expected to
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Overarching issues relating to the future
development of programmes and projects that
facilitate more effective participation in
agricultural research are identified, along with
cross-cutting strategies for more effective
management of institutional change.

Some of the reasons behind the variable impact
of projects on institutional change are discussed,
along with the issues, challenges, lessons and
implications for future strategies. The chapter
ends with a summary of the main learning points
on the three dimensions of participation covered
by the case studies, and of future directions in
making more effective use of participatory
approaches within agricultural research.

The views expressed in the case studies are those
of the practitioners. The editors have retained
differences of opinion and perspectives
throughout the cases. In contrast to the cases, the
summaries of helping and hindering factors, the
lessons and the tips for practitioners contained at
the end of most chapters are based on a more
consensus-based perspective, achieved during
the 1997 practitioners’ forum and the collegiate
editing process of the book (notwithstanding that
some practitioners were more vocal and
concerned than others to put forward their ideas
and advice).



PART ONE Farmer participation in practice

Part One addresses farmer participation in formal agricultural research, and documents the experiences
of project teams working to involve farmers in activities relating to technology development and
dissemination. These experiences have given rise to a number of viewpoints, and to significant consensus
about some of the ‘dos and don’ts’ for effective farmer participation. The experiences of practitioners differ
to some extent with the organizational context of projects, and the philosophies and goals relating to
farmer participation. These are outlined in Chapter 2. Chapters 3 and 4 address the central issue of
targeting research, including the characterization of farming and livelihood systems, and decisions on
selecting farmers and sites. Chapters 5 and 6 explore farmer participation in setting research agendas and
conducting experiments. Various approaches to engaging with farmers and understanding their situation,
and to factors that influence the focus of diagnostic activities and the emerging research agenda, are
discussed. The rationale behind farmer participation in formal experimentation is discussed, along with
issues and lessons relating to experimentation with farmers.

The uptake of new knowledge and practices, the intended result of increasing farmer participation in
agricultural research, is documented in Chapter 7. Experiences of involving farmers in formulating
technical messages, and disseminating information and new technology inputs to other farmers, are
presented. Chapter 8 focuses on institutional aspects of farmer participation within communities. Both N
working through existing local institutions, and setting up new institutions to facilitate more farmer
participation and build farmer research capacity, are documented. Experiences with group approaches are
compared to working with individual farmers, and various institutions for fostering participation within
and across communities are listed.
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This chapter starts with a brief discussion of some
perspectives and conceptual approaches relating
to participation in agricultural research, then
introduces the projects from which the case
studies are drawn. Perspectives and conceptual
approaches influence the way projects start; as
time goes on, the perspectives of the two major
stakeholders, farmers and researchers, may
change. Moreover, the project may be influenced
by the introduction of concepts and targets,
either through a process of internal reflection or
by interaction between the project team and
project advisors, reviewers or other development
agencies external to the project.

2.1 THE MEETING OF TWO
WORLDS

In situations where both farmers’ and researchers’
experience with participatory approaches is
limited, participatory agricultural research
projects provide a meeting point for two distinct
perspectives or worlds. Projects provide
opportunities for more effective participation by
resource-limited farmers in the world of
agricultural researchers, and vice versa. Farmers
enter the researchers’ world in various (and
limited) ways. For example, at the start, farmers
discuss their farming practices, problems and
priorities with researchers, and in the process
|§arn about issues that interest researchers. These
discussions may be generated through various
Participatory rural appraisal (PRA) tools: flow
‘?'ﬂgmlms, matrixes, transect walks, maps and
'\:\':I‘jl;"'lﬁ:g:;:j:hnare facillita.ted by resez.lrch.ers.
Ié‘nguage - re:;/inasmstbm .comrnum(.atlc.)n,
Communication partic I:l | reedbpbeecs
COMNTE it f;,-m‘ icularly when vresearchers

ers do and say into reports

;vrltlen N another Ianguage. Farmers also
ecome involved in
vxperimemalion,
othe

researchers’
oy providing land, labour and
DULS, recordi
PULs, recording data, and meeting with

other farrare
farmers and researchers to discuss the

results. As the relationship develops, farmers may
be offered lifts in project vehicles; visit the
nearest research station to see on-station field
trials, laboratories and the offices where
researchers sit, and develop personal relations !
with researchers.

Researchers also have an opportunity to enter,
albeit briefly and partially, the farmers’ world.
During PRA activities and diagnostic surveys, and
when visiting on-farm trials, researchers can talk
with farmers about farming and related problems,
and even offer farmers help with field operations.
Researchers may receive hospitality and be
invited to share food or drink with farmers, and
conversations are likely to extend to topics
beyond the research at hand. As relationships are
strengthened, the researcher may feel moved to
engage with farmers on a wide range of
agricultural and even non-agricultural topics. As
time passes, researchers may start to include
collaborating farmers as part of their social
world. Some of the farmers will be mentioned by
name in discussions with the project team,
becoming ‘famous’ within the project
environment. Phrases like ‘our farmers’ may be
heard in some countries; a phrase used by
researchers to describe the farmers they are
collaborating with and with whom they have
developed a good relationship.

Specific opportunities for farmers and researchers
to enter each others worlds are discussed further
in relation to the research project cycle in
Chapters 3-7. This chapter addresses five
questions relating to farmer participation in
agricultural research:

what are the benefits of farmer participation
in agricultural research?

which approaches to farmer participation are
most appropriate?

to what extent should a highly structured
activity sequence be followed?
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how important are the project objectives and
organizational context?

what do the case-study projects say about
their philosophy or approach to participation?

2.2 WHAT ARE THE BENEFITS?

Increasing farmers’ involvement in the design
and implementation of research on their farms
can provide a number of benefits in terms of the
functional effectiveness of the formal research
process (Martin and Sherington, 1996;
Farrington, 1998). Among other things, greater
farmer participation means that:

applied and adaptive research will be better
oriented to farmers’ problems

farmers’ knowledge and experience can be
incorporated into the search for solutions, and
highly inappropriate technologies can be
‘weeded out’ early on

the performance of promising technologies
developed on-station can be tested under
‘real-life’ agroecological and management
conditions

researchers become aware of socio-economic
factors (e.g. gender relations) operating within
the farming community that may have
important implications for the type of research
they are doing and the way they do it

researchers will be provided with ongoing
and rapid feedback during the research
process and promising technologies can be
identified, modified and disseminated more
guickly, reducing the length of research
cycles and saving time and money

farmers’ capacity and expertise for conducting
collaborative research is built up, becoming a
valuable human resource for future research
programmes

farmers gain access to new information and
new technical products earlier, and are
empowered to conduct more of their own
research

10

researchers are provided with ongoing
feedback of qualitative and quantitative data
as the growing season progresses.

2.3 WHICH APPROACH TO
USE?

As researchers start to enter into the farmers’
world, and at the same time consult the literature
advocating participatory agricultural research
approaches, they may start to ask themselves
questions along the lines: ‘which approach am |
using/which approach should | be using? This
section briefly discusses some of the approaches
that have been promoted during the past two
decades, emphasizing the benefits of a pragmatic
approach in fitting with the organizational
context and project objectives.

Several new approaches for involving farmers
have been advocated as effective alternatives to
conventional ‘top-down technology transfer’
agricultural research and extension (Farrington
and Martin, 1988; Cornwall et al., 1994; Okali et
al,, 1994). Perhaps the three best documented
approaches in the English language literature are
farming systems research (FSR), farmer
participatory research (FPR) and participatory
technology development (PTD) (Merrill-Sands,
1986). These three approaches share much in
common. They have borrowed from each other,
and also from approaches used in other fields of
development, particularly from rapid rural
appraisal (RRA), PRA, participatory learning, and
action and training for transformation.

Common threads running through these three
approaches include:

emphasis on diagnostic activities to establish
a research programme focus or agenda (at
times also including an extension focus)

conducting experiments on farmers’ fields or
animals with their collaboration

engaging in a dialogue with farmers through
the research process and, in varying degrees,



a concern with demonstrating the impact and
uptake of new ideas developed

using the approach to link researchers with
realities at farm level

developing a research and extension agenda
where the farmers are the principal clients for
the research carried out.

The differences between these approaches are
listed in Table 2.1. They relate mainly to the
relative importance attached to using systems
perspectives; the need to extrapolate research
results; farmer empowerment; indigenous farmer
experimentation and technical knowledge; and
linkages with mainstream research, extension
and development programmes.

Farming systems research offers the potential to
make public-sector institutions more accountable
to farmers; to influence national and sub-national
research priorities; and to extrapolate and
disseminate research results. The FPR and PTD
approaches provide a more flexible role for
farmers in  setting research  priorities,
experimentation and dissemination, and also
focus on empowering farmers to improve access

Table 2.1

oriented agricultural research-~
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to research services and undertake their own
semi-autonomous research activities.

Other anglophone approaches related to these
three include adaptive research, on-farm
research, farming systems research and
extension, on-farm client-oriented research,
farming systems development, farmer-back-to-
farmer and farmer field schools. In francophone
literature, recherche developpement and
recherche des systems agraires also have some
similarities (Fresco, 1984). Some distinguishing
features of these related approaches are
summarized in Table 2.2,

While each of the more participatory approaches
has its own history and features, Biggs (1989) has
developed a typology for describing differences
in types of farmer participation in on-farm
agricultural research (Table 2.3). The degree of
farmer involvement in decision-making varies,
and increases as one moves to the right-hand side
of Table 2.3. In the contract mode of
participation, researchers dominate decisions
and farmers’ views are not actively sought by
researchers.

Differences of emphasis between three popular anglophone approaches to farmer-

Areas of emphasis Farming systems Farmer Participatory
research (FSR) participatory technology
B research (FPR) development (PTD)
Ufe of a systems perspective High Low Low
Ii”‘oi”lf? extrapolating research results High to medium Low Low
fa»rmer empowerment Low High High
Use . :
L fofrj"al experimental methods High Low Medium
Indigenous kno o
2 wledge a s ;
CXperimentation e LI i Fhige
Strong links \jv"»_— — =
¢ s with .
Programmes development Low to medium Low Low
Strong Jinks I ——— . B
& S with maj .
W extension nstream research High Low Low to medium
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Table 2.2

Other ‘branded’ approaches to more participatory agricultural research
pp p p

‘Brand’ label

Distinguishing features

Adaptive research

A parallel development of FSR, emphasizing adaptive testing of developed technology,
with or without systems analysis — the main rationale being increasing uptake of on-the-
shelf technology

On-farm research

A more commodity-oriented application of FSR principles (Tripp, 1991), sometimes
referred to as ‘on-farm research with a farming systems perspective’

Farming systems
research—extension

Emphasizes the need for farming systems approaches to be embraced by extension as
well as by research, at the same time acknowledging a blurring of boundaries between
research and extension

Farmer-back-to-

Emphasizes learning from farmers’ technical knowledge, and a learning-cycle approach

farmer to the research process (Rhoades and Booth, 1982)
Recherche Fresco (1984) notes three features differentiating this approach from conventional
developpement research — detailed procedures for data collection outside the research station throughout

the research process; explicit linkages between research and development organizations;
and accepting the systeme de production as a unit of analysis leading to decentralized
and location-specific research and recognition of farmers’ motivations and national
development goals as additional evaluation criteria

Farming systems
development

Conceptually linked to FSR. Promoted by the FAO with strong emphasis on service
delivery and the institutional and policy environment, like the recherche developpement
approach (FAO, 1989).

On-farm client-
oriented research

Embraces FSR, adaptive research and recherche developpement, and emphasizes the
demand-driven aspect of agricultural research; a more embracing category used for
purposes of analysis of effectiveness, rather than practitioner guidance (Merrill-Sands,
1986; Merrill-Sands and McAllister, 1988)

Farmer first

Emphasizes empowerment of farmers in the research process, including analysis, choice
of technology options, farmer experimentation, and researcher’s role as facilitator and
searcher for new knowledge and technology to broaden choice (Chambers, 1989)

Farmer field schools

A knowledge-based approach to extending more complex technical ideas, originating
from integrated pest management extension approaches; the field school process may
involve some elements of farmer testing and joint experimentation (Ooi, 1998)

Table 2.3 Typology of farmer participation in agricultural research

Contract

Consultative Collaborative Collegiate

Farmers’ land and services
are hired or borrowed,
e.g. researcher contracts
with farmers to provide
specific types of land

There is a doctor—patient
relationship; researchers
consult farmers, diagnose
their problems and try to
find solutions

Researchers and farmers
are roughly equal partners
in the research process
and continuously
collaborate in activities

Researchers actively
encourage and support
farmers’ own research and
experiments

Source: Adapted from Biggs (1989).
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Consultative participation is exemplified by
applications of the farming systems research
approach of the early- to mid-1980s. It includes:
"diagnosing farmers’ practices and problems,
planning an experimental programme, testing
technological alternatives in farmers’ fields and
developing and extending recommendations"
(Tripp, 1991). Researchers, after consultation,
provide the solutions, plan the experiments, and
finally recommend what is best practice. In
collaborative participation, the ideas for
interventions to be tested also come from farmers
or other knowledgeable people in the locality,
and are the product of discussions between
researchers and natural resource users. In
collegiate participation, it is the farmers
themselves who play the lead role in identifying
what the content of the experiments will be, and
the manner in which they will be conducted.

While Table 2.3 implies some discontinuity
between types of participation, the four types of
farmer participation are probably best thought of
as points on a continuum. In the early stages of a
project, due to significant differences in power
and interest between researcher and farmer, the
researchers initiate action and the consultative
mode is likely to predominate, simply because
the researcher has much more control over the
process. More collaborative relations can
develop after relations of trust and
interdependence have been built up between
researchers and farmers, and the farmers begin to
see for themselves what is involved. This will
require explicit efforts on the part of researchers
FO invest time in clearly communicating their
ideas to farmers, carefully listening to farmers’
;::3:::5 El;\fi CouCter-sugg?sfions, and explicitly
B = st:rrr (_ey decisions to .farmers.
i leadl hm‘:‘g in a purely const{ltattve mode
Sontibe wi;h t:és to exp'ect this mode to

# expectation that researchers

are the sy, ;
L ¢ outside ‘experts’ who make all the key
decisions.!

Perspectives on participation

2.4 HOW MUCH
STRUCTURING OF
PROCEDURES IS
REQUIRED?

Contractual and consultative modes of farmer
participation might be expected to be more
structured than a collegiate mode. However,
approaches espoused in textbooks and manuals
on participatory research, while proposing some
type of sequencing, do not directly address the
question, ‘to what extent should participatory
procedures be structured and sequenced?. A
rule-of-thumb response to this question is that an
open-ended approach, which relies on the
application of general principles to meet agreed
objectives, will enable practitioners to learn as
they implement. However, such an open-ended
approach has several requirements:

the general principles should be well known
and available to the team (brief written
guidelines can help)

at least one, and preferably several, team
members should have positive experience
and/or confidence in applying these
principles

the project design has to provide room,
including time and resources, for making
mistakes and reflecting on them.

The introduction of participatory approaches as
part of organizational change does not imply
rejection of a structured and systematic
approach. A ‘learning organization’, one that is
open and willing to change, still requires
structure and systematic operational procedures,
perhaps even ‘systems thinking’, in order to
provide a framework for reaching consensus for
action (Bawden, 1994). The researchers and
farmers involved need to broadly understand
where they are going, and how they are going to
get there.

Handbooks and field guides on farming systems

and participatory agricultural research generally
provide an operational sequence of activities to

13
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follow (e.g. CIMMYT, 1988; Mutsaers et al.,
1997; van Veldhuizen et al., 1997). Guides are
particularly valuable when there is limited
experience in the project team, and staff have not
been exposed to participatory and client-oriented
approaches during their training. However, it is
impossible to write a single set of guidelines that
covers the wide range of contexts (organizations
and programmes) within which participatory
agricultural research can take place. Guidelines
may make assumptions, which are not always
explicit, about the organization or context for
research. Moreover, detailed guidance as to how
farmer participation may be facilitated in
undertaking particular activities is not always
given in the guidelines.

The main danger with overreliance on such
guides, as with PRA manuals, is that they may be
used as blueprints rather than as useful literature
to be used thoughtfully and with specific
objectives in mind (Chambers and Guijt, 1995).
Rapid rural appraisal, PRA, on-farm trials (and
even questionnaire surveys) are often applied in
a mechanistic way, repetitively, and with a lack
of clear focus. Such unfocused use of methods
can take place in a range of institutional contexts,
and NGOs are not exempt from this pitfall.
Mechanistic application of methods is to be
avoided, and guides should be used as prompts
rather than as a blueprint (Chambers and Guijt,
1995). However, where farmers play a greater
role in the decision-making process, there is less
risk of falling into this trap. With a high degree of
farmer participation, unpopular or marginally
relevant activities are unlikely to be repeated.
Nevertheless, in circumstances where farmers
benefit in terms of material inputs or status, some
may still favour activities that add little to the
stock of new knowledge.

The need for a highly structured process is likely
to be greatest when there is a short time horizon
within which to come up with results. The Larger
Grain Borer (LGB) Control Project, the National
Agricultural Research Project (NARP 1) and the
Dryland Research and Extension Project (DAREP)
faced this situation, having only 3 years, a
relatively short time for experience-based

14

learning in participatory research. In such a
situation, there is limited room for formal
experimentation with various methodologies in
order to identify those most suitable for particular
situations. Time may allow only for applying a
combination of procedures found to be useful in
similar situations elsewhere, followed by
reflection, monitoring and documentation of the
results. The shorter the time available and the
more limited the resources, the greater the need
for a pragmatic approach, bringing experience to
bear in order to address a particular situation.

In short, there is much to be said for a pragmatic
approach that avoids rigid adherence to a
particular terminology or approach. A pragmatic
perspective recognizes that ‘real” participation is
not a question of using politically correct
phrases, or of applying a sequence or toolkit of
activities (Chambers and Guijt, 1995). It looks at
how the strong points of each approach can be
combined to make participatory agricultural
research more effective. Moreover, ‘real’
participation is a process of two or more parties
getting to know each other, building a rapport,
and negotiating what they expect from each
other. The emphasis is on sustaining an effective
and transparent process of negotiation and
collaboration that is driven by the interests and
agenda of both parties — farmers and researchers.

2.5 HOW IMPORTANT ARE
PROJECT AND
ORGANIZATIONAL
OBJECTIVES?

The approaches to involving farmers in the
research process adopted by particular projects
are influenced by several factors, including the
technical research objectives, the organizational
context and its culture, and the views of the
implementers. A project’s objectives have an
important influence, as many of the cases below
illustrate. However, these may change during the
project's life, along with the views of those
implementing it. For example, Cases 2.1 and 2.4
in this chapter illustrate how longer-term



programmes and projects have changed their
objectives relating to farmer participation over
time. Similarly, while bearing in mind that
organizational objectives and cultures provide
both constraints and opportunities to more or less
participation by farmers, projects often provide
an important means through which these
objectives and cultures can be influenced. We
return to this topic in Chapter 16.

WHAT DO THE CASE-
STUDY PROJECTS SAY
ABOUT THEIR APPROACH?

2.6

The case studies discussed at length cover a
range of organizational contexts and various
types of technical research focus. Four of the
projects were located within national agricultural
research organizations, three straddled both
extension and research departments within

Perspectives on participation

government ministries, and three were located
within NGOs having connections with extension
and research organizations. The technical focus
of the projects ranged from a highly specific
focus on particular pest outbreaks and on
particular commodities, to a generic focus on
agricultural and related problems identified by
farmers as important (Tables 2.4-2.6).

This range of organizational contexts and
objectives has, to some extent, influenced
approaches to farmer participation espoused in
project documents and expressed by project staff.
The cases are presented in three groups:
within  national

views from projects

agricultural research organizations

views from projects within research and
extension organizations

views from projects within NGOs.

Table 2.4  Case-study projects in national agricultural research institutes: organizational context,
technical focus and general approach
Project Organizational context Technical research focus Approach orientation

Adaptive Research
Planning Team (ARPT)

Zambian Agricultural
Research and Extension
System: provincial teams
covering eight provinces

FSR and adaptive
research

Broad-based, problem-
oriented adaptive research
based on problems
identified through farming
systems diagnosis

KARI/ODA National
/\gr.icultural Research
Project, Phase || (NARP 1)

Drylland Applied Research
and Extension Proj
(DAREP) ject

ODA/DRT ¢

Rese

ashew
arch Project

Kenya Agricultural

Broad-based adaptive Adaptive research and

Research Institute — research based on FPR
parastatal with national problems and opportunities
mandate; project operating identified through expert
through regional research consultations and PRAs
programmes
Kenya Agricultural Broad-based, problem- FSR/PTD
Research [nstitute — oriented adaptive research
parastatal; attached to a for semi-arid areas, based
regional research centre in  on problems identified
eastern Kenya through farming systems
diagnosis
Based in Tanzanian Focus on technology for Farmer field

Department of Research at
a cashew research station

increasing cashew schools/farmer first
production, particularly

disease control

5
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2.7 VIEWS FROM FOUR research process. Researchers in national
PROJECTS WITHIN institutes may be cautious about adopting new
approaches in such a wholesale fashion. The four
NATIONAL projects described here had clearly defined
AGRICULTURAL technical outputs. While they were all influenced
RESEARCH INSTITUTES by some of the approaches described in the
previous section, most did not rigidly prescribe a
Projects within national agricultural research particular methodology or approach. In practice
organizations, either explicitly or implicitly, build this allowed room for the implementers to select
on the existing body of researchers’ experience from a range of methodological options during
(positive and negative) in involving farmers in the implementation.

CASE 2.1

ARPT: WORKING TOWARDS A COLLABORATIVE APPROACH

Zambia’s Adaptive Research Planning Teams were grounded and trained in FSR methodologies. However,
unlike some other FSR projects started at a similar time, they also had a clear influence from adaptive research
ideas, and were shaped by an agricultural planning perspective that acknowledged the importance of linkages
between FSR on the one hand, and commodity research, factor research and agricultural planning on the other
(Kean and Singogo, 1988). The ARPT programme was open to new ideas, and used these to evolve its own
participatory approaches and philosophy for farmer participation over a 10-year period.

From the mid-1980s to early 1990s, the ARPT programme was probably the largest FSR initiative of its kind in
the world, consisting of eight provincial teams and a national co-ordinating team.? By 1990, six different types
of specialist staff were contained in these teams — farming systems agronomists, agricultural economists, research
extension liaison staff, rural sociologists, nutritionists and livestock specialists. In the early days of ARPTs’ work,
agricultural economists worked with agronomists at field level in undertaking diagnostic work and establishing
FSR programmes to improve farm management practices (Drinkwater, 1991). From 1986, when rural sociologists
and, subsequently, nutritionists began to join ARPT, the focus and mode of working altered. The economists in
the programme began to conduct more upstream research, for instance on marketing or more policy-related
issues, whilst the sociologists took over the role of social science partners to the agronomists at field level. Two
changes occurred — the introduction of more participatory approaches, and an introduction of a household food
security perspective as a new contextual framework for appraisal and adaptive research work.

The evolution of ARPTs” approach to farmer participation is summarized below.

Consulting with farmers, 1984-90

During the period 1984-90 a series of tentative steps were made towards developing greater levels of farmer
participation in ARPTs, which by the end of the period had led to a greater realization that for an FSR
programme to be effective, farmers had to be more involved throughout the process. The steps taken during this
period sought to address three main problem areas:

a lack of farmer participation at particular stages of the FSR sequence

the poor quality or token nature of participation by farmers
the inadequate representation of women.
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In reviewing this period, Drinkwater and Sutherland (1993) note a number of issues that arose and shifts that
began to occur during this period as a result of these issues.

Farmer empowerment: Sutherland (1987) noted how, when farmers had not been consulted sufficiently,
they would frequently exercise negative power in the implementation of trials, either by not carrying out
specific treatments or by effectively sabotaging a whole trial. Similarly, if a farmer provided a bad piece of
land for a trial, it was an obvious indication of the lack of importance accorded to the trial by the farmer.

Easing logistical constraints to participation: initially, trials were scattered around a geographical area, with
farmers being selected by trials assistants through a mixture of semi-random selection and working with
farmers whom they knew. Such scattering made both farmer participation and obtaining meaningful data
difficult (Kean et al., 1985). As a corrective measure, clustering of trials was adopted in many provinces —
initially Lusaka, then Central, Western and Luapula. In Lusaka Province, with the advent of a sociologist on
the team, this evolved into a community approach, albeit still using a largely consultative methodology. In
conjunction with this, constraints to participation by women farmers were reduced by holding separate field
days for women in some provinces.

Targeting and equity: concerns began to be expressed in this period that trials were being conducted mostly
with wealthier, male, small-scale farmers. Nevertheless, attempts to derive more cross-representative
selections of trial farmers were still largely social engineering. This resulted in some obvious problems, as
in Northern Province where some farmers ‘selected’ on the basis of equity did a poor job because they
lacked experience of the trial crop (ARPT, 1989). Most of the ARPTs adopted a policy of positive
discrimination in selgcting farmers for trials, so that at least one in every three of the trial farmers would be
a female-headed household.

Farmer assessment: as it became increasingly accepted that the formal statistical analysis of farmer trials
had serious limitations, from around 1984 many of the provincial teams introduced farmer field days to try
and improve the level of feedback. It was found that field days were not events at which in-depth, frank
discussions could be held, due to influences from extension officials and local political figures.
Consequently these field days met with limited success as far as this objective was concerned. From 1987,
Lusaka Province began to use evaluation questionnaires with farmers at the end of each season, and at
ARPT review meetings the question ‘which is more important, statistical results or farmers’ opinion?’ was
being raised (ARPT, 1989).

Indigenous knowledge: from the mid-1980s the first sociologists in ARPTs also began undertaking research
work into indigenous technical knowledge with a series of classificatory studies: the local terms for soils,
weeds and crop varieties in Lusaka Province; for soils, vegetation and cassava cultivation practices in
LUalo.ula Province; and a large collaborative study on indigenous soil classification systems in Northern
Provmce. This last study was controversial: soil scientists at first rejected farmers’ ability to classify soils
differently, but eventually accepted some of the criteria farmers were using (Sikana, 1994a).

Farmer collaboration, 1988-93

In 1988, the Northern Pr,

i ovince ARPT began to work through village research groups, and by 1990-91 on-farm

eing conducted with farmer research groups in Central, Copperbelt and Western
rovince the groups were established in 1989, following an evaluation of the provincial

ars of i [ i . . | i
experience. This evaluation concluded that of the five technologies released for dissemination
M€, not one was bej

'S felt they had learned

al work wags also b

e
hovmces. In Central p
leam'’s 8 ve

by that g

farme ng adopted on any significant level by farmers. Instead, the lessons of value

~ for instance, on maize planting methods and plant spacing — had passed
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unrecorded by the provincial team (M.J. Drinkwater, unpublished paper, 1990). The decision to work through
farmer research groups was supported by recommendations developed at an ARPT annual review meeting in
1990, at which Biggs’ typology was discussed. This meeting supported a motion that the ARPT should try to
move from a consultative to a collaborative mode of participation over the next 5 years. This initiative came
from the researchers involved within the ARPT, rather than from the donors, many of whom were not interested

in the development of a more effective research approach.?

Sources: Drinkwater and Sutherland (1993); Drinkwater (1997).

particularly sensitive to the consequences of
forming separate units or teams (e.g. ARPTs) to
conduct on-farm research within research
institutions, and attempted to avoid the potential
pitfalls of such an approach (Matata and
Wandera, 1998).

The next case presents a perspective from a
project that started operating in 1994, more than
10 years after the ARPTs began. This project
design and approach took account of previous
experiences of introducing more farmer-oriented
within  Kenya and
countries. It was

research  approaches
neighbouring  African

CASE 2.2

NARP I1: CONSULTATIVE ADAPTIVE RESEARCH

The philosophy of the regional research programmes (RRPs) within the Kenya Agricultural Research Institute
(KARI) is to involve farmers, extensionists and others in all stages of technology development and
dissemination. KARI’s interactions with farmers and other stakeholders have been, and remain, largely
consultative in nature, through diagnostic surveys and researcher-managed trials. A major objective of the
National Agricultural Research Project (Phase Il)'s support to the RRPs is to increase the involvement of farmers
and others, so that the RRPs’ relations with farmers become more collaborative. However, the size of the regions
to be served, in terms of numbers of smallholder farm families, ethnic groups and socio-economic conditions,
and agroecological conditions and agricultural enterprises, pose considerable problems to real collaboration,
particularly in priority-setting. Accordingly, a two-stage approach is taken throughout the research and
dissemination process of the RRPs, where first the ‘experts’ (scientists, extensionists, NGOs and government
organization representatives) take the lead in setting regional priorities and formulating a research agenda and
interventions, then farmers validate the agenda and interventions proposed for their area. As discussed later
(Cases 3.3, 4.1, 4.7, 5.6), farmers’ reactions are taken very seriously in selecting who within a community
should participate in the trials and which research activities are to be implemented.

The NARP Il adaptive research programme in Kenya also had a clearly defined and pragmatic view on farmer
participation, one that took account of what was possible within a government research institute with a broad
technical and geographical mandate, and which used the Biggs (1989) typology of participation as a reference
point.

Source: Rees et al. (1997).

In a similar institutional setting to NARP I, but
with a mandate geographically focused on semi-
arid areas, the project outlined in Case 2.3 was
guided by a philosophy that emphasized the
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CASE 2.3

DAREP: PARTICIPATORY RESEARCH WITHIN A FARMING SYSTEMS CONTEXT

The Dryland Applied Research and Extension Project documentation summarizes its philosophy as
"participatory research within a holistic farming systems context". It further states that this is to be undertaken
within a national agricultural research systems (NARS) research framework. Methodology development is a key
objective of the project: "participatory farming systems methodologies will be evolved so that linkages between
farmers, extensionists and researchers are strengthened within an integrated framework". The project
documentation further states the interest of the UK partner: "NRI’s principal interest in the DAREP project is in
the development of an adaptive research process that is responsive to the needs of farmers and enables farmers
to be full partners in the research process". The emphasis on farmer partnership goes along with the notion that
the project will be complementary to, and will strengthen, farming systems activities ongoing at Embu and
elsewhere". The project document further proposes complementarity with two other proposed DFID projects,
the NARP Il adaptive research programme (Case 2.2), and a proposed project to strengthen development
planning and implementation capacity in the Embu and Meru Districts of Kenya. The latter project never took
off, hence the linkages between DAREP and local development planning institutions were not a central part of
project activities. However, relations were established with the NARP Il adaptive research project, members of
which participated in the DAREP participatory methods workshop and end-of-project dissemination

conference.

While partnership between farmers and researchers is emphasized, the project document also identifies
technical areas for technology development relating to dryland agriculture. This implies research will be
conducted to solve identified problems, not only what farmers demand, but also what researchers identify.

Source: Sutherland et al. (1997e).

The next project, the Cashew Research Project, conventional, on-station research programme,
started as a straightforward applied research drawing on ideas relating to offering farmers a
project, and did not appear to have an explicit basket of choices and empowering them through
view or philosophy of farmer participation at the sharing technical knowledge: key elements in the
outset. The project evolved a more participatory farmer-first and farmer-field-school approaches,
and  learning-centred approach out of a respectively.

CASE 2.4

CRP: BOLTING ON FARMER PARTICIPATORY RESEARCH — A MIXED METAPHOR?

"Il we beli i i | |

ok elieve in one absolute truth, disagreement can only mean negation. If there are multiple
alities, dj iati | ' '

| lisagreement means negotiation, accommodation, learning and the ability to reconstruct

S0meone else’s reality."

Maturana (1997

The Cacl
he Cashew Rese,

their T arch Project began in 1990. As researchers refined the technologies they were working on,
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R qu:“;d'nb the technologies to farmers grew. Before the formal introduction of the FPR
774, there had been two ways to test and extend technologies — directly, through on-farm trials,
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: h s ; . ) :
an occasional meeting of the Tree Crops Extension Recommendations Working Group.
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ctly, throug
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On-farm trials

Four of the six sections doing research on cashew at Naliendele Agricultural Research Institute (Crop Protection,
Agronomy, Vegetative Propagation, Soils) were carrying out trials on-farm. The other two sections, Cashew
Breeding and Plant Pathology, were doing trials at Naliendele and its sub-stations. Cashew agronomists were
testing seed material put forward by the breeders, working closely with vegetative propagation, testing grafted
and top-worked planting material, and working out ways to first rehabilitate and then upgrade abandoned
cashew fields. The Crop Protection section was testing different types and rates of fungicides for the control of
powdery mildew disease, and the Soils section was monitoring the effects of sulphur dusting on soil pH. These
on-farm trials would have been most accurately described as multi-locational field trials. Each section was
doing its own trials with individual farmers scattered across the Southern Zone of Tanzania, an area
encompassing Mtwara and Lindi Regions and Tunduru District. The motive for doing these trials (aside from
appeasing social scientists) was to find generalized recommendations for farmers across the Southern Zone.

Tree Crops Extension Working Group

During 1993 this working group met four times to review existing extension recommendations and to formulate
modified extension recommendations under the following headings:

rehabilitation and upgrading (of abandoned cashew fields)
pest and disease control (of cashew)

grafted plants; polyclonal seeds; selections; top-working
powdery mildew disease.

The members of the working group varied according to the topic in question. The core of the working group
was made up of research scientists, extensionists and officers from the Cashew Improvement Programme. This
working group was set up to try and solve the problem of perceived lack of communication between
researchers, the Tree Crops Extension Support Unit (part of the World Bank Cashew Improvement Programme),
and the government regional and district extension systems. The mechanism agreed upon was that issues
discussed by the group would then be relayed to farmers through the extension system as recommendations
and impact points. The output would be prescriptions for generalized agricultural practices written as
directives, in short sentences, applicable and understandable to all.

Bolting-on farmer participatory research

The institutional result of bolting farmer participation onto the CRP was the Integrated Cashew Management
(ICM) programme. The ICM programme was initially envisaged as an institutional open space that would
provide an unstructured forum, a learning environment, encouraging freer thinking, dialogue and action around
the theme of cashew management. The role of the facilitators was first to create the space, then to maintain in
that space a relatively non-hierarchical and non-threatening environment in which all involved would enrol
themselves in communicative action. The action would involve farmers, scientists and extensionists learning
from each other, understanding each other, and committing themselves to actions agreed by all parties.
Alongside this role of environment-setting, the facilitators had the job of tracking what was happening in the
space, continuously recording, reviewing and drawing from the debate a common understanding of what
cashew management was about.

That was the theory. What actually happened in this open space is described very well by the following

explanation of how the internally held understanding of structure combines with external resources at the point
of negotiation, in this case making sense of what it means to manage cashew trees:
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"Relations and processes of domination are central to an explanation of how people — differently

positioned — contest the meaning of a situation, use economic and institutional resources available

to them at that historic moment to try and make their definition of the situation ‘stick’, and try to

garner the material outcome."
Wright (1995)

Naturally, the various people based in the different research sections, regional extension, district extension and

technicians, took on different roles, behaviour and attitude in this learning environment. Some tried to control

the process, others did not want to play a part in it.

Which metaphor?

The ICM programme ended up a rather unhappy cross between a ‘basket of choices’ model and ‘multiple

sources of innovation’ model (Biggs and Clay, 1981). Some aspects of these models appeared to be mutually

exclusive, at least when used within one project team (Case 4.4).

Source: De Waal (1997).

2.8 VIEWS FROM PROJECTS
WITHIN MINISTRIES OF
AGRICULTURE BUT
OUTSIDE MAINSTREAM
AGRICULTURAL RESEARCH

Two of the case-study projects were within
ministries of agriculture, but did not fall entirely
within the structures of the mainstream national
research programmes. The Kavango Farming
Systems Research and Extension (KFRSE) Project

was one of a number of donor-funded FSR
programmes. It spanned research and extension,
working with staff seconded from the
Directorates Research and
Training and Agricultural
Engineering within the Namibian Ministry of
Agriculture, Water and Rural Development
(MAWRD). The Larger Grain Borer (LGB) Control
Project research team was located in the
Extension Department of the Ministry of Food and
Agriculture in the Volta Region of Ghana.

of Agricultural
and Extension

Table 2.5 Case-study projects in national ministries spanning extension and research:
organizational context, technical focus and general approach
Project Organizational context Technical research focus Approach orientation
K

avango Farming Systems
Research and Extension
(KFSRE) Project

Namibian Agricultural
Research and Extension

northern area where

smallholder agriculture

previously neglected by
. government services

System: located in remote

Broad-based, problem-
oriented adaptive research
based on problems
identified through farming
systems diagnosis

FSR and training for
transformation

éaorgter IGrain Borer (LGB)
ntrol Proj
roject of Food and Agriculture,

with the research team
operating in the Volta
Region

Based in Ghana’s Ministry

Development of technology Adaptive

for control of larger grain research/food systems
borer for smallholders in

the Volta Region
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CASE 2.5

KFSRE: AIMING FOR INTERACTIVE PARTICIPATION

The Kavango Farming System Research and Extension Project began with a clearly stated philosophical position

and set of linked objectives.

"Our philosophy is:

— That the needs of all stakeholders, including disadvantaged groups such as women-headed
households and the poor, should be addressed by MAWRD in its research and development
activities.

— That farmers’ knowledge, experience and organization can make a valuable contribution and
improve effectiveness at all stages of research and extension.

— That farmers’ knowledge and experience is fed into the development of technologies and the
subsequent extension messages. There is no recipe; farmers and extension agents are left to select
the options which suit them.

Because ultimately farmers are responsible for their own development, they must have control over
the process.

Our objectives are:

— To facilitate the participation of all stakeholders (with particular emphasis on disadvantaged
groups) in research and development activities.

— To ensure that FSR/E activities address the needs of all stakeholders.

— To have farmers contribute to the research planning process."

The team sees itself as attempting to achieve a level of ‘interactive participation’ as defined by Bass et al. (1995):

"People participate in joint analysis, development of action plans and formation or strengthening of
local institutions. Participation is seen as a right, not just the means to achieve project goals. The
process involves interdisciplinary methodologies that seek multiple perspectives and make use of
systemic and structured learning processes. As groups take control over local decisions and determine
how available resources are used, so they have a stake in maintaining structures or practices."

Participation is specifically referred to in the project logical framework under purpose, outputs, indicators and
specific activities.

The mid-term review of the project (June 1996) noted that "Farmer participation has been achieved in all stages
of the research process, and women'’s participation was important in the selection of collaborating groups and
case study households." The review team, however, recommended more detailed monitoring of participation
by different groups, as well as a sociological study of community relations in riverside villages. A specific study
of the needs of the marginalized bushman community was also recommended.

The KFSRE project in Namibia is also building capacity in the national research and extension services by
formulating a philosophy and approach relating to farmer participation. This emphasizes the importance of
learning, as well as understanding more about the social dynamics of the local target communities.

Source: Matsaert et al. (1997).
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The LGB project also had a clearly formulated participation options and values associated with
philosophy of participation, derived from the literature on participatory agricultural
matching its expected research outputs with the research current at the time of the project.

CASE 2.6

LGB: A FUNCTIONAL APPROACH TO PARTICIPATION

The Larger Grain Borer Control Project took the ‘functional’ approach to participation typical of many
government-based research and development projects (Farrington, 1995; Farrington and Nelson, 1997). That
is, the main purpose of participation was to develop more appropriate and acceptable technologies for farmers.
Empowerment of farmers (except as an indirect spin-off) was not thought to be a realistic objective given the
wide coverage, short time span, and very narrow technical focus (maize storage) of the LGB project.

Individuals on the project varied in their initial experience of and enthusiasm for participatory approaches.
Participatory technology development is not yet common in the Ghana agricultural research establishment,
although there is increasing interest in this approach. Many research team members first came across the term
‘farmer participation’ as a result of project training courses. However, the majority came from farming
backgrounds similar to those of the clients, so found it comparatively easy to empathize with their practical
farming problems. Empowerment, on the other hand, was not formally discussed as a project aim, and team
members’ perceptions of this concept, as well as their belief in it, varied greatly.

The project saw client participation as an integral part of a research and extension cycle involving both farmers
and maize traders. The cycle can be summarized as follows (more details are given in sections below).
Introductory discussion meetings to find out how farmers viewed the storage pest problem were followed by close
observation of farmers’ storage practices, and meetings to discuss possible pest-control options with farmers. New
technical methods were developed specifically to facilitate farmer participation, in particular, the use of rapid
methods for loss assessment and insect assessment that could be performed on-farm with farmers. On-farm trials
took place in farmer-managed stores with farmer-selected, researcher-managed, farmer-applied treatments,
evaluated independently by store owners and researchers. Researchers observed practical problems and technical
difficulties (e.g. dose calculations for insecticidal materials), and tried to solve these with farmers. Research station
trials were evaluated by farmers (as well as researchers), and maize from the trials was valued by traders. Extension
recommendations were tested with farmers, and new methods for helping extension workers advise farmers on
the choice between technical options were explored. MoFA extension agents were trained in new maize-storage
techniques, and fed back information to the research team. Maize traders were also trained as informal extension

agen i 0 .
Bents. Experience from one round of the research—extension cycle fed into the next round.

Cost-hene

il fec fit analysis (CBA) should also be highlighted here because it was fundamental to the project approach
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2.9 VIEWS FROM NGO-BASED
PROJECTS

The relevance of alternative approaches to
agricultural research is likely to be influenced by
the institutional context of each project (Cornwall
et al., 1994). While FSR and its close relatives
developed in the context of formal agricultural
research and extension and development
programmes, the FPR and PTD approaches have
largely grown out of NGO programmes. Often
these have been relatively small-scale research
programmes already  established
community development programmes, such as

within

Table 2.6
approach

the ActionAid’s Farmer Participatory Research
Project described below.  Alternatively,
participatory research has been used as a catalyst
for empowering local communities such as the
World Neighbours programme in Mali (Gubbels,
1997) and the ITDG-Chivi Project, and to some
extent the CARE Livingstone Food Security
Project, both described below. The FARM Africa
Farmers’ Research Project combined an FPR with
an FSR approach in its training and capacity-
building activities with governmental and non-
governmental involved in
agricultural research, extension and training in
southern Ethiopia.

organizations

Case-study projects in NGOs: organizational context, technical focus and general

Project Organizational context

Technical research focus Approach orientation

Intermediate Technology ITDG, a technology-

Development Group-Chivi

Food Security Project
Zimbabwe within ward
structure in close

collaboration with
research, including

tillage project

oriented NGO working at
community level in Central

government extension and

CONTILL, a conservation

PTD and training for
transformation

Focus on general theme of
food security, with
emphasis on demand-led
technology interventions

ActionAid/NRI Farmer

Participatory Research
Project

ActionAid — project’s Farmer
Participatory Research Unit
(FPRU) attached to area
development programme in
central Uganda

Problems identified by FPR
farmers in meetings with
researchers

CARE Livingstone Food
Security Project

NGO working at district
level in southern Zambia
through communities and
in collaboration with
government extension and
research

Training for
transformation

Broad range of issues
around food security, with
immediate focus on
drought-recovery
technologies

FARM Africa Farmer
Research Project

NGO working through
other non-governmental
and governmental
organizations in the
Southern Region of Ethiopia

Determined by diagnostic ~ FPR and FSR
PRAs conducted as part of
capacity building at district

level
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CASE 2.7

ITDG-CHIVI: COMMUNITY PARTICIPATION, [INDIGENOUS TECHNICAL
KNOWLEDGE AND LOW-INPUT AGRICULTURE

Key principles of the Intermediate Technology Development Group-Chivi Food Security Project approach were:

to foster and facilitate community participation in decision-making, planning and implementation of project
activities

to build and strengthen local institutions, rather than create an independent project structure, so that the
process would be sustainable without continuing external support

to build on existing local skills and knowledge

to act primarily as a facilitator and allow the process to unfold at the community’s own pace (it was
recognized that this might take time)

to adopt a strategy of participatory technology development (PTD) — this approach seeks to strengthen local
institutions, build on local skills and knowledge, and facilitate the community’s choice of technical
solutions from a range of options; it seeks to build the technical and managerial capacity and capabilities
of both individuals and community institutions in the management of technical change.

The ITDG was particularly keen to ensure the involvement of the more marginalized households in this process.
Means were constantly sought of including the perspectives of these households in discussions and planning.
An important method was to bring the issue of the inclusion of these households on to the agenda of community
meetings and discussions, and to encourage the examination of ways of including them more in planning and
implementing activities.

The second thrust of the project’s philosophy was exploring and reinforcing local sources of information and
expertise. From the project’s outset, it was decided that [TDG would not be implementing an operational project in
the conventional sense, nor would it adopt the role of sole (or main) provider of technical information to farmers.

The project sought to link farmers in Chivi with sources of information which, after ITDG's involvement
finished, they could continue to tap without having to rely on ITDG. These included government research
stations, other NGOs and training institutions, and farmers in other districts.

While the focus of the project was food security, the team worked to a fairly open agenda. This was because it
was recognized that strategies supporting rural food security also need to focus on developing and supporting
other linkages that permit increased food production to support a wider rural economy. There was no
Preconceived area of specific technical focus. The approach was to allow the technical focus to emerge through
discussions with community, and to attempt to work with them to identify, then meet, some key prioritized needs.

In general terms, the objective has been to focus on low (external)-input, low-investment activities that fit with
farmers’ resources. These contrasted with the standard recommendations of Agritex staff, which frequently
'equired a high investment in terms of time, money and risk.

Source: Croxton and Murwira (1997).
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The ActionAid Farmer Participatory Research mode of participation and eventually developing
Project (FPRP) in Uganda had a grassroots into a collegiate mode, as advocated by Biggs
orientation, aiming at starting with a collaborative (1989).

CASE 2.8

FPRP: DEVELOPING METHODOLOGIES FOR COLLABORATIVE AND COLLEGIATE
PARTICIPATION

The ActionAid Farmer Participatory Research Project aimed to investigate, develop and test appropriate
methodologies for promoting the active participation of men and women farmers throughout the research
process. The approach intended to build on farmers’ knowledge and understanding, as well as strengthening their
independent capacity to experiment and investigate future problems. The project aimed to achieve the active
collaboration of farmers in formulating, implementing and evaluating research, working in partnership with field
workers, natural scientists and social scientists. The broader objective was to benefit resource-poor farmers by
producing sustainable and equitable improvements in agricultural production and management (Martin, 1990).

The primary beneficiary groups in the project were to be men and women smallholders whose main, or only,
source of income was derived from agriculture. Women were to be encouraged to play an active role in all
phases of research, and could have constituted separate research groups where necessary.

The project was a practical exploration of the ways in which NGO farm-level research could be linked with
expertise in scientific research establishments, and so enable farmers’ priorities to influence priority-setting in
research and improve technology generation and diffusion at farm level.

Emphasis was certainly placed on trying to develop a collaborative research process and, where possible, the
project aimed to explore the possibilities of encouraging collegiate research where farmers take the lead in the
design and implementation of trials.

Source: Salmon and Martin (1997).

The CARE Livingstone Food Security Project orientation, using participatory approaches as a
stands out as quite different from the previous two means to shift from a relief into a development
cases, combining a strong relief and development mode of operation.

CASE 2.9

LFSP: REVERSING THE ORDER OF RESEARCH AND DISSEMINATION

Compared with the traditional farming systems agenda of appraisal, adaptive research and then dissemination,
the Livingstone Food Security Project has followed a different route. After initial appraisal exercises, its first
major activity was the dissemination of early maturing, drought-tolerant crop varieties that had been
successfully piloted in on-farm research elsewhere. Only once this priority need of farmers had been met was
a more thorough diagnosis and on-farm experimental programme begun. There are two significant implications
of this reversal of the traditional ordering of activities:

the project went to scale quickly, so that its demonstrable impact was obvious within two seasons (the first
being only a limited pilot)
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an impact was demonstrated so rapidly that the Ministry of Agriculture, who are involved in the activity,
have shown growing interest in replicating the overall methodology, at least elsewhere in the Southern
Province.

In July 1994, after Zambia had just experienced its second drought in 3 years, another drought-relief exercise
was initiated. CARE Zambia had carried out the relief exercise in Kalomo South in 1992. In 1994, the Kalomo
South area around Livingstone was the focus of CARE’s activities, but this time the approach was different. The
relief effort, implemented through food-for-work, was paralleled by a pilot seed-multiplication and distribution
scheme intended to provide the springboard into a much larger drought-mitigation programme. The seed
scheme was implemented as a seed loan, with the aim of forging a relationship with farmers that was not simply
dependency-generating.

The pilot seed scheme was implemented with the village committees who organized the food-for-work and
distributed food relief at the village level. The scheme was advertised in area-level meetings. Although only 330
volunteer farmers participated in the initial scheme as individuals, it received wide publicity and communities
as a whole were well aware of it. Once again in 1994/95 the rains failed, and there was a further crop failure
- except for the farmers who were participating in the seed scheme. Their early maturing fields of half a hectare
of sorghum and cowpeas went on to provide these farmers with an extra 3-6 months’ food. As a result, when
the seed scheme was expanded in the following 1995/96 season, a total of 6800 farmers in 180 villages in
Kalomo South and Livingstone Districts participated in the scheme. In 1996/97 the scheme was expanded into
the Kalomo North area to encompass some 9600 farmers. By the 1999/2000 season there were over 25 000
participating farmers.

Source: Drinkwater (1997).

The Farmers’ Research Project (FRP) differed from main objective, rather than directly developing
those of the other NGOs in that it started with capacity within local communities.
capacity-building in other organizations as its

CASE 2.10

FRP: BUILDING CAPACITY IN OTHER ORGANIZATIONS

The rationale behind the Farmers’ Research Project, established in 1992, was that the public-sector
organizations involved in formal agricultural research were mainly engaged in strategic, applied and some
adaptive research, and had limited capacity to meet the multiple demands created by a very large peasant
population farming in very diverse ecological and socio-economic conditions. The project sought to build
additional participatory research capacity, at community and higher levels, through other organizations
including NGOs, government extension services and the agricultural training institutions in the Southern
Region. The project used methodologies and training materials developed elsewhere to initiate its activities,
and modified these as it gained more experience with training and capacity-building within the partner
organizations. Training in diagnostic PRA approaches and participatory on-farm trials have been strongly
influenced by training materials developed as part of earlier FSR training initiatives in Fast Africa. However, the
project has developed these materials and approaches with a strong orientation towards increasing farmer
participation in the research process, and influencing the perspective of the partner organizations towards an
approach to agricultural research in which farmers play a leading role.
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This chapter offers insights into the range of
approaches used in participatory agricultural
research worldwide. The practitioners writing
about the perspectives and approaches that
influenced their projects have provided a
background to the case studies that will be used
in subsequent chapters. Practitioners’ accounts
make it clear that none of the projects was driven
by a single approach or philosophy, and that
most developed a fairly pragmatic stance with
regard to the most suitable approach for their
particular project. Some of the approaches used
by these projects have written guidelines,
intended to assist in project implementation. It
has been noted that while these guidelines are
useful, they should be used carefully and are not
a substitute for building experience into a project
and allowing adequate space for learning during
Participatory
approaches to agricultural research include a

project implementation.

number of common elements and activities.
These elements do not have to be implemented
in a strict sequence. They are discussed in
Chapters 3-6, using case studies to illustrate
different approaches to implementation used by
the projects.

NOTES

1. This is particularly true for research implemented
through a national agricultural research systems
organization which is likely to see farmer
participation as a more effective means of
promoting demand-driven research agendas and
improving technology uptake. It may also apply to
community-oriented NGOs who usually initiate

action in terms of deciding which communities to
work with, and set limits with regard to the scope
of their interventions and the mandates of
particular projects or programmes.

. An initiative of similar scale, which started a little

later but evolved and grew at a faster pace, was the
Farming Systems Section of the Department of
Research and Training in Tanzania, which by 1998
had 43 professional staff under an Assistant
Commissioner (Lema and Meena, 1998).

. A comment on the ARPT experience by Godfrey

Mitti, an ARPT agronomist and provincial team co-
ordinator for over 10 years, was that "Too much
institutionalization can be a problem in that it can
lead to the point where FSR is just a job. Getting
technology tested and adopted becomes the prime
philosophy driving the trials and the actual
programme. To some extent | feel this was a
problem in ARPT Eastern Province and other
teams, where the donor was more interested in just
having a team undertaking surveys and trials,
rather than in developing the research approach.
Little was done to analyse experience with the
approach and better it as a science. In some cases
there was no capacity to analyse the approach
used. Instead, emphasis was placed on capacity to
analyse trial or survey data, rather than capacity to
analyse and improve the research process."



Characterization and targeting -

approaches and issues

3.1 INTRODUCTION

Agricultural research projects that see themselves
as participatory do not suggest that the project
will work with just any willing farmers,
anywhere. Many projects have explicit strategies
for characterizing their operational areas and
target groups, and selecting sites and farmers for
particular activities. Other projects make implicit
assumptions that guide the targeting of their
activities. Characterization and selection
strategies are related in practice, but are
conceptually distinct. Both are elements of
poverty-oriented agricultural research strategies,
and are means to ensure that agricultural
research activities involve and benefit a
particular group or category of farmers who have
been neglected by previous research activities.
This chapter deals with characterization as one of
two key elements in targeting participatory
agricultural research. The related topic of
selecting communities, farmers and sites is
addressed in Chapter 4.
Characterization  is  important  because
agricultural research has specific technical
objectives and is intended to benefit a particular
geographical area and/or socio-economic group
of farmers. Characterization provides a context
within which to make decisions about technical
and socio-economic focus during the research
process. It includes activities relating to
describing and classifying a range of biophysical
and  socio-economic  features,
agroclimatic zones, livelihood and farming
systems, household types and distinct farmer
categories.

including

The project case studies in this and the next
chapter illustrate some differences of approach to
characterization, differing
objectives, history and organizational contexts. A

reflecting  the

Programme with a national research mandate for
smallholders, such as the Adaptive Research

Planning Teams (ARPTs) in Zambia (Case 3.1), is
likely to adopt a different approach to
characterization from a project focused on a
particular commodity or problem, such as the
Cashew Research Project (CRP) which focused
on disease management in cashew (see next
chapter, Case 4.4). Similarly, the Dryland
Research and Extension Project (DAREP),
concentrating on a particular area, semi-arid
production systems in three districts (Case 3.2), is
likely to see a different approach from a project
like the ActionAid Farmer Participatory Research
Project (FPRP), which specifically targeted poorer
smallholder farmers (Case 3.6).

3.2 CHARACTERIZATION
EXPERIENCES

Projects that aim to improve the client orientation
of public-sector research organizations have
attached considerable
characterization. Four of the six projects whose

importance to

experiences are detailed below were located
within the public sector, and were a part of
national policies and strategies to re-orient
agricultural research towards the smallholder
farmer, and away from research agendas driven
by scientists and large-scale commercial farming
interests. These four cases cover experiences in
Zambia, Kenya and Namibia. The other two
cases cover experiences of NGOs, reflecting
particular concern to work with the poorest
farmers, and using wealth ranking as a basis for
characterizing target communities,

The first case, from Zambia, illustrates how the
provincial ARPTs, in common with other farming
systems research programmes of the 1980s,
emphasized target group characterization in the
early stages.
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CASE 3.1

ARPT: APPROACHES TO CHARACTERIZATION

Zambia was one of the earliest countries in the southern and eastern Africa region to institutionalize farming
systems research within its national agricultural research organization (Kean and Singogo, 1988). The Adaptive
Research Planning Team programme was established in 1981, with the mandate of conducting adaptive
research in all Zambia’s nine provinces. By 1985, with assistance from a number of different donor projects,
farming systems teams had been established in eight of Zambia’s nine provinces (Southern Province, the ninth,
received a fully funded team in 1997).

While each donor had its own philosophy of farming systems research, a model for targeting had been
developed by a study conducted in 1978 in Central Province, through which CIMMYT had demonstrated the
farming systems approach (Collinson, 1979). This model advocated the ‘zoning’ of farming systems, based
largely on distinguishing features relating to crop production. Subsequently somewhat different approaches to
targeting were used in zoning studies done in the various provinces (Table 3.1). Moreover, within provincial
ARPTs the approach to targeting evolved over time. The account below from Central Province illustrates how,
during the research process, better endowed farmers were included in a research programme initially targeted
on resource-poor households.

Targeting on-farm research in Central Province ARPT

In 1978 the province was zoned into eight recommendation domains, as part of CIMMYT’s demonstration of
the farming systems approach (Collinson, 1979). This exercise was conducted by interviewing frontline staff
from all the agricultural blocks in the province, and mapping out their descriptions of the main features
differentiating the farming systems in their local areas. The number of farmers in each domain was calculated,
and this calculation served as the basis for deciding where to start on-farm research: Traditional
Recommendation Domain 2 (TRD2).

TRD2 had the largest number of ‘traditional’ farmers in Central Province. In 1981 an informal diagnostic survey
was conducted in TRD2. However, the sample frame for this survey was not rigorous, and as a result data were
also collected from emergent farmers (farmers with more commercial ambition and with access to credit and
improved inputs), who comprised a separate recommendation domain. Based on this survey, research trials
were initiated with farmers. Selection of farmers for the on-farm trials in TRD2 was left largely to the local
extension staff, and many of the farmers selected were not ‘traditional’, but progressive emergent farmers, who
in the zoning had been classified as another recommendation domain. In this sense the trials had moved off-
target. Nevertheless, the emergent farmers proved to be easier to work with and appreciated the technologies
being tested.

In 1982-83 research was expanded into two more traditional recommendation domains (TRD3 and TRD4).
Again, the sampling for informal surveys and on-farm trials was not sufficiently rigorous to exclude emergent
farmers who, after a few seasons, tended to be the majority involved in on-farm experimentation. In 1985, after
further examination of population census data and sensitization to gender issues, it was found that up to one-
third of households in the province were female headed, with a particularly large proportion in TRD2. A survey
conducted at this time indicated that female-headed households were sufficiently different from male-headed
households in their farming practices to be regarded as a separate recommendation domain (Hudgens, 1988).
In 1990, the approach to targeting on-farm research was modified through the introduction of rapid rural
appraisal (RRA). Using RRAs, with mapping and wealth ranking by participating farmers, provided an approach
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Table 3.1  Approaches to ‘zoning’ farming systems in different provincial farming systems teams

in Zambia

Provincial team (year)

Criteria emphasized

Main methods used

Central* (1979)

Lusaka (1983)
Luapula* (1983)

Copperbelt (1987)

Farmer practices, household resources

Market influence

Eastern* (1982)

Province-wide frontline extension

Key informant interviews

Land-use systems

Farm power sources

Northern (1986)

Diagnostic survey refinement

Land-use classification

Agroecological zones

North-western (1987)

Southern (1984)

Farmer practices

Land-use systems

Secondary data

Frontline extension

Key informant interviews

Land-use systems

Secondary data

District-level key informant interviews

Climate Baseline farmer monitoring

Service infrastructure Province-wide frontline extension

Western*t (1987) Farmer practices Key informant interviews
Ethnic and microecological factors

Market influences

*These provinces added an explicit gender dimension to targeting activities through focused socio-economic studies from
1983 onwards.

tA separate stucdy was undertaken to characterize livestock production systems.

that moved away from a household-based stratification of farmers to one based on different types of production
clusters and, within each cluster type, different levels of producer (Drinkwater, 1992). The RRAs showed up
considerable changes in farming systems, as they were studied 7 and 10 years previously, and provided an
effective means for updating the earlier zoning study and a recharacterization of farming systems.

From the end of 1991 to 1993, 10 RRA exercises were carried out in Central and Copperbelt Provinces. The
exercises involved interactive and joint analyses of farming systems and household food security, and were
Carried out by farmers and researchers. Nearly all the participatory rural appraisal (PRA) exercises were carried
Out in the areas with farmer research groups (see Case 8.4), and they helped to establish a mutual
Understanding between the involved researchers, extensionists and farmers of the area’s farming system issues.
This understanding undoubtedly contributed greatly to the building of productive, collaborative relationships
during the on-farm research process (see Case 15.8). The findings from the RRAs listed below were particularly
Pertinent to characterization and targeting.
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Use of a relatively sophisticated, although uncomplicated, form of social analysis, which shows both intra-
and inter-household relationships, which was termed cluster analysis and resulted in a categorization of
clusters of households. A cluster was defined as a group of households between which there are multiple
resource exchanges, and the analyses were able to show the inter-relationships between different
households and individuals in each cluster type, as well as their comparative status when contrasted with
households and individuals in other cluster categories (the approach is outlined by Drinkwater, 1994).

Quite distinct farming systems, built on totally different principles of social organization, could coexist in
the same geographical area. This phenomenon occurred where immigrant Shona and Tonga farmers had
moved into areas occupied by Bemba-speaking groups. Both the Shona and Tonga have patrilineal forms of
organization (in Southern Province the Tonga are matrilineal but patrilocal, and as they migrate, and it is
men who move and establish farms and settlements and own the key production assets, they become
effectively patrilineal), whilst the Bemba peoples are matrilineal.

Off-farm income sources are often crucial to household food security, especially (but not only) during the
hunger season, and thus household farming systems really need to be considered more broadly as

household livelihood systems.
Sources: Sutherland (1996a); Drinkwater (1997).

The ARPT case illustrates two challenges in
targeting farmer categories: coping with the
dynamism and variability of farming practices
(Maxwell, 1986); and reaching consensus on the
methodology and criteria to be used for targeting
(Sutherland, 1996a).

Secondary data sources should be consulted, and
full use made of existing information so that
duplication is avoided. Maps may already exist
that identify the various agroecological zones,
and government agencies usually have data,
either in report form or as expert knowledge, on
the spatial distribution of crop production and
ethnic groups.

Key information required may also have to be
collected by the project through short overview
surveys, to enable characterization of farming
systems in a way that is most relevant to the
project’s objectives. Initial characterization can
be modified as further information is collected
during the course of a project (Harrington and
Tripp, 1985). Commonly, projects have a
predefined farmer target group, defined in
relation to the developmental goals of donors and
national governments. These goals are agreed at
policy and programme level, and often address
socio-economic issues such as rural poverty, food
security, gender inequality, productivity, incomes
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and livelihoods. They are ‘givens’ in a project,
and not defined through dialogue as part of the
project process. However, within these policy
guidelines the project may be required to
characterize a general category such as ‘resource-
poor farmers’. Nevertheless, many projects will
have an opportunity to characterize their target
group further in relation to poverty and gender
issues during diagnostic or baseline activities. A
target group may also be defined in relation to an
agricultural problem or issue. Within a 3-year
project time detailed  farmer
characterization studies to address issues of

horizon,

complexity and change over time are costly and
time-consuming; indeed, the results of such
studies are likely to come out as the project is
entering its final year. In the context of national
research and extension systems, there is a need to
consider the capacity for this type of work, and
formulate low-cost, easy-to-use approaches that
provide effective rough sketches of current
situations and future trends. If time is very
pressing, target groups can be developed
iteratively during the needs
assessment, monitoring
experimentation, as the case of DAREP illustrates
(Case 3.2).

process of
and on-farm
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CASE 3.2

CASE 3.2 DAREP: CHARACTERIZATION AND TARGETING

A comprehensive study to produce recommendation domains for targeting the project’s research activities was

not undertaken in the Dryland Research and Extension Project. Two topical overview surveys, one on tools and

tillage and one on livestock, were conducted at the start of the project. For the other technical components,

characterization and targeting were incorporated into ongoing diagnostic and experimental activities. This

approach had several advantages. First, it allowed the technology development activities to commence almost

immediately. In a 3-year project, a pre-experimental phase of farming systems characterization could have

seriously cut short the window of opportunity for technology development. Second, the conditions for using

extension staff as key informants and providers of secondary data were not favourable; there were very few

extension staff with long experience, and very few written records were available in local extension offices. The

diagnostic activities containing a characterization component, or used later for targeting activities, are

summarized in Table 3.2.

The activities in Table 3.2 show that much of the characterization and targeting in DAREP was specific to

certain types of technical focus. This was because different areas of technical focus had different requirements.

Table 3.2
characterization

DAREP diagnostic activities with aspects of targeting and farming systems

Activity (date) Topical focus

Main uses

Tool ownership and tillage
practices

Tools and tillage survey (April
1993)

Livestock species and breed
distribution: problems and
management

Livestock reconnaissance survey
(September 1993)

Literature review — socio-economic  Socio-economic parameters and
(1994-95) enterprise problems

Inventory of local technologies

Target area selection

Targeting diagnostic activities

Selection of experimental sites

Targeting diagnostic activities

Understanding household and area
differentiation

Farming systems overview and
trends analysis

Tharaka and Mbeere broad-based
diagnostic surveys (November
1993 and May 1994)

Farmer practice and problem
monitoring

Seasonal on-farm socio-economic
monitoring (November 1994 to
January 199¢)

Relevance of technologies to
constraints at farm level

Tools ang tillage farmer research
8roup discussions

Tree Propagation survey and

; Local propagation practices
armer group discussions

technology being tested

Understanding farming systems
and household differentiation

Develop criteria for farmer and site
selection

Monitoring representativeness of
collaborating farmers and
relevance of research topics

Understanding household
differentiation in relation to new

Understanding constraints and
practices to guide targeting of
experimentation
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Future applications of the information generated include: analysis of experimental and socio-economic data to
enable further extrapolation of results based on soils and agroclimatic data; development of site-specific
recommendations for the technologies developed; and guidance for future research planning for the semi-arid

areas, and for development policies and project planning for semi-arid areas.

Additional experiences during targeting

Using farmers as key informants during livestock systems characterization helped to complement and balance
the views provided by government extension staff, who tended to be biased towards innovative farmers and
current policy issues. However, the farmer informants tended to come from the more resource-rich category,
and this further biased some of the information they provided.

During the broad-based diagnostic surveys, wealth ranking in locations in which farmers were used to receiving
hand-outs, and during a time of food-for-work programmes, resulted in unreliable information provided by the

key informants.

When focused farmer research groups for soil and water conservation met to discuss new technologies, the
extent to which household resource differences affected ability to use new technology was raised by the
researcher. Farmers underplayed the importance of resource differences for technology adoption. They
emphasized that being innovative and willing to work hard was more important than resource endowment
when considering technology adoption.

Sources: Sutherland et al. (1997b); Mellis (1997).

Compared to the DAREP project, the National taken over using existing data and
Agricultural Research Project (NARP 1) had a characterization frameworks as a basis for getting

much more extended geographical mandate, and
a clearer institution-building mandate within the
Kenyan Agricultural Research Institute (KARI).
This is reflected both in the pragmatic stance

started with more participatory research on-farm,
and also in the longer-term importance accorded
to regional research programmes (RRPs)
identifying recommendation domains.

CASE 3.3

NARP II: CHARACTERIZATION OF FARMING SYSTEMS/TARGET GROUPS

In the National Agricultural Research Project (Phase I1), farming systems were described in two stages: first for
the mandate region, by ‘experts’; then for particular farming communities, carried out by farmers, extensionists
and scientists together.

National and regional level

KARI and the Ministry of Agriculture, Livestock Development and Marketing (MALDM) make extensive use of
the agroecological zoning system of Jaetzold and Schmidt (1982) to describe farming systems at national and
regional level, based on rainfall, temperature regimes and soil. Recent topical diagnostic surveys (e.g. Crop
Protection Survey, 1994; Maize Database Survey, 1995) provided additional data on current smallholder
practices and constraints at the level of district and of agroecological zones. During July-September 1995,
scientists also collected secondary data on current research findings, recommendations and actual smallholder
practices in the mandate regions. These data, and summaries of current extension, NGO and government
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organization activities in the mandate region, were reviewed in workshops at which regional research priorities
were set, and sites selected for RRP activities.

Neither farming systems nor target groups were characterized in the sense of defining more-or-less homogenous
groupings for which the same research efforts would apply (i.e. recommendation domains). The lack of detailed
information on which to base such delineations, particularly in terms of resource endowment, opportunities
and constraints, was highlighted as a major shortcoming and as an important research thrust for the RRPs.

As the project progressed, further attention was paid to the characterization of farm families through a series of
studies conducted by KARI researchers and their partner organizations in various districts where the project was
operating. These studies were conducted using a questionnaire approach, using key informants, and were
administered in different agroecological zones in the districts. The findings further highlighted the importance
of understanding wealth differences, and particularly that "technologies need to be developed to alleviate
poverty". One of these studies recommends targeting technology design for market-oriented enterprise at "high-
resource households", while "the resource poor can be targeted for technologies on food crops" (Mailu et al.,
1999). The same study also noted that labour was a factor that needed to be addressed in technology
development and targeting.

Sources: Rees et al. (1997a,b); Mailu et al. (1999).

The Kavango Farming Systems Research and stronger emphasis on farmer participation
Extension (KFSRE) Project, having a longer-term throughout the research process, and was also
perspective and more explicit focus on capacity- informed by a livelihoods perspective during
building, undertook characterization at both characterization. Farmers played a major role in
district and community levels. Compared to the community-level exercises.

earlier farming systems projects, KFSRE had a

CASE 3.4

KFSRE: CHARACTERIZATION OF FARMING SYSTEMS/TARGET GROUPS
Examples of effective farmer participation

Participatory rural appraisal methods and indigenous characterization of household types assisted the Kavango
Farming Systems Research and Extension Project in identifying target groups within the focus communities.
Indigenous classification was used to identify the most important factors differentiating livelihood systems. This
was carried out in group discussions or with one or two key individuals. In a similar way to PRA wealth-ranking
exercises, cards were used representing different households in a community to compare and contrast
livelihood systems. Where the preliminary household classification had identified livestock ownership as an
important factor, this exercise identified a number of other important variables, such as ethnic group and
residence pattern. (In retrospect, the project agronomist noted that farmers’ interest and involvement in the
process of experimentation proved to be the single most important variable in terms of selecting farmers who
would effectively participate in the research process.)

Case-study monitoring of representative households further developed our understanding of the differing needs
and interests of distinct household types. Group discussions with farmer researchers, and evaluation and
appraisal of research activities, were undertaken to ensure that the farmer research group activities addressed
the needs of the whole community, rather than of an elite group only.

Source: Matsaert et al. (1997).
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Table 3.3 Guidelines in the project document on characterization

Output Activity

1. Understanding of communal farming systems 1.1 Regional zoning of different farming systems and
increased and research priorities and opportunities selection of focus areas.

identified by the KFSRE team activities using FSR/PRA

methods.

Activities carried out by KFSRE of relevance to this included:

Regional zoning (district profiles) Consultation of secondary sources, discussions with
local experts, extension, projects etc., transect drives
through region

Community-level surveys PRA methods, involvement of all interested
community members

Case-study monitoring Selected households representing different farming
types

Indigenous characterization of household types Group discussion/discussion with local elders
Compared with the cases above from projects was spent in characterization in the early stages
within public-sector organizations, the next two of the project. The second, in which ActionAid
cases from the NGO sector illustrate somewhat embarked on participatory research within
contrasting approaches to the issue of communities where its development programmes
characterization. The first case, where the were already established, illustrates an emerging
Intermediate Technology Development Group awareness of the importance of farming systems
(ITDG) was working in a community that it did characterization.

not know well, illustrates how substantial time

CASE 3.5

ITDG-CHIVI: FARMER PARTICIPATION IN THE CHARACTERIZATION OF FARMING
SYSTEMS/TARGET GROUPS

Characterization of the farming systems and target groups took place during the first year of the project’s life.
This was an evolving process, which became more and more participatory as the months went by. At first, one
Intermediate Technology Development Group staff member did the bulk of the work (supported by a social
scientist from ITDG’s UK office, who made some short visits). The first step was to select two Wards (using
criteria similar to those used to select the District). The next was a survey of government and NGO activities,
which provided an understanding of the roles of various institutions. This was rapidly followed by a series of
meetings at Ward level, organized by District officials, to introduce ITDG to local leaders and community
members. This, in turn, was followed by study of institutions active in the Ward, covering traditional, formal
and informal institutions, and focusing particularly on those involved in food security-related activities.
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Farmers’ roles

First, farmers identified and prioritized problems through household interviews facilitated by project staff. The
household interviews did cut across all wealth ranks identified by the community during the wealth-ranking
exercise, but bias was placed in favour of the lowest wealth ranks. Second, project staff carried out
investigations with local communities to determine how local farmers had been trying to address these
problems. In the third step, project staff encouraged farmers to assess both weaknesses and strengths of
traditional or current practices. The project’s approach of explicitly valuing and building on existing skills and
knowledge strengthened and encouraged community participation. It also strengthened feelings of ownership,
and allowed local control of the technology development process to develop.

Gender needs

In addition, the project has recognized that men and women have different needs and problems, as well as
different skills and knowledge. This has meant that, despite the fact that gender-specific work has not been
guided by a formal process of gender analysis, the project has had some success in providing solutions to
differing problems of men and women. This has come about because the participatory approaches used by the
project have themselves assisted in identifying differing needs of different social groups. In the case of gender
differences, this resulted in different technology options being developed for men and women because their
needs were different, and these needs emerged through the process of problem identification and prioritization.

Source: Croxton and Murwira (1997).

In Uganda, the Farmer Participatory Research by project objectives and NGO policies to work
Project (FPRP) operated within a similar more exclusively with the lowest income group of
conceptual framework in terms of attention paid farmers, who had already been defined through
to characterization, but perhaps was constrained existing community development programmes.

CASE 3.6

FPRP: FARMER PARTICIPATION IN THE CHARACTERIZATION OF FARMING
SYSTEMS/TARGET GROUPS

The project document stipulated that the Farmer Participatory Research Project should work with the ActionAid
Uganda (AAU) target group, which constituted approximately the poorest third of the population. The project
intended to encourage farmers to work in partnership with AAU field workers, as well as natural and social
scientists, and in so doing to develop dialogue as a continuing process of exploration and reflection.

In practice, the initial stages of the project focused more attention on developing trials, and not on
characterizing the farming system and the mandated target group. A farming systems diagnosis took, as its point
of departure, prioritized farmer problems which formed the basis of the trials and which were identified using
PRA tools. Farmers’ groups, already in existence and identified by AAU field workers, took part in this PRA
work, and others assisted in specific work, undertaken early in the project, which explored the historical
Context of soil fertility decline and the reduction of fishing on nearby Lake Wamala.

On reflection, the project team realized that they had paid insufficient attention to characterizing the farming
Systems and target group. They did not carry out a thorough or a strategically selective, characterization with
Suitable coverage in the early stages of the project when such data would have been very useful. In the latter
Part of the project, farming systems data were collected in an attempt to formalize the accumulated but ad hoc
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understanding. This used some PRA tools, including checklists, and farmers participated in the way normally
hoped for with PRA.

Farmer participation in the very early stages of the project was certainly influenced by the team’s reliance on
AAU field staff for their knowledge and understanding about the local farming system as well as potential
participating farmers, and one team member had previously been an AAU agricultural field worker in one of
the two AAU Development Areas in which this project was operating. In addition, promises by AAU of
secondary data on the local farming systems, which eventually did not materialize, influenced the approach
adopted by the project team and ultimately reduced the likely participation of farmers.

Whether or not (and this is a critical debate) a systematic farming systems survey or a relatively rapid problem-
oriented appraisal is deemed the appropriate starting point for a project, it is important for practitioners to
appreciate the need to generate enough appropriate data to inform the ongoing project process. Relevant,
available secondary sources should be used; but farmers are likely to be perfectly able and willing to participate
in such data collection exercises if approached sensitively. The participation of farmers can be significantly
affected by the presence and influence of a partner NGO. This can work both ways, as it did in this case. AAU
provided invaluable support and speeded up the process of the team gaining access to a reasonably appropriate
target group, but at the expense of the team generating an understanding of the farming system (and the
documentary evidence of this) and of early, more rounded participation of farmers.

Source: Salmon and Martin (1997).

3.3 LESSONS Key elements in characterization

Important elements in a more cost-effective
approach to characterization are selective use of
secondary data; undertaking contextual data
gathering and analysis as a part of more focused
research activities; and fostering a general

Continued  concern from  donors and
governments about the impact of research on
poverty and the uptake potential of research
results means targeting is likely to remain an
important issue in agricultural research project
implementation. Some lessons emerging from the
cases described are set out below, along with
helping and hindering factors, and tips for doing
a better job of characterization.

awareness within the team of the importance of
trying to better understand the wider socio-
economic and biophysical context within which
their research is situated. Working in a broader
context is vital.

It takes time to do a good job No single way

Setting up an iterative process, through which
target groups are redefined and recharacterized
as new information comes to light, is a
comparatively long-term task. It will probably
require support from longer-term projects
(perhaps of 5 or more years), and may be best
implemented through national research and
extension programmes.

The cases above illustrate that while in theory
characterization should precede other research
activities in order to improve their focus, in
practice it is often undertaken in conjunction with
other research activities. There is no single way to
undertake characterization. Different situations
may require different approaches.
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Characterization is not a baseline
survey

Many projects are good at collecting data, but
very poor at analysing it. An important pitfall for
new projects to avoid is that of misunderstanding
characterization as a type of baseline survey,
against which to assess project impact. Such
surveys are notorious in taking an unjustified
share of project resources, collecting large
amounts of data of dubious worth, and rarely
producing information in a timely way. An
approach to characterization that avoids these
pitfalls is needed.

Depending on one source of
information is risky

For example, over-reliance on field staff to
provide definitive knowledge of the local farming
system can lead to disappointments later on, as
can over-dependence on dated or large-scale
studies of land use and agroecological zonation.

An opportunity to build relations

Characterization in the form of zoning a district
or larger administrative area is a very useful start-
up exercise for a new project. It not only enables
the team to become familiar with the physical,
social and institutional environment, but also
builds relations between them, and provides an
opportunity to form links with key stakeholders in
the project. Good relationships with all partners
will enhance the effectiveness of farmer
characterization.

3.4 HELPING AND
HINDERING FACTORS
AND TIPS

A range of helping and hindering factors are set
out in Boxes 3.1 and 3.2, while Box 3.3 details
some tips for more effective characterization and
targeting  within  projects  undertaking
participatory agricultural research.

39



Characterization and targeting — approaches and issues

Box 3.1  Factors helping effective

participation in characterization
and targeting

an

Good dialogue with farmers and clear
understanding by the target group of the
purpose and  benefits of farmer
categorization.

Working with communities that have limited
exposure to relief- and hand-out-oriented
development programmes, and are small,
relatively homogenous, well organized and
without strong factional disputes.

Good relations between the project team
and staff of collaborating agencies and
community leaders and members in the
target areas.

Box 3.2  Factors hindering effective

participation in characterization
and targeting

Communities with an egalitarian culture
emerging in group discussions, so that
important resource differences are glossed
over by farmers (although an egalitarian
culture may have positive aspects, including
mobility from one wealth category group to
another, and obligations on those with more
to share with those having less).

Projects operating under acute time pressure,
where everything is done in a hurry.

Working with communities with long
experience of manipulating information
given to outsiders, particularly communities
experienced with programmes that provide
free hand-outs.

False expectations caused by past
experiences.

Communities lacking a clear understanding
of project aims.

Large and poorly organized communities
where there is a lack of co-operation
between households.

A small and inexperienced project team, not
fully appreciating the importance of ensuring
the collection of contextual data to assist
decision-making.

Limited interest from technical researchers in
the benefits of farmer categorization during
on-farm experimentation.

Knowledge that surveys have been carried
out by other agencies, but not analysed and
disseminated in a timely manner, presenting
a dilemma - should the team replicate past
research work or wait indefinitely for
findings to be published?

Poor co-ordination between projects and
change agents working in the same area.

Working with communities where the
concept of distinct, objectively defined,
wealth-based categories are problematic, for
example, communities that are largely
homogenous, or that are so diverse that each
farmer and household is unique.
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Box 3.3  Tips on characterization

v Establish working relations with project partners quickly and involve relevant stakeholders, including
farmers, at the beginning of the targeting process, reaching a clear agreement on criteria and objectives for
defining targets.

v If project objectives allow, starting from a specific problem or opportunity agreed with farmers to be a
priority will reduce costs and increase the relevance of any targeting activities conducted.

v In projects with a broad technical mandate, a quick, low-cost characterization based on local grassroots
knowledge can be undertaken at the start of the project. Farmer categories can be refined as new
information and issues arise during the research process. Basal understanding of the social system is vital
to subsequent activities.

A

Spend time on initial literature review before rushing to collect data in the field.

v Avoid expensive baseline surveys and lengthy guestionnaires. ‘Quick and dirty” overview surveys give
meaningful information.

v If promised secondary data are not forthcoming, use local expert knowledge and key informants such as
extension staff, and make field trips with them to verify what they say.

v Use existing information (maps, literature, opinion of grassroots workers), with awareness of its inherent
limitations and biases.

v/ Devote adequate time and resources to clearly explain the reasons for characterization to farmers,
extension workers and researchers.

AN

Co-ordinate efforts with other projects to reduce duplication.

AN

Try an indigenous classification exercise to identify potential target groups.

v Try PRA methods such as wealth ranking, resource mapping, and separate group discussions with social or
wealth categories.

v If culturally acceptable, stay overnight in the village and (if resources allow) undertake short spells of
participant observation and community studies as an alternative to PRA.

v  If undertaking case-study monitoring, use this as part of ongoing characterization in order to refine
understanding of targeting criteria and processes underlying differences between farmers.

v Diagnostic trials provide an opportunity for developing dialogue with farmers and obtaining a deeper
understanding of farmers’ circumstances.

¢ Use an iterative approach and adopt a dynamic perspective to foster a continuous understanding of the
nature of farming systems in the area, and the redefinition of target groups and zones.

v Through effective dialogue, work towards achieving a clear understanding by the target group of the
purpose and benefits of farmer categorization.

v All team members should be involved in the exercise.

v Avoid trying to develop models — teams become caught up in the methodological process and debates
about typology, losing sight of their main participatory and technical objectives.

v Be imaginative — there are a range of different approaches.
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Selecting research sites and farmers
— experiences and strategies

The previous chapter discussed how
characterization of farming systems enables
projects to be more effective in targeting their
research activities. Targeting also involves
selection decisions. Selection decisions enable
research activities to target specific farming
systems (or agroecological zones), locations and
socio-economic categories. In the context of a
participatory approach, the term ‘selection’ does
not imply that a project team makes all the
selections on its own, but acknowledges its role
in initiating and facilitating the selection process.
Selection involves selecting sites (operational
areas) for particular research activities, and
selecting communities and individual farmers as

participants in the research process.
This chapter examines the following aspects:

selection of farming systems/agroecological
zones

site selection issues and experiences

farmer selection issues and experiences.

4.1 SELECTING FARMING
SYSTEMS

As with characterization, the strategy for selecting
sites and farmers will be influenced by project
objectives. Longer-term projects in which
capacity-building in public-sector organizations
has greater emphasis, such as the Adaptive
Research Planning Teams (ARPTs), the Kavango
Farming Systems Research and Extension (KFSRE)
Project, and the National Agricultural Research
Project, Phase Il (NARP Il), pay more attention to
selecting appropriate research sites and
communities. For example, ARPT target areas
within recommendation domains were selected
as focal points for diagnostic surveys and on-farm
€Xperimentation. In purposely selecting the
locations and farming systems for participatory
agricultural research, a good understanding of the

biophysical and socio-economic factors
delineated during characterization exercises is
central. The selection criteria used in the ARPT in
most cases included: representativeness (of the
wider farming system, as defined through farming
systems

accessibility; availability of suitable frontline

characterization); geographical
extension staff; and the readiness of a particular
local community to collaborate. In NARP I,
similar criteria were used but with more emphasis
on agroecological criteria and the severity of
priority research constraints (Table 4.1) than on
socio-economic factors. In the other case-study
projects the operational areas selected were
predefined in the project documents; selection of
farming systems of zones was not part of the
project process.

4.2 SITE SELECTION ISSUES

To what extent is site selection
participatory?

The idea of a participatory research project
‘selecting’ sites and farmers may appear to be
against the ethos of participation. However, in
the absence of strong farmer organizations, or a
system akin to the Local Agricultural Research
Committee programme in Latin America which
has an organized system for representing
community interests (Ashby et al., 2000), the task
of setting up a representative process to select
research sites would be beyond the mandate of
many research projects. The selection of sites
(geographical locations and communities) is a
decision usually undertaken by project staff in
consultation with other stakeholders, including
the members of any project steering committee
that has been set up. Existing structures for
making such decisions may be in place at the
start of the project. These structures may be top-
down, and one task of the project team may be
to foster greater participation in this decision.
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Table 4.1  Crop enterprises at Oyuer, south-west Kenya, ranked by smallholder farmers
Rank (1 = high) in terms of:
Crop Food Cash Security Labour Severity of
food required production
problems
Sorghum 1 5 1 3 2
Maize 2 3 3 3 2
Groundnut 3 2 4 2 -+
Bean/cowpea 4 4 2 4 5
Cotton - 1 - 1 1

A limitation on numbers

It is worth stating the obvious, that although a
large target group may be expected to benefit
from a particular research programme or project,
it is not possible for a project to conduct
participatory research with very farge numbers of
farmers. Researchers are few and specialized,
while rural farming populations are large and
involved in a wide range of enterprises.
Conventional agricultural experimentation
methods usually require a small number of on-
farm sites (perhaps 5 to 30), while farmers with a
potential interest in participating in agricultural
research may number several thousand.

Efficient use of resources

One of the ‘efficiency’ arguments for more formal
on-farm research with participation of resource-
poor farmers is that it enables technology to be
developed and tested under more realistic and
representative conditions than experimental
station-based research (Gilbert et al., 1980;
Simmonds, 1986; Biggs, 1989). From this
perspective, selection of representative farmers
and sites for experimentation becomes crucial
(Tripp, 1982; Sutherland, 1994a); if on-farm
research results cannot be easily extrapolated
they are, arguably, an expensive luxury.

A4

Practical, personal and political
considerations

Practical, personal and political considerations
limit the choice of specific research locations —
villages, communities, or perhaps a network of
local specialists. On the practical side, the further
away selected locations are from the researchers’
base/s and the greater the distance between the
participating farmers, the greater the costs in time
and fuel, and the less contact there is likely to be
between participants and researchers. Trade-offs
may be needed between the extent to which
locations are representative on the one hand, and
the time and resource costs involved to work
with them on the other. Well informed,
transparent choices are always preferable to the
selection of non-representative situations that are
adjacent to research stations, major roads,
previous projects or a researcher’s home area.
Where researchers or collaborating organizations
have already been working with certain villages
for some time, and have developed a good
rapport with community members, this may be a
strong reason for selecting such villages in
preference to others - provided they are
reasonably representative of villages in the area
concerned. This can save time and resources, as
a good rapport with participants already exists.
The project can build on existing goodwill and
can more easily access valuable secondary data
about livelihood systems, social and economic




composition, and problems and priorities. Other
criteria may also be used which are more
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communities that the government is concerned
for their welfare.

personal or political in nature. For example,
national researchers on low salaries have an
incentive to work in areas far from the research
station in order to qualify for meal and overnight
allowances. Members of project steering
committees may make suggestions based on local
political considerations, so that research project
activities are seen as a means of convincing local

4.3 EXPERIENCES WITH SITE
SELECTION

In national agricultural research systems, farm
site selection is often strongly influenced by the
concept of agroecological zones, as was the case
in Kenya with the NARP Il project (Case 4.7).

CASE 4.1

NARP 1I: SELECTING SITES WITHIN MANDATE REGIONS

The sites for the National Agricultural Research Project, Phase Il were selected on criteria relating to
representation of agroecological zones within the mandate region; severity of high-priority constraints;
existence of established links with NGOs, government organizations and extension; and proximity to the
research centre. Nine such sites were selected within the Kitale mandate region, and eight within the Kisii
mandate region.

Detailed characterization of the sites was carried out with the local communities using a variety of participatory
techniques: local histories, village mapping, transect walks, seasonal calendars, absolute and matrix ranking of
enterprises and problems, and pairwise ranking of desirable features of specific commodities and factors. Most
of these activities were repeated with separate groups within the community — mainly separated by gender in
the case of the Kitale work, and also by resource endowment in the case of Kisii. Table 4.1 shows enterprise
ranking descriptions for one location. Such information was helpful in terms of characterizing the nature of
problems facing farmers in the selected sites which, in turn, helped researchers to select experimental sites that
offered the most promise for the type of technology they were experimenting with.

Sources: Rees et al. (1997a); Rees et al. (1998).

In addition to agroecological zones, site selection
may also be influenced by administrative
boundaries. This is particularly true when the
involvement of government extension is
emphasized in the project. Thus in the KFSRE

project, emphasis was placed on selecting
communities which represented the main
districts, and which represented both riverside
and inland communities, also taking into account
ethnic factors.

CASE 4.2

KFSRE: SELECTING COMMUNITIES AND FARMER COLLABORATOR GROUPS

In the Kavango Farming Systems Research and Extension Project, community selection was based on the
findings of the initial systems characterization. A major biophysical and socio-e<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>