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A Globa Programme on Participatory Research and Gender Analysis
for Technology Development and Organisational |nnovation

Systemwide Programme on Participatory Research and Gender Analysis

1 Introduction

This paper summarises the early thinking behind a
new Consultative Group on International Agriculturd
Research (CGIAR) Systemwide Programme on
Participatory Research and Gender Andyss (PR/GA).
A systemwide programme (SWI) within the CGIAR
implies that a number of the international centres
focus their efforts on a single theme in order to move
the 'sate-of the art' forward. This programme -
officialy sponsored by the International Centre for
Tropica Agriculture (CIAT) in Colombia, the
International Centre for the Improvement of Maize and
Wheat (CIMMYT) in Mexico, the International Rice
Research Indtitute (IRRI) in the Philippines and the
International Centre for Agriculturd Research in
Dryland Aress (ICARDA) in Syria - is somewhat
unique in that it will also identify as founding partners
a range of nationa agriculturad research inditutes
(NARIg), non-governmental organisations (NGOs) and
grassroots organisations. Representatives of 1ARCs
(International Agricultural Research Centres, members
of the CGIAR), NGOs and NARIs participated in the
initial  planning meeting to develop a globa
programme of research into PR/GA and
representatives of al partner organisations will be
invited to participate in future meetings and decision-
making fora Any partner will be able to submit a
project for inclusion within the programme, though to
qudlify for consideration at least two partners must be
involved in each project.

The paper begins with a review of the reasons why
such agloba programme of research is needed at this
time. It then briefly outlines the way in which this
programme has been planned, before detailing some
of the key concerns and unanswered questions about
PR/GA. Next it takes the three focus areas of the
research programme — participatory plant breeding,
participatory natural resource management research
and gender analysis - in turn, explaining for each the
issues and methodological challenges on which the
programme intends to concentrate its efforts. In the
penultimate section a number of potentialy
controversia issues are raised and, findly, the paper
explains the next steps in launching the programme.

2 The need for a global programme of

research on PR/GA

Over the past decade or more, substantial work has
been done to introduce a user perspective into
adaptive research within the forma research sector.

For example, CIMMYTs development of on-farm -

research methodology and resulting manuas and
training have been very influentia, as have: CIFs (the
International Potato Centre's) ‘farmer-back-to-farmer’
approach; IRRI's experience with the Women and Rice
Farming Network; FAOs (Food and Agriculture
Organisation of the United Nations) work on women
and people's participation in development; ISNAR's
(the International Service for National Agricultura
Research's) study of client-oriented approaches; and
CIAT's farmer participatory research work. At present
there is a ggnificant growth in the application of
extant participatory techniques in adaptive research
and technology transfer. There has aso been
dggnificant development and adaptation of tools at
fidd level. However, many of these changes have yet
to be adequately evauated and results have not so far
been fully shared, either internationally or across
different kinds of institutions.

While the proposed programme will build upon
past work, it aspires to offer something more. It
originates from recent evidence that user participation
can be criticd in pre-adaptive (or 'upstream’) stages of
certain types of research. In contrast to earlier
approaches to on-farm research, pre-adaptive
participatory research and devel opment (R&D) brings
users actively into the early stages of technology
development, as researchers and decision-makerswho
help set priorities, define criteria for success and
determine when an innovation is 'ready’ for release to
farmers. The benefits of this approach are summarised
in Box 1. '

If the potential of pre-adaptive participatory R&D is
to be determined, considerable efort will have to be
invested both in investigating existing practice and in
building on that to develop new methodologies. At
present, it is difficult to say what degree of user
participation is appropriate at an early stage in the
research process and what the particular costs and
benefits of different degrees of involvement are likely
to be. Some research suggests that pre-adaptive
participatory R&D may reduce the costs of applied
research (see, for example, Ashby et al., 1995; Berg,
1995; Ceccardli etal, 1995; Sperling and Scheidegger,
1995; Wdtzien e al, 1996; Thrupp, personal
communication). Other experience suggests that pre-
adaptive participatory R&D moves scientists into a
different set of strategic research questions and that
direct comparisons cannot therefore be drawn (for

S
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example, breeders may simply supply segregating
materials to farmers for them to finish and adapt
independently). A recent study which st out to
evaluate a crosssection of experiences with
participatory research in different parts of the world,
found that there was too little evidence being
collected on which to base an evaluation (Okdi et al.,
1994). This programme of research into PRIGA
expects to go a long way towards addressing this
problem.

The programme will also address the concern that
organisational innovation may be as important as
participatory methods themselves for achieving
positive research impacts together with large groups
of farmers and stakeholders. Client involvement in
research at an early stage involves new divisons of
labour which require organisational changes, both on
the part of research organisations and on the part of
farmers themselves. On the research side, one change
is to decentralise both financial and managerial control
over research. The need for decentralisation stems
from the need for organisations to be able to respond
quickly and in an appropriate manner to loca
agroecological or socio-economic demands. However,
the degree of decentralistion which is appropriate for
different circumstances and for organisations with
different skill levels has yet to be established. Research
is needed to systematise approaches to this new
divison of labour, and to identify how new
partnerships are best configured.

Participatory tools, especiadly participatory rurd
appraisal (PRA) methods, have been the centre of
attention in some spheres of agriculturd research for
quite some time. Indeed, some may be of the view
that 'the toolkit is full' and that further work is not,
therefore, necessary. Ye participation is more than a
saries of toolkits and rapid appraisa techniques. A
focus of discussion within the planning meeting was
how counterproductive such tools can be - for
research and beneficiaries - in the absence of a criticd
approach to their application and fundamenta
capecity building. Specificdly, concern was raised
about the extractive use of participatory tools to
benefit only outsiders, in contrast to participation
which truly builds the capacity of loca people to set
priorities and manage their own R&D while
simultaneously reaping benefits for the wider society.
A key challenge facing NRM research is to balance the
needs and priorities of local communities with those
of outsiders and future generations.

The globa research programme on PR/GA is
exploring basic questions about how to apply
participatory methods and gender andysis in the
research process in ways which enhance dl
participants ability to solve problems using alearning
process approach. It ams to opedaionaise

participatory methods and organisational innovations

in tandem with capacity-building which involves

2

farmers and researchers in developing new skills and
employing new methods to their best advantage. At
the same time it must recognise that there may be
limits to the extent that individua needs can be
sdtisfied and that researchers will have to consider
implications and benefits for both the immediate
environment and beyond. . :

3 Planning for the global programme
The proposal which has recently been approved by
the Technical Advisory Committee of the CGIAR isthe
product of aseminar and planning meeting which was
convened in September 1996 in Cdi, Colombia. This
meeting brought together an international group of
fifty researchers and development professionals
experienced in participatory research and gender
andysis.  Paticipants represented  international
agricultural research centres, national agricultura
research ingtitutes, universitiess, NGOs and donors.
These scientists and development practitioners from
Ada, Laiin America, Centra America, Africa, South and
Southeast Asig, the Middle East and Europe joined
efforts to develop a coherent research programme to
address urgent methodological and organisationa
issues in participatory research and gender analysis.
The meeting began with presentations focused on
issues aimed to stimulate thought about the design of
the overall research programme. Areas covered by the
presentations included: user differentiation; the diverse
views of different stakeholders, and scaing up.
Interspersed with these presentations, discussion
groups were convened to address general concerns
such as approaches to stakeholder identification,
impact analysis and capacity building for participatory
research. This part of the meeting took place over
three days. For the subsequent three days participants
split into working groups in order to elaborate
workplans for three areas of work: plant breeding;
natural resource management research; and gender

Box 1. The benefits of pre-adaptive participatory
R&D

In the early stages of technology development,
concepts of what technology clients are likely to adopt

are improved.

Prototype technology is designed to meet user needs
and preferences more accurately.

Technology is more likely to be adopted.
Technologies are in users' hands more rapidly.

There are fewer, costly ‘'white elephant' technologies
on the shelf.

Clients' knowledge and creativity are harnessed to
technology design.
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andlysis. Results of 'work in progress were repeatedly
reported back to the plenary and subsequently
modified.

Key issues arising from 'discussion

opening' presentations

Participatory research - starting points and goals

At the start of the meeting it was considered important

to raise and address issues of terminology and to

make some effort to define what actualy congtitutes
participatory research. It is particularly important that
the concept does not lose its meaning and the tools
do not become devalued, even if participation
becomes the frame of reference for dl researchers.

Questions raised in this area included the following:

* Arethetoolswhich are currently available— aswell
as those which will be developed in the future -
generdly usgful to dl diffeeent  kinds of
stakeholders? Is there an inherent bias in certain
tools towards extractive applications?

» How can adequate 'quality control' be exercised on
the use of existing tools?

e Should participation and gender sendtivity be
treated as a means to an end or an end in
themselves?

» Are there other, better - perhaps politica -
mechanisms for ensuring the accountability of
research to client groups?

* How far can participation go? Is it possble to
synthesise research and plan budgets in a truly
participatory manner? Is this likely to lead to overly
short-term horizons in research planning?

|dentifying and working with stakeholders

This area lies a the heart of participatory research and

the quest for answers to the question 'who

participates?. Key issues raised included:
» Which methods for identifying stakeholders aready
exist and how effective are they?

» Towhat degreeis it useful to disaggregate amongst
and within stakeholder groups?

» How do we ensure the participation of ‘'invisible
groups (such as women, in some cultures)?

* Who should take on the task of facilitaing
negotiation amongst different stakeholder groups?

* Are there methods or means of measuring how the
incluson of different stakeholders affects the
outcome of research?

» Should we work with pre-existing groups or
endeavour to create new, perhaps more targeted,
ones? If the former, how can we assig these groups
to develop priorities which are truly representative
of their members' needs?

* What kinds of mechanisms should be put a the
disposa of stakeholders so that their participation
becomes effective (e.g. research funds or
opportunities to gt on influential committees)?

The proceedings from the meeting - including
the full text of papers presented - are available
from:
CIAT Publications
A.A. 6713, Cdli
Colombia

Experimental methods
The nature of the interface between scientists and
farmerswas a clear concern throughout the workshop.
Indeed it was fdt that the nature of this relationship
may be the single most important influence on the
progress of participatory research initiatives. Questions
about the relationship surfaced particularly in
discussions of experimental methods. They included
the following:

» How much fort should be devoted to 'improving'
(from a dientific perspective) farmers own
experimental methods?

* How can scientists learn to understand farmers
own experimentation better?

» How can the risks associated with farmer
participation be minimised? Such risks occur when,
for example, farmers have access to genetic materia
which is not fully understood by scientists - in
terms of disease susceptibility etc. - or when
conclusons must be drawn from far fewer trid
replications than is conventionally acceptable.

Assessing impact
One of the fundamental reasons why participatory
research methods have not been more widely adopted
is that inadequate attention has been devoted to
measuring their impact and comparing costs and
benefits (both between participatory and other
methods and within participatory methods (Magrath et
ah, 1997)). Until this happens, many will remain
sceptica of participatory methods or sceptica of their
place in research in this era of declining research
budgets. The purpose of this globa research
programme is not to embrace PR/GA methods
uncriticaly but to assess the red value of such
methods and the relative value of different modes of
operation in an objective manner.  Impact
measurement is problematic, but this does not make
it any less criticd:

» Methods for measuring the impact of part|C| pation
in R&D by different user groups - including gender
groups - must be found. Means for determining
whose criteria for success should be employed,
including seeking a balance between externa and
internal interests, need to be identified.

 Egpecidly in natural resource management research,
not al the benefits of participation will be
mesasurable over the short term. However, evidence
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of success in the short term is often essentid if
momentum is to be kept up and donor support
maintained. New methods of defining and
measuring the 'intermediate’ impact of participation,
and comparing this to the costs incurred in
achieving it, must be found.

e Mindful of declining research budgets, cost
reduction must be a key concern of this research
programme. Once a specific impact of participation
has been assessed and costed, how do we
determine what the appropriate leve of investment
in participation might be to achieve that impact, or
a sgmilar impact? :

* What mechanisms are available for determining the
necessary conditions for replicability? How can we
assess the appropriate level of disaggregation of
stakeholder groups, bearing in mind that the larger
the number of groups, the higher the costs will
tend to be?

Capacity building and learning

It was pointed out that 'proof about the effectiveness
of participatory research and gender analysis might
not always travel well. There are various reasons for
this, including the fact that "proof may consist more of
anecdotal evidence or uncritically assessed 'received
wisdom' than objective assessment. There is aso the
concern that those who have not had direct
experience of new methods may be loathe to accept

them even when they are backed by reasonable -

'proof of effectiveness. There are two ways to address
this problem within this global research programme.
The fird is to ensure that the research programme
adopts transparent and objective mechanisms for
assessment of costs and benefits. The second is to
ensure that a large number of people are directly
involved in PR/IGA programmes, one of the most
effective ways of developing capacity is through

'learning by doing'. However, this raises a number of

follow-on concerns:

* How should those who are not able to become
involved in fidd programmes (ie. who are not able
to 'do’) learn? This is particularly problematic for
more senior management who must ater research
management  drategies and operations to
accommodate participatory research, but who do
not have and are not able to get Sgnificant
experience with participatory methods. For such
people the scientific quality of the assessments
they receive of research effectiveness will be vitd.

* How can the learning process itsdf best be
transferred from ingtitution to ingtitution?

» How should incentive systems be altered to support
those participatory research initiatives which are
shown to be cod-effective and vauable? This
guestion relates to the incentives faced by
individual researchers. It is commonly remarked

that advancement for scientists is more often based
on their publication record than on the field impact
of their research; o far little has been done to alter
such systems. In addition, existing incentive struct-
ures often fal to give adequate credit for group-
oriented activities. Participatory research is, by its
nature, a group initiated and executed activity.
This aray of issues dstimulated wide-ranging
discussions at a genera level. Many questions raised
ininitia papers resurfaced during the smaller working
group sessions and, as will be evident later on, many
aso found their way into the lig of research priorities
for the overal research programme. At the early stages
of the meeting discussion was designed to be open-
ended, conducted through brain-storming, to ensure
that dl points of view were adequately represented.
Participants recognised at this stage that the proposal
would have to focus on a limited number of aress;
even a research programme such as this cannot hope
to answer dl the questions which researchers and
practitioners would like to pose.

4 Participatory approaches in plant
breeding

The incorporation of participatory methods into plant
breeding began in the mid-1980s when farmers were
invited to become involved in the evaluation of pre-
rdlease materids. The gap between users and
breeders' criteria for acceptability of new plant types
identified through participatory research is now
dgimulating plant breeders to introduce user
participation at dill earlier stages in applied research.
The effects of this are marked; some breeders perceive
participatory methods as comparable to biotechnology
techniques in terms of their potential for opening up
new frontiers in breeding (Kofnegay et al., 199%;
Ceccardli et al, 1995, Zimmermann, 1996; Hardon,
1995; Iglesias and Hernandez, 1994).

The plant breeding group at the planning meeting
included many active practitioners involved in
participatory plant breeding (PPB) programmes such
as. ILEIA's (the Information Centre for Low Externa
Input and Sustainable Agriculture's) work supporting
farmer rice breeding in the Philippines; the Ecuadorian
nationd programmes innovative  participatory
selection approaches for potato; and ICRISATS
(International Crops Reésearch Indtitute for the Semi-
Arid Tropics) collaborative work with Indian NGOs
screening segregating pearl millet materials with poor
farmers in Rgashan. This was the second formd
mesting bringing together PPB practitioners, the first
being = sponsored by IDRC (the Internationa
Development Research Centre, Canada), FAO, IPGRI
(the International Plant Genetic Resources Ingtitute)
and the Centre for Genetic Resources, the Netherlands,
in July 1995. Many participants had attended both and
thus were aready familiar with each others work; this
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allowed the group to identify a focused work plan in
a relatively short period of time.

Assessing participatory breeding
methods

The plant breeding group identified four mgor thrusts
for the globa research programme. The fird is to
asess and develop participatory breeding methods
themsalves. Mog of the existing applications of
participatory approaches in plant breeding involve
farmersin relatively downstream selection of advanced
lines or finished varieties. Pre-adaptive participatory
research in breeding is an aea in which
methodologies are dill incipient; at present it is
difficult to determine the degree of user participation
that is appropriate at a given stage in the breeding
process and in any given environment.

To develop methodological guidelines targeted at
gpecific types of crops (for example, sdf-pallinated,
open-pollinating or clonally-propagated) and specific
contexts, the proposed research will include a series
of comparative case studies. Empiricd studies will
involve famers in selecting parents, in making
selections from segregating populations, in evauating
advanced lines on-station or on-farm, and in decision-
making about the production of preferred varieties of
seeds. At each stage in this process the different
selections made by breeders, men and women farmers
(and perhaps other stakeholder groups, if relevant)
can be contrasted. Once farmer salection Strategies are
understood, ways in which breeders can help to
support and enhance these can be developed. While
one set of cases will explore how farmers can most
effectively be involved in the formd research process,
a second set will look at the role of scientists in
strengthening farmers own breeding efforts.

User differentiation

Second, the plant breeding group suggested that a
more critical look should be taken at the issues of user
differentiation and gender analysis dl aong the seed
technology development chain. Those involved
include direct users of seeds, seed producers,
processors of resulting crops and find consumers. At
present not al ongoing participatory breeding projects
have been incorporating gender analysis and user
differentiation into their work, despite the fact that it
is recognised by most that women are often the plant
breeders in smdl faam production systems. They are
responsible for domesticating wild species, selecting
germplasm and saving seed. The need to better
differentiate just which user s should beinvolved in
the research process and to specify swhich users
and stakeholders actually benefit from research
was identified as one of the most important cross-
cutting methodological challenges of this novel
research programme.

Decentralisation
For research to be effective, it is necessary not only
for methods but aso for structures and mechanisms to
be appropriate. User participation suggests that
research must be decentralised in order ‘that the
contribution of identified user groups is facilitated and
to meet the demands of Ste-specific adaptation.
Therefore, as a third thrust, the group will explore
different organisational forms, including aternate
divisons of labour within the breeding process.
Studies in this areawill assess the cogt-effectiveness of
different organisationa options and the implications of
increased involvement by different partners: for
instance, what might be the advantages or constraints
for each collaborator if farmers groups or NGOs take
a lead role in adaptive research? Certainly this will
vedlly increase the scale of testing which is feasible,
but the costs attached to such a strategy need to be,
better understood before it is widely operationalised.
Decentralisation may be the sine qua non for
participation but a number of questions about its
implementation urgently need to be answered. For
example, what degree of decentralisation is required
for a particular problem and locale, what are the
financid and logisticd means by which decentral-
isation can be achieved, what are the new ills
required for the management and implementation of
a decentralised research programme and what are the
implications of decentralisation for research qudity?

Support services

Findly, the proposed programme will look at the
implications of decentralisation for the design of seed
support services. If resource-poor famers are to
benefit, it is not enough just to alter the orientation of
technology development itsdf. The digtribution
systems which move the products of participatory
breeding must dso take new shape. The focus will be
on finding ways of strengthening and working with
local seed systems and seeking opportunities for
collaboration between forma and informa seed
systems.

Some of the expected outputs from the plant
breeding group appear in Box 2. The group has
dready received signals of interest from potential
collaborators in Ethiopia, Tanzania, India, Nepal,
Mexico and Syria and welcomes other contacts.

5 Participatory approaches in natural
resour ce management resear ch

Until the meeting in September 1996 participants in
the natural resource management (NRM) research
group, unlike the plant breeding group, had never
before come together to consider the relevance of
available participatory research and gender analysis
methods to NRM research. This, and the generaly
broader and less well defined subject area which was
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Box 2. Specific outputs from methodology and
organisational development work in
participatory plant breeding

Participatory research methods and gender analysis
tools suitable for integrating farmer crop development
systems with advanced breeding techniques developed.

Participatory breeding strategies for a cross-section of
species, with guidelines developed on appropriate
breeding populations, field techniques, and suitable
biotechnology tools refined.

Knowledge and skills of rural men and women
specialised in germplasm management recognised,
strengthened and linked to research.

Varieties acceptable to farmers which incorporate traits
derived from local landraces and global germplasm
developed.

Cost-effective organisational forms for different kinds of
decentralised plant breeding research identified.

Analysis of the ability of the formal and informal seed
sector to deliver the products of participatory plant
breeding conducted.

under discussion, meant that the group undertook a
wide ranging discussion of priorities for action.

Stakeholder groups, collective action
and conflict resolution

Like the plant breeding group, the NRM group saw
participatory methods and gender anadysis as key for
mobilising local knowledge and users' criteria- which
may often be women's knowledge and criteria - in
order to make decisions about the acceptability of
technologies. Some of the toughest methodological
challenges for participatory NRM research concern
how to link farmers knowledge and interests with
those of other stakeholders a different scales (from
the fidd to the fam, community, and supra-
community or watershed level). Stakeholders must first
be identified, then mechanisms which enable them to
contribute to the research process need to be
developed. Itis highly likely that conflict will develop
between different stakeholder groups and thus the
development or refinement of conflict resolution
techniques and skills will be at a premium.

Overdl, the NRM research working group focused
on issues relating to the management of natura
resources by various individuals and stakeholder
groups, rather than on the material technologies
- themsdves. NRM technologies (such as il
conservation practices, nutrient management and
integrated pest management techniques) are often
knowledge-based and require collaboration or
collective action if they are to be effectivdly employed.

Due to the diversity of environments and resource
users, solutions to management difficulties are largely
stuation-specific. Arrangements which are made for
mutualy beneficia action must be tailored to the loca
environment. This underlines the importance of loca
level capacity development. Loca people must be able
to develop sustainable inditutions to manage
collective action and must also be in a position to
analyse resource constraints, to monitor evolving
resource processes and to adapt drategies for
technical innovation to changing environments over
relatively long periods of time.

Impact measurement

The NRM research group related this concern to
impact measurement. Measuring impact  of
participation is considerably harder in natura resource
management research than it is for plant breeding,
both because of the nature of the technologies
themsalves (which are often effective only as part of
an entire system of management) and the timescae
over which they would be expected to reap fruit (a
longer period than it takes to develop new varieties).
The long-term nature of resource management
research makes it particularly vitd that participatory
evaluaion mechanisms are developed and refined.
Farmers themselves must be the judge of success over
the longer term, although their judgements must also
be balanced by those of other users of the resources
in question (including, in many cases, externa
assessments of the likely needs of future generations).
Enhancing the capacity and understanding of cause
and effect relationships by farmers must therefore be
a priority for participatory methods applied in a
learning process approach. This, in turn, is linked to
the need for better methods of facilitating the interface
between formad science and famers own
experimentation.

Learning and scaling up

Perhaps most important, the NRM research group
sgnalled that participatory methods and the
participatory research process have to create a joint
lear ning environment between scientists, farmers,
and other stakeholders as well as amongst different
categories of resource users. This iterative research
and development process is particularly important in
natural resource management research because of the
complex range of trade-offs between conservation and
productivity which it entails and because of the high
potentia for conflict among stakeholders.

Scding up the use of knowledgeintensive
technologies, a key organisationa issue, was aso
identified by the NRM research working group as a
mgor methodological chalenge. The group's
emphasis on participatory research as learning by
doing - both on the part of researchers and farmers -
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raises amgor chalenge of how research resultsin the
form of concrete technologies would be replicated and
scaled up a reasonable cost. Experiences with
participatory technology transfer, especially using
farmer-to-farmer approaches, give some ideas about
how this might be done. These aso underline the
importance of working with and building on existing
loca knowledge systems and of giving support to
local experimentation.

Some of the expected outputs from the NRM
research group appear in Box 3- It should be noted
that new methods will only be developed where
existing methods are not satisfactory and cannot be
refined through further research.

6 Gender/user differentiation

The differentiation of categories of users - both in the
research process itsdf and in assessing benefits -
should run as an integrated thread throughout both
the plant breeding and the natural resource
management research. While user differentiation in
genera isimportant to this research programme (it has
aready been mentioned in both the plant breeding
and NRM research workplans), the greatest emphasis
will be placed on gender differentiation, catering to
the needs of women as a group and to different
categories of women, where relevant. Such andysis
promotes both equity (in terms of access to the
benefits of research) and the much-needed
empowerment of rura women.

The vita role that women play in agriculture and
food security in developing countries cannhot be
aufficiently emphasised. Women account for more
than hdf of the labour required to produce the food
in Ada, and as much as three-quarters of the labour in
Africa In most farming systems they are fully
responsible for post-harvest operations, seed selection
and preservation, and food processing activities. With
increasing mae migration in search of non-farm
employment, the role that women play in fam
management has aso been growing. Though these
facts are widdly accepted and understood, there has,
as yet, been too little effort placed on developing and
ingtitutionalisng methods of analyss which can
systematicaly identify research objectives and criteria
to meet women's needs.

In both the plant breeding and NRM research
groups, there was discusson of whether method
development or ensuring that existing methods are
used more effectively was more pressing. For its part,
the gender working group identified two man
opportunities for method development.

Deciding who participates

Firs, methods are needed which will enable user
groups to assess, rapidly and for themselves, who
amongst them should participate in technology

Box 3. Specific outputs from methodology and
organisational development work in natural
resource management research

Methods for user participation in the design of
knowledge-intensive  technologies assessed and
developed..

Methods for short- and longer-term resource monitoring
by farmers as well as researchers assessed . and
developed.

Methods for encouraging collective action, conflict
resolution and negotiation at different scales assessed
and developed.

Technologies acceptable to farmers for increasing
productivity while protecting the environment
developed.

« Options for organisational innovation and links for
managing natural resources at different scales
developed.

Strategies for strengthening and catalysing local and
durable organisations which can lead site-specific
management of resources developed.

Strategies for scaling up knowledge-intensive
technology development and ensuring its spread
developed.

development. Rapid sdf-diagnosis needs to be made
of the relevance of different attributes (such as wealth,
age, gender, or particular expertise) for participation
in research. Groups must aso be able to determine
whether separate or mixed groups of participants are
more likey to ensure rdiable user input into the
development of a given technology. In some regions
in which women have not previously been involved
in technology development or the quest for
organisational innovation or where there are specific
congraints, appropriate methods must be developed
to engage women's participation.

Monitoring effects

Second, methods are needed to enable users to
monitor gender-differentiated effects - or, in other
words, to conduct gender-differentiated cost benefit
analyses— of introducing new germplasm or resource
management  practices.  Paticipatory  diagnosis,
monitoring, and ex-ante assessment .of the likdy
differentia impact of technologies being tested on a
user group could provide powerful feedback to
research in a low-cost fashion.

Comparison of results obtained in the plant
breeding and NRM empirical studies - with and
without the application of gender-sensitive
participatory research methods — will provide solid
evidence of the value-added effect of identifying and
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including particular groups. It is hoped that the 'proof
provided by well-designed comparative studies will be
more generalisable than that provided by previous
case studies. The discussion-opener on gender
anadysis reminded us that despite much case-study
evidence of the vaue of incorporating such andysis as
a systematic dement within the research process,
many scientists remain to be convinced; 'proof, it is
fdt, does not travel well. If the research programme
can help overcome this problem it will aready have
made a valuable contribution in the area of gender
anaysis.

7 Diverse views within the planning
meeting

One purpose of bringing together a diverse group of
practitioners and donors from such a wide range of
countries in this planning meeting was to explore
differences of opinion. This, in turn, would help
ensure that the global research programme is as
rdlevant as possible to as broad a range of
stakeholders as possible. Issues which proved to be
particularly controversial included: the goas of
participation; the desired impact of participatory
research; the point from which research should start
(farmer experimentation or forma science); and how
_ the results should be scaled-up. These four issues are
in many aspects interdependent, as is apparent in the
discussion below.

The goals of participation

One god of encouraging farmer participation in
research is to improve the functional efficiency of
forma research (better technologies, more widely
adopted, more quickly). Ancther objective of
participation is to empower marginalised people and
groups so that their own decison-making and
research capacity is strengthened and they can make
effective demands on research and extenson
organisations. The two are not mutualy exclusive;
functional participation can be empowering and
empowering participation may lead to functiona
efficiency gains in technology development. However,
the two may imply different spending priorities and
time horizons; the quest for empowerment generaly
demands more intensive participation over a longer
time period than the quest for functiond efficiency
gains in a particular research area. They may aso
imply that different indicators for project monitoring
should be adopted; cost- effectiveness is a key
indicator for functiond participation whereas
indicators of capacity are central for empowering
participation (Farrington and Nelson, 1997).

Without talking about specific initictives it is
difficult to be precise about the differences between
the two types of participation. Nevertheless, the issue
of empowerment was raised repeatedly during the

meeting. Some participants took the view that a
research programme of the CGAR should not be
dedicating resources in this area. Advocaes of this
view fdt that empowerment was neither clearly within
the mandate of the CGIAR (which should be focusing
on drategic research issues) nor was it an identified
strength of the internationa research system. Others
fdt that seeking means to empower rural people was
indeed a drategic research issue, that effective
participation could not take place without an
emphasis on empowerment, and that other partners
within the globd research programme would have a
healthy track-record in promoting empowerment-
oriented R&D. As a reault of this discussion, both
empowering and functional participation receive
attention in the empirica studies which will fal under
the globd research programme. Within the
programme as a whole a better understanding will be
sought of the differences in approach involved in the
two types of participation.

The impact of research initiatives

The second issue over which some differences of
opinion were evident related to the god of the
individua research. initiatives under the globa
programme themselves, as opposed to the
participation component of the initiatives perse. Some
were of the view that the primary god of research
initiatives under the global research programme
should be to achieve ste-specific impact. Others held
that these initiatives were undertaken, firda and
foremogt, to generate widely applicable methods and
inditutional  dternatives suitable for application
elsawhere.

Clearly, in any particular case there may not be a
red conflict between these two, essentidly
complementary, objectives. Equdly, though, situations
can be envisaged in which the two objectives would
generate competing plans of action. Achieving the
former objective (ie. dte specific impact) would
certainly militate towards carrying through al elements
of research to fruition so that loca needs are satisfied.
However, in such a case there would be no necessary
emphasis on scrutinisng methods. If, on the other
hand, research partners were focused on the latter
objective, they might tend towards developing up-
stream methodologies, giving less emphasis to the
development of specific 'downstream’ technologies
and dmost none to their diffuson.

While the above scenario makes the achievement of
site-specific impact appear to be a more laudable and
feasble objective, likely to lead to more hedlthy inter-
indtitutional linkages over the medium to long term,
there was firm agreement that the importance of
extracting generdisable lessons should not be
overlooked. Indeed, that this was the main rationale
for implementing a programme of this scope. Thefina
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section of this paper details the concrete proposals
which have been drawn up to help ensure
comparability of research initistives and thus to
contribute to this objective In considering
extrapolation and generdisability it is also important
to note the context in which research is taking place.
Research budgets are generdly fdling. This makes it
vitd that participatory research initiatives under the
globa programme define throughout their work the
relative balance of costs and benefits which they
entail. There will not be one 'perfect’ participatory
research approach, but multiple approaches with
different emphases and different cost/benefit profiles.
A danger which must be conscioudy guarded againgt
is that of developing approaches which require so
many resources that they are out of reach of dl but
the most well-endowed ingtitutions.

The starting point

Much of the discusson over the sx days of the
meseting centred on the interface between forma
science and farmers own experimentation. There was
agreement that both are important and that bringing
the two together is a key methodological chalenge.
However, opinion about the starting point for research
differed. Should research begin by identifying farmers
own experimental practices and then build on these,
strengthening them through the application — where
relevant — of techniques derived from forma science?
Or, should formd experimentation be the sarting
point into which farmer involvement is then
introduced?

It was evident that these approaches need not be
mutually exclusive, and that their advantages would
be likely to vary depending on the research issues and
ingtitutional context in question. Starting with farmers
own experimentation might be more advantageous in
NRM research or in the generation of knowledge and
management-intensive technologies. In plant breeding,
on the other hand, it may be advantageous for farmers
to incorporate forma experimenta methods into
varietal improvement. One of the contributions that
this global programme of research hopes to makeisto
provide guidelines on this topic on the bass of
empirical case studies with different starting points.

Scaling up

Another difference in opinion related to whether the
impact of participatory research should be defined as
a product - such as a better sat of adapted
technologies or a more eficient research organisation
- or a process, such as the strengthened ahility of a
community to solve its own problems. The definition
of outputs has implications for assessing impact and
aso for determining exactly what it is that needs to be
scaed up: the learning process itsdf or the products
emerging from participatory research? Discussions

showed that it is unnecessary to treat these as
mutually exclusive aternatives. One of the conclusions
of the NRM research group was that a 'product’ might
be a knowledge-intensive technology which requires
alearning process for its dissemination and adaptation
to specific conditions.

There were dso differences in the way participants
viewed the processes of ingtitutionalisation and scaling
up of participatory research approaches. Some
conceived of the research procedure as a series of
discrete steps: first, get the methods right, then
ingtitutionalise them and, third, work on scaling them
up. Another perspective suggested that methods
developed first at a smal-scale may not be suitable for
scaling up (they may, for example, be too labour-
intensive, with few economies of scale). Techniques,
organisational models and research methods may have
to be developed at the scale a which they will
ultimately be used. For example, would a participatory
research approach be multiplied by adding more smdl
groups on the same scale as the initid groups with

-which it had worked? Or would it be multiplied by

expanding from a few smal groups to a watershed-
scae group? Or would it sart out a the scale of
involving dl the relevant stakeholders in awatershed?

Another question ‘which was discussed waswhether
inditutionalisation and scading up are equivalent
processes? Certainly, methods can be institutionalised,
that is they can be made routine, while remaining
restricted to a very few dtes or themes. One of the
challenges for this research programme is to anayse

Box 4. Example of elements of a' common
framework for comparative analysis

Parameters to compare sites and projects

« typology of technologies to be contrasted (eg. short-term
productivity (varieties) vs. long-term conservation (NRM)
technologies).

« typology of agroecosystems or environments (eg. highly
heterogeneous vs. uniform; favoured vs. unfavoured)

« typology of indigenous crop development and natural
conservation systems.

« distinguishing features of local institutional context (eg.
strong local groups and community cohesiveness vs. weak
or absent local groupings).

Parameters for methodology assessment across fields of
research

« techniques of participatory research and gender analysis to
be used in different situations.

« stages of research to be compared.

« types of stakeholders who need to be directly and
indirectly involved identified.

+ variables to be monitored to assess costs and rates of
success.
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Figure 1.

”

Compare and evaluate
existing and new approaches
to PR/GA

Programme strategy — a learning process approach

Develop innovative
approaches for using
PR/GA in preadaptive-research

Conduct capacity building
needed to catalyse change
in practice

N

Introduce and evaluate
innovations required to
operationalise PR/GA
approaches

v

separately the degree to which methods have been
ingtitutionalised and the degree to which they have
been scaded up, and the critical success and falure
factors for each.

8 Next steps

The strategy for the proposed programme will be to
integrate methodology development and organis-
aiona innovation into ongoing natural resource
management and plant breeding projects of
collaborating ingtitutions. It is expected that there will
be a least four to sx projects which are explicitly
committed to undertaking comparative studies to
ensure that the programme's objectives in both plant
breeding and NRM research are met. Gender and user
concerns will beintegrated into the heart of both, thus
al projects will contribute to methodology assessment
and development in this area.

The fird step is to develop a common framework
for the design and comparative analyss of these
empirica studies. The god of such a design is to
identify critical factors which render participatory
approaches and gender analysis more or less usgful
and to generate widely-applicable guidelines for the
use of the methodologies. An explicit focus on site,
crop and technology characterisation will aso help the
comparative aspects of the work and enable
researchers to identify which participatory methods
and organisational forms give the best results where.
Some elements of a common framework areillustrated
in Box 4.

One of the very first activities within this global
programme will be to conduct overview studies to
compare existing participatory research activities. The
purpose of these studies will be to ensure that al

10

available lessons in this area are fully captured and
disseminated. The results of these studies will help to
orient the priorities of the empirical research under the
programme. Indeed, the programme dtrategy was
designed as a learning process approach, in which

Box 5. Suggested criteria for inclusion of
projects within the global programme of
research on PR/GA

Projects should include:

1. A plan for how the project will work with farmers'
organisations or groups of farmers.

2. Inter-institutional linkages (at least two institutions
should be involved).

3. Clear agreement from all partners concerning the
resources to be allocated to the project.

4. Explicit consideration of gender .representation (of
partners) and gender issues related to research plan.

5. A plan to involve men and women in actual research.

6. Strategy for gaining access to multidisciplinary teams
which include social science and natural science skills.

7. A plan to build on farmers' skills.

8. A clearly-defined timeframe.

9. A plan for monitoring and evaluation.

10. Clear definition of the roles of partners in the research

and capacity building programme.

11. A statement of what the project will offer to the global
research programme as a whole.

12. A statement of what the project expects from the global
research programme. .

13. A statement of resources available and resources
required.

14. A plan for sustaining project activities at community

- level after the project itself is phased out.

Source: Task Force on Partnership, Cali Planning Meeting,
14th September 1996.
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research steps are iterative, as illustrated in Figure 1.

The working groups have eaborated initid
workplans and guidelines for the research partnership
(Box 5). Strong emphasis is being given to
trangparency within what is a uniquely diverse
partnership. This should enable dl partners to work
together effectivdly and ethicaly.

An interim planning committee was elected from
amongst the participants at the Cdli meeting and the
procedures for programme evaluation were defined.
Funding for the programme is now being secured and
solicitations of fidd partners should begin in January
1997. Representatives from projects which participate
in the comparative studies will form the working
group membership. However, the research programme
plans to collaborate with a wider group of inditutions
in training, workshops and information exchange on
participatory research methods and gender analyss.
The participants who met in Cdi will aso continue to
contribute to the evolution of the programme through
a proposed series of regiona workshops.
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Endnote

1. In pardld with this research programme the CGIAR
gystem is undertaking mgjor changes in its internal
organisation by inviting representatives from
regional fora composed of a cross-section of public
and private sector agricultural R&D organisations, to
participate in what is known as the Global Forum
for Agriculturd Research. One purpose of the
Globad Forum is to cadyse research and
development partnerships among the CGAR
centres and the other participants in the Forum.
Partnerships based on participatory research
approaches with clearly-defined  roles  for
technology users are perceived by the Globd
Forum as an important instruments for promoting
equitable access to the benefits of agricultura R&D,
a cornerstone of the misson of Forum and the
CGIAR system itsf.
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