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INTRODUCTION TO THE ISNAR STUDY ON ORGANIZATION AND MANAGEMENT
OF ON-FARM CLIENT-ORIENTED RESEARCH (OFCOR)

Deborah Merrill-Sands
Study Leader

Introduction

In 1986, ISNAR initiated a major study on the organi-
zation and management of on-farm, client-oriented re-
scarch (OFCOR) in national agricultural research sys-
tems (NARS). The study was devetoped in response
to requests from NARS leaders for advice in this arca
and was carried out with the support of the Govern-

ment of Italy and the Rockefeller Foundation. The ob-

Jective is to analyze the critical organizational and

managerial factors that influence the way national re-
search institutes can develop and sustain OFCOR
programs to realize their specific policies and goals.

What Is OFCOR?

OFCOR' is a research approach designed to help re-
scarch meet the needs of specific clients, most com-
monly resource-poor farmers. It complements — and is
dependent apon — experiment station research. It in-
volves a client-oriented philosophy, a specific re-
search approach and methods, and a series of opera-
tional activitics carried out at the farm level. These
activities range from diagnosing and ranking prob-
lems through the design, development, adaptation,
and evaluation of appropriate technological solutions.
Farmers are directly involved at various stages in the
process.

In this study, OFCOR programs are analyzed in terms
of the functions OFCOR can perform within the larg-
er rescarch and extension process. We have identified
the following seven potential functions as a frame-
work for analyzing the organization and management
of arange of on-farm research programs in nine na-

tional agricultural research systems, The functions are:

I) to support within research a problem-solving ap-
proach, which is fundamentally oriented toward
Jarmers as the primary clients of rescarch;

2) to contribute to the application of an interdiscipli-
nary systems perspective within research;

i. The designation OFCOR has been used as distinet from farming svs-
tems research (FSR) because the latter has come to have very different
meanings for different people,

3) to characterize major farming systems and client
groups, using agroccological and socioeconomic
criteria, in order to diagnose priority production
problems as well as identify key opportunities for
research with the objective of improving the pro-
ductivity and/or stability of those systems;

4) to adapt existing technologies and/or contribute to
the development of alternative technologies for tar-
geted groups of farmers sharing common produc-
tion problems by conducting experiments under
farmers’ conditions;

S) to promote furmer participation in research as
collaborators, experimenters, testers, and evalu-
ators of alternative technologies;

6) to provide feedback to the research priority-set-
ting, planning and programming process so that
experiment station and on-farmn research are inte-
grated into a coherent program focused on farm-
ers’ needs;

7) to promote collaboration with extension and de-
velopment agencies in order to improve the effi-
ciency of the processes of technology generation
and diffusion.



Why Is tke Organization and Management of OFCOR Important?

Over the last 15 years, many NARS have set up
OFCOR programs of varying scope and intensity to
strengthen the link between research and farmers —
particularly resource-poor farmers. While significant
attention has been given to developing methods for
OFCOR. provisions for fully integrating this approach
within the research process have been inadequate and
the institutional challenge underestimated. With the
accumulation of experience, it is clear that NARS
have confronted significant problems in implementing
and effectively integraiing OFCOR into their organi-
zations. In many cases, OFCOR programs have be-
come marginalized and have not had the intended im-
pact on the research process,

Improved organization and management are crucial to
overcoming these problems. Effectively integrating
OFCOR within a rescarch system implies forging a
new research approach which complements and
builds on existing rescarch cfforts. This is no small
task. It involves establishing new communication

links between researchers of diverse disciplines, exten-
sion agents, and farmers. It requires hiring people
with the right skills or systematically training existing
staff. It requires changes in planning, programming,
review, and supervisory procedures. It creates in-
creased demands for operational funds and logistical
support for rescarchers working away from head-
quarters. And, it often involves working with one or
more donor agencies. All of these make the manage-
ment of OFCOR more demanding than that of tradi-
tional experiment station research.

This study focuses direetly on these issues of imple-
mentation and institutionalization. We have analyzed
and synthesized the experiences of diverse NARS in
which OFCOR programs have been established for at
least five years. The intention is to provide a body of
practical experience upon which research managers
can draw as they strive to strengthen OFCOR as an in-
tegral part of their research systems.

Operational Strategy and Products

Our approach has been to learn from the experiences
of research managers in NARS. We have built the
analysis around case studies of nine countries whose
NARS have had sufticient time to experiment with
and develop diverse organizational arrangements and
management systems for implementing OFCOR. By
region, the countries are as follows:

Latin America: Ecuador, Guatemala, Panama

Africa:  Sencgal, Zambia, Zimbabwe
Asia:  Bangladesh. Indonesia. Nepal

The case studies are stand-alone products. Each is a
comprehensive analysis developed by a team of na-
tional rescarchers with personal experience in the in-
dividual OFCOR programs. The cases provide impor-
tant insights and lessons on the general issues, as well
as specific guidance for research policy and the orga-
nization and management of OFCOR in their coun-
tries. The cases will be published in 1988. A list of the
reports follows,

Iy

Comparative study papers providing a systematic anal-
ysis across the case studies are a second product of

the study. Synthesizing the experience of case study
NARS. these papers provide practical advice to re-
search managers on organizational and managerial is-
sues central to the effective intcgration of OFCOR
within their rescarch systems. The themes developed
are:

I) Alternative Arrangements for Organizing OFCOR:
Comparative Strengths and Weaknesses:

2) Integrating OFCOR and Experiment Station
Research: Organizational and Managerial
Considerations;

3) Organization and Management of Farmer
Collaboration in Rescarih;

4) Organizationand Managemem of Linkages
between OFCOR and Extension:

5) Organization and Management of OFCOR Re-
search Process and Decentralized Field Operations;



6) Development and Management of Human
Resources in OFCOR;

7) Financial Resource Use and Management in
OFCOR;

8) Management of Relations with Donors and
External Sources of Knowledge;

9) Issues in the Institutional Development of OFCOR
in NARS.

We expect these papers to be published duting 1988
and 1989. They are working papers presenting the
results of the analysis of the nine concrete OFCOR
situations. At this stage, they are intended to stimulate
discussion and debate; they are not presented as “state-
of-the-art’ pieces on these topics.
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OVERVIEW OF THE NINE CASE STUDIES

Deborah Merrill-Sands
Study Leader

The OFCOR efforts reviewed in the cases vary in
scope, the emphasis assigned to different objectives
and functions, and the specific methodologies em-
ployed. They all conform. however. to the general
definition of OFCOR developed for this study. The
cases reflecta variety of institutional settings and

strategies for introducing and developing OFCOR.
They also reflect the broad range of models used in
the organization and management of OFCOR. The
profiles below highlight the salient features of each
casc and Table I provides some key descriptive indi-
cators for comparison across cases.

Latin America

Ecuador

OFCOR is conducted by the Production Research Pro-
eram (PIP, Programa de Investigacion en Produc-
cion), an autonomous program within the Instituto
Nacional de Investigaciones Agropecuarias (INTIAP),
It has two national coordinators responsible for the
highland and coastal macro-regions und 10 regional
field teams assigned to different provinees under the
administrative auspices of regional experiment sta-
tions. Five teams are associated with integrated rural
development programs.

Initiated in 1977 with support from CIMMYT, the
case is particularly interesting because it allows us to
trace the evolution of the organization and manage-
ment of an OFCOR program from its origins as a pilot
project through to its institutionalization as a full-
fledged national program.

Guatemala

An OFCOR philosophy pervades Guatemala's 16-
year-old agricultural research institute, the Instituto de
Ciencia y Tecenologia Agricolas (ICTA). Two units,
however, are specifically charged with carrying out
OFCOR functions: the Technology Testing and the
Socioeconomics Departments. The first is responsible
for testing in on-farm trials all technology developed
by the commodity programs. The second conducts
diagnosis, on-farm monitoring, and special studies.

The 14 Technology Testing Teams are made up of
scientists and technicians whose research is coordinat-
ed from regional stations but who live and work in
designated rescarch arcas. The Socioeconomics De-
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partment is organized at the national level with repre-
sentatives in some of the regions. Almost all scientists
in the department are agronomists with training in so-
cial science methods. Coordination between the two
departments is limited.

ICTA’s experiences with OFCOR have had a major
influence on other countries. What makes Guatemala
especially interesting is that OFCOR was not append-
ed onto an existing system. Rather, ICTA was set up
from the beginning to incorporate the OFCOR philo-
sophy. Moreover, this case also allows us to examine
the organization and management of OFCOR within a
regionally organized rescarch systen. This is impor-
tant because a regionalized research system is general-
ly regarded as the institutional seiting most compati-
ble with OFCOR's organizational requirements,

Panama

In the late 1970s, the Instituto de Investigacion Agro-
pecuaria de Panamd (INIAP) developed a “*national
plan ™ through which priority arcas for on-farm re-
scarch were selected. OFCOR is implemented in
some of these areas as part of the regular research
programs of scientists who also work on-station. In
other arcas, OFCOR is implemented through projects
with full-time staff. developed in collaboration with
international agricultural research centers. The proj-
ects are variable in organization and operation, and
there is no mechanism at the national level for coor-
dinating the diverse OFCOR efforts. What is particu-
larly interesting about Panama’s experience is the in-
stitutionalization of OFCOR as a rescarch strategy,
rather than as a formal program with a discrete
OFCOR unit or units.
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Senegal

The Department of Rural Sociology of the Institut
Sénégalais de Recherches Agricole (ISRA) initiated
an OFCOR program in 1978. It is now part of the
Department of Production Systems and Technology
Transfer (DRSP. Département des Recherches sur les
Systemes de Productions et le Transfert de Technolo-
gies en Milicu Rural), one of the four main research
departments established in 1982 after a major reorga-
nization of ISRA under the auspices of a World Bank
project. The DRSP consists of a Central Systems
Analysis Group (GCAS, Groupe Central d* Analyse
Systemes). three multidisciplinary OFCOR teams lo-
cated at regional stations, a Bureau of Macro-econom-
ic Analysis (BAME, Burcau d' Analyses Macro-Eco-
nomigues), and a division of thematic rescarch. The
case focuses on the OFCOR part of the DRSP, name-
ly the GCAS and the three regional teams.

Sencgal is an interesting case because the classic re-
gional team madel for implementing OFCOR was
modified to include a core multidisciplinary group of
scientists, the GCAS. which supports the work of the
teams. Alse of interest is Senegal s experience blend-
ing francophone and anglophone approaches to on-
farm research.

Zambia

The Adaptive Rescarch Planning Team (ARPT) con-
ducts OFCOR in Zambia. The ARPT, initiated in
1980, is a national research program under the Re-
scarch Branch of the Ministry of Agriculture. It is of
equal status to and complements the national com-
modity programs. The ARPT comprises a national
coordinator, based at the central rescarch station, and

Bangladesh

The Bangladesh case study concentrates on the on-
farm rescarch activities of the Bangladesh Agricultu-
ral Research Institute (BARI), the largest unit of the
NARS. The On-Farm Research Division (OFRD),
created in 1985, has the exclusive mandate for on-
farm rescarch in BARL OFCOR teams are located at
23 stations and substations, from which they direct

Africa

Asia
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seven teams of scientists and field technicians at pro-
vincial experiment stations. Each team is funded bya
different donor.

ARPT includes two particularly interesting innova-
tions: the formal integration of sociologists and the in-
clusion of rescarch-extension liaion officers in the
teams,

Zimbabwe

Zimbabwe's Department of Research and Special Ser-
vices (DR&SS) adopted OFCOR in 1980 as a strategy
for reorienting research to meet the needs of smail
farmers in the communal areas. This was in response
to the post-Independence national policy to emphasize
agriculiural development for this sector.

There is no integrated OFCOR program. Several re-
search institutes and stations and a specialized Farm-
ing Systems Research Unit (FSRU) have developed
independent initiatives. The case study examines
OFCOR in the FSRU and four institutes ~ the Cotton
Research Institute, the Agronomy Institute, the Crop
Breeding Institute, and a regional research station.
This provides us with an unusual opportunity to ana-
lyze the implementation and integration of OFCOR
under several distinct models for organizing research,
but all within a single institution.

In the institutes, individual scientists carry out both
on-farm and station-based research, while scientists in
the FSRU specialize in on-farm rescarch. The FSRU
consists of a core multidisciplinary team based at the
central station and two regional teams staffed by tech-
nicians. Their research has had a strong systems per-
spective emphasizing crop-livestock interactions,

technicians in 11 farming system research sites and 83
multi-locational testing sites.

The OFRD subsumed four distinct older programs:
multi-locational testing of the Soil Fertility and Soil
Testing Institute (later renamed the On-Farm Trials
Division); cropping system rescarch on the IRRI
model: varietal testing and verification of the wheat
program; and the adaptive research of the T & V Ex-



tension Research Program. An important aspect of the
Bangladesh case study is its analysis of the consolida-
tion of these different approaches to OFCOR under
common management.

Indonesia

OFCOR is implemented in Indonesia’s Agency for
Agricultural Research and Development (AARD) in
sub-programs of the commodity institutes, and also in
multi-institute projects organized at the AARD level.
The case study focuses on two examples of cach
major type.

The multi-institute projects are an interesting institu-
tional innovation. These projects are statfed by senior
scientists seconded from the participating institutes.
They maintain contact with their home institutes and
return to thenr at the end of the project. We wanted to
examine this arrangement because of its potential for
building strong links between OFCOR and station-
based specialist scientists, as well as for the long-term
integration of the OFCOR philosophy and methodol-
ogy within the NARS.

The gradual evolution of OFCOR as a rescarch strate-
gy in the NARS is another important aspect of the In-
donesian experience. Starting as an informal program
of one instituie in the early 1970s, OFCOR methods
were slowly integrated into other commodity insti-
tutes. Specialized teams have only been developed
since the early 1980s. OFCOR in Indonesia has been

a national initiative which has drawn on a number of
approaches to OFCOR, particularly that of the Asian
Cropping Systems Network developed in association
with IRRIL.

Nepal

On-farm research programs of different types have ex-
isted in a variety of institutions in Nepal since the
early 1970s. Out of the diverse settings of OFCOR in
Nepal, we chose five sub-case studies which illustrate
the major models of organizing OFCOR:

1) OFCOR implemented through a commodity pro-
gram — the National Rice Improvement Program;

2) OFCOR implemented through a cropping systems
program;

3) OFCOR implemented through a specialized unit —
the Farming Systems Research and Development
Division (FSR&DD), supported by a separate
socioeconomics division;

4) OFCOR implementad as a generalized strategy in
two small, externally funded, regional research in-
stitutes — Lumle Agricultural Research Centre and
Pakhribas Agricultural Centre.

The contrast between the OFCOR programs of the
NARS and those of the externally funded institutes
make Nepal an especially interesting case.



Table 1

Descriptive Indicators of the Nine OFCOR Studies

National Agricultural Research System

Scale of OFCOR:

(Scientist Years)

autonomous
institutes

research thrusts
PAC: Disaiphnary
deparntments

I LAC and PAC. regional institutes with OFCOR as a generahized research strategy

L Organization of Organization of OFCOR Yearsin
Case Institutional Type : = :
Studies yp Research Operation 3 OFZOR as % of Size of
Program NARS Human NFCOR
Resources etiort
s tonomo Regionalresearch Production Research Program (PIP)°: National program with two coordinators and
emiautonomous
statrons’ommodrt 10 teams based atregional research stations
Ecuador nstitute (INIAP) y reglon ! 9 6 14
programs
Guaternala | semiautonomous Regionalresearch Technology Testing Department with 14 field teams in 6 regions and national
nstitute (ICTA) programs/commodity | socioeconomics department with hmited reg:onal representation ¢ 14 38 65
programs
Panama Semiautonomous Commodity programs/| National OFCOR planidentified target reqions where OFCOR 1s implemented
mstitute (IDIAP) regional offices through special FSR projects or part-time on-farm research 7 16 24
Sene a» Semiautonomous Multi<ommodity OFCOR. located within Department of Production Systems Research and Technology
gas nstitute (ISRA) departments/ reqional] T-ansfer (DRSP)9, consists of 3 regional teams and a Central Systems Analysis Group a 13 22
stations
Zambia Ministry (MAWD) Commodity and OFCOR program with national coordinator and 7 provincial teams at regional
factor 6 20 el
programs stations.
imbab Ministry (MLARR) Commodity and OFCOR implemented by:
Zimbabwe disciplinary based - 8 research insututesstations with combined on-station/on-farm research programs;
mstitutes and stations 6 18 26
- Farming Systems Research Unit (FSRU) based at central station with two regional
teams.
Bangladesh 1 BARI, semiautonomous Disaiphnary On-Farm Res2arch Division (OFRD), with Centra!l Management Unit at headquarters
institute of larger NARS | departments/ and 24 teams deployed through BARI's network of regional stations, has official
with counci! commodity ge 12 104
programs mandate for on-farm research Consolidation of previous OFCOR etfforts
Indonesia< | Ministry. Dept of h Commodity-based Two principal modes of impiementation:
iesila'l(ehlf—::fuz:::\d regionalinstitutes - Researchinstituies conduct OFCOR as part of regular programs;
[*]) 1
roord?nanng bodies - OFCOR projects organized at AARD level with statf seconded from multple n n/a 57
institutes
| . NARS. ministry t Commodn:y I -Farming Systems Research and Development Division (FSR&DD) with 6 FSR sites,
programs supported by Socio- Economics Reseaich and Extension Division (SERED);
Nepalz disaphnary
departments
It LAC and PAC:» 11. LAC: Mult- - Commodity programs with muiti-locationai testing and outreach proarams 149 350
externally funded discphinary n/a




Table 1 (notes)

. The case study is limited to the Bangladesh Agricultural Research Institute (BARI), the largest of the five institutes coordinated by the

Bangladesh Agricultural Research Council (BARC).

The data refer only to the subcase studies unless otherwise indicated; NARS-wide data are noi available.

. Base year for all statistical data is 1986.

Lumle Agricultural Centre and Pakhribas Agricultural Centre.,

. Programa de Investigacion en Produccion.

The Spanish names for these depanments are Prueba de Teenologia and Socioeconomica.

. Département de Recherche de Systemes de Productions et Transfert de Technologies en Milicu Rural.

Refers 1o NARS. Several OFR programs with complex histories operate within BARI. The oldest, the On-Fann Fertilizer Program, dates
back to 1957. This program was reorganized in the late 1970s, abeut the same time Cropping Systems Research was established at BARIL
The OFRD was not formally consolidated until 1984,

Refers to NARS. In 1973, multiple-cropping rescarch in the Central Research Institute for Food Crops ook on a systems orientation and
was renamed cropping systems research (CSR). CSR moved onto farmers' fields in 1975,

- Refers to NARS. Cropping/farming systems rescarch was initiated nine years ago. On-farm rice research is 14 years old.

. Includes six research-extension liaison officers seconded from extension.

Represents totals for subcase studies only. Not directly comparable to other NARS-wide data.
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LRS

MARIF

NARS
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Pakhribas Agricultural Center, Nepal

Programa de Desarrollo Rural Integrado,
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Research Institute for Animal Production, In-
donesia

Socioeconomic Research and Extension
Division of the Ministry of Agriculture,
Nepal

Small Ruminant Project, Indonesia

Training and Visit Extension Programs

Upland Agriculture and Conservation
Project, Indonesia



INTRODUCTION

This paper reviews the experiences of nine national agricul-
tural rescarch systems: Ecuador, Guatemala, Panama, Sene-
gal, Zambia, Zimbabwe, Bangladesh, Indonesia, and Ne-
pul.[ In these countries, resource-poor farraers have been
designated as major clients of research and all have had
major on-farm clicnl-oricmsd research (OFCOR) efforts in
operation for several years.” One of the principal objectives
of these programs has been to promote participation of re-
source-poor farmers in research. This has been stressed be-

cause it increases the cost-effectiveness of research and
helps keep research priorities focused on the clients.

This paper reviews the experiences of resource-poor farmer
participation in the agricultural research process and draws
out lessons for agricultural rescarch managers. Participa-
tion in this context is seen as the involvement of farmers in
research activities as clients, colleagues, partners, planners,
and evaluators in the rescarch process.

1. Clients of On-Farm Client-Oriented Research: Resource-Poor Farmers

Almost all of the OFCOR programs in the case studies
were set up as a result of research policies to develop tech-
nology for poor farmers in agro-ccologically marginal re-
gions, These programs have required researchers to orga-
nize new ways of involving farmers in the generation and
transfer of technology. IFor example, in Zimbabwe, before
Independence in 1980, rescarch and development policies
served the interests of the large-scale commercial farmers,

This powerful group participated actively in both research
and extension, and had an important voice in state policy
on prices, input subsidics, marketing boards, and other in-
stitutions affecting their interests. Few resources were allo-
cated to the communal arcas® where most African farmers
live. The challenge faced by research managers after Inde-
pendence was clear: the system had to be reoriented to
mecet the needs of a new group of clients. This has required
the development of new ways to involve farmers in the re-
search process.

In Nepal, the national research system has served both
small and large farmers for many years, but there has been
a serious bias towards resource-rich regions, particuiarly
the lowland Tarai. The challenge faced by OFCOR has
been to develop technology appropriate for small farmers
in the hills, who have limited access to irrigation or inputs
such as fertilizers. Methods of working with farmers in irri-
gated areas, where most houscholds practice broadly simi-
lar cropping patterns, have had to be rethought.

The agro-ccological conditions in Guatemala and Ecuador
are significantly different, but on-farm research programs
have faced similar issues. The agriculture sector in both
countries is dualistic. The needs of large farmers specializ-
ing in export crops have been the dominant research pri-
orities for many years. The clients of on-farm research pro-
grams are frecuently small-scale producers of food crops,
located primarily in ecologically complex highland regions.
Ethnic, socioeconomic, and linguistic barriers between
them and the research scientists have had to be overcome.

IL. International Work on Participation of Farmers in Research

There is a watershed of international interest in studies that

) - C a. .
address issues of farmer participation in research.” The liter-

1. See list of case studies, pp tii.

Refer to Introduction by D. Merrill-Sands tor definition of on-farm,

client-oriented research.

3. The Communal Areas are a legacy of colonial land policy which
authorized the private ownership of commercial farmland for the
benefit of white settlers, and then recognized traditional communal pat-
terns of land tenure for the African population in the remaining more
marginal areas of the country. Today the commanal areas comprise
42% of the land arca of Zimbabwe.

4. Workshops on farmier participation held at the Intemational Rice Re-
search Institute in 1986, on *Farmers and agricultural research: Com-
plementary methods™ held at the Institute of Development Studies in
July 1987, and on operational approaches to participative technology
development held at the Information Centre for Low Extemnal Input
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ature is not reviewed here, but attention is drawn to its im-
portance, and it is suggested that research managers link in-

Agriculture, Leusden, The Netherlands, in April 1988. The topic has
also been the subject of some of the networking activities of the Farm-
ing Systems Support Project (FSSP) for several years, and as carly as
1980 the Intemational Potato Center issued circulars urging the invol-
vement of farmers in research (CIP, 1981). The Agricultural Ad-
ministration (Research and Extension) Network of the Overseas
Development Institute has issued discussion papers and conducted
reviews, one of which is Martin & Farrington (1987). Farmer par-
ticipation is a major theme in Richards (1985), Vol. 24(3) of Ex-
perimental Agriculture (1988), and in Chambers & Jiggins (1987).
Robert Tripp (in preparation) of CIMMY'T has discussed these issues
in depth and Lightfoot et al. (1988) discuss experiences in the uplands
of the Philippines. Stavis (1979) describes early experiences in North
America of farmer participation in research,



to international networking systems where innovative ideas
and methods concerning farmer participation cre reported.

With an abundance of literature now available, local re-
search managers face a most difficult task: how to receive

and review international material and integrate it selective-
ly with local innovations; that is, how do they turn ideas
and theory into practice, often in ditficult, risky, and
resource-scarce situations?

I1I. Scope of the Paper

The analysis is divided into four chapters. The first chapter
looks at the types of farmer participation in research in the
country case studies. A typology of four modes of participa-
tion (contract, consultative, collaborative, and collegial) is
used to differentiate the ways in which resource-poor farm-
ers participate in research programs, The typology has im-
plications for management and some of these are briefly
described. The OFCOR programs in the country case
studies are then described, with particular reference to the
nature of participation. Modes of participation are subject
to development policy, national agricultural research poli-
cy. institutional context, and changes in research methodol-
ogy. Some of the ways in which these factors have contri-
buted to changes in programs are considered.

Chapier 2 discusses the levels at which resource-poor farm-
ers and scientists interact, looking in particular at the vil-
lage, national, and regional levels. The complex and often
difficult circumstances at the village level have implica-
tions for managers: and several aspects of these are dis-
cussed, including bias, the status and role of scientific staff,
local politicians, community representatives, and the staff

of extension and development agencies. These factors con-
tribute to the way in which a research program is imple-
mented; they are crucial to the nature and extent of
resource-poor farmer participation.

A major part of Chapter 3 discusses meetings between re-
scarchers and resource-poor farmers as an important com-
plement to trials and surveys. Such meetings require care-
ful design and clear objectives if the resources allocated to
working with farmers are to be used efficiently and effec-
tively. Farmers can be involved in meetings in a number of
ways. These are set out, bearing in mind the location-speci-
ficity and nature of the research program. The case studies
show considerable experimenting with different types of
mectings to improve farmer participation: some of those at
the village and national level are described.

The fourth chapter draws out lessons and implications for
research managers. It concludes by placing emphasis on the
need to support local research practitioners in finding ways
to develop new methods and techniques for increasing the
participation of resource-poor farmers.



CHAPTER 1
PARTICIPATION OF RESOURCE-POOR FARMERS IN RESEARCH

The idea of farmers participating in research is not new. In
research on some colonial export crops and in some “green
revolution™ situations, commercial farmers have participat-
ed actively. They took their problems directly to scientists,
they had trials and demonstrations on their farms, they visit-
ed research stations and selected new technologies for use
on their turms, they carried out adaptive research with fer-
tilizer applications and new cropping patterns, and they had
the power to influence the direction and output of research—
they sat on boards of rescarch institutions, marketing
boards, and input supply corporations.

Resource-poor farmers, however, have had limited access
to the information generated through forraal science and
have little power to bring pressure to bear on public-sector
research systems. On-farm client-oriented research
(OFCOR) is designed to address this deficiency and
strengthen the link between research and resource-poor
farmers. It offers specific methods for defining client
groups and identifying their priority needs, for conducting
adaptive research under real farming conditions, and for in-
volving farmers actively in the research process.

I. Modes of Farmer Participation

On-farm and farming systems research literature has al-
ways placed a strong emphasis on farmer participation and
collaboration, and on talking to farmers about their needs,
problems, and reactions to technology. This orientation can
he applied to any group of farmers. resource-rich or -poor,
but most of the recent on-farm literature and activities have
been directed at the problems and predicaments of the
resource-poor.

However. while the need to work with resource-peor farm-
ers has been recognized, there is a wide difference of opin-
ion over central issues such as how farmers should partici-
pate, for what purpose, and at what stage in the research
process. A lack of clarity has at times led to a failure of
other scientists and farmers to understand what on-farm re-
searchers were trying to do. often resulting in implementa-
tion problems.

To facilitate analysis of these issues, four modes of farmer
participation in rescarch have been defined in this section
as a framework for understanding farmer participation in
the case studies (see box).” A brief overview of the nature
of farmer participation in the OFCOR case study research
systems provides a reference point for each situation, and
some implications of the typology for rescarch managers
are discussed. Finaliy. the chapter outlines changing pat-
terns of farmer participation in OFCOR programs and
anatyzes major causes for these changes.

5. The classification used here is similar to Ashby's (1986). Our —con-
triact™ type is similar to her “nominal™ type, but we have used this term
in & broad sense to cover all on-farm trials of this type conducted by
scientists. Qur consultative mode is the same as hers. Her “decision-
making” participation falls between our “collaborative™ and “collegial”
participation. Farrington and Martin (1987) give four conceptual ap-
proaches representing difterent degrees of panticipation.

Types of Farmer Participation
Mode Objective

Contractual:  Scientists contract with farmers to provide
tand or services

Consultative:  Scientists consult farmers about their
problems and then develop solutions

Collaborative: Scientists and farmers collaborate as
partners in the rescarch process

Collegial: Scientists work to strengthen farmers’
informal research and development

systens in rural arcas

The modes are distinguished by diffcrences in objectives
and the organizational and managerial arrangements they
require for implementation. Table 1 lays oui the distinguish-
ing features of cach mode of farmer participation and each
is described in detail in the following sections.

Formal and Informal Agricultural
Research and Development Systems

A key feature distinguishing the different modes of farmer
participation is the attitude of rescarchers, who are part of
the formal agricultural research and development system.
towards rescarch-minded farmers, who are part of the *in-
formal™ research and development syslem.6 The terms “'re-
search and development™ (R&D) are often used in describ-
ing industrial research and development processes. In this
paper, applied research in agriculture is analagous to “re-
scarch™ (R) and adaptive research to “development™ (D).

6. For a recent discussion of the role and importance of experimentation
by users in both industry and agricultute, see Gamser (1988).



Table 1: Participation of farmers in research: distinguishing features of four modes

Contract

Consultative

Collaborative

Collegial

Type of relationship

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

There is a doctor- patient
relationship. Researchers consult
farmers, diagnose their problems,
and try to find solutions

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

Researchers actively encourage the
informal R&D syvstem in rural areas

Research emphasis

Testing and verification of
technology

Surveying and diagnosis, testing
and adaptive research

Learning from fermers to guide applied and
adaptive research

Understanding and strengthening
informal R&D

Interaction over time
with farmers

Variable

Determined by stages of activities,
i.e.,diagnosis, design, developn:ent
verification, diffusion, monitoring

,

Continuous specific emphasis of activities each
vear.depending on joint researcher / farmer
diagnosis of local circumstances

Variable

Types of farmers involved

Those who can guarantee the
conditions of the contract

Representatives of the client group
twhich is defined by scientists)

- representatives of client groups (which
are jointly defined by scientists and farmers)
and change over time

- research farmers

Research farmers from the
informal R&D system

Who speaks for resource-
poor farmers in the research
process

Views and opinions of farmers are
not emphasized

- field-level staff
- social scientists
- local representatives

- themselves

- research farmers

- local representatives

- junior and senior scientists

Themselves

Emphasis on extension /
development

Variable

Research aitned at extension target
areas or recommendation domains

Variable

Strengthening the integration of
informal research and extension
capabilities

Priorities in on-farm research
programs

Trials and written reports

- informal surveys

- trials

- formal surveys

- reports of researcher analysis

- field days for extension purposes

- village research legitimacy meetings

- meetings for diagnosis, planning, and
interpretation

- trials

- formal surveys

- supporting research farmers and

research-minded local representatives
and politicians

- information networks for resource-

poor farmer




Research-minded farmers, although usually not trained in
formal scientific methods, experiment systematically as
part of their everyday production activities. These farmers,
through their informal research activitices, contribute to the
stock of indigenous technical knowledge in rural areas and
are important sources of techinological innovation (Biggs
and Clay, 1981). Such informal R&D systems have consid-
erable potential to contribute to agricultural dcvclopnlcn(.7

Many of the crop varieties still grown under the resource-
poor conditions of developing countries have come from
farmers” selections, and many of the ways in which new
components from formal research are adapted for use under
local conditions, e.g., new cropping systems, iew manage-
ment practices tor irrigation and the use of herbicides and
pesticides, have come from experimentation by research-
minded farmers.®

Alongside the “informal™ research system, there are also
“informal™ development and extension systems. In a moni-
toring survey of an on-farm program in Nepal, for example,
it was found that the widespread use of a rice variety, pokh-
reli masino, was not, as the rescarchers thought, due to its
recent introduction through an on-farm project. It came as a
result of farmer-to-farmer informal exchanges following its
introduction in a demonstration program which distributed
sced ten years carlier. The farmers involved all belonged to
one cthnic group and did not include other farmers in the
arca (Green, 1987).

The ways in which informal de'elopment and extension
systems operate. and intevact with formal and informal re-
scarch systems, is an important complementary study, but
bevond the scope of this puper.() What is important to re-
member, however, is that agricultural research and exten-
sion aciivites, whether formal or informal, always take
place within a political, economic, :nstitutional, and agro-
climatic context. As Figure 1 illustrates, this context affects
the two-way flow of information, materials, and technologi-
cal innovations and knowledge between different groups of
farmers and between the formal and informal research and
development systems.

Attention to the informal R&D system varies considerably
with the mode of farmer participation being used. The con-
tract mode of participation, for example, has little interest
in indigenous technical knowledge, or in informal R&D
processes. The consultative and collaborative modes both
recognize the importance of indigenous technical knowl-
edge and the consultative mode places great emphasis on

7. For papers on farmer experimentation, see Rhoades (1987), Ashby
(1987), Box (1987), Biggs (1980), and Richards {1985).

8. For a full discussion of the strengths and weaknesses and complemen-
tary roles of formal and informal R&D systems in agriculture, see
Biggs and Clay (198t).

9. These topics are taken up to some extent in another ISNAR project on
research/technology transfer linkages.

Figure 1
The Political, Economic, Agroclimatic, and Institutional
Context of Formal and Informal Agriculture Research
and Development Systems
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NOTE: The arrows represent the two-way flow of knowledge, materials,
technology, information, and innovations between farmers and research
and development (R&D) systems.

tapping into this knowledge to better inform scientists
about local conditions and innovations. The collaborative
mode learns actively from the informal R&D system about
how to do rescarch under farmers’ circumstances.

The emphasis of the collegial mode of participation is dif -
ferent from both the consultative and collaborative modes.
In this case, scientists of the formal system not only recog-
nize the importance of contributions that farmers in the in-
formal R&D system make to the research of the formal sys-
tem but go further by studying the characteristics and
behavior of the informal R&D system and placing empha-
sis on strengthening and providing support to it.

Contract Mode

In this mode the involvement of farmers is minimal; they
provide resources, usually land, which scientists need for
on-farm research.

The routine testing of technology in diverse agroclimatic
environments is what many scientists see as the final stage
of research station technology generation. They argue that
if the varieties and technologies developed perform well
under local soil and climatic conditions, they will be adopt-
ed without the need for tailoring to particular socioeconom-
ic factors. Consequently, these scientists want to contract
with the farmer to provide land of a certain type, and they
will manage the experiments according to their design.

This mode of on-farm research is found in all the programs
in the case studies. A good example is the large soil testing
and soil fertility project started in 1957 in Bangladesh with
FAO funds. There have since been a large number of varie-



tal, fertilizer, and management trials all over the country.
Although this type of program, when conducted alone, may
not be said to constitute client-oriented “on-farm” or “farm-
ing systems rescarch,” it is argued that it has to be seen and
analyzed as part of the on-farm rescarch programs, because
many scientists feel that this contract mode is the most im-
portant type of all on-farm research activities.

An important aspect of the contract mode is that ciiteria
used to judge “good” or *bad" on-farm trials should be dif-
ferent from the criteria used to judge trials conducted under
experiment station conditions. A frequent problem for re-
search managers is that some scientists try to use the same
criteria.

A related aspect is whether a research system has a tradi-
tion of conducting “contract™ on-farm trials. In Zambia, for
example, there was virtually no such tradition, at least for
the crops of resource-poor farmers, before the recent on-
farm programs. On the other hand, in Bangladesh and Ne-
pal there have been commodity and discipline-based pro-
grams on basic food crops for a long time and on-farm
trials have existed for many years. A major challenge for re-
search managers in these cases has been how to address the
high degree of inertia and vested interests in the large-scale
burcaucratic research structures that have ruled the on-farm
programs for many years,

Consultative Mode

This is the dominant mode found in the case studies; it is
used by CIMMYT and by IRRI in their cropping systems
programs and has been the starting point of many programs
in the case studies. The mode is characterized by a se-
quence of research stages: diagnosis, design, technology
development, testing, verification, and diffusion. Farmers
arc interviewed about their problems at the start, after
which scientists accord priorities, take most of the deci-
sions, and design the trials and surveys. Farmer involve-
ment incre~+ >« ~~=in fowards the end of the rescarch
process. they are asked to evaluate the new technologies.

There is often a hierarchical structure to the program, with
senior staff supervising junior: for example, field staff may
be given a number of trials to supervise or questionnaires to
administer. The participation of farmers then becomes one
of being supervised or being usked 1o respond to questions.
Participation for resource-poor farmers often means being
represented by others: in some programs by the social scien-
tists, who act as their “voice.” In other consultative projects
the lowest-level field technician is responsible for collect-
ing information from farmers and sending it through the
system. In other cases, resource-poor farmers are “repre-
sented” by leaders or key informants in the village,

The emphasis in this mode has often been on adaptive re-
search: taking new technology components, e.g.. varieties,

fertilizers and pesticides, and cropping patterns from com-
modity and disciplinary programs, adapting them to local
conditions, and developing from them broad extension
recommendations for specified groups of farmers. The con-
sultative mode sometimes places emphasis on extension,
and there are field days to show extension workers and
tarmers new technology coming out of the on-farm pro-
gram. However, because most on-farm research activitics
are on farmers’ fields or involve talking to rural house-
holds, villagers and scientists often see on-farm research as
mainly an extension rather than a research activity.

In Guatemala and Ecuador the approach has been some-
what different. The on-farm research programs are not con-
cerned with promoting packages. Instead, they test indi-
vidual components which they expect farmers to adapt to
their own systems. Linkages with extension departments
are extremely weak in both cases—they see their on-farm ex-
periments as demonstrations from which farmers will spon-
tancously select and diffuse innovations,

In some situations, the research problems being addressed
have led researchers to place greater emphasis on farmer
participation, and these programs have moved towards a
more collaborative mode. In Nepal, the Pakhribas and
Lumle agricultural research centers, working with complex
farming systems in the Hills, initiated “group treks” or
samuhik bliraman, in which groups and researchers goto
villages and meet with farmers on a regular basis to plan
and review research. Following their example, the Farming
Systems Rescarch and Development Division of the Minis-
try of Agriculture also introduced group treks for interdis-
ciplinary groups of middle- and senior-level scicntists in
target regions, Their experiences show, however, that the
organization and management of this type of regular meet-
ing with farmers in the field has had major resource and
management implications: what can be done quite easily by
PAC and LAC, which kave independent staffing and fund-
ing by a donor, is very much more difticult and challenging
to organize within government departments.

[n contrast, other programs, such as PIP in Ecuador, have
moved towards a contract mode over time, in spite of some
viable and successtul farmer participation activities in their
carly days. Scientists are increasingly working with farmers
who are “good collaborators™ because they place a high
priority on farmers’ ability to implement trials as required
in order to minimize trial losses and ensure that reliable for-
mal trial data are obtained.

In Zimbabwe, the Agronomy Institute’s on-farm program
started oft in a consultative mode, with extension workers
making a significant input by helping to select farmers and
manage the program at the field level. Farmers had major
responsibilities in managing trials. However, trial losses
and coefficients of variation were very high. It was found
that there was little technology “on the shelf” which was



suitable for adaptive research and for transferring to re-
source-poor farmers in the communal areas. The institute
felt that more applied rescarch with tighter experimental
control was needed at the farm level. They decided to re-
duce the regional coverage of the program and allocate
more of the technical staff to live in villages and have
direct contact with farmers. They reduced the percentage of
farmer-managed trials in the program, thus moving towards
a contract mode.

Collaborative Mode

This type of participation involves continuous interaction
between researchers and farmers, who are seen as partners
in the research proccss.m The emphasis is on treating farm-
er participation as a “monitoring” function to help plan the
on-farm and on-station research cach year. Diagnosis and
assessment are carried out continuously with farmers and
are not seen as activities which occur at the beginning and
end oi the project. For example, farmers are asked at the
start for advice on whether they have already investigated a
given problem or tried a certain technology. They are also
asked how they would go about testing, for example, a new
varicety under their conditions. This is illustrated in Zimbab-
we where the Farming Systems Research Unit program, af -
ter suggestions from farmers, changed a randomized block
design for a crop trial to a strip design because it made it
casier for farmers and researchers to compare treatments.

This mode does not foHow strict stages of rescarch. The em-
phasis of an on-farm program at a given time depends on
the specitfic nature of the problems being faced by resource-
poor farmers and the capabilities of the program. Each
year, a range of surveys, trials, and management methods is
used. Priorities in the use of scientists’ time and other re-
sources have changed from an emphasis on collecting for-
mal data to holding meetings for different purposes, involv-
ing different groups of varmers and other people at the
village level. For example, in Zambia, Zimbabwe, and Ne-
pal there has been extensive experimentation with different
types of meetings: for getting sustained support from local
political figures, and for planning, implementing, and inter-
preting information from trials, surveys, and day-to-day
contact with farmers.

New technology being developed by farmers is actively
monitored, assessed, and used each year in helping to direct
the activities of the formal research system. For example,
in Zimbabwe, the cutting of sorghum shoots when the
drought is severe, thereby lcaving the base to ratoon when
the late rains come, is an idea the scientists learned from
farmers. In collaborative participation, such local informa-

10. An example of this mode is the work of Sumberg and Okali (1988),
who have experimented with alley cropping in Nigeria. Maurya, Bot-
trall, and Farrington (1988) using this mode discuss how farmers are
brought to the rescarch station to select, with scientists, rice varieties
which they then experiment with on their farmers.

tion is more readily available. In some programs innovator
surveys are used for collecting this type of information."!
Ashby (1987) describes how collaborative participation
was used in the design of fertilizer teials for beans and po-
tatoes in Colombia, and resulted in a more cost-effective
use of scarce research resources in the formal system.

In collaborative interaction, mechanisms are used to seek
out research-minded farmers, and by keeping in contact
with them over many scasons and years, scientists can ¢s-
tablish confidence and an ongoing dialogue. This relation-
ship results in continual open-ended assessment of all
aspects of the research. For example, in the Maize OFR pro-
gram in Indonesia, there are two cycles of three trials each
year, each trial involving three cooperators. Trials are
planned together and the en-farm team say that the best
way to encourage farmers to maintain an interest in the tri-
als is by generating farmer participation, not for monetary
reasons, but because the results can be seen to be useful.

In some of the Nepalese national training programs on-
farm research staff are urged to seck out rescarch-minded
farmers, who are then seen as a subgroup of the farmers
with whom they interact. [t is suggested that lists of these
farmers be kept and passed on to new members of the pro-
gram so that these important sources of information are not
lost when there are staff changes (FAO/APROS, 1984).
These farmers may or may not be part of the formal trial
program and thzy differ from others in the project who may
not be so research minded but who participate as ordinary
production farmers.

The Dual-Purpose Livestock Project in Chiriqui, Panama,
is a good example of a whole program using the collabora-
tive mode of interaction. Each farm is treated as a rescarch
site, and each scientist has four to ten farms 1o cover so that
there is enough time for involvemer.t and the necessary dis-
cussion. [t is interesting to note that as the project has con-
tinued, the commitment of the overall research program to
collaborative farmer invo!vement has increased. The scien-
tists are arguing strongly that, as a result of the variability
of the farming environment and the long-term nature of re-
search and production decisions, this joint collaborative
mode should be continued.

In Zambia, in the Adaptive Rescarch Planning Team in
Luapula Province, many methods of interaction under the
collaborative mode are now being used. This change from
the previously used consultative mode came about partly as
aresult of a *perceptions” survey carried out because the
local team was concerned about the Jack of farmer coopera-
tion in the program. The survey was intended 1o ascertain

11, For example, see Biggs (1980) and Agrawal et al. (1978). A review of
practical methods being used by researchers in developing countries
has been the focus of several recent intermational workshops referred to
in the introduction to this paper.



farmers’ perceptions of the project. It was an effective sur-
vey, partly because it was conducted by the team members
themselves, who learned first hand how local villagers per-
ceived their activities. The survey was never published, but
as a management tool it was important in helping the team

to work in a more constructive way.

In collaborative participation, considerable care is givento
special meetings with farmers for research purposes; e.g.,
innovative fanner meetings in Bangladesh and special farm-
er/researcher meetings in Guatemala, These meetings are
seen as quite different from field days and other types of
meetings found in most on-farm programs.

Coliegial Mode

This is where the formal research system actively strength-
ens the informal R&D system at the farmer, village, and
cominunity levels. 12 Under the consultative and collabora-
tive modes of participation, scientists recognize that farm-
ers and other people in the rural environment have indi-
genous knowledge which is useful to tormal research
systems, and this information is collected and used. Under
the collaborative mode, scientists recognize that this indi-
genous knowledge is always changing, partly as a result of
the existence and dynamic nature of informal R&D Sys-
tems. However, what distinguishes a collegial mode of in-
teraction from other modes is that the major emphasis is on
activities which are designed to increase the ability of the
informal systems to do rescarch, and of informal systems to
request information and services froin formal ones.

The term “collegial™ has been chosen because the two re-
search systems are like two complementary colleagues in
an academic environment. They are independent but close-
ly interrelated; both recognize that they have complemen-
tary knowledge and skills, and they both need to support
and strengthen each other. Under this mode of participation
research-minded farmers have the major say in the running
of a research site. For many activities the scientists are peri-
odic guests in the local program.

In addition to the increased research output of informal sys-
tems, the strengthening of local research capability may
also directly help address some of the logistical and man-
agement problems of formal research institutions. For ex-
ample, the logistical support of isolated research sites is a
chronic problem in OFCOR. Local farmers may cooperate

12. Richards (1985: 150) suggests that there are two broad approaches to
this support: a minimal sirategy whereby the researchers maintain a
“space” between informal R&D and formal science to insure a mini-
mum of conflict between formal and informal initiatives, and a positive
strategy whereby researchers concentrate on finding ways to stimulate
and support self-reliant R&D. Recently, Byerlee (1987) and Kenmore
(1986) have suggested that greater attention in on-farm research pro-
grarus should be given 1o training farmers to distinguish between and
experiment with introduced technologies.

by providing storage facilities for inputs and equipment or
multiplying seeds. Another serious problem for formal re-
search systems is the high turnover of field staff. Local re-
search-minded farmers can help address this administrative
problem by providing continuity and information to new
Junior field staff and to visiting senior scientists and other
visitors.

Although there are no examples in the case studies of
whole programs which have interacted with farmers in the
collegial mode, there are a few individual examples of this
type of activity. One example comes from Nepal; after
scientists had stopped formal activities at one of the early
cropping systems sites at Lele, they found that a local field
staff member, a farmer, was getting other farmers to test
varieties of ipil-ipil (Leucaena) trees. He had gone to Kat-
mandu and brought back a selection for testing, as these
trees had not been grown in that area before. The cropping
systems project, which had largely used a consultative
mode had, without giving it high priority, also helped
streugthen the informal R&D capability.

Another example comes from Zambia where, in Luapula
and Lusaka, there were two or three research-minded
farmers who were known to have experimented on their
own before the on-farm research program of the Adaptive
Research Planning Team started. Researchers found these
farmers extremely helpful when they explained to other
farmers the concepts of research and experimentation be-
hind the on-farm research program. Finally, in Zimbabwe
the Farming Systems Research Unit makes sure that all
equipment used in trial work, for example, different types
of plows, remains with farmers or farmer groups during sea-
sons of the year when researchers are not there to encour-
age them to experiment with the equipment on their own.

Management Implications of the
Different Modes of Farmer Participation

The four modes of farmer participation outiined have been
illustrated by material from the case studies. Some may
consider that these categories are artificial, that the distinc-
tions between them are arbitrary, or that on-farm research
involves, and should contain, all four modes. But itis ar-
gued here that each places emphasis on different issues and
research objectives and that these have major resource and
organizational implications for managers who have to de-
cide which is required and is feasible in his/her particular
case.

The choice of mode would depend on the primary research
activity to be implemented; for example:

Technology testing. If a research inanager wants an on-
farm trial program simply for varietal testing under diverse
agroecological conditions, the contract mode is appropri-
ate. This means using very different criteria for selecting



farmers, assessing work of the staff, and designing trials
and surveys than those required where participation with
farmers was intended to strexigthen local informal R&D

capability.

Technology ready for transfer. Where new viable compo-
nent technology is available, or when the farming environ-
ment has been changed, for example by a major irrigation
scheme, or where policies of subsidized inputs or high com-
modity prices exist, then the contract or consultative mode,
with emphasis on the testing and transfer of technology,
may be most appropriate. This was the case in the early on-
farm wheat programs in Bangladesh and in the early days
of the Caisan Project in Panama.

Problem diagnosis. In situations where the technical prob-
lems are inadequately understood and research resources
scarce, farmer participation in collaborative and/or colle-
giate modes can be an effective, low-cost strategy. This
was the case in the Dual-Purpose Livestock Project in
Panama.

When a program’s objectives are defined, managers must
also consider how the program will be implemented, given
the specific policy and institutional conditions in which
they are operating. There is no single model; the mode of
implementation is highly influenced by the context in
which the manager is working. For example, a manager

who has inherited a staff established for technology testing
who wishes to promote a collaborative mode of farmer par-
ticipation has a very different training and attitudinal chal-
lenge than if he/she had been able to take on new staff who
already had had previous experience of collaborative re-
search with farmers. The two research programs would re-
quire very different strategies for developing and impiz-
menting a collaborative mode of farmer participation,

Cenclusion. An important management lesson is that man-
agers have to be very clear about which mode is appropri-
ate at a specific time. They then have to create a working
environment which promotes one mode rather than anoth-
er. It was found in the case studies that some on-farm re-
search programs felt thev were following one mode, while
in practice they were actually implementing another. Re-
search managers need to recognize that the actual mode fol-
lowed results from the way resources and rewards are allo-
cated within the research system. If no explicit research
policy commitment is made to developing ongoing farmer
participation, for example, it is unlikely that researchers
will make a concerted effort to develop collaborative or col-
legial modes of participation which require a lot of time in
the field, intensive interaction with farmers and significant
creativity and innovation in research methods, experimen-
tal design, and analysis and reporting of results and farm-
level information.

I1. Experiences of the Case Studies

The participation of farmers in research has taken various
forms in the different programs in the case studies. Table 2
classifies nearly 20 separate OFCOR programs according
10 the dominant mode and indicates how they have changed
over time. In the following sections, brief sketches high-
light the major characteristics of each. More detailed infor-
mation on the organization and disciplinary composition of
ficld staff is provided in other comparative study papers in
this series (Bingen and Poats, in preparation; Ewell, 1988).

Ecuador

In its first years, the PIP on-farm research program in Ecua-
dor was run as a special project in close association with
CIMMYT (Tripp, 1982). It has followed a “restricted sys-
tems approach,” a methodology which follows a pre-estab-
lished sequence of surveys and on-farm trials. Agronomists
have been trained in field research methods and in some
techniques of economic analysis and survey implementa-
tion. Social scientists have been involved in initial surveys
and other national activities, but none has worked perma-
nently at the field level.

Farmers have participated within the consultative mode, as
sources of information and resources. They have not been
expected to take part in the design of trials or surveys, or in

the interpretation of results. Half of the regional teams have
operated within the framework of an integrated rural devel-
opment program. In these cases, farmers were included
more actively in research. Meetings were organized be-
tween farmers, researchers, and other project workers to
select experimental sites and make other decisions about
the program.

Since 1980, when the PIP was institutionalized as a regular
program of INIAP with much less contact with CIMMYT,
the degree of farmer participation has declined. Individual
researchers have tended to select collaborators with whom
it is convenient to carry out trials, rather than representa-
tives of clearly defined client groups. The program as a
whole has come under heavy pressure to test technology
coming out of the stations, rather than continue to develop
its own research program on the basis of an ongoing pro-
cess of analyzing local priorities and needs.

Guatemala

On-farm research has been part of a comprehensive strate-
gy of ICTA, the Guatemalan national research institute,
since it was founded in 1973. OFCOR is implemented by
two separate departments: Technology Testing and Socio-
economics. Farmers participate in the consultative mode.



All new varieties and improved technology coming out of
the regional research stations are passed through a pro-
grammed sequence of on-farm trials run by subregional
teams of the Technology Testing Department. Informal sur-
veys called sondeos, conducted by interdisciplinary teams,
were pioneered by the Sociocconomics Department as a
rapid method for setting priorities for research (Hildebrand
and Ruano, 1982). The social scientists have also conduct-
ed other types of studies, both on a national basis and in
cooperation with the Technology Testing Department.

Budget restrictions imposed throughout the Institute in the
early 1980s had mixed effects on the degree of farmer par-
ticipation. The field researchers in Technology Testing
were foreed to rely more on farmers to provide labor,
which led to more regular contact. On the other hand, the
Socioeconomics Department went through a period of de-
cline when very few new sondeos or other field research
was done. Given ICTA's contributions to the development
of on-farm client-oriented research approaches and meth-
ods, it is somewhat surprising that no systematic methods
for selecting farmer have been developed, and that a num-
ber of promising methods for involving farmers in the re-
search process have not been institutionalized,

Panama

In Panama there is » national plan for OFCOR and in many
areis on-farm research is conducted by scientists who also
work on-station. Most of these national activities are con-
ducted in a consultative or increasingly a contract mode.

Two separate OFCOR programs in Panama arce highlighted
in the case study. The Caisan project, operating in nigh-
potential area, has involved farmers in the consultative
mode, fol'owing a methodology developed in collaboration
with CIMMYT. A programmed sequence of surveys, on-
farm trials, field days, and evaluation’s limited participa-
tion to pre-established roles.

The Dual-Purpose Livestock Project is affiliated with
CATIE and has applied a collaborative approach of continu-
ous interaction with a small sample of farmers. The meth-
odology was developed because small ranches do not have
large enough herds to divide into statistically significant ex-
perimental treatments in a single season (Sands, 1987).
This constraint, along with CATIE's commitment to a com-
prehensive systems approach, has led to the development
of innovative techniques which draw on farmers’ knowl-
edge and experience for planning research and evaluating
resuits over several years.

Senegal
The history of on-farm research in Senegal dates back be-

fore independence. The on-farm, client-oriented research
program of the Department of Production Systems and
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Technology Transfer is organized into regional teams, each
of which has followed a somewhat different strategy for in-
volving farmers in research. When the Djibelor team was
first organized in 1982, the senior agronomist, with the as-
sistance of experienced technicians, consulted closely with
farmers. Most tria): were conducted by farmers who volun-
teered at meetings. He was replaced by younger scientists,
who have not sustained the same level of interaction with
either the technicians or the farmers.

The tzam in the Fleuve region has worked in a collabora-
tive mode, involving farmers actively in the design of what
they call “dialogue trials.” Treatmenis are discussed and
planned at meetings of researchers, extensionists, and farm-
ers at the village level. The team at Kaolack is divided into
two groups with very different attitudes towards participa-
tion. The first has concentrated on uniform trials carried out
on farms according to rigid designs—a good example of the
contract mode. The other is a multidisciplinary group
which has carried out studies on a variety of problems and
developed a consultative relationship with farmers.

Zambia

The nationally coordinated Adaptive Rescarch Planning
Team is composed of a national coordinator and seven in-
terdisciplinary provincial teams. Farmer participation has
been a major area of experimentation and methodological
development within the program. One innovation in Cen-
tral Province has been the “community perspective,” a
method for the selection of collaborators based on the anal-
ysis of the political and social structure at the village level.
The team in Eastern Province started with widely s:attered
multilocational trials implemented by farmers through ex-
tension, with limited opportunities for feedback. The pro-
gram was later consolidated into smaller areas, and greater
attention was given to the selection of farmers and interac-
tion with them. The Luapula team, in order to have more
focused discussions with farmers, has separated field days
into two events: one for extension workers and the other for
farmers. The sociology section has worked with the provin-
cial teams on ways of working more effectively with farm-
ers and designing inethods for farmer selection.

Zimbabwe

In Zimbabwe, the type of farmer participation varies con-
siderably among the semi-autonomous research institutes
which have established on-farm programs since Indepen-
dence. The Crop Breeding Institute tests its advanced mate-
rial on farms, but does not have a field staff and works with
farmers in the contract mode. The Lowveld Research Sta-
tion, works only with “master farmers,” those who have
received special training from extension, to conduct its ex-
periments with soil and water conservation technology on
farm. The Cotton Research Institute has a long tragition of
working closely with commercial farmers, and has used ex-



tension agents very effectively to extend its specialized
mandate into the communal areas in a consultative mode.

The Agronomy Institute started the Communal Area Re-
scarch Trial program in the early 1980s. Multilocational
testing trials managed by extension workers and farmers
were scattered widely. Appropriate technology was not
available, supervision was minimal, and loss rates an:! coei-
ficients of variation were high. To address these problems,
the Institute reorganized the program and posted its owi
staff in the field to carry out on-farm research designed to
develop new technology. The research is now more applied
in nature and trials are closely managed by research staft,
The cooperation of farmers has been organized through the
extension service.

The farming systems program of the same institute was
merged with a livestock program in 1984 to form the Farm-
ing Systems Research Unit. A small interdisciplinary team
based at research headquarters in the capital city, has been
responsible for diagnostic studies of farming systems
throughout the communal arcas. They conduct on-farm ex-
periments in two target areas, where technicians live and
work in close contact with farmers. This is the only on-
farm program which involves social scientists.

Bangladesh

The case study of Bangladesh concentrates on one large
OFCOR program with a heterogencous staff of over 100
scientists—the On-Farm Research Division of the Bangla-
desh Agricultural Rescarch Institute (BARI). Tt was created
in 1984 by consolidating four separate programs, some of
which date back to the late 1950s. Social scientists were
seconded from a another department to help with surveys
and the analysis of data,

Management has faced a major challenge: how to forge a
common institutional vision of what OFCOR is and how
farmers should be involved. Some scientists with years of
experience in multilocational soil fertility testing were ac-
customed to the contract mode of participation. Those in
programs affiliated with a cropping systems network and
those collaborating with a T & V extension system, were
comfortable with consultative interaction. In 1986, a pro-
gram was launched to encourage junior scientists based in
the field to interact closely with farmers ir a more collabo-
rative spirit. [t was hoped that this experience would help
guide research on experiment stations (Gupta, 1987).

Indonesia

The Indonesian Agency for Agricultural Research and De-
velopment has operated dozens of on-farm research pro-
grams since a rice-based cropping systems program was in-
itiated in the early 1970s. The case study highlights four
OFCOR programs which were active in the early 1980s.
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Farmers have participated in various ways, in both the con-
sultative and collaborative mode. Meetings with farmers
have been used as a research tool in all cases.

The Upland Agriculture and Conservation Program has
used meetings with farmers to select collaborators and ex-
plain the experimental procedures to be used in on-farm tri-
als. The Crop Livestock Systems Research Project works
with groups of farmers organized by village headmen. Sci-
entists from the Small Ruminant Project hold monthly
meetings in the villages of their target area to discuss the re-
search program with both farmers and extension staff. A
subsample of households is monitored intensively. The
Maize On-Farm Research Project is part of a station-based
maize improvement program. The research site is close by,
and senior scientists visit frequently with a small sampie of
farmers with experiments on their land.

Nepal

The case study focuses on four different OFCOR programs,
all of which participate in two types of national on-farm tri-
als. The first, called Farmer Field Trials, are standardized
multilocational experiments implemented in farmers’ fields
by extension agents. The second type, called minikits, in-
volves farmers more directly: small packets of seed, some-
times accompanied with other inputs, are distributed to
farmers with preprinted reply cards, on which they are sup-
posed to write their comments for the commodity pro-
grams. Minikits have been a valuable mechanism for get-
ting new varieties out to farmers, but little attention has
been paid to collecting the cards or analyzing the data, so
the feedback has been minimal.

The first program, the National Rice Improvement Pro-
gram, runs an outreach project in the area surrounding its
major station. It is designed to feed technology and infor-
mation into the T & V extension program and provides a
framework within which scientists from the station travel
out and meet with farmers.

The sccond program, the Cropping Systems Program and
its successor, the Farming Systems Research and Develop-
ment Division, have concentrated on-farm research in se-
lected target areas. As in all the programs in Asia affiliated
with the network coordinated out of the International Rice
Research Institute, farmer participation was at first limited
to pre-established roles in the methodological sequence.

Innovativ methods for involving farmers have been devel-
opedin  COR programs at the British-funded Lumle and
Pakhribas Agriculture Centres. The most influential of
these have been the group treks—regular events where
senior scientists from the stations join field staff for a tour
of the research sites, meet with farmers, set priorities, and
plan on-farm research activities. This innovation has been
adopted by the Ministry of Agriculture’s Farming Systems



Research and Development Division. although their more
restricted budget and lack of authority to invite people from

other disciplines and departments has limited the participa-
tion of senior scientists,

IIL. Factors Influencing Changes in Modes of Farmer Participation

The following sections outline the major factors that have
influenced whether the degree of participation has in-
creased, decreased, or remained the same in the OFCOR
programs studied.

Such changes are influenced by the development and poli-
¢y context, national agricultural research policy and institu-
tional context, and changes in rescarch methodology. In
some cases these trends are quite different from what the
project’s manuals or other planning documents said should
or would happen. In Table 2, changes in farmer participa-
tion are indicated by arrows: a movement to the right repre-
sents an increase; (o the left, a decrease; and a downward
arrow represents a relatively stable situation. Almost half
of the programs have increased participation by resource-
poor farmers. approximately a third are stable, and in the
remaining cases participation has declined. Because of the
variation in size and age of the programs, these trends need
to be interpreted very caretully. Nevertheless, it is possible
to make some observations about factors which may have
contributed to @ change in one way rather than another.

National Policy Context

Methodologies and organizational innovations which en-
courage the participation of furmers in research require
manpower, funds. and the support of national decision mak-
ers and/or foreign donors. The evidence from the case
studies shows that pasticipatory methods are very sensitive
to shifts in national policy. If OFCOR is given a high pri-
ority as a strategy to meet the needs of resource-poor farm-
ers, the degree of participation increases. If, on the other
hand, support for OFCOR declines, on-farm research pro-
grams tend to retrench, and confine their activities to rou-
tine on-farm experiments carried out by the rescarch staff.

For example. the PIP program in Ecuador was first set up at
a time when the national government was committed to in-
creasing agricultural production in the highlands, a region
dominated by small, resource-poor farmers. Later, political
priorities shifted to favor larger producers of export crops
along the coast, and support for OFCOR declined. In Zim-
babwe, OFCCR was established and has received continu-
ous support as part of a policy for agricultural development
focused on resource-poor farmers in the communal areas.

In Nepal, the national government has shown increasing
concern to reverse the decline in per capita food production
in the agro-ecologically complex and difficult hill regions.
This has led to increasing support for OFCOR programs
directed at resource-poor farmers. The Lumle and Pakhri-
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bas regional centers have been able to develop innovative
participatory methods, in part because they have had a se-
cure budget from the British government. The Farming Sys-
tems Rescarch Division of the Ministry of Agriculture has
found it more difficult to adopt group treks, partly because
the agency has been chronically short of operating funds.

In Panama, the externally funded Dual-Purpose Cattle Proj-
cct nas been protected from pressures to show results in the
very short term. This has given the project the flexibility to
develop technology with important long-term benefits. The
field teams have found working directly with farmers to be
the most cost-effective way to collect the data they need to
mect their goals.

Age of On-Farm Research Program

The four modes of participation should not be interpreted
as stages in a progression. Programs from the start can em-
phasize contract, consultative, collaborative, or collegiate
activities. There is no evidence from the case studies that
the degree to which farmers are involved in the research
process tends to increase or decrease systematically over
the life of an OFCOR program.

Organizational Structure of
On-Farm Client-Oriented Research

The participation of farmers is casiest to organize in small,
decentralized on-farm programs in which the field scien-
tists have authority over the research agenda. In larger re-
search systems, managers must actively introduce measures
to keep decision making from becoming increasingly cen-
tralized. In BARI in Bangladesh, a program of on-farm tri-
als was run out of the national offices of the commodity
programs for several years. Only after the organization of
decentralized field teams were the on-farm researchers in
cach region given the flexibility which has allowed them to
find locally appropriate ways to involve farmers in the de-
sign and analysis of their research. These issues of the orga-
nization of field teams is treated in depth in a separate
OFCOR comparative study paper (Ewell, 1988).

Flexibility of Research Methods

The participation of farmers in research depends upon flexi-
bility in the methodology being applied. Standardized meth-
ods promulgated through prescriptive manuals have tended
to inhibit the development of methods for farmer collabora-
tion. For example, the Cropping Systems Programs in the
Asian cases operated within a pre-established consultative
mode for several years. The standardized methodology did



Table 2: Modes of resource-poor farmer participation in case studies

COUNTRY CONTRACT CONSULTATIVE COLLABORATIVE COLLEGIATE
PIP PIP (PDR!)
Ecuador 1977 1982
(INIAP)
1986 1986
Guatemala Technology Tasting Socioeconomic
(iICTA) Dept 19\7\5 Dept 1977
1986 1986
Panama National OFCOR Caisan Project Dual-Purpose
{IDIAP) Plan 1979780 1978 Livestock Project
1978
T
1986 1986 1986
Senegal Koalack Region Djibelor Koalack Region Fleuve Region
{ISRA) (Sub-team a) 1984 Region 1982 (Sub-team b) 1984 1984
1987 1987 1987 1987
Zambia Eastern 1982 Central 1981 tuapula 1982
{(ARPT) Province Province Province \
1985 1986 1986
Zimbabwe LRS Al CRI Al LPD . CRI 1/
im ?g'az 1982 (CART) 1982 (FS) _ . 1982 “a Pre-Independence
TS~a FSRU 1984
1986 1986 1986 1986
Bangladesh SFSTI On-Farm wheat CSR 1976
1957 Trials 1974‘-~~ \‘
Bar) P ~————_ T ~——— E&R 1978
Tt~~= OofTD T~ SAOFRD
1978 1985
Indonesia UACP 1984 CLSR 1985 RIAP-Smail Ruminant MARIFC-Marze
Project 1980\ Project 1984
. TN q9gy
1987 1987 1987

Nepal NRIP NRIP NRIP LAC & PAC

(FFTs) {Miinikits) (Outreach) Early 19805

1 1577 \>

913 s CSP 1977~ ___ 1986
1987 1987 1987 77T ™ EsRaDD 1985

NOTES: The arrows indicate changes over time. The broken arrows show when a new institution has incorporated an old one.
1. The part of the Cotton Research Institute's progra:» that interacts with resource-rich cotton growers.




not encourage local researchers to experiment with novel
ways of increasing farmer porticipation. The costs of this
approach wete recognized and emphasis on standard meth-
ods has been reduced. In contrast, from the day it was
founded the Adaptive Research Planning Team in Zambia
has encouraged each of the provincial teams to ex periment
with methods which involve farmers in ways suited to local
conditions.

Sociveconomic Barriers
between Researchers and Clients

The active participation of farmers in research often re-
quires breaking down socioeconomic barriers which sepa-
rate scientists from the resource-poor <lients of OFCOR. At
least some differences in ethinic group, caste, social class,
language, or educational background are deeply feltin all
cultures. In many situations. it is easier to organize research
within the contract or consultative modes. where research-
ers and farmers are assigned tixed roles in a more hierarchi-
cal structure, than in the collaborative or collegial modes,
which require mutual respect and open, two-way communi-
cation. For example, ICTA in Guatemala has successfully
developed an on-farm research program within the consult-
ative mode. Several promising experiments with mechu-
nisms to promote collaborative interaction with farmers
have not been institutionalized. The authors of the case
study say that while most scientists have accepted the
utility of doing research in farmers” ficlds, they have not
been convinced that uneducated peasants, many of whom
do not speak Spanish, have anything to offer directly in the
research process.

The m-ority of the scientists at the Pakhribas Centre in Ne-
pal are members of the high-caste Brahmin and Chetri
groups. In traditional terms. they are separated from the
farmers in the target arcas by a wide gap. The managers of
the center have handled this problem in two ways. First,
they have hired local farmiers as field assistants and techni-
cians, who act as intermediaries between the farmers and
the rescarchers. Second, they have organized group tours
which get senior scientists out into the villuges in fornal,
structured events. These mechanisms have successfully
fostered collaborative participation, which has made signifi-
cant contributions to the program's success.

In several other countries, including Senegal, locally hired
people, knowledgeable both about farming conditions and
the requirements of research, have served as a critical link
dcross socioeconomic barriers,

Role of Foreign Scientists

There is a close association in the case studies between the
presence of forcign scientists and the degree to which farm-
ers participate in research. Many donor-funded OFCOR
projects have encouraged a “bottom-up™ approach and

have provided resources-vehicles, travel allowances, and
per diems—and other support for activities which involve
farmers. In several cases in Latin America, participation
has declined after direct donor support has been withdrawn
and the foreigners have left. This does not necessarily mean
that it is the foreign scientists themselves who have made
the difference. In Bangladesh, the predominantly national
staft of BARI’s on-farm research programs have steadily in-
creased their contacts with farmers. They have been able 10
do so in part, however, because foreign donors have provid-
ed vehicles and operating funds.

Role of Social Scientists

In a closely related issue, the on-farm research programs
which have organized participation within the collaborative
mode are also those in which social scientists have consti-
tuted a large percentage of the professional staff. In Zam-
bia, ncarly 50 percent of the scientists with a BSc or higher
degrec in the Adaptive Research Planning Team were so-
cial scientists. Agricultural economists have developed on-
farm research methods which involve farmers directl y. Ru-
ral sociologists have focused on the process of participation
itself, which has contributed to a shift towards the collabo-
rative mode. In most of the cases. social scientists played
prominent roles when the OFCOR programs were first
developed. In Ecuador and Guatemala, the degree of parti-
cipation by farmers declined significantly after OFCOR be-
came established and the social scientists left. In Bangla-
desh, on the other hand, where large-scale on-farm testing
programs in the contract mode dates back to the late 1950s,
social scientists have increased in the project staff in recent
years. and they have contributed to increasing the participa-
tion of farmers,

Conclusion

Rescarch managers must maintain flexibility to be able to
reallocate research resources as conditions and priorities
change. Each mode requires a different way of organizing
and managing research, and requires researchers with dif-
ferent skills. A move towards the collaborative and colle-
gial modes is particularly difficult, as it often involves in-
creasing the level of responsibility of the social scientist,
and many natural scientists will not have been trained to
work with social scientists in this way before. The manage-
ment of human resources is one of the most important chal-
lenges for maintaining a dynamic and relevant OFCOR pro-
gram with appropriate forms of farmer participation. 13

13. See Bingen and Poats (in preparation),



CHAPTER 2
CONTEXT OF RESOURCE-POOR FARMER PARTICIPATION IN RESEARCH

Resource-poor farmers interact with scientists in different
institutional settings and at different levels. To look at the
different management techniques used to help farmer par-

ticipation, village-level contexts are first reviewed, then
participation at regional and national levels is considered.

I. Farmer Participation at the Village Level

On-farm research groups work in complex and often very
difficult institutional and political settings at the village or
field level. The challenge for local research managers and
werkers has been how to develop workable methods and
techniques for their circumstances. Before looking at inno-
vative methods evolving in national programs, it is impor-
tant to examine the influence of various actors at the vil-
lage level and look at the participation of resource-poor
clients in the research process. Five major groups of actors
are identified:

by farmers;

2) scientists and technicians;

3) local politicians and community representatives;
4) staff of extension and development agencies;

5) nongovernmental erganizations.

The presence and nature of these groups can have positive
or niegative implications for the participation of resource-
poor farmers.

Farmers: Issues in Selecting Research Collaborators

A farming community is heterogencous. It is composed of
diverse groups of farmers with different levels of power, ac-
cess to resources, and interest in participating in rescarch
programs. Researchers must be aware of this diversity

when developing modes of farmer participation.

Bias against resource-poor farmers. A major problem in
most on-farm, client-oriented research programs has been a
bias in the selection of farmers. In many cases it has been
found that the relatively more influential, resource-rich or
“progressive” farmers are likely to dominate a program, un-
less care is taken to organize and manage the program.

Many on-farm rescarch manuais and research projects have
emphasized the need to identify and have resource-poor
clients participate in the program. but this appears to have
been one of the most difficult aspects of OFCOR to imple-
mem.I ziven the context of agrarian structure at the village
level.

14. See Ewell (1988: 27-31).
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The experience of Zambia provides a good example. Until
1985, fe'v on-farm research teams had recognized bias as a
major concern or had given careful atteniion to procedures
for seiecting resource-poor farmers for trials or surveys.
However, by the time of the Adaptive Research Planning
Team’s Annual Review in 1983, this had been identified as
amajor problem requiring attention. No standard approach
for farmer selection for trials had been laid down, and each
province evolved its own. Most teams either accepted farm-
ers volunicering ot meetings or used local extension work-
ers and/or their technicians based in the field 1o recruit
farmers, sometimes giving them criteria on which to base
farmer selection. The major problems occurring were:

1) social pressures within the community had resulted in
the more prominent, wealthy, male members, such as
local leaders, being selected;

2) when junior field staft or extension workers were given
the responsibility to recruit farmers they often selected
“progressive” and “innovative™ ones because they spent
most of their time with them;

3) often the trial farmers and the trial plots were widely
scattered.

Each provincial team has responded to these problems in
various ways, and the ARPT Sociology Section has been
helping to find cost-effective ways to select representative
farmers and other participants in villages (Ewell, 1988;
Sutherland, 1988).

Nevertheless. concern for equity should not imply that
OFCOR programs work exclusively with resource-poor
farmers. More prosperous members of the community, who
may be able to take more risks, may be research-minded
and able to conduct research which has relevance for re-
source-poor farmers as well. Attempts to exclude all pros-
perous tarmers will preclude working effectively in the
local community. Political realities often require the cooper-
ation of the local elite.

The Small Ruminant Project in Indonesia selected farmers
in each site to represent five resource-base strata, ranging
from the owners of less than 200 square meters to owners
of more than one hectare. Although the project is oriented
to the resource-poor, other farmers are not being excluded.



However, by taking explicit measures to reduce their in-
fluence, there has been less chance that they will come to
dominate the program.

Another problem occurs when an on-farm program or team
changes its objectives and methods when it comes under
ncw management, as is evident from the example of Cen-
tral Province in Zambia. Here the first team used a careful
method, based on a set of seven criteria, to select farmers
who were representative of the target group. Most of the
team changed the following year, however, as did methods
for selecting farmers. These researchers, who were more in-
terested in working with farmers who would implement tri-
als correctly than in selecting representative farmers, adopt-
ed more ad hoc selection procedures of either aceepting
volunteers at meetings or having junior field staff choose
farmers. This led to significant biases in the sample of farm-
er cooperators towirds better-endowed male-headed house-
nolds, as was revealed in the mid-term evaluation of the
project.

When yet a third team began work the following year,
methods changed again. The researchers were interested in
consolidating trials to improve monitoring and manage-
ment and to build up stronger links with farmers. They
adopted what is called a “community perspective,” and
tarmers are now carefully selected from political sections
of 25 houscholds, and trials are clustered to faciliate man-
agement. Other provincial teams have taken this general ap-
proach and adapted it furter to suit their particular re-
search conditions (Sutherland, 1988).

Selecticn of research-minded farmers. From the review of
the case studies, it is clear that some OFCOR programs
have ditferentiated between “ordinary™ and “research-ming-
¢d” farmers within the collaborative and collegial modex of
participation. Both the Dual-Purpose Livestock Project in
Panama and the Small Ruminant Project in Indonesia have
selected a small group of research-minded farmers with
whom the scientists have a high degree of interaction. In
the Malang Rescarch Institute for Food Crops maize proj-
ect in Indonesia, the researchers have reduced the number
of collaborators to enly three farmers in each season to fa-
cilitate close and ongoing interaction.

In Bangladesh and in the Technology Testing Unit in Gua-
temala, meetings to discuss particular problems involve a
subgroup of research-minded farmers. In the Fleuve on-
farm project in Senegal the dialogue trials include treat
ment and field layout suggested by farmers. They also cov-
er part of the cost of the experiment. This cetainly reflects
a situation where farmers are seen as researchers. In some
programs, agronomists are favoring an approach in which
they work with the same farmer over a series of years, so
that a research dialogue develops. The operative criterion is
that they are seen as “research-minded™ farmers, and they
should not come to be seen as representative of all farmers

or a model of what other farmers should become. The Dual-
Purpose Livestock Project in Panama has invested time and
resources in identitying research-minded faimers and work-
ing with them over a period of scveral years.

The lesson for research managers is that several criteria
have to be used in the selection of farmers. These should be
based upon the specific research objectives and DUrposes
for tarmer participation.

Scientists and Technicians

Considerable differences in the membership of on-farm re-
search teams at the village leve! have been found. The
amount of time senior members spend in villages also
varies across programs and has a major cffect on the work
and analysis carried out within programs. These issues are
central to the work of on-farm research, and a detailed dis-
cussion of this topic is included in ancther comparative
study paper by Ewell (1988).

The following factors affect fanner participation and farm-
er/scientist relationships:

1) status of scientific staff:

2) role of different disciplines in OFCOR programs;
3) hiring of local staff:

4) personal and social context;

3) special project effect.

These are reviewed below.

Status of scientific staff. 1t is highly significant whether the
project staff in the village environment are senior or junior
in the research system. A senior-level person can make de-
cisions with far-reaching cffects on future research plans
and priorities; a junior person cannot. This problem is re-
vealed in numerous ways and cach research manager has to
find locationally specific ways to address it.

In Bangladesh it is difficult to provide incentives for senior
staff to visit or live in remote areas. BARI has recently reor-
ganized its annual planning meetings to allow junior field
staff, who interact most with farmers, to have a voice in the
selection of research station priorities.

In the same institute, household surveys have been conduct-
ed by female scientists who normally work only at the re-
search stations. The purpose of these surveys was more
than just to collect information; they enabled middle- and
senior-level scientists to have firsthand contact with a speci-
fic group of people at the village level. This was another
method for increasing the chances that the problems of a
specific group of clients (resource-poor women in this

case) would be recognized in the research planning pro-



cess. The research station women were becoming a “voice™
for poor women iri villages.

In Lumle Agricultural Centre in Ncpal, the development by
researchers of the combined trek to get senior scientists to
regularly tour villages in their target area is an important in-
novation by which village-level problems are brought into
the research station planning process.

Role cf different disciplines in OFCOR programs. Having
members from different disciplines does not necessarily
mean that scientists will work as an integrated research
team. Somc of the cases reported situations of different dis-
ciplines carrying out entirely uncoordinated research, with
the results being stapled together as an integrated report.

In some programs there is a major problem that data, irre-
spective of whether they are collected by trials, surveys or
by mectings, are not used in a timely way. For example, the
BARI economists, although formally engaged to conduct
surveys and partial budget analysis on new cropping pat-
terns, often had “their”™ information ignored. It was quite
clear that farmers would never adopt some of the new crop-
ping patters:s being tested on their fields, given normal cir-
cumstances under which farming took place. The trials
went on, however, and, as might be expected, many farm-
ers would not follow instructions; thus farmer participation,
according to the agronomists, was unsatisfactory.

In some programs, sorial scientists have been used to find
ways of increasing effective participation of farmers. In
Zambia the rural sociologist in the national program has
spent much professional time analyzing the participation of
farmers in the research process at the village level. His job
has been more than just studying the process in an academ-
ic sense or as an evaluation; he has been active in helping
to find viable methods for improving the way the on-farm
research teams carry out their work.

Also in Zambia, in Luapula Province, the economist was
concerned about the way farmers perceived the on-farm re-
search group, and he got the team to do their own survey of
farmers to find out what the farmers thought the tcam was
doing. His role was quite different from that of the econo-
mists in the Cropping Systems Program in Nepal, where
they were mainly collecting costs, returns and labor use
data, and conducting partial budgeting analysis and house-
hold case studies. While a balance needs to be imaintained
between these very different types of social science analy-
sis, it is clear that what social scientists can make a big dif-
ference to the work of the team and in particular the partici-
pation of farmers in the formal research program.

Hiring local staff. The importance of having field techni-
cians who know about local farming practices is well illus-
trated in the Djibelor project in Senegal. The two techni-
cians were local; they were familiar with farming practices

and mixed constantly with farmers. The senior rice agrono-
mist, who was in charge of the on-farm research and parts
of the on-station program, viewed them as his eyes and ears
in the village. He trusted their knowledge and advice on the
interpretation of information, particularly since they had
been in the research system for many years and knew how
on-station research was organized and managed.

Hiring local villagers to work as technicians was also seen
as a key feature to building strong community-based ties in
Pakhribas and Lumle Agricultural Centres in Nepal, in the
Small Rvminant Project 1n Indonesia, and in the work of
the Technology Testing Teams in Guatemala.

These types of village-level interactions represent a very
different situation from some of the sites of the Farming
Systems Research and Development Division in Nepal,
where some of the junior scientists at the village level have
never farmed thernselves, come from other parts of the
country, do not like the site to which they are assigned, are
only at one location for a short period, and sometimes have
arrogant attitudes towards “traditional” farmers.

Personal and social context. In the Senegal study the pre-
dicament of on-farm research scientists and techunicians
draws attention to the situation of staff working at village
level. The sitation has been Jdescribed by a scientist as one
where “the whole village falls in on you.” Mot only are
there requests for credit and other inputs, and political and
bureaucratic factors to be handled, but there is also a per-
sonal dimension. For example, the young unmarried re-
searchers and technicians are seen as potential spouses for
village people. In all programs, issues such as ethnic back-
ground, nationality, and seniority affect the relationship be-
tween scientific staff and different groups of farmers.
These factors are as important as “technical” methodologi-
cal considerations because it is they that determine whether
and how OFCOR methods are actually used in the village.

Special project effect. Centain sites have been the location
of repeated studies and training programs. This means that
the farmers in the area are no longer representative of typi-
cal conditions that researchers will face in other areas. In
Zambia a site used to demonstrate CIMMYT methods for
defining recommendation domains in the late 1970s was
also the location for in-country training in survey and trial
methodology. This resulted in certain areas being well re-
searched and good relationships being developed between
farmers and scientists.

Local Politicians and Community Representatives

Underpinning many initiatives by researchers in poverty-
oriented on-farm research programs is formal and explicit
recognition of the political nature of village life, and the
need to gain political support at village and national levels.
In some of the early work, on-farm groups were advised to



contact local leaders and key informants in order to seek ad-
vice on village affairs and farming practices. In consulta-
tive projects this was part of the standard procedures. It
was recogni ed that political activitics existed, but they
were often characterized as constraints to on-farm work. It
was often junior staft who had to cope with the problem,
with senior staff or the writers of books on methods for im-
plementing on-farm research having little or nothing to say
on how to address these realities. What has now changed in
some programs is that politics, power and influence in the
village context are seen as important for systematic analy-
sis and program actions as defining client groups, farming
systems, soil types, and climatic conditions.

In Zimbabwe, in recognition of the need to gain political
support for research, the FSRU have divided field days into
two types: for the “public™ meetings they invite political
and development leaders as guest speakers: the “internal”
meetings are kept for rescarch discussions with farmers. In
the Luapula Province ARPT program, the team have gone
to considerable lengths to gain the support of the local tradi-
tional leader, involving him or her totally in the program.
This active, explicit, and systematic involvement of local
influential figures appears to be an important contributing
factor to effective long-term implementation of on-farm re-
scarch methods,

[tis increasingly recognized that the use and sharing of
community resources, and the implications of individual
and group behavior on long-term community welfare, must
also be considered. In Zersbia, a special survey technique
called the “community perspective” highlighted the impor-
tance of kinship links for technical development, which
was subscquently studied in more detail. As a result of this
knowledge, the farmers selected for participation in the pro-
gram were significantly changed.

In Indonesia the Upland Agricultural and Conservation
Project is concerned with the local community’s customs
and rules for soil and water conservation in three water-
sheds. In Nepal the Farming Systems Research and Devel-
opment Division is addressing the issue of how areas of
communal agroforest Jand can be managed while taking
into account the needs and livelihoods of villagers who
graze animals and gather fuelwood. The program is also
having to analyze how the local panchayat will manage the
programs and who will gain and lose.

Staff of Extension and Development Agencies

Most OFCOR projects place considerable emphasis on de-
velopment goals. Many of the methodologies used in the
consultative mode of farmer participation are oriented to-
wards extension recommendations. The extension/research
linkage in OFCOR is a major concern of this study and is
the subject of a forthcoming comparative study paper
(Ewell, in press).
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What is emphasized here is that the existence of extension
and development staff from other organizations can have a
significant ef’=ct on the type and quality of resource-poor
farmer particij;ation in on-farm research programs. Four
situations are found at the village level:

I} On-farmi research evolves within an extension and de-
velopment project.

2) Rescarch and extension staff are in different organiza-
tions, but the programs are integrated.

3) On-farm rescarch and the extension programs are part
of a development project.

4) On-farm research group and extension programs are
separate,

On-farm research evolves within an extension and devel-
opment project. The research programs of PAC and LAC
in Nepal grew out of a long-established extension and train-
ing program for a specific group of farmer clients: ex-
Gurkha soldiers. The centers were well known in the area;
farmers were used to going to them for advice, training,
and technology, and the staff of the centers spent consider-
able time in villages. The centers developed on-farm and
on-station research programs as a result of recognizing the
need for better locally adapted technology. Throughout this
process, there has been a high degree of interaction be-
tween farmers, extension staff and researchers.

Research and extension staff are in different organiza-
tions, but the programs are integrated. In Zinbabwe, all
on-farm research programs have been integrated to varying
degrees with the national agricultural extension program at
the village level. Generally, extension staff have been in-
volved in selecting farmers for participation in the on-farm
research. Similarly, in the Small Ruminant Project in Indo-
nesia, researchers, farmers, and staff of local Ministry ex-
tension agencies take part in ongoing tripartite village-level
meetings to plan and implement the research each year,

On-farm research and the extension programs are part of
a development project. Some of the PIP teams in Ecuador
work within the framework of integrated rural development
projects. They have taken advantage of mectings with farm-
ers organized by the larger project to select collaborators
and to discuss results. Nevertheless, they have been drawn
into the routine activities of the project, and the OFCOR
methodology has lost some of its focus. At Pakhribas Agri-
cultural Centre in Nepal, the integration of research with a
regional development project has resulted in positive feed-
back to the research station. It is important for research
managers to recognize the potential risks, as well as bene-
fits, of having OFCOR research integrated in a develop-
ment project,

On-farm research group and extension programs are
separate. In the Crop-Livestock Systems Research in In-
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donesia, the research team saw itself as the generator of
technology, and the job of extension staff was to transfer
this to farmers. Neither farmers nor extension staff partici-
pated very much in research planning.

In many situations OFCOR programs and extension staff
work in the same areas, conducting tnals and demonstra-
tions, with different criteria for the selection and supervi-
sion of farmers. The very presence of two or more pro-
grams in the same area can have a major impact on the type
of farmer participation in the on-farm research because of
the different expectations created. Free inputs are often pro-
vided by a development project but not by researchers.

Considerable care nmust be given to investigating what oth-
er agencies are doing in the arca, and to taking these factors
explicitly into account when designing methods for farmer
participation. Also, what might be appropriate to special
projects may be totally inappropriate in the context of fong-
term activities in ministries and government agencies.

Nongovernmental Organizations

Some nongovernmental orgusnizulions are becoming in-
) - 16 :
volved in on-farm research.”” A notable example is the

Mennonite Central Committee in Bangladesh, whose pro-
gram was part of a large on-farm research program in the
NARS, which was formally institutionalized to become the
National Coordinated Farming Systems Program in the
carly 1980s. In Guatemala, the World Neighbours were in-
volved at one stage in ICTA’s OFCOR program.

One reason for involving such organizations in on-farm re-
search is that they often have more ficxible structures and
management systems than special donor projects and gov-
ernment agencies. NGOs generally work at the village level
and have a high degree of contact with farmers. The chal-
lenge for local rescarch managers is 1o find effective ways
to collaborate.

Conclusion

The case studies reveal that working at the village level is
extremely difficult, and some of the hardest jobs are left to
the most junior staff. In the pas: there has often been little
support from senior management, and standard methodo-
logical manuals have rarely provided guidance. Senior staff
should play an active role and participate in the organiza-
tion and management of on-farm research at the village and
household levels.

I1. Participation of Farmers at Regional and National Levels

Resource-rich farmers often participate in meetings at re-
search stations and of varietal release committees, and have
associations which lobby for research on specific topics
and influence the direction of rescarch. For example, be-
fore independence in Zimbabwe, the Commercial Farmers
Union had great influence on the rescarch system. Since In-
dependence, the Government has tried to promote a similar
role for the National Farmers® Association of Zimbabwe,
which represents resource-poor farmers in communal areas.
So far it has not been nearly so effective,

In Panama the Instituto de Inves‘igacion Agropecuario de
Panamad has two advisory boards: @ Consuitative Board of
Users and a Technical Board of Advisors. However, there
was no evidence that resource-poor farmer participation in-
fluenced the direction of research.

Rescarch Stations

While many countrics have a tradition of resource-rich
farmer interaction with research stations, resource-poor

15, Examples are covered in a recent review of farmer participation in re-
search by Farrington and Martin (1987). There were papers on this
topic at the workshop on agricultural research methods at IDS, Sussex,
in July 1987 (Pacey et al., forthcoming). Research on this topic is
under way at ODI in London. A Bolivian case study on interactions be-
tween NGOs and the public sector is discussed by Thiele, Davies, and
Farrington (1988).
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farmer participation has been neglected. An example of ini-
portant meetings between poor farmers and scientists is at
the Lumle and Pakhribas Agricultural Centres in Nepal,
where farmers are welcome, and many have participated in
agricultural training programs. The centers have provided
seeds, inputs and other extension services to farmers over
many years and scientists of the centers know some of the
farmers well.

At the Ishurdie Regional Station in Bangladesh, the head of
the OFCOR program changed the way field days at the sta-
tion were organized. Previously, farmers were invited to
look at experiments and listen to talks by scientists and poli-
ticians. Under the new system, farmers were expected to
bring problems which researchers would discuss with them.
Two-day progressive farmer workshops were held at the
station, where on-farm and on-station trials were discussed.
Details of the participants is not given.

In Nepal there were a few cases of farmers joining tours to
see new technology in other areas of the country and in
India. The participation of farmers in selecting technology
for themselves has not, however, been institutionalized.

Conclusion

It appears that the participation of resource-poor farmers in
nonvillage-level activities has received little attention in



most on-farm research programs in the past. This may be
due to the “on-farm” nature of OFCOR. However, one les-
son to be drawn is that in research systems biased towards
resource-rich farmers, the participation of those farmers in
decision-making often extends through the research and ex-
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tension hierarchy. A major challenge now for OFCOR man-
agers is to develop methods and institutional structures by
that resource-poor farmers can participate in and influence
decision-making at higher levels in the research system,



CHAPTER 3
MEETINGS: A TOOL FOR STRENGTHENING FARMER PARTICIPATION

This chapter reviews some of the ways in which resource-
poor farmers participate in the research process through
meetings. Although larmer participation has been the sub-
Ject of many papers and the objective of many plans and
projects. putting it into practice has been very difficult for
research managers. The organization and management of
on-farm activities are covered in greater defail by Ewell
(1988), and the following discussion concentrates on the
significance of meetings as a component of that topic.,

Meetings between farmers and scientists should be seen as
a complement to trials and surveys. In the past, standard
farming systems rescarch methods have focused on trials
and surveys, but evidence from the case studies shows that

carcfully organized meetings are increasingly important for
the participation of resource-poor farmers in the research

6
process.'®

Meetings as a strategy have two functions:

1) arescarch tool for collecting and analyzing information;

2) ameans Drorganizing and managing farmer participa-
tion more efficiently and effectively.

It is a critical management task to design different types of
meetings according to these objectives. Poorly organized
and conducted meetings. which lack a clear purpose, are a
waste of resources.

I. Trials, Surveys, and Meetings

Resource-Allocation Decisions

In all on-farm rescarch programs choices have to be made
between the time and other resources to be spent on trials,
surveys or meetings. All managers face shortages of re-
sources of one kind or another and have to allocate them be-
tween competing needs. How to achieve and maintain the
best pattern of resource allocation over time is a difficult
task. In this regard on-farm research is rio different from
other areas of rescarch and development.

If all of a project’s emphasis is on conducting a large numn-
ber of widely distributed on-farm trials or on large-scale
surveys, there is often little time or other resources for se-
lective meetings with farmers. While it is difficult to get ac-
curate information on the resources available and the rela-
tive importance accorded 1o trials, surveys, and meetings, it
is clear from the cases that managers have adopted very dit-
ferent strategies for allocating resources among these three
areas. For example, since the carly 1960s Bangladesh has
had a very large on-farm trial program under the Soil Test-
ing and Soil Fertility Program, but minimal resources were
spent on household surveys and meetings with farmers, De-
spite ample overall on-farm rescarch resources, surveys and
meetings had low priority in the budget.

This was very different from the recent pattern of resource
of allocation in Zambia, where a far higher proportion of
resources were allocated to surveys and meetings and the
proportion going to meetings has been gradualty increased.
In the Dual-Purpose Livestock Project in Panama, a large
proportion of their most valuable resource (trained scien-
tific personnel) is allocated to meetings with farmers, re-
flecting the high priority given to informal and formal meet-
ings with their small groups of research-minded farmers.
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Defining the Purpose of Meetings

[t might be argued that the distinction between surveys and
meetings is artificial, since all farmer/scientist meetings can
be scen as part of a survey. While the purpose of informal
and key informant surveys is to meet and have discussions
with farmers, the issue here concerns the purpose and em-
phasis of the activity. In many surveys, meeting with farm-
ers is necessary to obtain information. The actual discus-
sions during the interview are important only in so far as
they facilitate obtaining accurate information. But there is a
whole range of meetings in which the emphasis is on the
ways different peoplz participate in the decisions about the
interpretation of information and the way the program is or-
ganized and managed.

In the Small Ruminant Project in Indonesia, which empha-
sizes the collaborative mode of participation, monthly vil-
lage meetings are held to discuss the design of trials. This
is a very different type of trial discussion meeting at village
level from that at the Agronomy Institute in Zimbabwe,
which organizes participation within a consuitative mode,
and helds meetings to tell farmers what the trials are going
to be. Each type of meeting is valuable within the context
of its program. Meciings must be designed to meet specific
research objectives.

Emphasis on Meetings
However, even with this proviso it has been found in the

case studies that many programs are increasing the empha-
sis given to carefully designed meetings for a wider range

16. Several papers from the IDS workshop have discussed group meetings:
(Norman et al., 1988; Buker et al., 198%; Kean, 1988).
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of purposes. This has happened in response to recognition
that the problems of resource-poor farmers are far more
complex than hiad been expected, and that the research pro-
cess musi be organized more flexibly. Changes, often in-
volving greater contact between senior scientists and farm-
ers, have broadened the agenda to include more factors
faced by smail farmers in particular environments, particu-
tarly when it is found that there is no appropriate technol-
ogy “on the shelf.™ It is significant that, in response to the
new challenges, there has been increasad attention on the
nature and quality of farmer involvement.

Management Lessons

Four lessons arise from the review of case experiences with
mectings:

1) To be effective as research 1ools, meetings must be care-
fully designed and must have clearly defined objectives.

2) The choice of mode of participation will, to a large ex-
tent, determine the balance of resources to be allocated
to trials, surveys, and meetings, and how these are to be

used in the local coniext.

3) Specific skills are required in organizing and managing
meetings effectively; these should not be neglected
when designing and implenienting a program and hiring

and training staff,

4) Social scientists have played an important role in im-

proving the use, design, and organization of meetings.

I1. Experimenting with Methods to Improve Farmer Participation

Experimentation within Research Programs

The on-farm research programs in the case studies have ex-
perimented with various methods to bring farmers into the
research process. For example, in Zambia it was concluded
that four main methods are important:

1) farmer field days;
end-of-scason meetings with farmers to review results;

conunents by farmers during field visits of senior on-
farm researchers;

4) farmers’ day-to-day comments to trial assistants.

In Zimbabwe, the Farming Systems Research Unit and the
extension service, AGRITEX, have emphasized three acti-
vities for strengthening farmer participation in research:

1) using cxisting farmer groups or the local administrative
structures, the Village Development Committees, to or-
ganize meetings and field days to analyze farmers’ prob-
lems and priorities as well as to screen trial plans and to
discuss results;

o
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awarding prizes to individual farmers and farmer
groups for best trial management;

3) leaving equipment used in trial work with fa;mers all
year and encouraging them to experiment with it on

their own.

The Bangladesh Agricultural Research Institute has been
developing new methods and techniques for collecting and
analyzing data at the household and village levels (Gupta,
1987). Since 1982 they have been experimenting with vari-
ous types of “Innovative Farmer Workshops.” These are
onc- to two-day workshops focused on specific crops or re-
search problems. They are small, involving five to ten in-

| £S]
[£S]

novative farmers and 25 to 35 researchers and extension-
ists. Farmers give presentations and practical demonstra-
tions on their experiments and innovations, and scientists
and farmers exchange ideas on how to make further tech-
nological improvements (Abedin, 1987). The outcome is a
series of specific recommendations for further rescarch,
both on-farm and on experiment stations, and extension ac-
tivities. There have also been proposals to establish regular
meetings with groups from different socioeconomic levels,
including landless laborers, to advise the research teams.

Efforts to institutionalize new methods of farmer interac-
tion in Guatemala have declined since the development of
the sondeo in the 1970s, but a few scientists have continued
to experiment in this area. For example, some scientists in
the Animal Production Program have discussed alternative
technologies with farmers before beginning experiments,
and a scientist in the Bean Program is experimenting with
methods of involving farmers in sclecting materials,

Since the methodology was set, the Caisan Project in Pana-
ma has not developed institutional innovations for farmer
participation. The Dual-Purpose Livestock Project in Pana-
ma, however, has maintained morc flexibility. An implica-
tion for research managers is that local researchers, given
sufficient flexibility and control, are able to develop innova-
tions, but a policy commitment to encourage such initia-
tives is necessary if they are to be institutionalized.

National Ceordinating Committees or Technical Panels

To promote the development of techniques and methods
for farmer participation, some senior agricultural research
policymakers have established a national on-farm research
coordinating committee. A key feature of committces in
Senegal and Nepal has been the development of metliods
for on-farm, client-oriented, research. They have provided



a forum for sharing experiences and the synthesis of ways

10 facilitate farmer participation. Resources are being allo-
cated to this type of information exchange, and each com-

mittee is being tailored to the specific characteristics of the
national institutional setting.

In Nepal, when the Cropping Systems Project was taken
out of the Agronomy Division and made into a division of
its own (FSR&DD). a number of national-level technical re-
search panels were created to facilitate exchange of infor-
mation across divisions and research stations. One of these
was for farming systems research, Under its auspices, re-
scarchers from different on-farm research programs share
experiences and lessons. Through these discussions, the
group treks used in the national on-farm rescarch programs
have drawn upon carlier independent experimentation in
PAC and LAC (Galt & Mathemna, 1986). There have also
heen other cross-institutional working groups on such
topics as cost-effective farmer monitoring survevs, and the
design and management of on-farm trials (SERED, 1987).

What is important here is that there are independent farm-
ing svstems units carrying out OFCOR, and the national
program has provided the opportunity for the cross-fentiliza-
tion of ideas and methods and has tacilitated innovation.

National institutions, such as committees, research panels,
and working groups are also being developea "1 Zimbab-
we, Zambia, and Bangladesh.

1t is important to note, however, that a nationa) institution
established to encourage experimentation and share experi-
ences is very different from that established to control and
direct the programs under its authority. A continuous con-
flict with coordinating national institutions of this type is
between groups who want to use the institutional structure
for coriirol and those who want to use it for learning and
synthesis. For example, at one of the carly national semi-
nars on farming systems research, called by the Bangladesh
Agricultural Research Council, some participants thought
that the meeting was (or should have been) held in order
that their specific methodology for on-farm research be
adopted by all institutions in the country. Others felt that it
should be used to share experiences and synthesize lessons.

The conflicts between competing groups of scientists, and
often a desire on the part of one group to have it seen that
other groups are adopting what they developed, is one of
the major problems a rescarch manager has 1o address

when secking ways to encourage innovative institutional
behzvior and the exchange of information and experience, 17

H1. Meetings with IFarmers

Types of Meetings

Various types of meetings with farmers have been used in
the case study proarams. Table 3 shows the broad range of
mieetings found in the case studies and lists five major
types of meetings of scientists and resource-poor farmers at
village and houschold levels, These are:

1) group tours (exploratory and regular);

2)

village meetings;

3) ditferent types of field days:

4) individual farmer meetings;

5) spectal research meetings.

In the table. mectings are grouped according to where they
take place and their major purpose. The group tours take
place at the regional and research area level, while village
meetings take place at the community and village level.
Field days are usually held to discuss results of trials, Indi-
vidual meetings take place on a one-to-one basis between
farmers. and difterent members of village houscholds, Spe-
cial research meetings may take place in any location, de-
pending on their purpose. Sometimes these have been in
the field and sometimes they have be»n held at administra-
tive centers or experiment stations.

1~

The emphasis given to different types of meetings varies
across the case studies. Major attention has been given t0:

» cexploratory group tours;
general village meetings;
+ villuge meetings to sclect farmers for trials;
+ field days for extension and demonstration purposes;
+ formal houschold and farmer case studies.

Medium and minor attention has been given to:

< regular group tours;

« village meetings to discuss program design:
* village meetings on implications analysis;

» research field days;

+ political and community support field days;

» informal meetings with fanners and other household
members;

» special research meetings.

17. At the international level, there are institutions with networking and
coordinating roles which have to address some of the same problems
and manage the pressures of interest groups.



Table 3: Types of meetings in on-farm research

. Major purpose and
Meetin B . . . Examples
g emphasis Location Major participants
GROUP TOURS To interview farmers, extension Areasto be covered | Senior and junior natural and social tMost prugrams had some form of diagnestic vi ;- Jormal

a) Exploratory

agents, etc., to decide on major
priorities for OFCOR program

by OFCOR

scientists, extension staff, fariners

surveys at the start) (PIP, Ecuador; Caisan. Panama;
Senegal: Al and FSRU, Zimbabwe: Zambia; Indonesia;
Guatemala)

b) Regular

To discuss current research
program with farmers, junior field
stafl, and assess priorities of the
OFCOR program

Tours in selected
areas of research
zones

Senior and junior natural and social
scientists, field technicians, field
extenston stafl. farmers

Combined trek (LAC, Nepal), group trek (PAC, Nepal),
jointtrek (FSR and DD, Nepal)

VILLAGE MEETINGS
a) General

To discuss program design.
implementation and results.
Also to get community support
for the program

Farmers, OFCOR personnel, extension
staff, village and community
representatives

DRI-PIP, Ecuador; Caisan, Panama; Djibelor team, Senegal
Zambia; Bangladesh. Group meetings of landless laborers
and farmers from different resource base strata,
Bangladesh Jandless laborer and resource-poor farmer
advisory greup, Bangladesh.

b) Program design

To get farmers views on the
relevance and utility of proposed
OFCOR program of trials, surveys
and meetings

Village, or community
level

Farmers, extension staff tsometimes),
OFCOR staff

Group dialogue meetings (Fleuve team, Senegal); farmer
development groups (Ecuador, PIP-DR] affiliated: Small
Ruminant CRSP, Indonesia}

¢! Program
implementation

Generally used to select fermers
for trials

OFCOR staf, extension staff (sometimes),
farmers, village representatives

PIP, Ecuador; FSRU and Al, Zimbabwe; ea rly programs in
Luapula and Central Province, ARPT. Zambia. Regular
meetings with farmer collaborators; (CLSR, UACP and
Small Ruminant CRSP, Indonesia)

dr Implications analysis
and interpretation

To get farmers' views and advice on
how to interpret and use
information from trials and surveys
for future extension, OFCOR
programs and experiment station
research

Senior and junior OFCOR staff, farmers

End-of-season meetings (Luapula, Zambiay; Bimonthly
meetings (Small Ruminant CRSP, Indonesia)




Table 3: Types of meetings in on-farm research (continued)

. Major purpose and
Meetin . i j ici Examples
g emphasis Location Major participants
FIELD DAYS To demonstrate, and get Farmers' fields Farmers with trials, extension staff, other | Farmer observation tour: (Salcedo., PIP, Ecuador; Caisan,

a) Extension

farmers' reactions to new
technology

farmers

Panama; Bangladesh; Zimbabwe!. 2nd stage farmer field
days (Luapula, Zambia; CLSR, Indonesia)

b) Research

To get the assessment of
farmers on the relevance,
progress and outcores of
trials.

Farmers’ fields looking
attrials and experiments

Farmers with trials, OFCOR stafT.

internal field days (FSRU) Zimbabwe. 1st stage field
days(Luapula. Zambia)

¢} Politicaland
administrative

To strengthen local and
national support and
resources for agricultural
research, including OFCOR

Research zones

Farmers, extension stafl, local community
leaders, loc~1and national political figures

2nd stage field davs (Luapula, Zambia) FSRU, Zimbabwe.

INDIVIDUAL
HOUSEHOLD
AND ONE-TO-ONE
MEETINGS

a) Formal

To record trial and survey
information. Log books and
questionnaires often used

Farmers' fields and
households

Farmers with trials, selected "control’
farmers without trials, selected case study
households, OFCOR stafTtand some
extension stafD and farmers as
respo-identsin a survey.

Regular monitoring and planning visits tDua) Purpose
Livestock. Panamay; farmers selected by com'nunity
perspective method Zambia; regular monitoring and
planning meetings (MARIF OFR. Indonesie); household
case studies Bangladesh, indonesia; 30 farmers monitored]
from 5 resource-based strata (Small Ruminant CRSP,
Indonesia)

b)  Informal

To improve relevance and
quality of formal data
collection methods; to gain
ideas for the interpratation
and analysis of data collected
by formal methods

Village, household, in
the field.

OFCOR staff who live at the research site,
and farmers and others who live in the
village.

Logbooks (PIPs, Ecuador; Bangladesh, Zambia) trial
record book t CBI. CR1, FSRU, Zimbabwe)

SPECIAL PURPOSE
RESEARCH MEETINGS

For senior scientists and
research farmers to discuss
specific research and
diffusion topics

Where approoriate, e.g. ,
village, local office,
research station

Selected senior and junior OFCOR stafT,
experienced extension staffand farmer
experimentors (informal R&D
experimentors)

Farmer /researcher agronomy meeting (Guatemalay;
Farmer /researcher structured animal science meetings
(Guatemala): innovator farmers' workshops and
progressive farmers’ workshops (Bangladesh)




As already stated, aims and purposes of meetings with
farmers have to be clearly set out. To some extent the com-
position of mectings veflects the approach towards farmer
participation which underlies the program. For example,
several programs have found that they were having to orga-
nize one type of field day for extension and political pur-
poses and a separate ficld day, with different participants,
for a research dialogue.

Group Tours

Group tours are organized for scientists to visit a target re-
gion. The objective is to talk to farmers and other people in
villages to diagnose problems and to draw up on on-farm
research agenda. A typical example is the sondeo in Guate-
mala (Hildebrand and Ruano, 1982). Some recent examples
are the joint, combined, and group treks in Nepal., Rapid
rural appraisals, and informal, diagnostic, reconnaissance,
exploratory and key informant surveys are others. These
tours share the following key features:

* use of unstructured interview techniques;

* groups of senior scientists of different disciplines trav-
elling and staying together in rural areas:

*use of checklists to help ensure that major topics are not
omitted;

¢ the idea that other methods of data collection and inter-
pretation (e.g.. trials, surveys, and other types of meet-
ings and communication methods) would subsequently
be used to collect, interpret, and transmit informarion
for which the group tour was not designed.

The concept of group tours is not new, and there is a long
tradition of precedents in crop improvement programs. In
Nepal. for example, from 1967 to 1972, senior scientists
from the central station regularly went on tour to visit gov-
ernment farms and research stations. When the commodity
programs started farmer ficld trials in 1973, scientists in-
cluded visits to these on-farm trials in the ours.

The main features of these tours were:

I) The purpose of the visits was to evaluate the perfor-
mance of technology under local conditions. While
there was some interaction with farmers, it was not a
key objective.

2) Emphasis was on the collection and interpretation of ag-
roclimatic rather than socio-economic information, and
social scientists were not included. The collection and
interpretation of socioeconomic information about farm-
ers and village level socio-economic conditions differ-
entiates on-farm research group tours from their precur-
sors in technology generation and extension programs,

3) They generally emphasized the testing of technology
under different natural resource conditions. Problem
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diagnosis, feedback, and priority-setting for research
stations are the new features of interdisciplinary group
tours which have been developed as part of on-farm,
client-oriented, research programs.

Two types of group tours were distinguished in the cases
reviewed: the exploracory tour and the regular tour. The
two are not mutually exclusive. However, a program wizh
regular tours is placing a different emphasis on the way it is
having farmers participate in the research. Exploratory and
diagnostic surveys are examples of initial tours, like the
sondeo, which takes place only once. The same approach
has been followed in setting up the programs in Senegal,
Zambia, and the FSRU in Zimbabwe. In contrast, regular
group tours in PAC and LAC in Nepal have been organized
regularly once or twice a year. The original Cropping Sys-
tems Project used the single initial tour approach as out-
lined in the IRRI methodology but started to hold regular
tours when the program was reorganized into the FSR&DD
in the mid-1980s.

An important feature of these tours is that they combine
meetings with groups of farmers and village leaders with
meetings with separate groups of women and men. In addi-
tion, the researchers have meetings in the village with indi-
vidual farmers and extension staff. In this way information
from different sources can be checked and interpreted. Dur-
ing the week-long visit, tentative diagnoses of problems
and research agendas formulated near the beginning of the
visit are revised.

A PAC staff member noted that it is essential for the team
to have an explicit objective to come up with a research
program by the end of the week. Otherwise the tour takes
on the characteristics of a casual visit, and the hard work of
arguing over the diagnosis of problems and priorities is
avoided (Pandey ct al., 1986),

In Bangladesh, BARI, which also used the IRRI cropping
systems methodology, runs group tours for scientists but
has not institutionalized them as part of planning research
programs. In Zimbabwe, the Committee for On-Farm Re-
search and Extension Planning organized monitoring tours
by staff and extension workers to the communal areas. The
emphasis was on talking to the staff of on-farm projects,
rather than dircctly with farmers. This example highlights
the need to carefully identify the aims and content of tours
and meetings if they are to encourage fariner participation.

The initial group tours are a feature of the consultative
mode of participation. Regular tours are collaborative.
Their major feature is the direct ongoing contact between
scientists and farmers in their production environments.
They contribute to the continuous review and assessment
of both on-farm and on-station research. These tours have
special resource and management requirements. Accom-
modation has to be organized and transport and resources
for per diems and other costs arranged. Senior staff feel the



pressure of other obligations and in some cascs, believe
that the time on such activities is not usefully spent, be-
cause there is little new 1o be learned.

This is a crucial issue. Senior scientists at LAC in Nepal
have argued that their attendance on regular tours is not
necessary but that monitoring surveys conducted by social
scientists or technicians would be an adequate alternative.
Nevertheless, the rescarch manager at LAC, who originated
the regular tours, argued that the attendance of senior staff
is essential,

FFor a research manager, the critical decision is whether reg-
ular direct contact between farmers and senior stalf during
the tour results in better research plans and better use of
resources. FFrom the increase of this type of tour, it appears
that some research managers feel it is worthwhile, ¥ One
advantage of the regular tour is that it reduces the chances
that on-station research may de out of line with the techni-
cal and socioeconomic conditions of the clients.

Village Meetings

One major purpose of group tours is to assess the relevance
of current research to the overall problems of resource-poor
farmers in a region. Village meetings are primarily con-
cerned with the participation of farmers in research plan-
ning and implementation at village and community levels.
They can be held for a number of reasons: to select farm-
ers, to discuss the design and implementation of the pro-
gram, and to interpret the data from trials and surveys.

It was generally found that using meetings as a way of se-
lecting farmers had problems: it often resulred in bias, trials
tended to be scattered, control over research was some-
times lost, and research sometimes came to be dominated
by the wealthier farers. In Luapula Provinee in Zambia,
group meetings in which the community would select farm-
er cooperators, as well as those meetings in which exten-
sion workers guided the choice of cooperators, both result-
ed in a bias towards the selection of “progressive” farmers.
In Indonesia in the Upland Agricultural and Conservation
Project, however, village meetings and the participation of
village leaders were important for selecting and encourag-
ing farmers to take part in the research,

Village meetings are used to design trials in a number of
cases: the Fleuve team in Senegal has used meetings with
farmers, extensionists, and rescarchers to decide on the con-
tent of some trials, which they call “dialogue trials” be-
cause the trial is defined through dialogue with farmers. In
the Small Ruminant Project in Indonesia, sites were chosen
so that research station staff could regularly visit the vil-
lages, and farmer participation through group village meet-

18. For further discussion on this lopic, see Merrill-Sands and McAllister
(JURY).

ings is a major feature of the program. Regular monthly
meetings in the villages include the staff from the local re-
search station and are used to discuss problems facing farm-
crs, and what technology might be available for addressing
those problems. There are also regular half-yearly evalua-
tions of the program based on the farmers’ assessment of
the direction of the research. Few cases of farmer participa-
tion in village meetings as a method for interpreting infor-
mation were evident, though there were situations in which
the rescarchers had written a draft report of their findings
and then asked farmers at a village meeting whether they
agreed with them. In the Luapula ARPT, Zambia, end-of-
scason meetings are designed for research purposes. The
bimonthly meetings of the Small Ruminant Project in Indo-
nesia place emphasis on using these meetings to assess re-
sults and replan the program. The group treks in Nepal are
also a type of village meeting in which the research pro-
gram is discussed with farmers before it is finalized. In
many situations rescarchers say they take farmers” opinions
into account, but how this is done and what weight is given
to them remains vague,

It was found in Nepal, Senegal, Zambia, Zimbabwe, and
some programs in Indonesia that considerable care is given
to the organization and management of group and village
meetings in the social and political context of village life,
since the way they were organized directly affects who par-
ticipates in what decisions. The results of surveys, such as
those conducted in the ARPT in Zambia, showed-that vil-
lage mectings which were not carefully designed and con-
ducted led to domination of the program by resource-rich
farmers, and the program was seen as a source of seeds, fer-
tilizer, or other inputs, rather than as a research program.

A key lesson for managers is that poorly organized and
managed mectings can be particularly discriminatory
against the participation of women. The language of the
meeting, the place where it is held, the distance from home,
the duration and actual scating arrangements, can all serve
to prevent women from participating. These are some of
the issues which are being addressed in the group treks in
Nepal, where careful arrangements are being made for spe-
cific types of meetings with resource-poor women.

BARI is planning to take some of these issues into account
by introducing separate evening meetings with a) coopera-
tors in the previous year's trials, b) noncooperating, poor
and tenant farmers, and ¢) noncooperating rich farmers,
They also plan to set up an advisory group of landless labor-
ers to advise the tcam.

Different Types of Field Days

Ficld days for extension purposes and for the discussion of
technology have been a major feature of most on-farm re-
search programs, especially those that have used a consult-
ative mode of participation. In Guatemala and Ecuador



they were an important mechanism to get scientists away
from research stations for direct talks with farmers; this had
previously been the job of extension workers. In Panama,
field days with discussions in the locai language was an im-
portant innovation. Previously, experiment station research-
ers held ficld days in which they presented iheir findings in
technical language and there had been minimal dialogue
with farmers.

As with village meetings, researchers have found that great
care is needed in organizing field days. There are many
functions for which these days can he used, and trying to
achieve all of them in the same event is not possible. Other
reasons for having field days for different purposes are that:

*  scientists found they could not have a good dialogue
with farmers during an extension ficld day;

* it was recognized (e.g., in Zambia) that some farmers
and junior staff felt intimidated or were reluctant for
other reasons to express their true feelings about the re-
search when senior people, or “outsiders,” were present.

Three types of field days are seen in a number of programs:

1) field days tor political and administrative purposes;
2) extension field days;
3) research field days.

Field days for political and administrative purposes. To
obtain local and national support for on-farm research, care-
ful attention has to be given to political and administrative
considerations. In Zimbabwe and Zambia, local political
parties are increasingly being involved explicitly and sys-
tematically in field days and other parts of the research. In
programs funded by international agencies, field days or
other field visits are sometimes necessary for maintaining
financial spport. Political and financial support considera-
tions are very miportant for research managers, and local
managers are increasingly finding ways of organizing their
programs so that thesc different and sometimes conflicting
reasons for field days are systematically addressed.

Extension field days. Primarily designed to show farmers
and cextension workers the results of on-farm research, nor-
mally in the form of higher crop yields or more cost-effec-
tive practices, these field days may center on a single tech-
nical theme, as in Ecuador, or to be more general, as in
Zambia.

There are differences between programs in the degree to
which extension services are involved: in Pakhribas and
Lumle Agricultural Centres in Nepal there is total integra-
tion of the research and extension systems as staff of the
same institution organizes both programs. Zimbabwe is a
good example of where all on-farm research involves the
main extension service, AGRITEX, so extension workers

are closely involved in field days. These have been taken
one stage further, and extension field days generally in-
clude political leaders and development agency staff as
guest speakers. For example, the Agronomy Institute in-
vites officers from the National Farmers Association of
Zimbabwe, and the Farming Systems Research Unit invites
senior ministry officials and provincial governors. Some
events attract large numbers of farmers, and on-farm re-
search gains substantial political recognition.

In PIP in Ecuador, the team associated with a development
project in the Salcedo area have developed an important
way of involving farmers with trials in extension activities:
they have a farmer observation tour during which cooperat-
ing farmers visit all the trials in the area and explain the
results to other farmers at each location.

Research field days. Sone of the case-study on-farm re-
search programs-Luapula Province in Zambia and the
Farming Systems Research Unit in Zimbabwe—organized
field days specifically for research purposes.

In Luapula Province, emphasis has been on finding or creat-
ing an environment where farmers feel free to make com-
ments on aspects of the program. The two principal meth-
ods used are

1) field days organized especially for farmers;

2) small end-of-season meetings with cooperating farmers
to review trial results.

Farmer field days are organized in two stages: during the
first, field days are held within each cluster of trial sites for
the trial farmers in each cluster and the neighboring farm-
ers. The trial assistants and local extension workers make
the arrangements, but the trial farmers explain the trials
themselves and take the lead during discussions. Only if
there are questions which the farmers cannot answer do the
agronormist or trial assistants intervene.

The second stage is a larger meeting involving local leaders
and bringing together all farmers from the clusters. The
meeting is held in a local primary school, and its purpose is
to encourage farmers to voice opinions about the trials and
to suggest how they could be improved. The local exten-
sion worker makes a record of the meeting, meaning that
the findings and farmers’ assessments are fed directly into
local extension work as well as into the research program,
Although it takes more time to organize two types of meet-
ing, the team has found that farmer participation is high,
and they are able to obtain farmers' advice cffectively.

The end-of-season meetings with farmers, chaired by the
extension block supervisor, are organized by the technical
assistants who present the results of the trials, which are
written up as handouts in both English and Chibemba. The
ARPT scientists attend but only intervene when called on



by the technical assistants to do so. The scientists have
found these meetings usctul, as they are held at a time

when they have been discussing trial proposals for the torth-
coming year.

In Zimbabwe, the Farming Svstems Research Unit distin-
guished between “internal™ and “external™ field days. Inter-
nal field days were for cooperating farmers and rescarchers
only, and the external ones were for extension and political
purposes.

Individual Meetings with Farmers

An inherent problem for on-farm programs is how to cap-
ture and use the information which comes from direct con-
tact with farmers. This type of meeting may be divided into
formal and informal.

Formal meetings. With these meetings farmers are select-
ed for regular monitoring activities, and specified sets of in-
tormation are regularly colleeted. Some programs are work-
ing with a limited number of rescarch-minded farmers,

with whem they have considerable contact. In the Dual-Pur-
pose Livestock Project in Panama, and the Maize On-Farm
Program in Indonesia. the information is used as it is col-
lected, to monitor and replan the research program. Several
other projects, as in Nepal, Bangladesh, and Indonesia,
which have been associated with the Asian Farming Sys-
tems Netwaork, have household case studies, with intensive
ongoing monitoring of a wide range of socioeconomic in-
formation. However, while this type of work involves con-
tact with farmers, it can become a data collection exercise,
with the information collected having little impact on the
progress of the actual rescarch program.

Informal meetings. These take place as part of the ongoing
rescarch, In Zambia, comments by farmers to the senior
agronomist on visits 1o the trials are sc2n as an important
source of information. The face-to-face discussion with in-
dividual farmers who have trials enables the scientist to dis-
cuss and explore issues relating to the trial and research pro-
grams, which do not come out in formal farmer/scientist or
group meetings.

Itis also recognized that assistants who are responsible for
the day-to-day activities relating to the trials in their area
abtain important information on these and other matters
from their daily contact with farmers. The frequency and
guality of their contact is high, since they live in the same
arca and have become part of the local community. The
team have tried to get the technicians to write farmers’ com-
ments up in logbooks, but this has been difficult. They are
still trying to find viable ways to capture and synthesize

this information.

These sentiinents from Zambia are reflected in many pro-
grams. Logbooks and trial record books have been tried in
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Ecuador, Bangladesh, and Zimbabwe, Sometimes great

-are has been put into designing logbooks, as in Ecuador,
and field staff have been assiduous in filling them in, The
challenge is how to introduce a management method which
can systematically review and assess, in a timely way, the
relevance of this information for ditferent research and ex-
tension purposes. It was found, for example, that there were
well-documented cases of new technologies arising from in-
formal R&D by farmers, but the information was not used
in the research program.

In conclusion, it is argued that the increasing attention now
being given in some on-farm client-oriented research pro-
grams to the careful design of meetings, which include
field-level staff and farmers, is 0 method which innovative
research managers are using 1o capture and synthesize farm-
level information in a systematic and timely way for plan-
ning of research and extension programs. Meetings are
being seen as an alternative metliod to such things as log
books and formal surveys for the colflection and interpreta-
tion of certain types of information, As with any research
tool, however, to be effective, meetings must be carefully
designed, managed, and the outcome carefully analyzed.

Special Research Meetings

Ina number of programs, meetings have been organized be-
tween scientists and farmers to discuss particular issues. In
Bangladesh the on-farm research program arranged inno-
vator workshops for mustard and potatoes. The purpose of
the potato workshop was to ask the advice of local growers
on how best to grow the crop under different and very vari-
able conditions. It was found that farmers had methods of
increasing yields by taking some tubers from the plants
carly in the season. This practice was not previously
familiar to the scientists. In the Farnming Systems Research
Unitin Zimbabwe, a similar type of meeting is evolving,

In Guatemala two kinds of special meetings have been tried
but not institutionalized in the ICTA programs:

1) meetings (encuentros agricolas) between farmers and
researchers have been organized on particular technical
problems;

2) the new animal science unit is experimenting with struc-
tured meetings (confromtaciones) as a tool for diagnos-
ing farmers’ problems and priorities.

In the Dual-Purpose Livestock Project in Panama, there is a
general commitment to the collaboraiive mode of interac-
tion with farmers; many of the meetings can therefore be
seen as research meetings. Such meetings with individual

or smali groups of research-minded farmers are based on se-
lectively identifying farmers with knowledge of local prac-
tices who are interested in formal and informal research.
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Lessons for Rescarch Managers

Design and content of meetings. A number of different
types of meetings at the village and household level have
been discussed in order to bring out why it is important for
research managers to differentiate between meetings for
very different purposes. Arranging and participating in
meetings with farmiers and other people at the village level
takes time and resources that might be used for other pur-
poses. Some on-farm programs are finding that the careful
use of meetings to promote different types of farmer par-
ticipation for different purposes are complementary to
other methods of data collection and analysis such as trials
and surveys. Many programs are recognizing this and are
increasing the proportion of resources allocated to this ac-
tivity. The result is a more cost-effective use of resources
in the overall on-farm research program.

[tis important to Lote, though, that as much care needs to
go into the design and management of meetings as is neces-
sary for the design and implementation of “good” programs
of trials and surveys. The increased use of selective and
carefully designed meetings represents an alternative 1o a
program in which the emphasis is on allocating most re-
sources 1o trials and formal surveys.

Critical features of successful meetings. Three key ies-
sons on the organization of meetings are coming out of the
OFCOR cxperiences studied.

First, the purpose of the meeting has to be clearly defined
from the start. There are many (and sometimes conflicling)
reasons why a program organizes meetings with different
people at the village level. As much care needs to go into
the planning of these meetings as into the planning of trials
and surveys. Table 3 lists examples of meetings found in
the case studies.

Sccond, once the purpose of a meeting has been estab-
lished, the team must decide how to organize the involve-
ment of the desired participants. In each on-farm situation

this will be a location-specific activity and will require the
initiative of the local team. This activity has to be orga-
nized locally because each team will find themselves in a
unique local political and institutional setting. Each area
will have its own history of previous researchers, extension
programs, and government personnel. And the team will
have its own mixture of staff and resources. All of these
factors will directly affect how a team organizes meetings
with farmers,

And, third, the timing of meetings and timel’ reporting of
results are important if the information is to be relevant for
research planning,

Participation of scientists in village meetings. A realistic
target should be set for the allocation of senior scientists’
time for meetings with farmers and the necessary resources
ana rewards provided for achieving them. In Nepal, a blan-
ket decree that all scientists in the research system should
spend 40% of their time in on-farm activities proved un-
realistic. In contrast, the Director of LAC in Nepal was able
to set realistic targets for meetings with farmers and was
able to provide the necessary resources and incentives.

The role of social scientists. 1t appears that the programs
that have gone a considerable way in systematically con-
sidering how to organize meetings for different purposes
are the ones in which rural sociologists and anthropologists
have been involved. Although ideas come from many
places. and the biotogical researchers are one of the major
sources, rura’ sociologists are more likely to be aware of
the organizational and managerial aspects of involving
farmers in rescarch. Their skills complement the other dis-
ciplines in a research program, and the presence of social
scientists in research teams can very often catalyze the
development of new research of methods. In Zambia
where there has been careful work on developing different
types of meetings, the rural sociologist was given a specific
task. Part of this was to identify problems of farmer partici-
pation in research and help develop viable methods for im-
proving it (Sutherland, 1988).



CHAPTER 4
LESSONS AND IMPLICATIONS FOR RESEARCH MANAGERS

All the OFCOR programs in the case studies identified re-
source-poor farmers as their principal clients ard devel-
oped a range of methods for the generation and transter of
technology appropriaie to their needs.

Farmers participated directly in the process in various
ways, and a variety of innovative methods and structures to
facilitate this process were developed. The specific context
within which this took place varied tremendously. Each

manager worked within the unique structure of his or her in-
stitution.,

No blanket recommendations for ways to support farmer
participation can be advocated. Managers must identify
constraints and opportunities and determine where there is
room to maneuver. The following lessons from the case
studies focus on major issues common to many situations.

I. Policy Commitment to Rescurce-Poor Farmers

National Development Policy

In the case studies, it was found that a national policy com-
mitment to resource-poor farmers is a prercquisite for main-
taining the reliable funding and administrative support up-
on which an active OFFCOR program depends. Activities
that encourage farmer participation in the rescarch process
are often the first to be cut back in periods of austerity.,

Agricultural Research Policy

Research systems often have not rewarded scientists for
working directly with resource-poor farmers. Even in pro-
grams committed to clearly defined clients, two types of is-
sues have impeded the sustained development of mecha-
nisnms which bring researchers and farmers together in
research. The first are the inadequate availability of ve-
hicles, travel allowances, and other operating resources.

The second are the lack of recognition for on-farm activi-
ties in promotion decisions and in other rewards, including
professional status. Reward structures in public institutions
are often inflexible. To mobilize sustained support for farm-
er participation, these rewards and promotion incentives
must be changed. In the short run, however, research mana-
gers must find resources and incentives to encourage scien-
tists to continue working with farmers.

In the case studies, the OFCOR programs placing emphasis
on the participation of farmers have been the ones with a
high proportion of social scientists in the field. Of particu-
lar importance are the instances where social scientists
have actively investigated ways to improve the criteria for
selecting farmers and involving them in research. Research
managers took on new staff and/or directed social scientists
to look at these issues. This represented a shift in research
policy to reallocate the necessary funds.

I1. Four Modes of Participation: The Need for Flexible Approaches

This study has classified the on-farm, client-oriented re-
search efforts studied according to four modes of farmer
participation:

scientists contract with farmers to
provide tand or services;

Contract mode:

scientists consult farmers about
their problems and then develop
solutions for them, like a physician
and his/her patients;

Consultative mode:

Collaborative mode: scientists and farmers collaborate as
partners in the reserrch process;
scientists strengthen farmers’
capacity for informal research and
development.

Collegial mode:

The modes should not be seen as “stages,” but they do rep-
resent significantly different attitudes to what farmers can
offer scientists. The difference between the contract and
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consultative modes is that in the latter farmers are respect-
ed as an important source of information about local condi-
tions and agronomic practices. The difference between the
consultative and collaborative modes is that in the latter
farmers interact continuously in the research process. The
difference between the ¢ Jaborative and collegial modes is
that in the latter researchers respect and endeavor to streng-
then farmers® independent, informal capacity to define re-
search problems and organize straiegies for solving them.

Most of the programs in the case studies have worked with-
in the consultative and collaborative modes. Most started
with methodologies which limit the participation of farmers
to set roles—the consultative mode. With experience, a num-
ber of them have developed flexible methods which in-
volve farmers as partners in various ways—they have

moved closer to the collaborative mode. They have found
these methods to be cost-effective.



Each mode implies different operations and procedures, It
is important for research managers to decide what the
major emphasis of their program should be at a given time
and design it accordingly. One of the problems iu the past
has been a lack of clear differentiation between on-farm re-
search being conducted for different purposes. A program
operating under the consultative mode must be organized
and managed quite differently from one that cemphasizes in-
volving farmers at multiple levels of decision-making, with-
in the collaborative mode,

If"a program shifts its emphasis from the consultative to the
collaborative mode, the manager must meet a series of chal-
lenges. Both senior and junior scientists must allocate more
time to ou-farm work, and new staff may need to be hired.
Different types of meetings with farmers must be orga-
nized. New procedures for the collection and analysis of
data must be arranged. Researchers must be involved in
critical evaluations of their methods and procedures, which
will alter their attitudes towards the utility of working with
farmers. The need to maintain flexibility of this kind should
not be underestimated.

III. Strengthening Informal Research and Development through Collegial Participation

Although none of the case studies included programs that
worked primarily within the collegial mode, some research-
ers have provided resources to research-minded farmers to
help them experiment inxdependently. Various ways to en-
courage and support informal research and developrment by
farmers have been documented in recent literature (Farring-
ton, 1988; Paccey et al., forthcoming). There is significant
potential for supporting a wide range of activities in this
mode of participation.

Support for informal rescarch and development by fariners
can be justified on a number of grounds. It can shift some

of the costs of research from the formal institutions to farm-
ers. This can help address the chronir: logistical problems
that institutions have encountered in maintaining research
sites in isolated areas, including the turnover of junior staff.
Developing continuous contacts with research minded
farmers can pay off in various ways. They will remember
past research results, and interpret and adapt them in the
light of changing local conditions. They will look to the for-
mal rescarch system for new technology 10 test. Informal
R&D has always been an important source of technological
innovations; what is being advocated here is a systematic
way to strengthen and capitalize on this research capacity.

IV. Meetings of Researchers with Farmers: An Important Tool in On-Farm Research

Many research managers think that on-farm research con-
sists primarily of surveys and trials. In the case studies,
meetings with farmers played important roles at various
points in the research process. They have been classified
into the following types:

* initial group tours;

* regular group tours;

* village meetings;

* various types of field days;

» individual meetings with farmers:
*  special rescarch meetings.

Programs in the collaborative mode have placed consider-
able emphasis on the design and management of meetings.

Meetings have been used as a way to select farmers, as an
alternative to surveys for collecting certain types of data, to
plan programs of experiments and to implement them effi-
ciently, and to communicate the results of research. The
case studies have demonstrated that greater attention must
be given to the purposes of meetings, and to the best ways
to organize them. The local power structure often has sig-
nificant impact on the way people participate in meetings.
Great care must be given io organizing meetings so that the
people the program wants to reach are present and are in a
position to speak openly. It was found that meetings with
farmers for research purposes must often be held separately
from meetings for extension and other purposes. All of
these factors are very specific to local circumstances: man-
agers must be very careful not to propose uniform proto-
cols, schedules, and formats for meetings.

V. Sirengthening Links with Other Institutions at the Village Level

On-farm research at the village level is a difficult and chal-
lenging enterprise. Established research methodologies pro-
vide little guidance on how to interact with a range of local

people and other outsiders. In some situations, other institu-
tions are active in the same locales, which can lead to con-
flicts. Development projects may provide free inputs, rais-



ing expectations among farmers that rescarchers will pro- and nongovernmental organizations (NGOs) often have

vide the same services. These are very common problems. developed close, ongoing relationships with resource-poor
farmers, and often have flexible management systems.

On the other hand. collaboration between agencies working There is much room for productive partnership, if research

in the same villages can be an effective strategy. Voluntary managers dedicate time to finding ways to develop it.

VI. Learning from On-Farm Research Practitioners

One of the most important findings from this study is that superiors have given theni the latitude to experiment. They
research practitioners have been innovative and have devel- have often been open to ideas from outside and, when ap-
oped a wide variety of mechanisms to involve farmers in propriate, they have selected components and adapted them
the esearch process. They have been strongly committed to local circumstances. Support must be given to local re-
to working with resource-poor farmers. And, one way or searchers, and funds must be allocated for communicating
anoiher, they have found the necessary resources. They experiences with farmer participation among researchers in
have taken flexible approaches to their rescarch, and their different regions and in different countries.
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