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The Consultative Oroup on International Agricultura! Research (COlAR) works to 
promete food security, poverty eradication, and the sound management of natural 
resources 
throughout the developing world. 

In recent years the COlAR has embarked on a series of systemwide programs, 
each of which channels the energies of international centers and national 
agencies (including research institutes, nongovernment organizations, 
universities, and the private sector) into a global research endeavor on a 
particular theme that is central to sustainable agricul ture. 

The purpose of the COlAR Program on Participatory Research and Gender 
Analysis for Technology Development and Institutional Innovation (PRGA 
Program) is to assess and develop methodologies and organizational innovations 
for gender-sensitive participatory research a nd to mainstream their use in plant 
breeding and in crop and natural resource management. 

The PROA Program is cosponsored by the International Center for Tropical 
Agriculture (CIAT), which serves as the convening center, and by the lnternational 
Maize and Wheat lmprovement Center (CIMMYT), the lnternational Center for 
Agricultura( Research in the Dry Areas (!CARDA), and the International Rice 
Research· Institute (IRRI). 

PRGA Program activities are funded by the Canada's International 
Development Research Centre (IDRC), the Ford Foundation, and the governmcnts 
of Canada, Italy, the Nethyrlands, New Zealand, Norway, and Switzerland. 

The Program's members include international agricultura! research centers , 
national agricultura! research systems, nongovernment organizations, and 
universities around the world. 
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ce;:e Consultative Gmup on lntemational Agric ultucal Reseacch (CGIARJ 
Systemwide Program on Participatory Research and Gender Analysis (PRGA 
Program) was created in 1997. lts objective was to assess and develop 
m ethodologies and organizational innovations for gender-sensitive participatory 
research (PR), and to operationalize their u se in plant breeding, and crop and 
n atural resource management (NRM). The idea and the plan for the Program 
were the result of a seminar held in 1996 among a group of 50 researchers and 
development professionals representing a range of different types of 
institutions and the major regions of the world. Al! were highly experienced in 
participa tory research and gender analysis (PR and GA), and they gathered to 
address the priority issues and challenges in the field. Although much h ad 
already been achieved through on-farm adaptive research by the time this 
meeting took place, there was a perception that the impacts of user 
participa tion in agricultura! research-as researchers, decis ion makers, and 
priority setters-could be m ore profound and durable. 

Focusing on the n eed to stimulate the inclusion of a user perspective, 
particularly that of women , in pre-adaptive research , the participants of the 
planning meeting proposed that there was an urgent n eed to "stren gthen, 
con solidate, and mainstream GA and PR in a high-priority, high-vis ibility 
program that recognizes farmer participation as an important strategic research 
issue". The idea was to pool resources and knowledge within the Consultative 
Group (CG) system in order to accelerate the development of new methodological 
tools, capacities, and institutional strategies for PR. Because of its recognized 
leadership in this area, the International Center for Tropical Agriculture (CIAT, its 
Spanish acronym) was asked to convene the Program. Three other CGlAR 
centers-th e lnternational Maize and Wheat Improvement Center (CIMMYT, its 
Spanish acronym), the International Rice Research Institute (IRRI), and the 
lnternational Center for Agricultura! Research in the Dry Areas (ICARDA)-which 
it was anticipated would have important scope for u se of th ese approach es, 
agreed to act as cosponsors. 

The strategy and the s tructure of the Program were designed for th e task at 
hand. At the Planning Meeting in 1996, the stakeholder-based Planning Group 
was formed asan advisory board, with representatives elected by each interest 
group represented at that meeting. Interest groups included donors, national 
agricultura! research systems (NARS), Internation al Agricultura! Research 
Centers (IARCs), nongovernmen tal organizations (NGOs), indigenous knowledge 
systems, and universities. Three decentralized working groups were formed. 
These were the participatory plant breeding group (PBG), participatory natural 
resource management (PNRM) group, and gender analysis (GA) group; each was 
given a representative on the planning group. Each group made a 5 -year work 
plan that h as provided the basis for the annual program of work and budget. The 



substantive elements of the OA group's work plan were planned into PBO and 
PNRM S-year work plans to ensure integration of gender with these areas of work. 
In 1997, the COlAR Oender Program's work on OA, previously staffed out of the 
CO Secretariat, was formally incorporated into the Systemwide Program. 

The working groups are comprised of practitioners from IARCs, National 
Agricultura! Research Institutes (NARis), NOOs, and indigenous research 
systems, mixing expertise from both the biophysical and the social sciences in the 
implementation of a common work plan. The members meet periodically in 
person at the Program's international seminars, at research workshops, and at 
field si tes. An important mode of work is through e-mail networks. While each of 
the working groups has its specific work plan, these plans have in common four 
elements that form the main thrust of the Program's approach: methodology 
development, capacity building, partnerships and networks, and 
institutionalization. 

The PROA Program is now 5 years old. Together with its partners, the 
Program has been a factor in the creation of a strong momentum for the 
implementation of participatory approaches not only within the CO system, but 
also on a broader scale. Many respected scientists and practitioners are using 
these approaches in their research, and demand is growing (though is as yet, 
unmet) for training. The Program has shown that PR and OA embodies rigorous 
methods that are scientifically grounded. 

The Program's work has built a body of evidence to show that these 
methods are delivering broad impacts by producing technologies and resource 
management options that are well suited to end-users' needs. This significantly 
reduces the possibility that farmers reject technologies once they have been 
developed. In addition, PR is producing proces s impacts, such as human and 
social capital, which are essential to the sustainability of rural development and 
innovation. Among those who benefit most from these approaches are women, the 
poorest, and marginal groups who are the most needy and often overlooked by 
conventional research. Finally, the PROA Program has demonstrated how 
participatory and gender-sensitive approaches can be cost efficient because of 



their increased impacts and the reduction of the overall time required to 
produce relevant technologies. 

This ~klet relates 5 years of PRGA Program activities on a global s cale and 
captures the es sen ce of the Program's achievements during its first phase ( 1997-
2002). Because each of the four strategy elements- methodology development, 
capacity building, partnerships and networks, and institutionalization-has been 
the thrust of the PRGA's activities and has contributed substantially to its 
impacts, they will be recurring themes throughout the booklet. Th e Program's five 
major accomplishments are: ~ -

(1) Global assessment of state-of- the-art and emerging issues. 

(2) Demystification of participaban and GA. 

(3) Support of and engagement in cutting-edge research. 

(4) Rigorous evaluation of impacts and costs. 

(5) PRGA community of knowledge and practice. 

They provide the structure for the text. 





~cipatory "''a.-ch and g'ndoc analy'i' ..-, b'ing implomented in many 
different areas around the world. The institutions, the purpose, and the way in 
which the approaches are implemented vary. As a result of severa! key stu dies 
commissioned andjor conducted by the PRGA Program, as well asan extensive 
inventorying process both inside and outside the CGIAR, 
we now h ave a global bench mark of the quantity, quality, 
and scope of participatory and gender-sensitive research Box A 
being conducted around the world by different types of Methocla Developed 
institutions. For example, users who consult the Gender Typology 
Program's inventaries can know what types of institutions Participation Typology 
are using which types of participation at different stages Empowennent lndex 
of their research projects, with what objectives and results Resource-to-Consumption Framework 
(Box A). A close assessment of th ese cases made by the 
Program, tells us what are the main achievements and Partnerahipa and Networka 
obstacles, and also the emerging challenges and issues Inventaries on the program Web page 
for further research. 

Two inventaries were compiled in order to descr ibe 
and analyze a range of practices in both participatory 
plant breeding (PPB) and natural resource management 
(NRM). Projects from around the world submitted 
information on research activities, type of GA and 
participation used, size of project, and a self-assessment of 
expected impact and research outputs. Seventy-six NRM 
projects and 80 PPB projects were registered, including 
most of the CGIAR projects using participatory approaches. 
Interestingly, many of the projects that responded used 
participatory approaches for extension purposes, but were 
not included in the analysis because it looked specifically 
at projects using participatory approaches for research. 
Projects that responded to the inventaries u sed two 

Inatitutionalization 
Baseline of projects and rcsource 

alJocation within the CGIAR 

Relevant Publicationa 
CGIAR-PRGA, 2000b 
Farnworth and Jiggins, 2003 
Johnson et al., 2000 
Kaaria and Ashby, 2001 
McGuire et al., 1999 
McKee et al., 2001 
Thro and Spillane, 2000 
Weltzien et al., 2000 

typologies-one for GA and the oth er for participation-to classify their practice in 
a common and comparable way. The PRGA used the responses to create an 
empowerment index based on the theory that when stakeholders are involved 
early in the research process, they are more empowered. The information from 
both the PPB and NRM inventaries is accessible to the public via the Program's 
Web site (www.prgaprogram.org), where entries can be updated or added by 
project leaders. They are searchable by country, region, crop or resource, and by 
the implementing CG center. 

The PPB inventory contains a wide array of projects. There are cases of work 
with cross-pollinated , self-pollinated, and vegetatively propagated crops, situated 
in a variety of different agro-ecological conditions and institutional contexts. 



Projects can generally be classified into two groups: formal-led (Jed 
by formal sector institutions), and farmer-led (led by farmers' 
groups). They can be further grouped according to their goals and 
objectives, the environments in which they take place and are 
expected to have impact, and the nalure of farmers' participation. 

The main objective of most of the formal-led PPB cases is 
productivity increase, particularly for marginal environments. 
Other objectives include determining farmers' selection criteria, 
and enabling policy changes to allow official release of locally 
adapted materials. Biodiversity enhancement and farmer 
empowerment and capacity building are often secondary goals. In 
farmer-led PPB cases, the most common objective is the 
conservation and improvement of germplasm. Secondary 
objectives include the expansion of farmers' options, and 
empowerment and self-reliance. Most of the PPB cases in the 
inventory work in marginal subsistence-oriented areas; however, a 
number of projects are emerging in low-stress, market-driven 
areas. This is true for both formal- and farmer-led PPB. 

Most formal-led PPB cases in the inventory use participatory 
approaches in order to enhance the suitability and adoption of 
technologies. Participation is mostly consultative (scientists 

consult farmers, but ultimately make the decisions), with participatory varietal 
selection (PVS) being the most common practice (for examples, see Boxes 1 and 
2). A substantial number of PPB cases also seek to involve farmers in setting 
breeding priorities and targets. However, few projects seek farmer input in setting 



breeding program goals, gen erating variability, and selecting in segregating 
populations. Sorne project s involve farmers in the initial stages of the breedin g 
process, demonstrating tha t participatory techniques can be applied to upstream 
research in genetic 
improvement, thereby involving 
farmers in the technology 
des ign and not only in 
a dapta tion (for examples, see 
Boxes 3 and 4). The nature of 
farrner participa tion in 
farmer-led cases is, by 
definition , more towards a 
collegial and empowering 
type. 



8oth formal- and farmer-led PPB inventaries have made it possible to 
appreciate the scope of work in progress and the types of results being expected. 
Almost al! the cases have reported an influence on breeders' selection criteria and 
methods as a key result along with the development of farmer-preferred improved 
varieties, and evidently their adoption by farming communities. The inventaries 
showed that using PR has helped researchers identify varietal preferences of 
different gender, social, wealth, or ethnic groups, and the ability to address 
multiple demands simultaneously. A diversity of materials has been formally 
released and several cases have stimulated clase examination and change in 
varieties released and seed produced, and in institutional arrangements to a llow 
for decentralization of the breeding process. Farmer-led cases reported gains in 
crop performance, seed security, value of local materials, and farmer control over 
processes. 

Perhaps the most important outcome of the inventorying process and the 
state-of-the-art analysis is the identification of gaps and opportunities for further 
work. The Program's work in bringing together this large body of experience has 
helped researchers understand that transparent, systematic, and meaningful 
participation of al! stakeholders in the goal-setting stage of research is a key gap 
in PPB because most projects to date have established their goals solely from a 
researcher perspective. In addition , it is important for projects to establish a 
baseline and a set of indicators when they begin, in order to facilitate comparison 
in monitoring programs and assessing impacts. Befare the start of a project, 
effective methods are needed for assessing the poten tia! benefits of using PPB (or 
not) in any given case. Methodologies for interacting with farmers and enhancing 
their breeding and selection skill s are also lacking, as are models for their 
involvement in early stages of the breeding cycle. lmportant gains can be derived 
from a firmer understanding of tradeoffs between multiple goals (i.e., conservation 
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F.armer-led 

and improvement) in breeding. Finally, support to local seed systems , farmer skill 
enhancement, and options for partnering with farmer organizations can be 
promising areas for innovative work. Specifically for the farmer-led PPB cases, a 
need for deeper understanding of farmer breeding is evident. 

With regard to projects worki ng on NRM, the inventaries show that 
participatory and gender-sensitive methods are being applied to research on a 



large variety of technologies to improve management of a number of resources 
(see Boxes 5 and 6). Soils are the resource most commonly worked on, followed 
by water, forests, and biodiversity (CGIAR-PRGA, 2000b; Johnson et al., 2000). 
Identification of thematic areas of concentration and common technologies has 
enabled researchers using PR and GA for NRM to work together more efficiently. 
For example, a soils working group conducted a workshop on modeling scenarios 
for soil improvement practices with farmers and is pursuíng research on gender 
effects on integrated nutrient management (see Section III on cutting-edge 
research). 

develoJ>.mcnt 

The inventories make it possible for scientists to compare different 
approaches systematically, and demonstrate that while the projects in the NRM 
inventory exemplify a broad range of modes of participation in resource 
management, participatory research in NRM remains relatively scarce (Johnson 
et al., 2000). lnstead, a large amount of work is geared towards participatory 
adaptation and extension of existing technologies to farming communities. That 
is, farmers are in volved in a variety of ways at the la ter stages of research and 
seldom in the actual technology development process. Another important 



conclus ion from this analysis is that farmer-led research is not being effectively 
m ixed with PR led by scientists; and that even when projects use GA or PR, this 
does not mean they are targetin g women or the poor as ben eficiaries. 

The Program's inventaries have enabled scientists in the CGIAR u s ing PR to 
appreciate that, analyzed separately, projects conducted by CGIAR centers 
showed severa! common elem ents, and differ from NARS and oth er projects. Most 
of the CG-NRM projects seek multiple objectives su ch as increased productivity, 
food secu rity, soil fertility, income, and nutrition. Few, however, explicitly pursue 
"agro-ecosystem health", defined as the capacity of a system to produce desired 



benefits through time, as an objective. The 
scope of the projects is relatively broad 
including whole systems (watersheds and 
landscapes) rather than single resources. 
Although many of the projects have involved 
farmers and other stakeholders, and have 
observed how priorities and impacts differ 
among groups, they have rarely explicitly 
conducted stakeholder analysis nor 
addressed differing needs and priorities 
among stakeholders. In conclusion, the CG 
cases in the inventory show the need to 
further stimulate the use of an ecosystem 
and a learning approach, and to delve 
deeper into the possibilities of user 

involvement in NRM research. Other promising areas for future work are the 
valuation of ecological services and the management of complexity. 

Another significant contribution to establishing the state-of-the-art and 
reflecting on the current situation of PNRM research is a forthcoming book 
produced by the PRGA's working group on PNRM, the Natural Resources Institute 
(NRI), and other Jeading research-for-development organizations. This book, 
provisionally titled Uniting Science and Participation Jor Sustainable Livelihoods 
and Adaptive Natural Resource Management, presents innovative approaches for 
participation and decision-making at all stages of NRM research, identifies 
common problems and weaknesses in PNRM research to date, and sets out 
priority issues for future research. The book makes frequent reference to 23 case 
studies (included in an annex) representing a wide range of NRM research and 
development practice. Sorne of the reflections offered by this volume's eight 
chapters include: 

Broad stakeholder participation democratizes the research process, and helps 
to make manageable the unpredictability, variability, and diversity in natural 
systems. 

NRM research methods need to combine elements of "conventional" and 
"participatory" research in arder to meet the objectives of its stakeholders. 
Those implementing these approach es n eed to have the abil ity to choose from 
the multitude of methods available and to understand issues of power and 
access to resources for different groups within societies. 

Leaming organizations, lhose that continually expand their capacity to create, 
and nurture new patterns of thinking and collective learning, are best suited 
to apply participatory approaches successfully. This is because both the 
"learning" and participatory approaches seek empowerment, structures that 
encourage ini tiative, learning from uncertainties and "by doing", 
experimentation, and promotion of trust, accountability, equity, and quality. 

Five principies of good practice in PR include: a common agenda among 
stakeholders, the integration of the complexities and dynamics of change in 
human and natural systems, the use of m u! tiple sources and cross­
referencing of information, a contribution to concerted planning for the future 
and for social change, and grounding in iterative Jeaming and feedback. 

PR needs to adapt to the evolving local and broader contexts in which they are 
applied. Sorne of these include state disengagement from agricultura) support, 
greater local self-determination, globalization, population growth, 
urbanization, and climate change. Addressing these issues requires engaging 
with a wider range of stakeholders and policy actors. 



The current challenges of PNRM are scaling up, learning how to work with 
rather than for diverse stakeholders and communities, connecting across 
scales and categories, and cultivating the ability to work across a spectrum of 
different approaches. 

The PRGA Program has paid particular attention to the use of GA by CGIAR 
centers both in PPB and in NRM. Detailed studies of case experien ces to date in 
both these areas indicate that projects are not fully exploiting the use of 
this approach. In NRM, the commonly used frameworks of "women in development" 
and "gender and development" have failed to facilitate the formation of linkages 
between technical changes that increase the return on women's labor in high -value 
production scenarios, and technologies that eliminate or reduce the drudgery of 
poor women in agriculture. It was also observed that projects seldom provide 
incentives for women to invest in conserving or improving their natural resource 
base-a situation that leads to a downward spiral of resource mining, particularly 
when new production opportunities arise. However, efforts often have failed among 
projects that attempt to encourage women in this way because they fail to address 
women's short-term priorities, and expect them to trade these off in favor of 
devoting labor to NRM interventions that will only pay off in the long term (Saad, 
2000; Kaaria and Ashby, 2001). Most importantly, it was observed that too often 
projects do not go beyond the simple inclusion of women farmers in their projects 
to genuinely addressing gender relations and issues, interest groups, stakeholders, 
and other analytical frameworks offered by the social sciences (Johnson et al., 
2000). Box 7 describes a PRGA supported project that sought to demonstrate the 
correlation between gender and poverty through application of geographic 
information system (GIS) methods. 



An important result of the inventory process in both PPB and NRM is the 
establishment of a baseline of the types of OA and participation currently being 
used. The 156 cases reported use of a diversity of types of participation at 
different stages in the research process. However, participatory approaches are 
mostly being applied at the testing stage of research and not earlier in the 
design of technologies. The COlAR centers, in comparison to other types of 
organizations, tend to use more researcher-led/functional types of participation 
than participation that contri bu tes to farmer empowerment. Of the projects 
participating in the inventaries, 72% reported the use of gender and stakeholder 
analysis. Forty-five percent indicated their use of OA to design different methods 
of technology t ransfer tomen and women (transfer-oriented OA), while 28% 
reported that OA was used in the process of identifying stakeholders' problems 
and priorities (diagnostic and design OA). In sum, the inventaries show that a 
substantial number of projects are implementing participatory and gender­
sensi tive approaches in the later stages of research. Still , few are using these 
rnethods in the early phases of technology design . 

Another important result of the inventory process has been an assessment of 
the quantity of PR and OA conducted within the COlAR. Each CO center 
contributing to the inventories was asked to reporl on the number of projects, 
and the budget and h uman resources, allocated to PR and OA. This analysis 
revealed that 144 participatory projects were within the system in the year 2000, 
with a total budget of US$65 million, of which 40% was dedicated specifically to 
PR ($19 million) and OA ($7.5 million) staffing and operations (see Figure 1). A 
small cluster of CO centers (including !CARDA, the In ternational Potato Center 
[CIP], and CIAT) has a substantial portion of their total budgets associated with 
PROA activities. If the same analysis is conducted specifically for expenditures on 
OA, the International Institute of Tropical Agriculture (IfTA) emerges as the center 
with th e strongest commitment to OA (consistent with its geographical focus in 
West Africa), followed by CIAT, and !CARDA. Other centers working in Africa do 
not show high levels of investment in OA. In terms of staffing, in the year 2000, 
the centers reported 145 full -time staff equivalents dedicated to PR and OA 
approaches (far more to PR in general than toGA exclusively)-89 at Ph.D. leve! 
and 56 at Masters' leve!. These findings regarding allocation of resources to 
participatory approaches are comparable to other institutes such as NRI and the 
Department for International Development (DFID) in the UK, and the Institute for 
Socia l Studies (ISS) in the Neth erlands. A major difference, however, is that this 
substantial effort is spread across 16 centers and 144 projects, which calls into 
question wh ether the CO system PR and OA "assets" are too fragmented to enable 
their mainstreaming within the COlAR system (COlAR-PROA, 2001d). 

PRGA Program $1.2 million 

GA dedicated: $7.2 million 

PR dedicated: $19 million 

Associated: $38.9 million 

Figure 1. Allocation of US$65 million dedicated to PR and GA in 2000. 



~ impo"ant insight gained thmugh the inventocying pmcess is that, 
given the quantity and scope of PR and GA currently being implemented both 
within and outside the CG, the question is no longer whether or not projects u se 
(or should use) th ese approaches, but rath er how well they use them (CGIAR­
PRGA, 2002a, p. 21) . As a result of coliaboration through the PRGA's working 
groups and the inventory process conducted, the scientific community now 
knows much more than befare about the variable nature and potential 
applications of PR and GA. We know that not al! participation and not al! GA is 
the same (see Box 8). Th e PRGA Program has dedicated significant resources to 
demystifying participation and GA; not to prescribe any particular type or mode 
as the correct one, but rather to understand the effect of different modes of 
participa tion on th e outcomes of research, and to h elp 
researchers make sound judgments about when and h ow 
to apply participatory and gender-sens itive methods Box B 
(Box B). 

As part of the Program's work to put the use of PR and 
GA a pproaches on a scientific foot ing and ena ble scientists 
to be more precise about their u se of m ethods, the PRGA 
inventaries h ave h elped scientists appreciate that PR 
approach es can be classified in different ways. Mos t 
commonly, they are distinguis hed by the type of actor that 
initiates and leads the process, with farmer-led indicating 
a process initia ted and led by farmers or farmer groups, 
and formal-led u sed when referring to research conducted 
by formal research in stitutions, su ch as IARCs and NARS. 
Projects can also be characterized according to the 
purpose for which participatory approaches are a pplied . 
Projects u sing participa tion for functional purposes do so 
in order to make their research more effective and efficient, 
that is, to produce technologies or innovations that are 
better suited to u ser needs a nd have higher chances of 
being accepted and adopted by farmers. Empowerment 
styles of participation also s eek effectiveness, but their 
focus is more on process outcomes such as skills and 
social capital enhancem ent. Mos t projects fa ll somewhere 
in between these two extremes and are not necessarily 
pu rely one or the other . Other dimens ions for 
distinguishing among different participatory approaches 
include objectives, assumptions, actors' roles, and 
research m ethods and their pathways for dissemina tion , 
adoption, and impact. 

Methods Developed 
Gender Typology 
Participation Typology 

Empowerment lndex 
Quality of Participation 

Partnerships and Networks 
Resource-to-Consumption Framework 

applied with the CGIAR Soil Water 
Nutrient Management (SWNM) 
program 

Work with Eastern Himalayas Network, 
Users' Perspectives with Agricultural 
Research and Development 
{UPWARD), African Highlands Initiative 
(AHI) 

Institutionalization 

Relevant Publications 
Ashby, 2002 
CGIAR-PRGA, 1999c; 2002a 
Kaaría and Ashby, 2001 
Lam brou, 2001 
Lilja and Ashby, 1999; 2001a 
Saad, 2000 



Early in the study of participatory approaches, Biggs (1989) outlined four 
"modes" of participation that have been very instrumental in classifying and 
analyzing cases. These have to do with the degree of involvement of the different 
actors. The four modes are named contractual, consultative, collaborative, and 
collegial. These modes have been most useful to researchers in classifying their 
cases; however, they leave many questions unanswered at the moment of detailed 
analysis and planning of participatory approaches. 

In order to add precision and applicability to these different PR categories, the 
PRGA Program developed two typologies (participation and GA), which made it 
possible to operationalize the concept of the "quality" of participation (Lilja and 
Ashby, 1999; 200la). The participation typology enables researchers to situate 
them selves and their work within a range of five types of participation closely 
correlated with Biggs' four modes of participation. What distinguishes one type 
from another ís who is makíng key decisions in the process, and whether or not 

there is "organized communication" or a clear 
and purposeful method for carrying out the 
process. For example, in on-farm research, 
researchers make al! the decisions without 
organized communication with farmers. Jn 
collaborative research, researchers and 
farmers share decision-making and there is 
organized communication. Each of the types of 
participation in the typology can be detected at 
three different stages in the research process­
technology design, testing, and diffusion. These 
stages are in turn further divided into 16 steps. 
This type of participation too! enables projects 



to be precise about which type of 
participation they are applying and 
during which steps and stages in their 
process. 

The Gender Typology aims to help 
researchers analyze how they are u sing 
GA and how that in turn affects their 
research process as well as technology 
design and adoption. It upholds the 
premise that who participates in the 
different decisions made during the 
research process, particularly during 
technology design, has an important 
impact both on the process and the 
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product of research. The too! outlines three different ways in which GA can be 
u sed: 

(1) Diagnostic oriented: Differences in gender and stakeholder problems and 
priorities are diagnosed. They may or may not go on to be considered in 
priority setting and technology design and evaluation. 

(2) Design oriented: In addition to being included in diagnosis, gender­
differentiated problems and priorities are taken into account in research and 
development design. 

(3) Transfer oriented: Different technology dissemination methods are designed 
to overcome differences in access to an aJready developed technology that is 
thought to have s imilar appeal to women and men. 

Each of these different ways of conducting GA may be implemented in the 
three different stages of innovation (and 16 steps) outlined in the Participation 
Typology. 

Related to GA, but also encompassing other stakeholder categories, is the 
analysis of how projects select participants. This s ingle aspect of participation 
has proven to h ave significant effects on the attainment and spread of impacts. 
There are many differen t ways of choosing participants (or of allowing them to 
select themselves). Often there is a disproportionate impact of the projects' 
process and technology outcomes on those who participate, hence the importance 
of selecting purposefully. Nevertheless, projects often have participants select 
themselves or be selected by their communities. This usually allows the biases 
and exclu sions a lrea dy existing in the community to be reflected in the research. 
Not surpris ingly, often the most disadvantaged and women are excluded . By 
bringing up this issue and asking projects to s pell out and think through their 
methods for selecting participants, the PRGA Program has h elped PR move away 
from biases found in much conventional research. 

The "Quality of Participation" concept developed by the PRGA Program builds 
on the 'type of participation' typology to further demystify participatory and 
gender-sensitive research. The concept outlines five building blocks of 
participation, sorne of which we ha ve already discussed h ere: 

(1) Who participates? 

(2) At what stage in the research process are stakeholders involved? 

(3) Who makes key decisions throu gh out the process? 



(4) What are the roles or contributions of the different participants (i.e., technical 
expertise, organizational skills, information giving, teaching/skill building, 
field labor, input provision)? 

(5) What criteria are used to decide if results are valid (i.e., quality standards for 
good scientific practice plus criteria agreed upon by the actors involved)? 

These five building blocks describe the type of participatory approach that is 
being im plemented. Beyond them are three management principies of 
participation that describe how any particular type of participation will be 
implemented: 

(1) Engaging the appropriate skill set (human resource) for the requirements of 
the type of participation proposed, 

(2) Establishing successful partnerships for the task at hand, and 

(3) Rellecting, systematizing, and learning from experience on a regular basis. 

The idea of the Quality of Participation too! is to enable scientists and 
practitioners to consider and make decisions about the five building blocks and 
the three management principies in an explicit and deliberate manner, taking 
into account their objectives and resources. 



c:¡gxpe'ti'e on PR and GAlo' awicultmal 'e'e"'ch and development 'emaim 
fragmented and spread thinly over projects and regions of the wor!d. The PRGA 
Program and its networks provide a critical mass of specialized expertise that can 
be deployed across centers and projects. Program staff members have provided 
intellectual support to research being conducted by and with partners, including 
working with centers on impact studies (see for example WARDA and !CARDA in 
Section IV), on training (for example with Users' Perspectives with Agricultura! 
Research and Development [UPWARD], ClMMYT, Eastern Himalayas Network, 
CIAT Asia, and African Highlands Initiative [AHI], see Section V), and on testing 
and comparing methods (see Soil Water Nutrient Management Program [SWNM] 
in this section and Systemwide Program of the CGIAR Integrated Pest 
Management [SWP IPM)). This section highlights sorne of that research. 

Small Grants Program 

The PRGA Program, as its main s trategy for supporting 
cutting-edge research in the field of gender-sensitive and 
participatory research , manages a small grants program 
that has co-funded 27 research projects in different parts 
of the developing world. Twelve of them worked on NRM 
(for examples, see Boxes 9, 10, and 11) and 15 on PPB (for 
examples see Boxes 12, 13, 14, 15, 16, and 17 ). The 
orientation of the projects has varied greatly. Sorne have 
emphasized farmer-led a ctivities, while others h ave 
focused on formal-led work. The objectives and content 
have covered a broad scope ranging from biodiversity and 
soil con serva tion to production increases . All 24 s mall 
grants addressed important methodological and 
organizational questions and fiJ led key gaps in the 
collective knowledge of the field. Projects have analyzed the 
impacts of implementing participatory approaches, 
particularly on poor, rural women. One of the small grants' 
main contributions has been their role as vehicles for 
knowledge exchange, capacity building, and 
mainstreaming of participatory approaches in a variety of 
institution s . 

The issuing of the small grants under the PRGA 
umbrella has h ad significant benefits (Box C). It has 
allowed projects to interact and learn from one another in 
ways that independent projects do not often have the 

BoxC 

Metbods Developed 
Seven PPB Type Cases 
Code of ethics collaborative research on 

genetic resources 
Farmer-breeder course materials 

Partnerships and Networks 
Partnerships with other CG centers for 

institutionalization work 
Work through PBG to approve code of 

conduct 
Exchange among small grants recipients 

lnstitutionalization 
Conceptual framework/ plan for 

addressing organizational change 
Funds provided to partners to enable 

them to do action research on 
mainstreaming 

Relevant Publications 
lntellectual Property Rights study report 
lCRISAT, 2001 
Sanginga et al., 2002a; 2002b 
Small grants reports 
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opportunity to do. This interaction has occurred 
during small grant workshops in which 
representatives from each of the projects gathered to 
share experien ces and trade insights, the 
international seminars held by the Program, and/ or 
on the listserves. Rigorous discussion has arisen 
among projects on methodological options and on the 
issue of participation (especially who and when). The 
Program helped fill grantees' essential knowledge 
gaps, particularly on impact assessmenl and process 
monitoring. In addition, the careful selection of 
projects has stimulated the expansion of the debate 
from being strictly on technical breeding, soil 
conservation, or water management to include a 
broad range of issues surrounding collaborative work 
(CGIAR-PRGA, 2002c). According to the report of the 
internally commissioned external review conducted 
in November, 2000, 



"7he Small Grants ha ve certainly enhanced the reach ofthe Program across 
geographical areas, subject matters and stakeholders. Beca use of their capacity 
building and multiplier effects, they ha ve contributed to the progress of the 
Program in mainstreaming PRGA in the CG System and their partners." 
(Prain et al., 2000). 

Innovations Developed by PRGA Staff and 
Resource Persons 

Three pieces of work in which PRGA staff and resource persons were directly 
involved are helping push forward various aspects of gender-sensitive PR: 

(1) Best practice, ethical standards, and property rights in PPB 
(2) Linkages between PR and computer-based simulation modeling 
(3) Farmer breeding skill enhancernent. 





, 



Best practice, ethical standards, and property rights in 
PPB 

The initiative on bcst practice, ethical standards, and property rights was 
initiated in recognition of lhe fact that while the technical aspects of collaborative 
work with genetic resources are quite advanced, sorne of the social, political, 
legal, and ethical issucs that are also key to these processes are lagging behind. 
The initiative consisted of two studies: one on lntellectual Propcrty Rights (IPRs) 
and the other on ethical values and best practice. 

The IPR study addresscs the controversia! issue of benefit sharing among 
participants (farmers and scientists) of collaborative work on genetic resources. 
Who is the rightful owner of resources created through these processes? Who 
should be rewarded for their creation? Although breeders' rights are affirmed in 
national and internationa l legislation, "farmer rights" do not exist, a nd "joint 
rights" or s hared ownership are still largely unexplored. 

The IPR study reviewed the current IPR and case law both intemationally and 
nationally to find a ny provis ion s for joint inventorship of employee inventions 
(patents), joint authorship (copyrights), and joint breedership of employee 



varieties (breeders' rights). They found that in most cases IPR legislation does 
not address the issue of collaboration. However, in the few cases that do so­
mostly in patent law-no specification is given of the type of contribution that 
constitutes joint breedership. This opens the possibility for interpretation of 
what is an appropriate and rewardable contribution and what is not. Copyright 
was found to be a possibility, with the one drawback that it puts the onus on 
the researcher to inform farmers of possible publications stemming from their 
joint work. The conclusion of the study is that participants of collaborative 
breeding projects should come to an agreement ora formal contract detailing 
the mutual rights and obligations stemming from their participation (Leskien 
and Sperling, 2002). 

Closely linked to the IPR study is the development of a code of ethics and best 
practice for PPB, which was carried out by a subgroup of the PBG with a 
consultant contracted by the Program. This code aims to promote high standards 
of practice by researchers, the minimization of practices that disadvantage local 
s takeholders, and the establishment and maintenance o f transparent and fair 
relationships among participants. lt also provides practitioners with a benchmark 



for self-evalu a tion. The code consists of a set of mínimum best practices 
including the clarification of mutual expectations, t ime and resource 
commitments, and possible results or res trictions that need to clarified at the 
beginning of collaboration. In addition, the code gives examples of how best 
practices would be implemented in seven PPB "type case s". 

The best practice, e thical standards, and property rights in PPB initiative 
concluded that n eithcr the existing legal frameworks nor broad statements of 
e thical standards a re enough to guarantee that PPB collaborations unfold fairly 
for a ll partner s . Therefore, it gathered the relevant information and produced a 
set of guidelines that practitioners can use voluntarily in attaining this goal. This 
work aJso has the potentia l to contribute to the development of international 
codes and laws resulting in their wider recognition and enforcement. 

Exploring linkages between participatory research 
and computer-based simulation modeling 

Linking Logics was a workshop that brought together smallholder farmers, 
simulation modelers, and PR s pecia lists to explore the synergistic effects that can 
be created when joining very different approaches to crop productivity and soil 
fertil ity ma nagement. The workshop was the fourth in a series of ongoing 



activities between the International Crops Research Ins titute for the Semi-Arid 
Tropics (ICRISAT), CIMMYT, and SWNM in southern Africa where they are 
workin g with national partners to adapt the Agricultura! Production System s 
Simulator (APSIM) model. The workshop participants s hared their experiences in 
PR and modeling scenarios, and received a brief training on the APSIM model 
using PR approaches. Dividing into small groups, they th en used the model with 
farmers in the field, running simulations of "what-if scenarios" for applying 
different technologies. The workshop concluded that farm er participatory 
research (FPR) and s imulation modeling can be very complementary, enabling 

agriculturai researchers to better 
involve farmers, learn about their 
conditions , and include their 
constraints and practices to 
develop and evaluate realistic 
scenarios for computer simulation. 
Simulation does not replace farmer 
experimentation, but it does allow 
farmers and scientists to narrow 
down the range of option s to be 
tried. Among the cautions 
highligh ted are the need for 



sufficient and accurate data sets and appropriate parameters for simulations. 
Likewise, it was noted that good preparation and basic principies of good 
practice are needed both for implementing participatory tools and for running 
the models with farmers. Severa! follow-up activities, including visits to the 
communities that participated in the workshop and the publication of reports 
from each of the field groups, are being planned among the 50 participants of 
this workshop (ICRISAT, 2001). 

Farmer breeding skill enhancement 

The rationale for this workshop conducted with 13 farmers (six women, seven 
men) from the North Coast region of Colombia is that genetic conservation and 
improvement depend on the action of local people. One way of ensuring that 
agrobiodiversity is not lost is to encourage local experts to continue experimenting 
with, conserving, and enhancing their genetic resources. This workshop explored 
the feasibility of and methods for complementing farmer experts' knowledge and 
skills. The content of the workshop included modules on methods of plant 
reproduction, basic genetics, fiowering and pollination, botanical seed and 
seedlings, variability and segregation, and varietal evaluation and selection. Each 
module began with an exploration of participants' k.nowledge, and activities and 
exercises were planned around their experiences. There were practica] field 
sessions on fiower identification and manual pollination and many visual didactic 
materials were used. 

Although the participant farmers had substantial knowledge about heredity 
becau se of their experience in breeding animals, much of the content on cassava 
breeding (crosses and work with early generations) was in fact new and very 
relevant to th em . As a result of the workshop, the participants can implement a 
full cassava breeding cycle, understanding phenotype, genotype, dominant and 
recessive traits, variability, and segregation. They can identify feminine and 
masculine cassava flowers (and their main organs) and know when they are ready 
for crossing, how to make a cross, protect a pollinated flower, and harvest and 
plant botanical seeds. Each participant made a tentative planto follow up on 
what sfhe leamed in the workshop. Sorne intended to try crossing their own 
materials; al! were interested in passing on the knowledge they acquired to other 
members of their communities (Saad et al. , 2002a). 



~ompelling evidence of the impact and co'" of 
using participatory approaches is needed in order for 
scientists and research managers to make informed 
decisions about if and how to incorporate participatory 
and gender sensitive approaches into their research. 
Although the impacts of PR projects are now often 
systematically recorded, the differential effect of using 
participatory, in contrast to conventional approaches has 
rarely been systematically analyzed and documented; 
neither has the effect of using varying types of 
participation during different stages in the research 
process (Lilja et a l. , 200 1). 

The PRGA Program 's strategy for the evaluation of 
impacts and costs has been twofold (Box D). First, it has 
developed an impact assessment framework tailored to the 
particularities of participatory and gender-sensitive 
research and conducted six in-depth impact studies using 
this framework-three on NRM cases and three on PPB 
cases. Wh ile sorne of these are s till in progress, the results 
of those that ha ve been completed to date are presented in 
this section. The second part of the Program's strategy for 
impact assessment was to provide methodological support 
and training to its collabora tors in their efforts to conduct 

BoxD 

Methods Developed 
Gender Typology 
Participation Typology 
Irnpact Assessment Framework 

Partnerships and Networks 
Irnpact studies done (and/or in progress) 

in partnership with six projects 

Institutionalization 
S ix small grants awarded 
Impact assessmen t capacity building for 

small grants 

Relevant Publications 
J ohnson et al., 2001 

Lilja and Aw-Hassan, 2002 
Lilja and Erenstein, 2002 
Lilja and Johnson , 2002 
Lilja et al., 2001 

their own assessment of the benefits achieved to date. The PRGA staff developed 
a practica! impact guide (Lilja and Johnson, 2002) for this purpose with wh ich it 
has trained over 60 projects in the use of these methods. The Program also 
administered small grants funds (provided by the Federal Ministry for Economic 
Cooperation and Development/German Agency for Technical Cooperation 
[BMZ/GTZ]) to six NRM collaborat ive projects that have worked specifically on the 
assessment of impacts of gender-sensitive PR in NRM 
and capacity building. Each of these small grant 
projects is presented later in this section and lessons 
learned from the six as a group are discussed. 

Impact Studies 

The main premise of the conceptual framework 
developed by the PRGA Program for assessment is 
that the impacts of including stakeholder participation 
in research depend on the nature of the approach 



used. In this vein, the framework 
applies the participation and gender 
typologies discussed earlier in this 
document. It analyses the impacts of 
cases in relation to the stage at which 
stakeholder participation occurred, who 
made the key decisions in the process, 
and within what type of communication 
context. The impacts measured were of 
variou s types: 

How participation (a l different 
stages) and GA influences 
adoption, a nd hence the economic 
benefits associated with t he 
technology; 

How participation (different types at different stages) and GA affects the 
development or s trengthening of human and social capital of stakeholders; 

How participation (different types at different stages) and GA affects the 
quantity and quality of feedback that the formal research process receives 
from stakeholders; hence facilitating the interna! learning and change 
processes; and 

How participation (different types) and GA influences research 
organizations' costs. 

Three of the ca ses that were studied in depth were working on NRM a nd were 
chosen on the basis tha t they ha d documented impact, had been operating for 
long enou gh to produce sorne impacts, and are representative of typical NRM 
projects. The three cases were: 

(1) The CIP development of integrated crop management (ICM) tcchnologies and 
practices for farmer field schoo l (FFS) for sweet patato in Indonesia. 

(2) The JCRISAT work on models for the participatory testing of soil fertili ty 
technologies in southern Africa. 

(3) World Neighbors (WN) soil conservation work in Honduras ( 1980s and early 
1990s). 

Each of the studies looked not only at the impacts of the technologies 
developed, but also at the costs, process impacts of different types of PR, impacts 
of participation a t differ ent s tages in the research process, and how the impacts 
of the participatory approach in general compared to those of a conventional 
a pproach. Staff of the three projects participated actively in the s tudies, and both 
qualitative and quantitative da ta were gathered from various sources (Johnson et 
al ., 2001). 

Four m ain lesson s can be derived from the results of these three in-depth 
impact studies in NRM research . First, involving end-users in the innovation 
process provided necessary feedback for the research ers to develop tcchnologies 
that were better tailored to stakeholders' needs, and h ence higher adoption rates 
resulted. Through the process of interaction between the scientis ts and 
s takeholders (farmers), the human capital of the participants (e.g., improved 
s kills and ability to experiment on their own) increased, as did the social capi tal 
of the participating communities (e.g., better abili ty to organize themselves for 
other non-project related issu es). 



The second lesson provided by these three impact studies is that there is a 
relationship between the type of PR conducted and the types of benefits that a 
project can expect to achieve. For example, projects that used empowerment 
types of participation (higher degrees of farmer decision making, particularly 
during the earlier s tages of research) achieved process impacts; while projects 
implementing a functional (researcher-led) type of participation cannot expect to 
achieve them because the nature of consultative p articipation does not include 
specific skill development for the participants, and the role of end-users is solely 
to provide feedback to research. Another lesson learned from the three cases is 
that empírica! evidence shows that PR clearly reduces the risk, and therefore the 
cost of developing technologies that will not be adopted by the in tended users. In 
addition, the evidence shows that the earlier in the research process that farmers 
are involved, the greater the potential savings. The fourth and finallesson that 
these three NRM, in-depth, impact studies offer is that local and other non-profit 
organizations have an important role to play in adaptive research because they 
often have the advantage of understanding what types of technologies are 
effective and what adaptations farmers are makíng (Johnson et al., 2001). 

The PRGA Program also conducted two in-depth empírica! impact case 
studies on PPB , and is now analyzing the data of a third, in arder to better 
understand the impact of user-involvement in plant breeding. These cases are: 

(1 ) Participatory rice varietal selection by 16 West African national agricultura! 
research programs, led by the West Africa Rice Development Association_ 
(WARDA); 

[2) Participatory barley breeding program at !CARDA; and 

(3) Participatory cassava breeding in Brazil, led by the Brazilian Enterprise for 
Agricultura! Research (EMBRAPA) (in progress). 

Sorne of the results from these studies are highlighted as follows. The higher 
estimated benefits of participatory breeding, as compared to conventional on­
farm breeding, are explained by th e reduction in research and development time 
lag (Lilja and Aw-Hassan, 2002). For example, the participatory barley breeding 
program at !CARDA has developed lines that are more acceptable to farmers than 
the varieties they currently cultivate, and these lines have been developed 
3-4 years faster than if they had been developed using the conventional 
on- station m ethod. However, in order to extend the benefits of the new barley 
lines at larger scale, and h en ce rea!ize the potential gains of participatory 
breeding, the nationa! agricultura! extension and seed system have to function 
well, especially the seed system. 

The empirical results also show that the largest share of the cost of the 
breeding program in an international center lies in the infrastructure (overhead) 
and personnel. Th e breeding approach (e.g., conventional, decentra!ized, 
participatory) or method (bulk, pedigree) u sed mostly affects the operational costs 
that constitute a relatively small s hare of the total breeding budget. Moving from 
conventional breeding to participatory breeding has an impact on the allocation 
of the total operational costs, the biggest change being because of the 
decentralization of breeding (moving from station to on-farm) . Adding 
participatory trials increases the operational costs slightly, but relative change in 
total cost structure is insignificant. In the long run, participatory approaches can 
be expected to cost less th an conventional approaches due to participants 
assuming key roles in the research and more rapid technology adoption. 
Participatory plant breeding also h as a cost to farmers, namely the opportunity 
cost of their time . 



The expected impacts of incorporating PR approaches at different stages of 
the varietal development process can be argued to go beyond the economic 
benefits associated with generating better crop varieties. Process impacts occur as 
a result of the participation itself rather than as a result of the technologies 
developed via PR methods. Sorne of these expected "inslitutional process impacts" 
include interna! institutional changes such as in changes in breeding goals/ 
objectives, breeding methods, and spillover effects to varietal development in 
other crops, as well as externa! institutional changes such as relations with other 
institutions (i.e., seed systems, and varietal release mechanisms). The results 
from interviews with 16 national programs in West Africa show that the scientists 
were unanimously motivated to incorporate a PR and GA approach into their rice­
breeding program (Lilja and Erenstein, 2002). They believe thal the PVS approach 
takes into account the biophysícal and socioeconomic environment in which 
farmers operate and hence seems to increase adoption rates better than 
conventional breeding approach. National programs have received continuous 
(but very modest) financia! support to their PVS work from WARDA. But it has 
sWl required an additional fmancial and human commitment from the national 
programs, and it is doubtful that they would have continued investing resources 
into PR over the past 6 years had they not been convinced of its benefits through 
a process of "learning by doing." This is al so supported by the fact that 60% of 
the national programs have expanded or planned to expand the use of 
participatory approaches to research in crops other than rice. 

The results from the WARDA study also show that experience with 
implementing PR has clearly provided feedback to breeders in the national 
programs, and this information has led to sorne specific, perceived, interna! 
institutional changes. Half of the national scientists say that they have changed 
their breeding goa1s, and three quarters say they have also changed their 
breeding methods. The externa! institutional changes, such as changes in seed 
system or varietal release, have been less successful, and this is probably related 
to less attention paid to forming partnerships with other stakeholders and 
concentrating mostly on interaction with farmers. Only one third of the 
respondents said that they had created or improved sorne of their partnership 
arrangements in rice research. Involvement of other stakeholders remains an 
area for potentia l improvement in many of the PPB projects. 

Impact of NRM Small Grants Projects 

Six small grants, funded by BMZ/GTZ, assessed the impacts of PR on technology 
design, adoption, gender-differentiated access to technologies, and research costs 
(see Boxes 5, 6, 8, 18, 19, and 20). All the grants consisted of add-ons to current 

projects and thus can be instructive 
regarding the application and 
integration of gender-sensitive and 
participatory approaches . 

As a consequence of farmer feedback 
and input, a few of the projects 
modified their research topics and 
priorities. For example, in a project 
on potato late blight implemented by 
CIP and CARE in Peru, the 
researchers broadened their scope to 
include other topics such as 
information on pests, seed 



management, cultural practices, fertilization , and pos tharvest techniques, that 
were also of interest to the participating farmers (CGIAR-PRGA, 2002a, p. 7). 
Participatory approaches were evaluated as havi.ng increased the number of 
beneficiaries, accelerated adoption of new technologies, and been more 
instrumental than conventional approaches in reaching women a nd resource­
poor farmers. Farmer knowledge, independent experimentation, capacity to solve 
problems and identify possible solutions, and group decision making were 
enhanced in more than one project. Preliminary cost-benefit analyses at the 
farmer leve! show attractive retums to investment in these approaches. More 
than two of the institutions involved in these small grants (CIP and CARE) h ave 
adopted participatory approaches as their normal mode of work and have applied 
it to other projects addressing different topics and crops, and implemented in 
different countries (CGIAR-PRGA, 2002a). 

·--------·-
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Assessment 

The BMZ/GTZ funding also supported Ph.D. student research (University of 
Hohenheim) to evaluate the benefits and limits of Participatory Monitoring and 
Evaluation (PM&E) in two case s tudy projects in Honduras (IPCA and GTZ­
AFOCO) (see Box 2 1). 

In November 200 1, the PRGA Program organized a 5-day end-of-project 
workshop for the r ecipients of these small grants. They s hared empirical results 
and experiences, reflected on methodologies, discussed future strategies, and 
identified salient gaps or deficiencies in their implementation of participatory and 
gender-sensitive approaches. The projects expressed that th eir experience in 
conducting rigorous GA-beyond the inclusion and counting of women to the 
analysis of gender and power relations-is limited. Con cern was also expressed 
regarding the personal nature of PR, that is, how these approach es are 
implem ented often depends on the n ature of the researchers involved and on 
their skills . Another important observation of the small grants project staff that 
participated in this workshop was th at research er s h ave very limited freedom to 
move beyond research. This poses a problem because participatory approaches 
often bridge research and development. The importance of considering the 
interests of different stakeholders in impact evaluation was reiterated. Also, 
regarding impact assessm ent, it was noted that approach es need to be simplified 
while capturing social complexity and changes in indicators over time. Finally, 



the projects expressed their sense that they still lack skills and tools for 
conducting PR, monitoring and evaluation, and impact assessment effectively 
(lES, 2002, p. 24). Sorne of these observations have been important impetus to 
the Program's second phase focus on institutionalization of PR and GA 
approaches, and capacity building. 



~ o'de' to facilUate the u•e of pa<üdpatory appmache., the PRGA Pmg<am 
has used severa! strategies to build and articulatefnetwork a community of 
knowledge and practice. The Program has stimulated a 
worldwide exchange of expertise through various 
listserves, organized three biannual international 
seminars that have gathered over 500 PR and GA 
practitioners from around the world, created three 
publicly accessible databases with information on projects 
using these approaches, and established a network of 
PRGA liaisons and gender focal points in all the CGIAR 
centers. The PNRM group has replaced the Program 
Working Group on NRM with a renewed vision of serving 
as an umbrella for various related networks. In addition, 
Program staff have organized and participated in 
numerous trainíng workshops on PR and GA methods, 
and contributed to the pubbcation of training manuals. 

Listserves and Web Site 

The PRGA Program manages three electronic bstserves 
(Box E): 

PRGA-info: This is a generallístserve used by the 
Program for information dissemination and administrative 

BoxE 

Methods Developed 
PPB Guidelines 

Lilja and Johnson, 2001 

Partnerships and Networks 
Three listserves: PRGAinfo, PBG, PNRM 
FPR-SWNM group 
CG Systemwide program on IPM 

Institutionaliaation 
Ca pacity building with various 

institutions 
PRGA Resource Group (Iiaisons) 

Relevant Publications 
CGlAR-PRGA, 1999c; 2000b; 200lb 
CGIAR-PRGA, GIPMF, CABI, SDC, 

DOE-IBAFFS, 2001 

purposes. Members of the other Program listserves are aulomatically subscribed 
to this list. There are currently 402 members. 

PBG: The Plant Breeding Group is the main listserve of the Program's working 
group of the same name. It currently hosts 175 members from over 100 countries 
and a range of different types of institutions. This listserve has been very active in 
discussing and contributing to several key pieces of work including the PPB 
guidelines document, and the IPR study (described 
above; see Section ll). 

PNRM: Participatory Research for Natural 
Resource Management is a forum for researchers 
from the CGIAR and partner organizations who are 
practicing and developing participatory approaches 
for NRM. lt is intended to provide continuity to the 
PNRM group in between face-to-face meetings. Of 
the 127 members, 57 are from CGJAR centers and 



9 from other international centers; 8 from NARS and 16 from universities (in 
developed and developing countries); 18 from NGOs, 14 from the private sector 
(NRI in UK, Royal Tropical lnstitute (KIT) in the Netherlands, independent 
consultants), and 5 from donor organizations. The PNRM members are based in 
32 different countries. 

www.prgaprogram.org: The Program's Web site has recently been revamped. 
rt ís a rich source of information relating to al! of the Program's activities. The 
NRM and PPB inventaries (described in Section 1) are available and searchable, 
the Program's publications are downloadable free of charge, a nd there is a "living 
inventory" of tools, methods, and learning resources recommended by members 
of the PNRM group. The Program is currently exploring incorporating interactive 
features such as a database o f expertise on gender-sensitive PR, tools that enable 
users to add to and create the inventaries and tools, and working-group chat 
forums. 

Participatory Natural Resource Management 
Group 

In 1999, the PRGA Prograrn and the NRI co-hosted a workshop that brought 
together a group of scientists from different fields who are using, or beginning to 
use, participatory and gender -sensitive approaches in pre-adaptive research. The 
group carne together in Chatham, UK, to share and analyze experiences to date, 
and to elaborate a strategy for future work. A subset of the cases presented at 
this meeting (the CGIAR cases) was published in a widely distributed booklet that 
summarizes the state-of-the art in NRM (CGIAR-PRGA, 2000b) and the group 
agreed to continue working together. 

The following year, the NRM scientists' group formalized and narned itself the 
Participatory Natural Resource Management Group (PNRM). It drew up an action 
plan that includes the editing of a book based on the Chatham meeting case 
studies, the development of an inventory of PNRM methods and tools, and the 
development of thematic subgroups that would work under the PNRM umbrclla. 
The group has built a "living" library of methods and tools, organized by theme. 
This living resource center currently offers online versions of resources developed 
through the collaborative activities of the PNRM group (and subgroups), a 
collection of 49 tools, methods, and lcarning resources representing the work of 
30 of the members, anda growing collection of resources recommended by 
members. lt is accessible through the PNRM area of the PRGA Web site 
(www.prgaprogram.org/natural.htm), and the PNRM group envisions that this 
resource will enable the rapid dissemination of technology and institutional 
innovations, and the identification of key gap areas where collaborative 
methodology development and refin ement could be pursued (CGIAR-PRGA, 
200la, p. 49) . 

Two thematic subgroups have already been formed. The first carne about as a 
strategic partnership between the PRGA Prograrn and CGIAR Systemwide 
Program on Soil Wa ter Nutrient Management (SWNM) . This group held a 
workshop in October 2001 that explored the linkages and complementarities 
between farmer PR a nd computer-bascd modeling (described above-see 
Section III on support and engagement in cutting-edge research). 

The second thematic subgroup is a collaboration between the CGIAR 
Systemwide Program on lntegrated Pest Management (SP-IPM), the Global IPM 
facility (GIPMF), the Food and Agriculture Organization (FAO), the Center for 



Agriculture and Biosciences International (CABI)-Bioscience Technical Support 
Group to the GIPMF and CIAT, and the PNRM Group. To date, the activities of 
this group have centered on the FPR- IPM Project. This project is also described in 
more detail below. 

PRGA Liaisons in CGIAR Centers 

The PRGA center liaisons are persons appointed by the Director General of each 
CGIAR center. Their main role is to disseminate information, research results, 
and small grant opportunities of the PRGA Program to other CGIAR scientists and 
their partners. As the Program embarks on its second phase, with particular 
emphasis on institutionalizing gender sensitive PR in the international and 
national agricultural research systems, a more substantial role for the liaisons is 
envisioned, coupled with more opportunities to particípate in PRGA-sponsored 
activities and provide input to Program directions. 

Learning and Capacity Building 

Learning and capacity building have been key elements in the PRGA's strategy for 
mainstreaming the use of participatory and gender sensitive approaches. The 
lnternally Commissioned External Review of the Program, conducted in November 
2000 reported the following regarding the Program's achievem ent in this area: 

acapacity building on the design, planning, and implementation of participatory 
efforts have implications not only for improving the delivery and impact of 
research but also for wider human and social capitalformation among the 
actors as well as in the targeted communities. The Program in this regard has 
made good progress. The effort oftwo regionally based (Asia and Africa) PRGA 
fellows has been instrumental." (Prain et al., 2000) . 

Training by the PRGA Program has included awareness building, skill 
enhancement, and practical field application . The Program has incorporated its 
findings on impacts and types of participation and GA into workshops offered in 
many parts of the world and in training materials distributed widely. 

Numerous training events have been held on: 

Participatory research methods, processes, and skills for NRM and PPB. 

Gender 1 stakeholder tools and 
methods. 

Participatory monitoring and 
evaluation, and impact 
assessment procedures. 

Elements and skills for 
forming and sustaining 
effective partnerships for 
participation. 

A selection of training events 
conducted and/ or supported by 
PRGA staff are listed in Table 1 
and noted in Box 22. 



'l'úle l. PROA~ MUd•• worlatlaopll. 

TopJo of tnallllq Looatloa Date 

Communication Quito, Ecuador Sept. 1999 CIAT 
strategies wilh farmers 

Gender analysis Quito, Ecuador Sept. 1999 
(for breeders) 

Gender and stakeholder Hanoi, Vietnam Mar. 2000 UPWARD, CIP 
analysis (Hanoi}, CIAT-

Asia 

Improving the relevance Kabale, Uganda May 2000 AHI 
of policy-makers in NRM 
research 

Participatory monitoring Philippines Aug. 2000 CIAT/Asia, 
and evaluation IRRI, UPWARD 

Organizational constrain ts Nairobi, Kenya Nov. 2000 
and opportunities in (during PRGA 
institutionalizing PR 3rd lntl Seminar) 

Impact assessment Eastern Nepal Dec. 2000 & Eastern 
(for farmers involved in Feb. 2001 Himalaya 
farmer-led PPB initiative) Network 

Quantitative analysis of data Giessen, Aug. 2001 CIMMYT, IRRI 
from participatory methods Germany 
in plant breeding 

Breeding and basic genetics North Coast, Oct. 2001 IPRA-CIAT; 
(for farmers involved in a Colombia CORPOICA; 
participatory varietal DFJD 
selection project) 

Assessing the impact of Cali, Colombia Nov. 2001 AHI, CJMMYT, 
women's participation CJP, CIAT, lES, 
in research on NRM ILRI, CIFOR, 

NEPE O 

The Prograrn has built partnerships for capacity building into collaborative 
research projects with other Systemwide Prograrns and networks, for exarnple, the 
CGIAR SWNM, AHI, and CIP-UPWARD in Asia. Workshops h ave been instrumental 
in increasing the understanding of PRGA a pproaches and building practical s kills 
for their application. Demands for capacity building h ave increased and are 
currently beyond the actual capacities of the Program. 

An importa nt part of the Program's capacity- building strategy has been the 
mentoring and backstopping provided to s ma ll grant recipients. This a pproach has 
been effective in that the learning is ha nds-on , grounded in an ongoing project , and 
the relationship is more long term than the u sual few-days worksh op . The Program 
also r equires s mal1 grant recipients to conduct workshops on participatory 
approaches within their own institutions. In addition, several of the Prograrn's small 
grants support doctoral research condu cted by developing country scientists (see 
Boxes 23, 24, and 25). Training has been provided to NARS scientists as well as to 
CG center s and their colla bora tors, in this way creating a critica ! m ass o f PRGA 
practitioners around the world. 



Farmer Participatory Research for Integrated Pest 
Management: Study Tour and Leaming Workshop 

This one-year project was a joint venture of the CG!AR Systemwide Programs on 
lntegrated Pest Managem ent (SP-IPM) and PRGA, the Global IPMF, CABI, CIAT, 
and the Swiss Development Corporation (SDC). The project objective was to 
stimulate more widespread and better-articulated application of FPR and 
participatory learning approaches to a llow IPM programs to respond to farmers' 
needs, and to develop farmers' skills as agro-ecosystem managers. The project 
undertook a series of mentored s tudy-exchanges between contrasting pairs of 
successful projects, followed by a leaming workshop in which participants jointly 
analyzed the study tour cases. The process collated case studies, methodologies, 
and successful practices, and developed comerstones of an approach for IPM that 
combines key principies of PR and participatory learning. 

The following cornerstones were identified as key 
elements that need to be in place in a process of p lanning, 
executing, and managing farmer PR and learning for IPM: 

Local organizational capacity, 

Process faci1itation capacity , 

A basket of technical options, 







-

Benefits for farmers , 

lnstitutional capacity for support services, 

Commitment to longer term interventions , 

Scaling up strategies and approaches, 

Research with and by farmers (farmer experimentation, learning, and 
sharing), 

A vision beyond IPM , embracing m a nagement of soil and water resources 
and sustainable livelihoods, 

Impact assessment and self-evaluation, 

Supportive policies, 

An interdisciplinary approach, 

Institutional collaboration and networking, and 

Adequate funding and creative local financing mechanisms. 

In follow-up activities, a subgroup of workshop participants will develop a 
fuller conceptual framework from these cornerstones. The consultative activities 
in this first phase of the project laid a foundation for a longer term process of 
training, advocacy, exposure, and sharing of a variety of practices and practical 
methods, and of institutional change to promote more effective farme r PR and 
learning approaches among the partner organizations and beyond. 

International Seminars and Regional Workshops 

In addition to training, the PROA Program has created forums for the exchange of 
experiences, knowledge, and recent research findings. This has been the case in 
the three regional PPB Symposia-held in 1999 in LAC (CGIAR-PRGA, 2000c), in 
2000 in Asia (CGIAR-PRGA, 2001 b), and in 200 1 in Africa (Sperling, 2001). These 
symposia have served to elucidate the s tate-of-the-art in the field in each region 
and to create a network of scientists interested in participatory and gender­
sensitive approaches. While each of the three had different programming tailored 
to the particular region , they all included farmers as participants interacting with 
scientists, and they all had a training component. A set of PPB guidelines 
developed by the Plant Breeding Working Oroup was reviewed and revised in each 
of these regional symposia in arder to capture regional nuances a nd realities 
(CGIAR-PROA, 1999c; 2000c). 

Over the past 5 years, the PROA Program has organized three international 
seminars that have gathered many of the most active and advanced thinkers and 
researchers in the field of PR and OA. Each seminar addressed a timely theme in 
the development of the field: 

1st International Seminar, September 9- 14, 1996. Cali. 
New Frontiers in Participatory Research and Oender Analysis. (COrAR-PRGA , 
1997b) 

2nd Interna tional Seminar, September 6-9, 1998. Quito. 
Assess ing the Impact of Participatory Research and Oender Analysis. (Lilja et 
al. , 2001) 

3rd lnternational Seminar, November 10-12, 2000. Nairobi. 
Uniting Science and Participation in Research. (Pound et al., 2002) 



COnstitutionalization of Gender-Sensitive 
Participatory Research 

Action research on the mainstreaming of gender-sensitive participatory 
approaches within research organizations is expected to constitute a major thrust 
of the PRGA Program during its second 5-year phase. Whereas the PRGA Program 
has contributed to and observed the acceptance and adoption of these 
approaches by numerous institutions over the past 5 years, many research 
institutions, particularly IARCs, continue to apply a supply-driven approach to 
research. This acts as a critica! barrier to the broad and effective application of 
participatory approaches, which are rooted in a demand-driven philosophy. 

The goal of the Institutionalization project is to mainstream the use of 
gender-sensitive participatory approaches in agricul tura! research and 
development by stimulating changes in organizational procedures and policies to 
move more toward a demand-driven modus operandi (CGIAR-PRGA, 2002c). This 
does not presuppose that al! agricultura! research should necessarily be 
participatory, but rather that scientists recognize and value PRGA on a par with 
other scientific tools, s u ch as s oil analysis , and that su ch approaches are 
con s idered at the outset of project des ign. The Program aims to enable 
mains treaming through the development of innovative mechanisms for 
interaction between research and its beneficiaries, through capacity building for 
institutional ch a nge in the CGIAR centers, and through the scaling up of the use 
of participatory approaches in areas su ch as plant breed ing, and soil and water 
management. 

This work will begin with a close collaboration between the Program, CIP, 
!CARDA, and CIAT, to identify key factors that enable and con strain 
organizations in institutionalizing the u se 
of gender-sens itive participa tory 
approaches, and to test a framework 
designed for this analysis. Based on the 
results from the pilot phase, the project 
will solicit the participation of other CG 
centers and NARis, possibly through 
competitive s m all grant proposals. In 
early 2003, the formation of a 
Constituency Group of s takeholder 
representatives will take place and serve 
as a key vehicle for guiding project 
direction . One finding emerging from the 
first few months of this research with 



C!AT is the need for a PROA service to work with, and help guide, scientists 
without expertise in these methods to incorporate them into their research 
projects. 

Gendered Social Capital and Collective Natural 
Resource Management 

This recently initiated project, conducted through a partnership between 
the PROA Program and the University of Essex, is looking at the 
relationship between the use of OA and impact in NRM research. The main 
objective of this project is to understand gender-specific aspects of social 
capital (i.e. , networks, trust, and norms of collaboration), and to create 
awareness of the potential role of OA in the study of social organization for 
NRM and in the outcomes of collective NRM. Research is being undertaken 
on 350 NRM projects and a set of detailed case studies. The project will 
contribute to the discussion on the importance of gender differentiation, 
and how to work through existing social capital in order to support diverse 

development and research initiatives. Knowledge gaps and opportunities for 
further research will be identified through this novel project (Sanginga et al. , 
2002a). 

Capacity Building and Tool Development 

Whereas the PROA has made substantial contributions to developing tools for PR, 
it has less adequately addressed gender. Although there is widespread recognition 
among agricultura! and research scientists of the need to conduct gender and 
stakeholder analysis (OSA), many are not equipped with the tools to do so beyond 
s imple head counting. The PROA Program therefore needs to assess and promote 
existing tools for OSA, and develop tools where gaps exist. 

Consistent with CIAT scientísts demanding technical assistance in PR and 
stakeholder methods, many institutions within and outside the CO have 

expressed a need for training in these approaches. Despite the 
Program engaging in a considerable amount of capacity 
building, the demand has exceeded what the PRGA has thus far 
been able to deliver. In the second phase, opportunities will be 
assessed for training trainers who can go on to train other 
scientists and practitioners in PR approaches. The Program is 
also constructing an expertise database that will enable users to 
identify professionals who can offer capacity-building services 
or work with scientists to integrate or strengthen PR 
components in their projects. Such services are expected to add 
value to the PROA's mainstreaming efforts. 

More work is also needed in developing tools and 
frameworks that will enable researchers to analyze where PROA 
methods are Jikely to yield the substantial positive impacts, and 

where they may be less effective when compared to other research approaches. A 
recent study on the impact of PR approaches at !CARDA revealed that technical 
and policy issues are important considerations in assessing the appropriateness 
of PR approaches. This work is a natural extension from the current work on 
impact assessment, and has clear implications for how the PROA Program 
approaches the institutionalization of PROA. 
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